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Table : Revegetation in Southwestern Lake Wanaka

Owner™? Resource Total area Number Calculation
Consent of native of ' of houses
reference”* planting®® houses®¢ per hectare

' of planting
(approx)

Ecosustainability Limited ~ ENV-2006-CHC-410/411 15 ha 8 houses 2 ha per house

Clever Maker Limited QLDC ref RM081254 10 ha 1 house 10 ha pet house

Seven J Trustees Limited QLDC ref RM081411 20 ha 1 house 20 ha per house

Brewer QLDC ref RM061148 8ha ' 1 house 8 ha per house

" Just One Life Limited Decision C163/2001 80 ha 1 house 80 ha per house

Matukituki Trust QLDC ref RM080876 10 ha®”’ 1 house more than 10 ha

per house

Motatapu Station - 10 ha®® 1 house more than 10 ha

per house
(Total) (Total) (Average)
153 ha 14 houses 11ha
approximately

As shown we have calculated that the average revegetation provided has been about 11
hectares per house. Of course each case has to be considered on its merits, and we must
bear in mind that five of those developments were for houses on the outstanding natural
feature of Roys Peninsula so greater mitigation and/or environmental compensation was
reasonably and relevantly required. Even so the mitigation and/or environmental
compensation put forward in this case seems light at 1.5 hectares per house.

[160] As we have described, native fauna on the site is limited — skinks and geckos are
present, and bellbirds, fantails and grey warblers use the relatively few trees. The

applicant is prepared to have a “no cats” covenant to maximise chances of numbers of

these species recovering™.

[161] Dr Roper-Lindsay considered there would be no adverse effects on birds using

Parkins Bay or the shoreline from increased activity. She wrote*®’:

Concerns have been raised in the past about the potential adverse effects of increased activity
along the shore on birds using the bay or shore here. Birds commonly found here (e.g. scaup
and black swan) are able to move away from the bay to other similar habitats at times when they
are threatened. However, it is my understanding that the bay is currently used regularly by boats

23 I L Roper-Lindsay, evidence-in-chief Key to Appendix B [Environment Court document 4].

24 J L Roper-Lindsay, evidence-in-chief Key to Appendix B [Environment Court document 4].

25 J L Roper-Lindsay, evidence-in-chief Key to Appendix B [Environment Court document 4].

6 Assumed to be one per property, except for Ecosustainability where the consent order shows eight
lots. (Infact it may be only six : see Transcript pp 487-488.)

“10% of the site area” wrote Dr Roper-Lindsay, and the Environment Court decision C113/2009 at
para [1] states the area of the property as being 108 ha.

Dr Roper-Lindsay describes 200,000 native plants so we infer at least ten hectares of planting.

J L Roper-Lindsay, evidence-in-chief para 4.48 [Environment Court document 4].

J L Roper-Lindsay, evidence-in-chief para 5.11 [Environment Court document 4].




62

so that it is not an undisturbed area at present. This suggests that the species commonly noted
there are very tolerant of human activity and have adapted to this environment.

While elsewhere we consider Dr Roper-Lindsay has been thorough and careful, we
question whether she is being a little superficial on this issue. For example, she does
not appear to have considered whether the proposed jetty and restaurant in Parkins Bay
will act as a magnet for more boats and whether this will cross a threshold of tolerance
for the fauna.

[162] Further, on our site inspection, unfortunately after she gave evidence, we were
agreeably surprised by the number (four pairs) of Southern Crested Grebes®! in Parkins
and Emeralds Bay. Since we understand. this species is not common in New Zealand
we consider conditions should, if consent is to be granted, provide for nesting habitat to
be provided and protected west of the “Shearers’ Quarters”, and for PBPL to negotiate
with the Council for a no power and jet-ski boating area to the northwest of the
Shearers’ Quarters®®2, We would like to hear further evidence on how to protect the on-
site (lake edge) and off-site (Parkins Bay) habitat of these birds and whether that should
be provided for — especially west of the Shearers’ Quarters.

[163] No further esplanade reserves are needed because they were set aside on tenure

review?®,

[164] Public walking tracks are to be provided on and off the site.  Since some
possibilities were not raised with Mr Greenaway, the recreation expert for PBPL, at the
hearing we asked counsel if the witness could provide us with a report on the options.
This report, which we will call the “Greenaway Review” was lodged with the court by
Mr Christensen, as described earlier, as Appendix A to the document labelled by the
court as Document 39.1.

[165] Inthe Greenaway Review the two on-site tracks proposed are described as”®:

6. Residential access circuit Part of development proposal only. Provides feeder
access for future residents to [the next] Track ... With
the development in place the access will permit the
public to pass through residential area, which will be of
interest. Need to manage for safe road connections.

7. Parkins Bay to Hospital Flat Very important. Bypasses Glendhu Bluff for walkers

' and cyclists. Creates off-road access to Diamond Lake
and Matukituki River Valley. Extension [of] Wanaka to
Glendhu Bay Track.

26 f .
Y Podiceps cristatus.

22 This may require relocation of the existing waterski slalom course and lanes.
25 ML Steven, evidence-in-chief Appendix B p. 6 [Environment Court document 36].
264 Greenaway Review Tracks 6 and 7 [Appendix A to Environment Court document 39.1].
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They are positive effects of the proposal and the costs®® of the latter ($80,000) are quite
substantial.

[166] We also discuss later the proposed legal mechanisms to provide for mitigation
and environmental compensation. '

5. Other relevant matters (section 104(1)(c) of the Act)

5.1  Environmental compensation

[167] Although it did not concede they would be necessary, the applicant proposed
varjous forms of environmental compensation. Because we consider environmental
compensation®® is likely to be necessary to add sufficient weight to the applicants’ side
of the scales, we discuss the possibilities in turn.

5.2  Walking and cycling tracks

[168] PBPL proposed further walking and cycling tracks over Glendhu Station (in
addition to the two over the site) as compensation for any adverse effects of the
proposal. That is important because walking is New Zealanders’ “most popular form of

outdoor physical activity” according to Mr Greenaway*®’.

[169] Notable existing tracks in the area are: the “Millennium” (lake shore) track from
Wanaka township to the eastern end of Glendhu Bay, the Roys Peak, the Diamond Lake
Track (on the northern part of Glendhu Station), and the Motatapu Track. The first and
last of those either are, or are proposed to be, part of the Te Araroa Track from Cape
Reinga to Bluff, While Mr Greenaway™®® quoted a book by Neville Peat describing
Wanaka as a “walker’s Shangri-La?®, he conceded to Ms Tait that there is some lack of

options in the “peri-urban setting ... close to Wanaka™>",

[170] To give the context of what PBPL is now offering we should record that a
number of new access opportunities were given by the McRae family on tenure
review?’!.  As we have recorded, the UCT Trust seeks that more or improved access be
provided.

265 Greenaway Review Track 7 [Appendix A to Environment Court document 39.1].

266 «We define as ‘environmental compensation’ any action (works, services or restrictive covenants)
to avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse effects of activities on the relevant area, landscape or
environment as compensation from the unavoided and unmitigated adverse effects of the activity
for which consent is being sought”: J F Investments Limited v Queenstown Lakes District Council
Decision C48/2006 at para [8].

267 R J Greenaway, evidence-in-chief para 5.1(a) [Environment Court document 5]. His Appendix 1

refers to tables 1 and 2 from Sport and Recreation New Zealand’s 2007/8 Active New Zealand

Survey.

R J Greenaway, evidence-in-chief para 5.1(d) {[Environment Court document 5].

N Peat, The Lake Wanaka Region OUP 2002.

Transcript p. 93. :

R J Greenaway, evidence~in-chief para 6.2 [Environment Court document 5].
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[171] There was considerable discussion and cross-examination during the hearing as
to what might be appropriate. In his closing submissions Mr Christensen, counsel for
the applicant, accepted that the evidence suggested the following tracks be reserved as
easements for the public:

(a) Parkins Bay “marginal strip”;

(b) Fern Burn to the Motatapu Track;

(¢) Glendhu Hill Track;

(d) Rocky Mountain to Matukituki River Track;
(¢) Mountain-bike access to Motatapu River Strip.

We attach marked “Y” a copy of the track map attached to Mr Christensen’s closing

submissions®”®. We consider each in turn. We are assisted in this by the Greenaway

Review?”.

Parkins Bay shoreline track

[172] In the Greenaway Review this is described as “essential”?’*, Elsewhere it was
suggested this track would be in the marginal strip (created in the recent tenure review
of Glendhu Station). There are fencelines that make use of the marginal strip slightly
difficult at present because they protrude metres into the lake to stop stock getting
around the end of the fence. Further, there are sometimes wet areas along the lake
shore. Mr Greenaway seemed to accept’” there would be places where it would be
preferable for walkers to move onto the site (e.g. on boardwalks around wet areas or to
cross a possible bridge over the stream a little east of the proposed clubhouse) and that it
would be best to create a footpath that “... goes through the right places and meanders
nicely ...”*’8. If the proposal is to proceed, that seems like a good idea to us, although
we consider PBPL should consider whether it wishes to retain the right to close the track
for up to (say) 25 days per year (not more than five weekends) for tournaments if it
considers that necessary. The public would still be able to use the marginal strip.

[173] Mr Greenaway envisaged this “walking track” be designed to the New Zealand
Standard and that it finish at the “logical end point” on Lake Wanaka®’. As we
understand it that end point is simply where the shingly shoreline reaches Glendhu
Bluff. We accept Mr Greenaway’s view” ® that continuing the track around the bluff
would be very expensive, because it might need to be suspended above the lake. In any

view there is an alternative route bypassing Glendhu Bluff and the road. This is the

M Christensen, closing submissions Appendix ‘D”, [Environment Court document 39].

R J Greenaway ‘Review and Costing of Parking Bay and Glendhu Station track development
options’ [Appendix A to Environment Court document 39.1].

The Greenaway Review : Track 1 [Appendix A to Environment Court document 39.1].

Transcript p. 109.

Transcript p. 110.

Greenaway Review : Track 1 [Appendix A to Environment Court document 39.1].

Greenaway Review : Track 2 [Appendix A to Environment Court document 39.1].
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Greenaway Review’s track 7 which runs away from the lakeshore and through the site®”

and which is part of PBPL’s proposal.

[174] A consequence of that diversion is that there is no need to end the lakeshore
track®®® at Glendhu Bluff and so the lakeshore west of the Shearers’® Quarters could be
left for the native fauna. If we are to grant the resource consent, we would ask that the
consent-holder terminate the public track at the jetty below the clubhouse, so that
waterbirds are relatively®®! undisturbed when nesting, loafing or roosting further to the
west,

Fern Burn

[175}] Ms Tait for the UCT Trust raised the issue of forming a track up the Fern Burn to
the start of the Motatapu Track approximately half-way up Motatapu Road.  She
pointed out that while there is theoretical access up the marginal strip (created in the
recent tenure review) of the Fern Burn, the river is crossed by fences in a number of
places®®?. Mr Greenaway had not considered that at the time of the hearing®’. For the
UCT Trust Ms Tait said®, in answer to Mr Christensen, that such a track will provide
off-road access along this stretch which will enable the Te Araroa Track to be off-road
all the way from the Ahuriri Valley via Hawea, Albert Town, Wanaka and Glendhu Bay
to Macetown. This track was considered of high importance by the UCT Trust™®.

[176] The Greenaway Review states®® that any track on this marginal strip would be
“Low value, high cost. Any track is likely to be flooded out in five or ten years.
Willows a problem. Track would be in a low area, with no views and parallel to the
Motatapu Road ...”. 'We accept that the Fern Burn to Motatapu Track is an unnecessary
(and unjustifiable’®’) expense to PBPL if it has to be rebuilt after every major flood.
We consider that mountain bikers could use the Motatapu Road, and that walkers could
use the grass berm along the western side of the road. Except for the first four hundred
metres of this road as it leaves the Mt Aspiring Road there is usually plenty of room for
walkers along the grassed edge. Equally we accept the Greenaway Review that there is
little point in forming a track from the Fern Burn bridge to the lake. Anglers may walk
down the river bed anyway, and walkers have formed access from both Parkins Bay and
Glendhu Bay®®® around the delta’s marginal strip to the mouth of the stream.

2 Greenaway Review : Track 7 [Appendix A to Environment Court document 39.1].
Greenaway Review : Track 1 [Appendix A to Environment Court document 39.1].

There may be errant golf balls from Mr Todd (Transcript p. 357 line 8) and other golfers.
Transcript p. 100.

Transcript p. 100.

Transcript p. 231.

Ms Tait confirmed in cross examination that access from the Motatapu Track to comnect to
Glendhu Bay was a priority, Transcript page 231.

The Greenaway Review : Track 3 [Appendix A to Environment Court document 39.1].
Greenaway Review : Track 3 [Appendix A to Environment Court document 39.1].
Greenaway Review : Track 4 [Appendix A to Environment Court document 39.1].
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“Glendhu Hill” — Highpoint 782 track
[177] The first option is Mr Greenaway’s “Track 14” from the Diamond Lake Track
carpark but instead of heading north to Diamond Lake (and beyond), walkers would

climb south to the crest of Glendhu Hill. The Greenaway Review states?:

Some value, moderate cost. This provides an alternative view of Lake Wanaka to the Diamond
Lake Track, Roys Peak and Ironside Trig. Due to the proximity of Diamond Lake, I would be
cautious about spending too much on this access.

There is a bluff below the high point with climbing potential and this may be the key atiraction,
This high point and the nearby peak at 782m offer similar views ... There are some difficult
access areas near the summit which could require ladders.

Could be developed as a ‘route’ only with poles and a scramble. ...
If developed as a route only, the cost®*° for signs, stiles and poles might be $8,000.

[178] Two other options close to Glendhu Hill (782 masl) are also considered in the
Greenaway Review. First there is the option, raised by the court, of a track up Glendhu

Hill from the golf course, or east side. The Greenaway Review states®!:

Extension from Track 7, also linking to Track 14. Expensive to form to walking track standard
and gradient would probably preclude this standard regardiess. Need to consider safety of users
and will likely require some structures — rails, ladders, small bridges.

Mr Greenaway estimated the rough costs of construction as $70,000 and annual
maintenance at $800 pa. He thought this might be of value to new residents of the
resort, but was more dubious of its value to the public given the proximity of the
Diamond Lake Track.

[179] The other choice passes Glendhu Hill below the crest on the western side, that is
the other side of Glendhu Hill from the proposed development. It is to give a right to
walkers and bikers to use the existing farm track from Hospital Flat on the Mt Aspiring
Road, south to the Motatapu Road at a gate several kilometres south of the site. For the
UCT Trust Ms Tait referred to a plan®* produced by Mr McRae showing that on tenure
review the Department of Conservation showed the farm track over the western side of
Glendhu Hill from Mt Aspiring Road to Motatapu Road as being a priority.

[180] The Greenaway Review states®:

Greenaway Review : Track 14 [Appendix A to Environment Coutt document 39,1].
Greenaway Review : Track 14 [Appendix A to Environment Court document 39.1].
Greenaway Review : Track 8 [Appendix A to Environment Court document 39,1}
J L. McRae Exhibit 3.1 [Environment Court document 3].

Greenaway Review : Track 9 [Appendix A to Environment Court document 39.1]1.
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Moderate value, low cost. Does not provide a natural link to other settings and would be a track
experience by itself, No formation cost as it follows a formed farm road. Essentially an ‘easy
tramp’. Challenging mountain biking and not a family cycling experience. Excellent equestrian
setting. Gates are a problem: as the track is confined to the farm road due to the steep terrain
there are no options to separate stiles from gates and all gates would need to be locked (open or
shut). A management plan for a regional park might define a track like this as suitable for
events and clubs (such as the Cavalcade) rather than providing for open access. Under a park
scenario, likely to be periodically closed for lambing and mustering, and fire risk due to the high
likelihood of users ‘wandering at will’.

Because the track is already formed, there would be no formation cost, and maintenance
would be part of the farm budget. Markers, stiles and signs might cost $10,000%*. On
the basis of the Greenaway Review we consider that none of these three tracks are
sufficiently important to justify the costs of formation at this stage. However, if there is
ever to be any development on the northern lobe of the site (above Glendhu Bluff) then
a formed track from the lodge up to the summit may be desirable.

Rocky Mountain to Matukituki River Track

[181] The McRae family is prepared to allow a poled route here but only for four
months each year, from January to April. The Council Commissioners considered this
track was of significant public value™. Ms Tait confirmed in cross examination that if
it was not available to create a track from the QEII area to the Motatapu River, then
creating a track through the conservation area [CA4] was an alternative®S.  Ms Tait
considered that this track provides an excellent return loop from the Diamond Lake
carpark, either anticlockwise along the Matukituki and Motatapu Rivers, or clockwise
along the true right of the Matukituki River and back via the track system as part of the
Moonrise Bay subdivision®’.

[1'82] The Greenaway Review”® referred to two options here (tracks 12 and 13) as
follows:

(CA1 to CA4 creating Diamond Lake-Matukituki circuit)

Moderate to high value. Diamond Lake is an important walking track with high levels of use.
This extension would require additional commitment, but considering that most of the altitude
has been gained via the Diamond Lake climb, this addition would not be as limiting as I had first
envisioned. There are at least two options for the descent to the Matukituki River. The easiest
is via a ridge shown as the west side of the triangle in the map to the right. This would need to
be poled with several stiles. The dog-leg option would take walkers immediately under the
bluffs in the CA4 conservation area and closer to the regenerating bush, which would add appeal.
The latter would most likely require some track formation. The formation of Track 11 would
make this option more realistic. Both options would be ‘tramping track’ standard.

Greenaway Review : Track 9 [Appendix A to Environment Court document 39.1].
Commissioners decision at page 21, paragraph 87.

Transcript page 230 line 45, page 231, line 5.

Transcript at pages 230-231.

Greenaway Review : Tracks 12 and 13 [Appendix A to Environment Court document 39.1].
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(Track 13) This is the western descent from CA4.
Some value, low cost. This descent would provide a loop option if Track 11 was formed.
There appear to be many descent options on this west face.

Mountain bike access along the Motatapu River

[183] The applicant has volunteered to amend the easement instruments to allow
mountain bike access down to the marginal strip. = Ms Tait confirmed in cross
examination that the UCT Trust would be delighted with this additional access™. Mr
Greenaway recommended>® that the tracks be ‘walking track’ standard as defined in the
New Zealand Standards®®!.  That allows for mountain biking use®®. The Standards
describe these tracks as enabling use by relatively inexperienced visitors ... wanting a
low level of 1isk®® . Various prescriptions as to grade (15° maximum) a width (0.6 to
0.75 metres) and formation are given®™, and the Standards also direct that track surfaces
shall be well-formed and even, and that wet areas are drained.

[184] In his review Mr Greenaway stated>*:

Very high value. Potentially a nationally recognised mountain bike route, especially if linked
with a Motatapu/Matukituki River circuit (Track 11). ‘Easy tramping track’ standard would be
ideal. An excellent circuit for the Wanaka to Glendhu Bay Track, adding the option to cycle
down the Motatapu Road, along the Motatapu River track to Hospital Flat and to Parkins Bay via
Track 7, -and back to Wanaka. Would thereby add much value to the Wanaka-Glendhu Bay
Track. Easy grade, fantastic setting. Would also provide for extensive angler access.

However, the costs’® of formation of the five kilometre track for full mountain bike
access to ‘easy tramping standard’ would be approximately $110,000. In contrast if
opened to a lesser standard these could be reduced®” to $15,000 to $30,000. We
consider that it would be appropriate for the easement to be amended and the track
formed to the lower standard.

[185] Although Mr Christensen did not refer to it, Mr Greenaway also identified as his
Track 11 a “Motatapu/Matukituki River circuit”. His review stated>%:

Transcript at page 229.

R J Greenaway, evidence-in-chief para 7.4,

301 SNZ NZ Handbook for Tracks and Outdoor Visitor Structures (SNZ HB 8630:2004).
R J Greenaway, evidence-in-chief para 7.4.

SNZ HB 8630:2004 — Standard 2.5.

SNZ HB 8630:2004 — Standard 2.5.

Greenaway Review : Track 10 [Appendix A to Environment Court document 39.1].
Greenaway Review : Track 10 [Appendix A to Environment Court document 39.1].
Greenaway Review : Track 10 [Appendix A to Environment Court document 39.1].
Greenaway Review : Track 11 [Appendix A to Environment Court document 39.1].
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Very high value. If linked with Track 10, these two tracks would certainly create a nationally
recognised mountain bike track. The grade would generally be easy and the scenery stunning.
Would provide extensive angler access. “Easy tramping track” standard preferred, but costly.
Would require deviation off the marginal strip to support this option, otherwise confined to
walking access on a tramping track (much cheaper option).

5.3  Other mitigation and compensation

[186] Given our concerns about the cumulative effects of PBPL’s proposal on its
outstanding natural landscape setting we now consider other aspects of mitigation and/or
environmental compensation suggested by the parties and their witnesses. We discuss
each item in turn. That is rather tedious but as always the devil is in the detail. In what
follows it will be convenient to refer to the plan attached as “Z” — the Glendhu Station

Covenants Areas Plan®®,

Area 4 (“The Bull Paddock”)
[187] A covenant was required by the Council decision and originally proposed by the

applicant as follows:

a. Covenant A — The area marked A ‘Bull Paddock’ shall be covenanted for a period that
commences on the date of the grant of consent until the date that is ten years from the
implementation of Stage 3 against further development but not prohibiting subdivision.

That seems appropriate with two provisos, first that any allotment which contains the
clubhouse shall be held in perpetuity with the allotment containing the golf course, and
secondly that all allotments created from the Bull Paddock shall share one access off Mt
Aspiring Road. |

Area B (“The development area”)
[188] This area is that part of the site which is actually proposed to be developed under

the application we are considering®'®. PBPL’s proposed covenant is:

b. Covenant B — The area marked B Development Area shall be covenanted in perpetuity
from the date of the grant of consent against further development, but not prohibiting
subdivision for and the development of, eight visitor accommodation residential units.

No party or witness objected to this. However, it seems to us that this wording would
preclude any future subdivision excising each of the 42 houses and their exclusive
occupation areas. If we grant consent this covenant might need to be reworded.

[189] We should add here that we raised several questions about environmental
compensation or mitigation at the hearing, including about this area. In particular,
through Mr Thorn’s counsel, Mr Ibbotson, we asked the landscape architect Mr Kruger

%9 This is a copy of the plan attached to Mr Christensen’s final submissions [Environment Court

document 39] as Appendix E.
310 The appendix above Glendhu Bluff is also part of the site. It is shown as area ‘D’ on plan X
attached, and is considered below.
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to give his view on several possible aspects of environmental compensation. We would
have liked to ask the same questions of Dr Steven, the Council’s witness. However,
because of his ill-health (as recorded earlier) we did not wish to impose any further,
stressful obligations on him.

[190] In the eastern part of Area B there are some pine trees above the Fern Burn. Mr

Kruger wrote®!!:

4, East of Development Area (Pine Trees)

Question: Would removal of pine trees be desirable?

[Answer]: Yes. Any [removal] of pine trees here and throughout the Fernburn riparian
corridor including the eastern moraine slopes will be beneficial. I say this, because it is
the ambition of the Applicant company to recreate or re-establish an indigenous landscape
throughout the proposed development site. Leaving remnants of Arcadian or cultural
landscapes will deter from the overall experience that will dominate in the future — both,
along Mt Aspiring Road and Motatapu Road.

We consider there is merit in what Mr Kruger proposes.

Area C1

[191] Rather confusingly there are two areas marked C1 on attachment “Z”. We will
call the area northwest of Mt Aspiring Road “Emerald C1” and the other area “Glendhu
Hill C1”. The proposed covenant reads:

c. Covenant C1 — The area marked C1 Farm Area shall be covenanted, for a period that
commences on the date of the grant of consent until the date that is ten years from the
implementation of Stage 3, against further development not associated with usual farming
activities.

We have concerns about area Emerald C1 because we have only realised relatively late
in the writing of this decision that part of area Emerald C1 adjoins Emerald Bay and is
separated from the lake only by a 20 metre marginal strip. Bearing in mind that there is
an eight-lot residential subdivision®'* immediately to the northeast of area Emerald C1
and the strictures in the district plan against sprawl, we consider that subdivision and
residential development of area Emerald C1 should be precluded in perpetuity. That
will ensure that the backdrop to Emerald Bay is preserved forever in anthropocentric

terms.

[192] We see no necessity for the proposed covenant in respect of that part of Area Cl
which we have called Glendhu Hill C1.  We will discuss a possible water quality

covenant later,

3 R F W Kruger, supplementary evidence paragraph 4 [Environment Court document 34A].
2 The Ecosustainability Limited resource consent referred to earlier in this decision.
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Area C2 (Glendhu Station — lakeside terrace)
[193] Area C2 also comprises two areas:

e Homestead C2 on the west side of Motatapu Road;
e Glendhu Bay C2 : this is the area behind the motorcamp, and on the
~ southern side of Mt Aspiring Road. '

[194] Additional covenants volunteered by PBPL after the hearing included:

Cl. Covenant C2 — The area marked C2 Glendhu Bay Farm Area shall be covenanted, for a
period that commences on the date of the grant of consent until the date that is 20 years
from the implementation®™ of Stage 3, against further development not associated with
usual farming activities, but not prohibiting:

i. Activities for camp ground purposes;

ii. subdivision to separate the area marked C2 from the rest of the farm land;

iii. A subdivision which will create a separate certificate of title for the area marked
“X” within C2; and

iv.  any boundary adjustment which does not create additional titles.

The explanation given by counsel was that:

Activities for campground purposes have been specifically provided for because the Glendhu
Bay campground is nearing full capacity®™* and may require expansion or relocation in the future.
The area C2 has been identified as an area that the campground could potentially be expanded or
relocated to and this would also allow for a larger passive recreation area on the lakeshore. ...

[195] The proposed covenant over Area C2 is so limited that it does not assist the
applicant.

Area D (“The lodge area”)
[196] The proposed covenant is:

d. Covenant D — The area marked D Lodge Area shall be covenanted in perpetuity from the
date of the grant of consent against further development, but not prohibiting subdivision
for and the development of, a lodge and ten visitor accommodation residential units.

Since residential or visitors’ accommodation are easily the most obvious types of
development conceivable for this site, we consider the covenant is not particularly useful
and do not require it.

3B Notes:

(1)  We have given these additional covenants different identifiers to avoid confusion;

(2)  For the purpose of the Covenant Conditions, Stage 3 is deemed to be “implemented” when a
final code of compliance certificate under the Building Act 2004 has issued for the 12
visitor accommodation residences referred to in Condition 5(iii) (Condition 41(a)).

Referring to the supplementary evidence of J G Darby (evidence of R B Thomson) at para

8.3(c)(ii).
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Area E (“The new home”)

[197] The area marked E contains the home of Mr John McRae’s parents, B and P
McRae. PBPL volunteers that this land should be covenanted in perpetuity from the
date of the grant of consent against further development, but not prohibiting:

i subdivision to separate the arca marked E from the rest of the land currently
contained in Certificate of Title 478353 and any boundary adjustment which does
not create additional titles;

ii. the construction of a chapel;

iii.  the erection of any temporary buildings such as marquees and other shelters used
for the purpose of conducting weddings and reception functions;

iv.  a shed for the purpose of storing farming and landscaping equipment;

V. alterations to the existing dwelling located on the land, and

vi.  the construction of a residential unit ancillary to the main dwelling;

[198] Mr Kruger wrote about this area on the Fern Burn Delta’!’:

3 Fernburn Delta
Question: Would precluding development here be a gain in landscape terms?
[Answer]: Yes. I am of the opinion that any further development in that area must be
avoided. The way the fan area has been developed in recent years created a significant
degree of domestication on this rather vulnerable landform close to the lake margin,

In the light of that evidence we are initially reluctant for any new building whether
permanent (a chapel and an ancillary dwelling) or temporary (a marquee) to be allowed
on this land given its prominence in the landscape. That is particularly so since one of
our reasons for potentially allowing the clubhouse to be erected in the bull paddock is
because there is often a marquee on that site over the summer months. Replacing that
with the golf clubhouse seems meritorious but not if it is likely to export the marquee to
another site. That is the epitome of an adverse accumulative effect.

[199] Our initial view is that there should be a condition expressly prohibiting the
proposed activities, but we are prepared to hear submissions evidence from PBPL on

that issue.

Area F (Fern Burn and land to the east of Motatapu Road)

[200] There are two sub-areas within this Area F to be considered : the Fern Burn, its
margins and the containing valley walls which we will call “F1”; and the land east of
the Motatapu Road which we will call Area “F2”. There is a hill to the west of F1
which we would have thought more sensibly should go with Area G or Glendhu Hill C2
and we will ignore it here.

R F W Kruger, supplementary evidence paragraphs 3 et ff [Environment Court document 34A].
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[201] Of Area F1, the Fern Burn, Mr Kruger wrote®'®:

Having re-visited the site ... and having considered the pine trees and walkway matters
discussed above, I have taken notice of the degraded state of the entire riparian corridor of
the Fernburn. Being at the edge of the Glendhu Station area and more or less directly
bordering the proposed development area, I am of the opinion, that this part of the
landscape offers very good opportunity to rehabilitate and incorporate the land into the
wider are[a] of ecological restoration.

In light of the fact that the pressure on the farm has [now] been removed [if consent is
granted] I believe that destocking this area will provide an immediate benefit to the lower
reaches of the Fernburn. Furthermore, the removal of and prevention of reinvasion by all
exotic trees and shrubs (including willows, Douglas fir, pine species and sweet briar) will
increase ecological values. Passive revegetation of this area should be assisted by the
establishment of significant pockets of planted indigenous species as a seed source.

The rehabilitating corridor can be host to the potential walkway link between the
Motatapu track and the foreshore.

While we disagree with Mr Kruger about having the walkway in the valley of the Fern
Burn for the reasons given by Mr Greenaway, we consider there is, at first sight,
considerable merit in his proposal for rehabilitation of the Fern Burn. At least the
fencing component of Mr Kruger’s proposal is consistent with Mr John McRae’s
intentions as quoted earlier.

[202] In respect of Area F2 (Glendhu Station Land East of Motatapu Road) Mr Kruger

wrote3 17:

Question: Would — from a landscape point of view — further restrictions on future
residential development in that area be beneficial (particularly considering a potential
precedent effect).

[Answer]: Yes. The residential are[a] has been kept outside the visual catchment from
Motatapu Road. I am of the opinion that it is essential to maintain this situation in
perpetuity and to prevent any further “spill” of development outside the area as is
proposed presently.

This part of the landscape can fulfil better and more important functions discussed in the
section on environmental compensation below.

[203] The covenant volunteered by PBPL reads:

316 R F W Kruger, supplementary evidence para 9.2.3 [Environment Court document 34A].
37 R F W Kruger, supplementary evidence para 6 [Environment Court document 34A].
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The area marked F (Fern Burn area) shall be covenanted for a period that commences on the date
of the grant of consent until the date that is 35 years from the implementation of Stage 3, against
any further development, but not prohibiting:

i activities associated with farming activities;

ii. a subdivision to separate the area marked ¥ from the rest of the farm land and any
boundary adjustment which does not create additional titles; :

iti.  the relocation, repair and replacement of the existing homestead and ancillary buildings;

and
iv.  the construction of two further residential dwellings on the land and any subsequent
repairs and alterations to those residential dwellings.

Counsel explained that the 35 year term for this covenant was determined on the basis
that 35 years is [onger than one generation and is at least three cycles of district plan
(assuming a ten year life, although we note new plans are no longer required).

[204] The reference to relocation of the existing homestead*'® follows on from the
candid suggestion about extension of the camping ground into Area C2. Clearly there
are plans to extend the camping ground across the road from its present site on Glendhu
Bay, and we make no comment about that.

[205] The implication of the proposed covenants for Area F2 is that the McRae family
hopes for three sets of buildings to be established where at present there are none. We
approve the covenant prohibiting further development for a period of 35 years with the
provided exceptions, but the parties must understand that means neither approval nor
disapproval of any of the activities in the exceptions.

Area G
[206] This area wraps around the south and west of the site. It is generally higher than
the site and appears to go to the crest of Glendhu Hill. PBPL proposes that:

g. Covenant G — The area marked G shall be covenanted in perpetuity from the date of the
grant of consent against any development not associated with farming activities, but
permitting any boundary adjustment which does not create additional titles.

Mt Christensen explained®' that:

The low lying gully immediately behind the development area in Covenant Area “G” was also
considered to be an area capable of absorbing further development when assessed from a
visibility analysis and landscape character assessment perspective. However, the applicant has
volunteered a covenant in perpetuity against any development not associated with farming
activities in this area to address the comments made at the hearing regarding precedent and
providing a buffer between the development site and the adjacent farm land. In response to

We understand the homestead is located at a point marked with a cross within Area C2 on our

attachment “Z”, :
M R G Christensen, closing submissions 7.11 [Environment Court document 39].




75

questions from His Honour, the applicant has also volunteered that this low lying gully be
planted in a mix of locally sourced native species including Totara.

[207] Mr Kruger wrote:

5. Crest of Ridge and “Reverse Slope”
Question: Would the revegetation (including the use of totara) of these areas be
beneficial?
[Answer]: Yes. The rather arbitrary and linear boundaries of the proposed development
can be softened and the proposed revegetation on the residential area can be extended in a
more naturalistic way. I propose to go a step further and include the Fernburn riparian
corridor and the moraine side slopes east and south of the proposed development site.

[208] In relation to Area G and on another aspect of environmental compensation Mr

Kruger wrote®?;

Removal of Areas from Grazing and Ecological Restoration

Given the fact that the pressure has been removed from farming — by way of the financial returns
from the commercial development that has been consented (hypothetically, I may add here) — the
retirement of areas from grazing should be considered. Here, the focus should be on the slopes
of the isolated mountain area and the moraine areas below — meaning all the ground that forms
part of the visual catchment from the Parkins Bay and Glendhu Bay land areas and including the
surface of Lake Wanaka in the proximity of the bays [these are areas visible in Truescape
Photopoints 01 and 03].

If allowed to restore — both, passively and potentially assisted by some targeted active vegetation
establishment — these areas would blend with adjacent conservation land and eventually form a
highly natural backdrop in the middle ground within the above viewing catchment. Habitat
creation would be significantly improved by creation of larger and more cohesive, undisturbed
and re-vegetated areas.

All such areas require protection by covenants and need to be maintained at the Applicant’s
expense for an agreed period — at least until successfully established.

Appreciating that we have only heard from one witness from one party on this issue we
consider this idea may have merit, but will give other parties (especially PBPL) an
opportunity to indicate whether it wishes to call evidence on this issue.

[209] We should add that we have a tentative view that Mr Kruger has not gone far
enough. His ‘rehabilitation’ area®*! does not follow catchment boundaries. We would
like to hear from PBPL as to why it should not fence off and retire from (at least)
grazing by cattle the entire catchments west of the site to the crest of Glendhu Hill. We

320 R F W Kruger, supplementary evidence para 9.2.1 [Environment Court document 34A].
21 RF W Kruger, Exhibit 34.5 [Environment Court document 34A].
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would not see revegetation as essential because we consider it is likely on the
evidence®” that bracken and then other native plants would quickly revegetate the
hillside. 'We should add that we are unenthusiastic about the proposed cattle corridor
through Area ‘D’ on Attachment Z.

5.4  Will granting consent create a poor planning precedent?
[210] In Scurr v Queenstown Lakes District Council’® the Court wrote:

As we see the matter, a grant of consent to a discretionary activity can be a precedent in the sense
of creating an expectation that a like application will be treated in a like manner. In general this
may not be as important as in the case of a non-complying activity, because most District Plans
assume that a discretionary activity will be acceptable on a variety of sites within the zone and
each must be assessed on a case-by-case basis.

In terms of this particular District Plan, there is even greater reason to consider issues of
precedent for discretionary activities. In a section of the classification of activities it is stated
that discretionary activities have been awarded such status ... “because in or on outstanding
landscapes or features the relevant activities are inappropriate in almost all locations ...”, and “...

3

in visual amenity landscapes the relevant activities are inappropriate in many locations ...”.
Such explanation works against any assumption that this plan envisages discretionary activities
will occur on most sites in either type of landscape — an assumption that would leave little room
for precedent arguments,

Purporting to rely on that, Mr Whitney concluded that in this case®®* the proposed
activity will establish a precedent for establishing a resort in the Rural General Zone,
especially for visitor accommodation in substantial two storey buildings and forty two
residential units. '

[211] We have considered the evidence on whether there are other sites in the Clutha
catchment (within the district) which might:

e Dbe alternative sites for a golf course; and/or
e use a consent for the present site as a precedent for building 40 houses.

To be similar such a site would need to have a substantial area of working farmland
(covered in introduced grasses and with shelterbelts of introduced trees), contain
morainic terraces or other topography in which to conceal the full effect of houses, and
be on the opposite side of any road from the dominant visual attractions (lake,
mountains).

22 Transcript p. 651.

3 Seurr v Queenstown Lakes District Council Decision C60/2005 at paragraphs 43 and 44,
24 W Whitney, evidence-in-chief para 211 [Environment Court document 38].




77

[212] Two sites that might be considered as alternatives are at Dublin Ba.y325 and at
Cattle Flat. Mr Darby considered the first, but found it inferior to the site, and potential
for residential development on a limited part of Cattle Flat Station was suggested in the
Boffa Miskell Report. However, one only has to look at a map to realise how different
those particular outstanding natural landscapes are from the embedding landscape at
Parkins Bay to realise that the precedent value of this case is quite low.

[213] This is an important issue. We find that it is likely that granting consent will
only establish a limited precedent. That is unless another applicant can find a site
where:

e the proposed golf course is in an “English pastoral” area;

e the site is located in a tame corner of Lake Wanaka;

e the proposed housing can be tucked onto a moraine terrace which is on the
landward side of any access road (in this case Mt Aspiring Road).

[214] The other way in which granting consent might create a precedent is in respect of
applications for a much smaller number of houses — say between 1 and 6 as in the
Sharpridge case®® in 2002.  That concerned an application for subdivision and
residential use of rural land half-way between Wanaka and Parkins Bay. Such an
applicant might argue that if 42 houses were allowed in Parkins Bay, why not a mere 1-6
elsewhere in an outstanding natural landscape?

[215] It is trite law that every discretionary activity decision turns on its own facts and
predictions. But we consider there are real differences between the facts of Sharpridge
and this case:

e in this case the site is in a relatively more modified and less important part of
the embedding outstanding natural landscape;
e the site is not on the lake side of the road;
e the houses are associated with the proposed golf course;
e the houses will be grass-roofed.

In our view it is difficult to imagine a proposal that cannot be readily and reasonably
distinguished from the one before us in multiple respects.

25 Qther(s) may be in the little-known Stevenson Arm, north of Dublin Bay.
326 Upper Clutha Environmental Society Incorporated v Queenstown Lakes District Council Decision
C104/2002 and its sequel C47/2004.
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6. Consideration
6.1  Weighing all relevant factors
[216] As for our discretion under section 104B of the RMA we have to make an

overall judgment to achieve the single purpose of the RMA as set out in section 5 by:

e taking into account all of the relevant matters identified under section 104;

e avoiding consideration of any irrelevant matters such as those identified in
section 104(3);

e giving different weight to the matters identified under section 104 depending
on the court’s opinion as to how they are affected by application of section
5(2)(a), (b) and (c) and sections 6 to 8 of the Act to the partlcular facts and
predictions in the case, and then:

e in the light of the above as stated in North Shore City Council v Auckland
Regional Council’®’: “allow... for comparison of conflicting considerations,
and the scale or degree of them and their relative significance or proportion
in the final outcome.”

[217] In relation to section 5(2) of the RMA one of the attractive features of PBPL’s

-proposal is that it aspires to contribute to the physical and social wellbeing of the
Wanaka community, and visitors by providing a high quality golf course and several
walking and cycling tracks, as well as improved access to and along the Fern Burn and
the shores of Lake Wanaka. Those aims of course are part of the purpose of the RMA.

[218] At the risk of being perceived as over-cautious we rather belatedly raise the issue
of fire risk, specifically in respect to the safety2® of future residents of the 42 houses. It
is PBPL’s intention to place the houses carefully within the mounds and valleys of the
morainic terrace and then to revegetate the housing area with kanuka®®. Kanuka is an
inflammable plant in our experience. Especially since it appears that kanuka is to be
planted on the roofs of the houses as well as around their curtilage areas we are
concerned that in-house safety and evacuation measures have not been considered.

Residents should be enabled to provide reasonably for their own safety.

[219] We do not regard fire risk as a factor going either for or against the proposal
since we have neither read nor heard evidence about it. But if the opportunity arises we
would like some reassurance on this issue.

6.2 Section 6 of the RMA
[220] There are three matters under section 6 which need to be recognised and

provided for. They are (relevantly):

North Shore City Council v Auckland Regional Council Decision A86/96 at p. 46; [1997] NZRMA
59.

Section 5(2) of the RMA refers to “... safety of people and communities ...”.

J L Roper-Lindsay, evidence-in-chief para 4.41 [Environment Court document 4].
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e the preservation of the natural character of Lake Wanaka and the Fern Burn
and their margins and their preservation from inappropriate use and
development; ‘

e the protection of the outstanding natural landscape in which the site is set
from inappropriate use and development (and ultimately subdivision);

e the maintenance and enhancement of public access to and along the Fern
Burn and the Motatapu and Matukituki Rivers and the shores of Lake
Wanaka.

[221] Whether the proposal does recognise and provide for the first two of the matters
was, as we have described, the subject of lengthy evidence from landscape architects.
From what we have already written it will be apparent that we do not find much of the
evidence of Mr Scott relevant or useful. ~ The general evidence of Dr Steven, while
interesting, is, in the end, not useful either. Some of his more specific opinions, while
somewhat exaggerated, have been more helpful to us in attempting to weigh relevant
landscape considerations.

[222] At first sight the evidence of Mr Kruger is the most accurate and trustworthy.
We have already recorded how Mr Christensen, in his closing submissions for PBPL,
made a strong attack on Mr Kruger. He submitted that Mr Kruger lost his objectivity

by:

e ‘criticising landscape architects for the applicant as unprofessional;

e quoting from other decisions;

e repeating evidence on environmerntal compensation that he had written for
an earlier case.

As to the first of these: we agree it does not assist the court to accuse other experts of
being unprofessional especially in the subjective fields of architecture and landscape
architecture. On the other hand we can understand Mr Kruger’s frustration: there is
something rather insouciant in the AEE’s (and Dr Steven’s) acceptance of 42 or more
houses in this landscape.

[223] We do not criticize Mr Kruger’s citation of other decisions. It is always proper
for a witness to give a brief summary of the law they have been told applies provided
they do not lecture the court on points of law. That is particularly true of the law on
section 6(b) of the RMA which is both unusually complex and still developing: Indeed,
we have criticised other landscape witnesses in these proceedings for not engaging with
the Environment Court’s attempts to discuss what an outstanding natural landscape is.
Further, we are uneasy with any suggestion that the court cannot build on earlier
decisions. For example, if another division of the court has found that a particular
landscape is an outstanding natural landscape then for ourselves we would regard that as
an important factor in our consideration. To that extent we would respectfully qualify
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the statement of the court in the Marler*® case that “Except on matters of law,

statements made by this Court on other occasions are the view of the members of that
Court based on the evidence and submissions heard in that case” by adding the words
“... except where findings of fact relate to off-site matters, which a subsequent division
of the court considers it should, subject to the principles of fairness, receive and apply
under section 276(1)(a) and (2) of the RMA”.

[224] Finally, reference by Mr Kruger to his earlier evidence on environmental
compensation was also justified. He had little time — less than 24 hours — to respond to
the court, and was simply being honest when acknowledging he had written the passage
Mr Christensen complains of for another case. |

Section 6(a)

[225] We hold that the clubhouse and the accommodation®* close to the lake edge are
appropriate there provided that the proposed vegetation either side of it is planted and
maintained. We consider that in many ways the clubhouse will be preferable to the
marquee which we heard often sits near the lake edge, especially since the public will
have access to the facilities in the clubhouse.

Section 6(b)

[226] As for the protection of the outstanding natural landscape in which the site is set,
we consider that, taking into account the careful siting of the houses and the way in
which they are designed to become part of the landscape, the revegetation plans, and
their morainic setting, the housing component of the proposal will not harm the
landscape to any significant extent. As for the golf course, that really only changes the
character of this part of the landscape from utilitarian to recreational without making any
real change in its fundamental character. We also find that the proposed houses and
golf resort will be appropriate in the landscape.

[227] The adverse effects on landscape values which cannot be mitigated so readily are
the dynamic and changing effects of the occupants and visitors of 42 houses going about
their lives, and of the golfers and watches on the golf course and of their attendants, cars
and buggies. We accept Mr Kruger’s evidence, that even with the mitigation proposed
in the form of mounding and planting, they will have some adverse effects on the
outstanding natural landscape of which the site and Parkins Bay are part. Whether the
proposal is acceptable under the objectives and policies will be a matter of the
environment compensation off the site (but within Glendhu Station or the margins of
adjacent streams or Lake Wanaka).

30 Upper Clutha Environmental Society Incorporated v Queenstown Lakes District Council Decision
C113/2009 at [188].
B The “Shearers’ Quarters”.
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Alternative sites

[228] Since matters of national importance are raised the question of whether there are
preferable alternative sites is (at least theoretically) raised : 7V3 Network Services
Limited v Waikato District Council’®; Meridian Energy Limited v Central Otago
District Council’>. In Maniototo Environmental Society Incorporated v Central Otago
District Council’** the Environment Court wrote that the consideration of alternatives:

... needs to be proportional to the significance and size of the issues to the applicant, the people
and communities affected, and to society as a whole.

That aspect of the decision has not, as far as we can see, been overturned on appeal by
the High Court in Meridian Energy Limited v Central Otago District Council>>.

[229] The only evidence about possible alternative sites for a golf course was brief
mention in Mr Thompson’s report **® of potential sites being available at Dublin Bay on
the north side of the outlet (to the Clutha River)’of Lake Wanaka and another site closer
to Wanaka. For the applicant Mr Christensen submitted that the evidence shows that
for a championship golf course to be successful “as part of an internationally recognised
golf destination cluster” it needs to be located in a “memorable” landscape setting,
referring to the unchallenged (on this point) evidence of Mr Darby®>’, Mr Roche®*® and
Mr Bayliss®®.

[230] We appreciate that in this case the issue is important for the community.
Obviously opinions about the proposal are split. We consider that the question of
alternatives is not important in this case for two reasons : first any other sufficiently
memorable golf course is, as Mr Christenisen pointed out, also likely to be in an
outstanding natural landscape, so we would be no better off in our consideration. That
is the more important point, but we also recognise that if there is a suitable site
elsewhere in the Clutha Basin which is not in an outstanding natural landscape then it
may well be developed eventually as part of a “golf destination cluster”.  So the
possible alternative is not a true alternative at all.

32 TV3 Network Services Limited v Waikato District Council [1997] NZRMA 539; [1998] 1 NZLR
360 (HC).

3 Meridian Energy Limited v Central Otago District Council HC, Dunedin, CIV 2009-412-000980,
16 August 2010.

34 Maniototo Environmental Society Incorporated v Central Otago District Council Decision
C103/2009. ‘

35 Meridian Energy Limited v Central Otago District Council HC, Dunedin, CIV 2009-412-000980,

16 August 2010.

J G Darby, supplementary evidence para 5.3 [Environment Court document 2A].

J G Darby, evidence-in-chief para 413 [Environment Court document 2] and supplementary

evidence (evidence of Mr Thomson) at paragraphs 8.2(b) and 10.6(f) [Environment Court

document 2A].

J S Roche, evidence-in-chief para 9.3.1 [Environment Court document 20].

M J Bayliss, evidence-in~chief paragraphs 4.1 and 4.7 [Environment Court document 21].
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6.3  Section 7 of the RMA

Section 7 generally

[231] Only subsections 7(aa) — the ethic of stewardship; 7(b) — the efficient use and
development of natural and physical resources, 7(c) — the maintenance and enhancement
of amenity values and 7(f) — maintenance and enhancement of the quality of the
environment — are directly relevant in these proceedings.

[232] Most of those matters to which we are to have particular regard are subsumed in
various objectives and policies we discuss shortly. The exceptions are subsection 7(b)
which we consider next, and section 7(f) which requires us to have particular regard to
the maintenance and enhancement of the quality of the environment. That is particularly
important in view of the applicant’s failure to consider whether that part of the
environment outside the site but within Glendhu Station should be enhanced.

Section 7(b) — efficient use of natural and physical resources
[233] In Meridian Energy Limited v Central Otago District Council* the High Court
held that the Environment Court:

.. went too far when it decided that section 7(b) required a comprehensive and explicit cost
benefit analysis in [the] case.

We are bound by that decision. Clearly its ramifications need further thought. It seems
to us that an important point remains that if a section 7(b) analysis is to be useful —in
adding to the judgement required by section 5 — a cost benefit analysis is the best and
(relatively) most objective test of which proposed use or development of the resources is
more sustainable. If that is not supplied then an applicant loses its benefit, but is not
penalised because the consent authority cannot have particular regard to — in the sense of
“inquire into” : see Quarantine Waste (NZ) Limited v Waste Resources Limited™*" —
evidence which does not exist. If there is no such inquiry into quantified benefits and
costs there is a concern that a consent authority’s predictions about not wasting
resources will be merely wind as far as the losing party is concerned.

[234] On the question of whether the proposal is an efficient use of the resources PBPL

called Dr McDermott. He wrote®*:

If we wish to ... determine whether a particular project represents good use of resources, we can
quantify the cost and benefit streams that we identify to calculate the net present value (NPV).
For this purpose, costs and benefits are estimated annually using real values (in this case 2009
dollar figures, unadjusted for inflation) over 25 years. Costs and benefits are discounted across
these value streams to give greater weight to earlier costs and benefits than later ones.
Deducting the sum of discounted costs from the sum of discounted benefits provides an estimate
of the project’s NPV at a nominated discount rate.

Meridian Energy Limited v Central Otago District Council HC, Dunedin, CIV 2009-412-000980,
16 August 2010.

Quarantine Waste (NZ) Limited v Waste Resources Limited [1994] NZRMA 529 at 542 (HC).

P J McDermott, evidence-in-chief para 12.5 [Environment Court document 6].
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[235] Earlier he had, correctly in our view, observed that a cost-benefit analysis3 3 :

. adopts a community perspective and not that of the investing entity, with its interest in
financial profit and loss ... it does not take account of the funding and structuring of the
investment required, nor of transfers that might arise in the course of operations (such as interest
and tax payments). It should, however, consider intangibles, however imperfectly.

[236] Dr McDermott then produced his analysis** in this table:

Table 2 Parkins Bay Golf Course Development Benefits

8% discount rate’”® ($ million)

Cost Benefit Net Benefit
Residences $57.0 $93.2 $36.2
Accommodation $12.7 $6.4 -$6.3
Golf Clubhouse $15.6 $16.2 $0.6
Golf Course $12.9 $9.9 -$2.9
Recreation $1.2 $4.6 $34
Grounds $8.1 -$8:1
Total $107.4 $130.3 $22.9
Opportunity Cost $0.0 $0.6 $0.6
Net Present Value $107.4 $129.8 $22.4

He also recalculated the Net Present Value (“NPV”) with 6% discount rate because the
project “... comprises primarily buildings ... At this rate, the NPV is $29.2 m™%,

[237] The conclusions drawn by Dr McDermott were>*’:

3 P J McDermott, evidence-in-chief para 12.3 [Environment Court document 6].
344 P J McDermott, evidence-in-chief Table 2 in para 12.9 [Environment Court document 6].
5 Dr McDermott wrote about his choice of discount rate (at his para 12.6):

A 10% discount rate has been traditionally used to assess public sector projects. More
recently, the view has been advanced that the discount rate should be based on the
opportunity cost of capital; i.e. what the capital might attract if invested in the next best
alternative. In 2008 Treasury issued an advice which recommends 8% as the default
discount rate, 6% for buildings (suggesting a lower rate of return required) and 9.5% for
technology (suggesting a higher rate of return). For this statement I have used 8% as the
default discount rate.

P J McDermott, evidence-in-chief para 12.14 [Environment Court document 6].

P J McDermott, evidence-in-chief para 12.15 [Environment Court document 6].
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The results of the economic analysis provide reassurance that the project is a sound use of
resources as well as an innovative and imaginative addition to Wanaka’s tourism infrastructure.
The wider implication is that, because the project is justified in economic terms, it can benefit the
visitor industry (... increased availability of accommodation), the community (from increased
access to an attractive lake-side environment and access to income and employment), and the
environment (... removing pastoral farming from the Parkins Bay area, landscaping, and re-
vegetation), ’

In cross-examination by Mr Ibbotson he conceded® that he had not tried to quantify the
costs and benefits of changes to the landscape but pointed out that he had identified that
omission in his evidence.

[238] It is correct that when he came to the conclusion just referred to Dr McDermott
had given some thought to externalities of the proposal. In his statement of his
assumptions®® he wrote that there would be benefits in the form of non-market
returns®*® from the new walking tracks:

While there will not be a charge for access, people nevertheless receive a benefit from this
amenity. In 2007 Pamela Kaval and Richard Yao of Waikato University reviewed 19 studies of
non-market valuation of recreation conducted in New Zealand between 1973 and 2002*Y, This
provided an opportunity to update my previous estimate of recreational user benefits® using
more-up-to-date and more generalised information than available previously.

Kaval and Yao demonstrated a tendency for higher valuation of South Island compared to North
Island recreation assets. The highest values were associated with backpacking and tramping
resources (at $243/day in 2007 dollars) followed by mountain and rock climbing ($110/day). As
there will be no overnight tramping at Parkins Bay and no rock climbing, these figures are useful
background information but too high for the present analysis. Instead, I have adopted the value
identified with “General Recreation” in the Kaval and Yao study as the best estimate of benefits
gained from public access, $34 per person per day. Some 10,000 people are assumed to take
advantage of this opportunity in the first year (less than 30 people per day on average), increasing
by 3% per year.

We have quoted that to draw attention to some potentially very useful research.

[239] However, on the subject of pofential negative externalities he was not so definite

in his evidence-in-chief. He wrote>>;

%8 Transcript p. 132.

9 P J McDermott, evidence-in-chief Appendix B [Environment Court document 6].

30 P J McDermott, evidence-in-chief Appendix B paragraphs B.14 and B.15 [Environment Court
document 6].

Bl Kaval P and Yao R (2007) “New Zealand Outdoor Recreation Benefits”, Working Paper in
Economics 07/14, Department of Economics, University of Waikato.

352 Walker, D P (1992).  “An economic valuation of Bottle Lake Forest: An economic valuation of
Bottle Lake Forest: using both the travel cost and contingent valuation methods for analysis”,
Research project in Advanced Forestry Economics, School of Forestry, University of Canterbury.

3 P J McDermott, evidence-in-chief Appendix B paras B5 and B6 [Environment Court document 6].
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Some submitters to the Council Hearing expressed a preference for the existing farmed landscape
rather than the landscape proposed for the Parkins Bay development. An emotional attachment
to an existing landscape can be considered with reference to “existence value”. This is a concept
used to assess what the community might be willing to pay to maintain a landscape in its natural
state. It is reflected, for example, in the willingness of taxpayers to fund national parks and
conservation projects which may have no immediate use for nor even be accessed by the majority
of them. It implies that people value selected landscapes which they do not use, and that
increased access by others or a change in use may devalue them in their eyes.

The Glendhu Station landscape has been modified by farming and so is not in its natural state. It
is already committed to an economic use. The issue of landscape effects is therefore more
properly dealt with by experts in the context of the visual and biophysical impacts of the
proposed land use change. However, allowance has been made in the economic analysis for
$500,000 expenditure on landscaping and $2,207,000 on revegetation, expenditures that can be
considered to enhance site biodiversity.

It is on this last point that he was criticised most fully by Dr Hazledine, the economist
called by Mr Thorn. Dr Hazledine claimed®** that Dr McDermott “... made no attempt
to quantify the potentially very considerable external effects of permitting development
around the shore of Lake Wanaka”. In his reply Dr McDermott referred to the passages
quoted above, although he also repeated®> his earlier comment that evaluation of the
impact of changes to the landscape be left to the experts.

.[240] Dr Hazledine wrote®®:

[The] key issue is of course the social value (i.e., the value to New Zealand) of the Parkins Bay-
West Wanaka land and landscape in its current, relatively pristine state, as opposed to its social
value trannelled by a substantial residential development and golf course. Put it another way;
the Court will need to decide (if it treats the proposal on its merit) whether the partial
privatization of the view and landscape inherent in the proposal subtracts significantly from the
social value of Parkins Bay-West Wanaka as a public good, to be enjoyed or appreciated by all
New Zealanders, in actuality or in prospect.

Counsel for the applicant, Mr Christensen, cross-examined Dr Hazledine about his
privatisation claim. He answered>*’ that people in the houses would “... get the lovely
views and in that sense it is privatising the view”. Mr Christensen submitted the public
has no right to these views at present because the land is owned by the McRae family’s
company. That is true but it is not the whole pictiure. The public cannot access the site
of the proposed houses. But in views of the site from the road, looking is free, and a
considerable part of the purpose of section 6(b) of the RMA must be to give some
protection to the views that passers-by have of outstanding natural landscapes. That
recognises the reality that “beautiful scenery” is a major drawcard for visitors especially

3
from overseas>>°.

T J Hazledine, evidence-in-chief para 66 [Environment Court document 22].

P J McDermott, rebuttal evidence para 4.9 [Environment Court document 6A].
T J Hazledine, evidence-in-chief para 80 [Environment Court document 22].
Transcript p. 216 (lines 11-35).

R A Corbett evidence-in-chief para 7.8 [Environment Court document 13].
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[241] Another useful observation by Dr Hazledine was that>>’:

It may be that the proposed Parkins Bay development would represent such a new, more valuable
use of resources. For sure, as a housing development, if not as a golf course, it would add more
private value to the land than the opportunity cost use of continued pastoral farming. That is not
in dispute. But what is, of course, in dispute here is whether private or market value should be
determinative, in the presence of externalities (notably possible loss of amenity value) which the
market fails to take into account. ‘

Subsequently Dr Hazledine questioned®®® Mr Darby’s claim in respect of the golf course
and the 42 houses that ‘... put simply, one cannot exist without the other’. For a long
time we thought Dr Hazledine was simply wrong about that, sincé we are satisfied on
Mr Darby’s evidence®® (supported to some extent by Dr McDermott) that it is most
unlikely that a golf course would be built without the houses. Indeed, as Mr Darby’s
evidence®® demonstrates, there is a clear trend in New Zealand for new golf courses to
have housing associated with them. We have already recorded that Mr Darby himself
has been master planner and lead designer®®® for Millbrook Resort (Arrowtown),
Clearwater Resort (Christchurch) and Jacks Point (Queenstown) amongst others.

[242] However, Dr Hazledine’s obverse may be true : that the 42 houses could exist
without the golf course. That is a useful way to think about the proposal : because if an
applicant came to the Council with a proposal for one or two houses in an outstanding
natural landscape, that would be scrutinised very carefully as the history of appeals to
this court by the Wakatipu and Upper Clutha Environment Societies and by Mr Thorn
shows. Forty-two houses in an outstanding natural landscape really does raise major
concerns as Mr Kruger’s, Ms Neal’s and Ms Lucas’ evidence suggests. We return to
this issue later.

[243] Dr McDermott summarised the discussion of negative externalities as follows*®*:

I have considered Professor Hazledine’s comments and remain comfortable with my treatment of
externalities on the following grounds:

a. The balance of substantive landscape and biodiversity impacts is a matter best left to the
experts and not easily reduced to a single figure in a cost benefit analysis;
b. However, a substantial investment in landscape and biodiversity together with the removal

of pastoral farming from this land may well offset any negative externalities.
Incorporating these costs into my analysis goes some way towards dealing with them.
(However, I have not sought to offset this cost by valuing any consequent gains to the
environment);

T J Hazledine, evidence-in-chief para 89 [Environment Court document 22].

T J Hazledine, evidence-in-chief paragraphs 8 to 13 [Environment Court document 22].
J G Darby, evidence-in-chief para 4.10 [Environment Court document 2].

J G Darby, evidence-in-chief para 2.3 [Environment Court document 2].

] G Darby, evidence-in-chief para 2.3 [Environment Court document 2].

P I McDermott, rebuttal evidence para 6.1 [Environment Court document 6A].
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c. Because the landscape is already substantially transformed existence and bequest value
are of marginal if any relevance. As it stands, the land use can be further modified,
subject to the limits associated with a Visual Amenity landscape, so that the notion of
option value as a basis for preservation in its current form also has limited application.

d. I acknowledge third party costs from loss of exclusiveness, changes in landscape
appearance, benefits from a stronger tourism sector, and increased public access to the site
for recreational purposes. There is difficulty in quantifying the reduction in utility to
existing users that might result with any confidence. As it is, I am comfortable from a
reading of Mr Greenaway’s evidence that the loss will be one of degree rather than
absolute for existing users who will, in any case, be outnumbered by future users. Iam of
the opinion that the balance between positive and negative impacts on third parties will lie
with the former. :

[244] In the end neither economist made any attempt to quantify all the negative
externalities or the effect on “existence values”*®,”option benefits” or “bequest values”
so we can take those costs or benefits no further. We cannot have regard to anything
not before us. Subject to those (important) omissions we approve the CBA prepared by
Dr McDermott and find it to be a careful, relatively conservative analysis. We consider
Dr Hazledine’s criticisms are overstated, finding him to be rather subjective in his
descriptions®® of the issues, off the point where he refers to “privatising’ of the views®®,
and slightly partial in not even acknowledging the positive externalities in the form of

increased walking opportunities, or improved habitat.

6.4  Possible conditions to avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse effects

[245] There is an extensive suite of proposed conditions®®®, We consider that, if
resource consent is to be granted, then those conditions need to be modified a little and
further conditions need to be added.

[246] As for additions the court considers there should be extra conditions as to:

(1)  removal of all introduced conifers from the site and the banks of the Fern
Burn,; :

(2)  no further building on Fern Burn delta;

(3)  amend the tracks so that the public can also use the eastern crossing of
road;

(4)  movement of the site boundary to include entire stream catchments above
the site.

5 T J Hazledine, evidence-in-chief para 67 et ff [Environment Court document 22] and P J
McDermott, rebuttal evidence para 4.9 et ff [Environment Court document 6A].

In his para [80] Dr Hazledine refers to the current landscape as ‘... relatively pristine’ and to the
proposed development as ‘trammell[ing]’ it [Environment Court document 22].

Pointed out by Dr McDermott, rebuttal evidence para 5.1 [Environment Court document 6A].

N J Rykers, evidence-in-chief Appendix D [Environment Court document 14].
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We also raise the question whether there should be an express condition requiring
removal of all sweet-briar and lupins and if so from where. = We are ambivalent about
the former given how widespread it is on the South Island High Country. Further, there
may be a conflict between biodiversity and aesthetic values here. Future residents might
wish:

To hear the lark begin his flight,
And singing startle the dull night,

And at [the] window bid good morrow
Through the sweet-briar or the vine;

Or the twisted Eglantin6369.

If there is one weed that appears to be both in the High Country to stay and attractive it
370

is sweet-briar (Eglantine)” .

[247] We now turn to consider whether the proposal better achieves the objectives and
policies of the district plan than refusing consent. We consider the issues in the reverse
order to that in Chapter 2 of this decision where we outlined the relevant objectives and
policies, that is:

e Rural objectives and policies (Chapter 5 of the operative district plan);

e  Urban Growth (section 4.9 of the operative district plan);

e  Open Space and Recreation (section 4.4 of the operative district plan);

o Landscape and Visual Amenity (section 4.2 of the operative district plan);
¢ Natural Environment (section 4.1 of the operative district plan).

Rural objectives and policies

[248] We consider these policies are generally met. The requirement to use soils for
productive activities is met by use of the alluvial soils from the golf course. Reverse
sensitivity effects are met by not locating houses too close to the boundary of the site.
The landscape and amenity policies are effectively subsumed in the district-wide
landscape issues and we will discuss them there.

Urban growth (under the operative district plan)

[249] As far as the district-wide landscape policies for future development are
concerned we find that this development is located in an area with greater potential to
absorb change®”! without detraction from landscape and visual amenities : the site
contains less natural ground cover than the land immediately to the west, it is lower and

J Milton L ‘dllegro in The Poetical Works of John Milton (OUP 1958) p. 420. .

We note here one of the few places where this otherwise accurate poet tripped. Sweet-briar is
eglantine (Rosa rubiginosa is synonymous with R eglanteria). He probably meant honeysuckle
which is ‘woodbine’ in Shakespearean English (and does twist).

Policies 1(a) and (b) of section 4.2 [Operative District Plan p. 4-9].
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it contains numerous hummocks and folds which allow houses to have lesser visual
impact.  Further, we find that the development is likely to harmonise with local

topography®? and will very likely improve local ecosystems®”°.

[250] In terms of the most relevant objective and related policy in the urban growth
section®™ of the district plan we find that the form of the proposed new growth will
protect visual amenity and will not detract from the value of Lake Wanaka because the
site itself is of lower natural quality (although part of an ONL). Thus the element of the
policy which requires avoidance of urbanisation of land which is of outstanding
landscape value is met.

Open Space and Recreation

[251] The recreational opportunities proposed are encouraged and supported under a
district wide policy’” about open space and recreation. The district plan is alert’™® to
manage potential conflict between recreational activities and the environment and on
other recreational opportunities. In particular it requires the consent authority to avoid,
remedy or mitigate the adverse effects of commercial recreational activities or
facilitate®”” ... natural character, peace and tranquility of the [district]” and ... on the
range of recreational activities and [on] the quality of the experience of people
[involved] ...>*"8. For the most part the proposal will simply add to the quality of the
experiences. For the few people who enjoyed the relative’” quiet of Parkins Bay
previously, there are other places to go such as Emerald Bay.

[252] Finally, the objective as to the environmental effects of recreational activities
also has implementing policies requiring that any adverse effects in the district’s
outstanding natural landscapes®®® and the visual amenities®® provided by the
environment be avoided, remedied or mitigated. We examine these policies next as part
of our discussion of the policies in part 4.2 (Landscape and Visual Amenity) of the
district plan.

Landscape and Visual Amenity

[253] The proposal will not maintain the openness of the outstanding natural landscape
setting. However, it will not reduce the openness of the wider landscape at all, and the
reductions in openness on the site will be largely due to amenity planting (which is also

2 Policy 1(c) of section 4.2 [Operative District Plan p. 4-9].

3 Policy 1(c) of section 4.2 [Operative District Plan p. 4-9].

% Objective 4.9.3 and policy 4.9.3.1 [Operative District Plan p. 4-52].
Policy 3.3 in section 4.4.3 [Operative District Plan p. 4-26].
Objective 2 in section 4.4.3 [Operative District Plan p. 4-26].

Policy 2/2.1 in section 4.4.3 [Operative District Plan p. 4-25].

Policy 2/2.4 in section 4.4.3 [Operative District Plan p, 4-25].
Relative given the presence a little off-shore of the waterski slalom course, and onshore of a
marquee over parts of summer.

Policy 2.3 of section 4.4.3 [Operative District Plan p. 4-26].

Policies 2.2. and 2.6 of section 4.4.3 [Operative District Plan p. 4-26].
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encouraged by a policy>®® and is part of the first’®® objective in Chapter 4). While we
accept that the proposal is for residential development, the diagrams®®* produced by Mr
Darby show, the moraine area has at least medium and often high visual absorption
capacity. That evidence was not disputed by other landscape experts, nor was he cross-
examined on it.

[254] One of the fundamental questions for us in deciding whether the proposed
development is appropriate is whether the development is sufficiently limited®®, At
this point we must not downplay the importance of the existing policy’*® on urban
development in the outstanding natural landscapes of the district. That policy
discourages urban development in outstanding natural landscapes such as this one. We
consider first that 42 houses spread over about 35 hectares is not urban development in
this district although it is approaching it. In the operative district plan these densities are
more akin to rural residential densities in Chapter 8.

[255] We accept that there is a possibility that this proposal, with other development in
the vicinity, might constitute development that sprawls®®’ along Mt Aspiring Road and
we will consider that when we turn to (ac)cumulative®®® effects.

[256] We consider the proposal does recognise and protect®® naturalness of views
from roads, and indeed enhances their amenity values. = We have described how
carefully the proposed 42 houses have been located and designed so as to protect the
naturalness of views from Mt Aspiring Road. Given the scale and extent of views from
the road we are satisfied that this policy would be unequivocally achieved.

[257] Thereis a policy™" requiring structures to preserve the coherence of outstanding
natural landscapes. We find this policy has been expressly addressed®! in that:

e the proposed houses are long and low thus mimicking the line and form>*? of
the moraine/riverine terraces on which they are proposed;

2 Ppolicy 11 of section 4.2 [Operative District Plan p. 4-12].

383 Objective 1 (Nature conservation values) [Operative District Plan p. 4-2].

384 J Darby, supplementary evidence Attachment A (Mr Thomson’s evidence) Figures 5 and 6
[Environment Court document 2A].

5 Ppolicy 2(c) of section 4.2 [Operative District Plan p. 4-9].

Policy 6 of section 4.2 [Operative District Plan p. 4-11].

Policy 6(d) of section 4.2 [Operative District Plan p. 4-11].

See Maniototo Environmental Society Incorporated v Central Otago District Council Decision

C103/2009 at para [151].

Policy 2(d) of section 4.2 [Operative District Plan p. 4-9].

Policy 9 of part 4.2 [Operative District Plan p. 4-11].

See the evidence of Mr J Darby and the architects, Messrs Wyatt and Hill.

Policy 9(a) first and fourth bullets [Operative District Plan p. 4-11].
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d*” on skylines, nor on prominent slopes, but are

e the houses are not locate
tucked into the moraine folds;
e the colour of the buildings (local stone for the walls and native plants on the

roofs® 94) will complement®” the existing dominant colours in the landscape.

Finally there are generous setbacks from Mt Aspiring Road which would maintain

amenity values®®®,

[258] The proposed amenity planting has been designed with considerable care by a
range of very well qualified experts including Dr J Roper-Lindsay (an ecologist) and Mr
J Baker (a nurseryman). We are satisfied that the proposed amenity planting will be
consistent®’ with the patterns, topography and ecology of the immediate area, and will
not obstruct views> " from Mt Aspiring Road to a degree where that is of concern.

[259] Similarly, all the transport infrastructure has been designed to preserve the open
nature of the site®”. Each of the eight bullet points from this policy has largely been
factored into the design.

A0

[260] Finally, the (small amount of) existing indigenous vegetation is being retaine

and indeed enhanced by substantial further planting™".

The golf course

[261] The land use promoted for the flats (which are the more open part of the site)
would minimise*®® adverse effects on the open character of the site. The exotic green
grass of fairways and greens will mimic the existing paddocks on the flats on either side
of the Fern Burn.  Further, we agree with Dr Steven that the green fairways and
“greens” will provide an interesting contrast with the native vegetation that will
reinforce the variety which we identified earlier as a notable characteristic of this area.

[262] We return to the question of (ac)cumulative effects — policy 8 (Avoiding
Cumulative Degradation)*®. After considering all the relevant matters we find that the
density of development — and in particular the proposed 42 houses — has not reached the
point where the benefits of further planting and building will be outweighed by the over-

3% Ppolicy 9(a) second bullet [Operative District Plan p. 4-11].
¥ Policy 9(a) fifth bullet [Operative District Plan p. 4-11].

¥ Policy 9(a) third bullet [Operative District Plan p. 4-11].

36 Policy 9(c) [Operative District Plan p. 4-12].

37 Policy 11(a) of section 4.2 [Operative District Plan p. 4-12].
Policy 11(b) of section 4.2 [Operative District Plan p. 4-12].
Policy 12 of section 4.2 [Operative District Plan p. 4-12].
Policy 15 of section 4.2 [Operative District Plan p. 4-13].
Policy 14 of section 4.2 [Operative District Plan p. 4-13].
Policy 17 of section 4.2 [Operative District Plan p. 4-13].
Policy 8 of section 4.2 [Operative District Plan p. 4-11],
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domestication of the landscape provided that there is mitigation and environmental
compensation by, for example, buffering along the eastern edge of the site. We come to
that view relying on these factors:

(D
@)
®3)
4)
®)

(6)

the design of the proposed houses, especially roofs and curtilage areas;
location in moraine;

the develépment in a modified area;

the site on the edge of much more modified area;

the character of the four bays in the southern arm of Lake Wanaka which
differs from the other arms of the lake;

the proposal in its own bay: it is in a separate node from Glendhu Bay or
Emerald Bay.

The Natural Environment

[263] Our main concern here is what happens off “site”. We drew attention at the
outset to the fact that almost all of the enhancement on Glendhu Station is to be on the
180 hectares of the “site”. Elsewhere on the station it is proposed to be nearly business
as normal in terms of the RMA and the district plan. We write ‘nearly’ because we
acknowledge that farming practices are unlikely to remain the same as previously: Mr
McRae gave evidence’® as to how the family has entered the “Biogro” certification
process and of his hopes for organic farming of the land. We accept too that Mr John
McRae has plans*® to increase fencing of both stock country and wetlands, but question
whether that should be tied in with completion of last sales of houses on the site to give
an incentive for fencing to be completed in the next eight or ten years, because that
appears to better ensure that the natural environment policies of the operative district
plan are implemented.

[264] We remain concerned that some of the objectives and policies in Part 4.1 of the
operative district plan are not being achieved by the proposal. In particular we are
concerned about the values of the water ecosystems. We have three areas of concern:

the Fern Burn and its margins and wetlands;
the streams above (and then through) the site;
the waters of Parkins Bay.

[265] As to the first we consider, provisionally, that on the evidence we have, Mr
Kruger is correct. At the least it appears that the valley floor of the Fern Burn, as it
passes through the Station at least from the Motatapu Road Bridge to the start of the
delta, should be fenced off from stock. Preferably exotic weeds including willows
should be removed, although that is less important, and may be the responsibility of the
Crown as the new owner. It looks to us as if (some of) these steps would achieve the

ao4 J L McRae, evidence-in-chief para 4.10 [Environment Court document 3].
405 J L McRae, evidence-in-chief para 6.21 [Environment Court document 3].
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important third and fifth objectives of part 4.1.4/1 of the operative district plan and the
related policies. We consider that we should give PBPL an opportunity to respond on
this issue and to offer modifications to the conditions and/or covenants attaching to the
proposal if it considers it is appropriate to do so.

[266] In relation to the streams and headwater seeps on Glendhu Hill above the site
and which then flow through it we consider these catchments should at least be fenced
off and cattle removed. That should decrease sediment and other pollutants flowing
through the site.

[267] As for the lake, there are two issues here. First the objective 4.4.1/1(5)
encourages enhancement of the water quality in Lake Wanaka. In passing we note (but

put no weight on) the recent NIWA report*® as to the degradation of high country lakes:

There is evidence of significant declines in water quality in many lakes that have more native
than pastoral or other types of land cover and in many glacial lakes (with some catchment
development) since 2005.

We have a generic concern over water quality in the streams. That could ultimately
contribute to accumulative degradation of the water in Lake Wanaka. The applicant
may call evidence on existing water quality instream and the effect of the proposal on
that quality, and n how to enhance that water quality. Secondly we recall our concern
over crested grebe habitat and seek further evidence on that issue.

6.5  Achieving the objectives and policies of PC30
[268] Resource consent is also required under a notional plan constituted by plugging
PC30 in the operative plan.

[269] We now consider the proposal under the assessment criteria set out in PC30.
Those criteria expressly apply to “... proposals for urban growth outside Urban
Boundaries”. Two guiding principles apply:

A.  Urban growth should only occur outside Urban Boundaries in exceptional circumstances.
B. Urban growth should contribute to achieving a sustainable pattern of development.

[270] We now have regard to each assessment matter in turn.

(@) The extent to which the proposal helps to meet the identified local needs of established
settlements/townships.
In considering whether the potential effects of proposals for urban growth are minor
Council should be satisfied that the proposal will:

NIWA Lake water quality in New Zealand : Status and Trends (NIWA Client Report : HAM 2010-
107, 2010 at p. 36). We add that there is nothing in the report so far as we can see which suggests
Lake Wanaka is being degraded.
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(i) enable communities to meet their social, economic, environmental and cultural
needs locally

(i) be proportionate to the needs of the local community, recognising that there is a
hierarchy to the delivery of services and facilities

(iii)  contribute to achieving an appropriate mix and balance of land uses and activities

It is not clear to us whether an ‘identified local need’ is one that is intended to be
identified in the plan, but we think not. The evidence in this case is that there is very
likely a strong need for a new golf course both for local people (thus contributing to
social and cultural welfare) and even more, for overseas visitors (thus contributing to
economic wellbeing). Similarly, we are satisfied that the proposal would contribute to a
better mix and balance of land uses by adding a new golf course and houses to the
existing farming activities. -

[271] Next we must consider:

(b)  The extent to which the proposal reduces energy consumption.

In considering whether the potential effects of proposals for urban growth are minor

Council should be satisfied that the proposal will:

() reduce the need to travel by enabling communities to have convenient access to a
range of local services and facilities that they require to meet their daily needs

(i) improve the ability to undertake multi-purpose trips to destination nodes

(iii)  support a choice of travel modes that prioritises walking, cycling and public
transport

(iv)  utilise solar access to buildings

In relation to energy consumption we are satisfied that the golf course will reduce the
need to travel by allowing golfers to access a premium golf course close to Wanaka
rather than having to travel to Arrowtown or Queenstown for a championship level
course. The houses will also reduce trips for golfers — who could walk down the hill to
the first tee — and for skiers, especially on Treble Cone. We are not satisfied that the
proposal will improve the ability to undertake multi-purpose trips.  However, we
consider that the proposal (as amended by the conditions we have suggested) does
prioritise walking and cycling. Finally, the proposal does utilise passive solar energy in
that the site is north-facing.

[272] Next:

(c) Whether opportunities exist to utilise existing urban resources.
In considering whether the potential effects of proposals for urban growth are minor
Council should be satisfied that the proposal will:
(i)  promote the efficient use of identified and committed physical resources,
particularly zoned and consented land, infrastructure networks and other services
within Urban Boundaries
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(i) be necessary to avoid the adverse effects of town cramming

We had no evidence that there are any existing urban resources that would allow a
championship golf course and 42 houses to be built. As for the second matter under
this heading, ‘cramming’ is, we infer, where a town is filled to bursting. This proposal
would avoid the adverse effects of that, although there is no evidence that the proposal is
necessary for the avoidance of cramming.

[273] Then there is:

(d)  The extent to which the proposal avoids urban sprawl.

| In considering whether the potential effects of proposals for urban growth are minor
Council should be satisfied that the proposal will:
() achieve a compact urban form
(i} contain urban development by concentrating growth on established seftlement

areas '

(iii)  promote accessible communities
(iv)  avoid cumulative effects that result in the urbanisation of rural areas

In considering whether the proposal avoids urban sprawl we are not satisfied that the
proposal will be relatively compact; it is quite spread out. But despite falling within the
definition of ‘urban growth’, the site is proposed to look rural, so this assessment matter
does not really apply.

[274] As for:

(e)  The extent to which the proposal safeguards sensitive resources.
In considering whether the potential effects of préposals for urban growth are minor
Council should be satisfied that the proposal will:
(i)  preserve or enhance natural resources (soil, minerals, air and water), landscapes,
ecological habitats, heritage and cultural features that are identified for their
intrinsic value, and reserves.

We are satisfied that the proposal scores well on this matter.

1)) The extent to which the proposal achieves cohesive urban areas.
In considering whether the potential effects of proposals for urban growth are minor
Council should be satisfled that the proposal will:
(i) provide effective urban design that successfully integrates activities
(i) co-ordinate the delivery of activities and infrastructure
(iii)  preserve or enhance the character and identity of an adjacent settlement and the
surrounding area
(iv)  preserve or enhance the social capital of the local community
(v)  be compatible with the scale of existing urban development
(vi)  safeguard the amenity values of adjacent activities
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We consider the proposal will integrate its various components, and be compatible with
adjacent activities and their amenities without adverse effect on the nearest urban
settlement (at Wanaka). We consider these criteria are satisfied overall.

[275] Finally we must consider:

(g)  The extent to which the proposed site will help to mitigate the effects of urban
development.
In considering whether the potential effects of proposals for urban growth are minor

Council should be satisfied that the proposal will:

(i) maximise opportunities to re-use previously developed land, other than where this
conflicts with other criteria :

(i)} utilise land with the least productive soil classification

(i) avoid sensitive landscapes, and can be successfully assimilated into the landscape

(iv)  preserve or enhance ecological habitats, particularly significant indigenous
vegetation and fauna

(v)  preserve or enhance heritage and cultural features

(vi)  avoid giving rise to reverse sensitivity issues

(vii)  provide safe vehicular access and avoid a reduction in the level of service of the
transportation network

(viii)  contribute fo the delivery of an integrated infrastructure network

(ix)  avoid areas of identified natural hazards.

We are satisfied:

(i) that it is likely that there is little if any opportunity to re-use previously
developed land for this proposal given its most unusual requirements
(superior golf course and discreet housing opportunities);

(iif) that the proposal avoids a sensitive landscape in that it is already, as we
have described, a varied and vivid landscape, and the proposed houses and
golf course will only add to that complexity;

(iv) ecological habitats are very likely to be enhanced,

(v) there are no heritage and cultural features to be enhanced; .

(vi) there will be no reverse sensitivity issues provided the site boundaries are
adjusted to keep all streams flowing through the golf course in one title;

(vii) that the proposal will provide safe vehicular access;

(viii) ...

(ix) that the proposal will avoid natural hazards (subject to a potential fire
hazard raised earlier).

In relation to (iii) the sandy loams are not highly productive soils; and as for point (viii)
we have no evidence on whether the proposal will contribute to the integrated
infrastructure, but given the relative remoteness of the location and the scale of the
roposal consider that is unimportant.
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7. Outcome

[276] PBPL’s proposal is in many ways highly laudable, Because of its careful siting
and thoughtful design it achieves many of the objectives of the operative district plan.
Further, to the extent it constitutes “urban growth” — which in our view is more
theoretical than practical in these proceedings — we judge that it is a proper exception to
the need to keep urban development within existing towns and villages within the
district, and that it would come close to achieving a sustainable pattern of golf courses
in the district. Thus the two principles in PC30 would be achieved.

[277] However, there are three important matters under the RMA, the operative
district plan and PC30 which are not (or may not in the second two cases below) being
adequately addressed. Those are:

(1) the landscape impact of the development, given its comparatively large
scale (42 houses) for a rural area;

(2) concerns about accumulative effects of pdssible further development
especially east of the Fern Burn — both on and beyond the boundary of
Glendhu Station;

(3) the lack of attention to the natural environment of Glendhu Station and
elsewhere around the site (as opposed to the careful design that has been
lavished on the site itself).

As matters stand — that is on the proposal with the conditions and covenants volunteered
by PBPL through counsel in his closing submissions — we are not satisfied after
weighing all the matters we have considered that the proposal would achieve the
purpose of the Act. Some aspects of the possible environmental compensation raised
by the court and discussed by Mr Kruger in his supplementary evidence®?’ bring the
proposal closer to achieving the purpose of the RMA.  But in his reply’® Mr
Christensen showed that PBPL and the owners of Glendhu Station were not prepared to
go much further with mitigation or environmental compensation. That suggests the
application should fail under both the operative district plan and PC30.

[278] We are not sure about that outcome for two reasons. First PBPL has only
addressed environmental compensation as an afterthought, and should be given a chance
to redress that — especially off “site” — after consultation with the McRae family.
Second, because our conclusions depend to some extent on Mr Kruger’s supplementary
evidence'® and we are very conscious that fairness requires that PBPL and the Council
should be given an opportunity to respond to that, Further, with some amendment of

“7 " Which in many ways is quite helpful for PBPL: [Environment Court document 34A].
4% M Christensen, submissions [Environment Court document 39].
49 RF W Kruger, supplementary evidence [Environment Court 34A].
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the conditions and further covenants supplying further mitigation and/or greater
environmental compensation we can see that we might be satisfied that the proposal
would be likely to achieve the purpose of the Act. Given that natural justice requires
that we should hear PBPL and the Council further, we have tried to alert those (and the
other) parties to the matters we consider need attention and which might well push the
application from failure to success if it was amended.

[279] We have tried to express our satisfaction with what PBPL has done to mitigate
adverse effects -on that part of the outstanding natural landscape which is the site.
Instead the applicant needs to be conscious in all this that it can do little more to mitigate
the visual impact of its development on the landscape. The sheer scale of this proposal
effectively negates that. In our view PBPL needs to concentrate on the second and third
matters referred to in the previous two paragraphs. A minor exception is that the
landscaping plans might be amended:

e to provide more complete screening of houses from views at the formed
layby on Glendhu Bluff;

e tomeet Mr Kruger’s suggestion of a more “natural” planting pattern; and

e to make it clear beyond doubt how sweet-briar and other weeds are to be
managed around the houses, and especially in the open spaces. '

Further, rather more should be stated in the conditions to guide any management plans
more clearly.

[280] In case it assists the applicant we can advise that if we are to grant resource
consent as sought then, anticipating that we may be satisfied on other aspects questioned
and on the other environmental compensation on the station, we consider the appropriate
mitigation and environmental compensation would include creation by easements and
formation of the following tracks off-site (using the Greenaway Review numbers):

[.  Wanaka foreshore — Glendhu Bay to Parkins Bay jetty

10. Motatapu to Mt Aspiring Road

12. CAl to CA4

13.  Western descent from CA4 — preferably over a farm track.

[281] The way forward is for PBPL (and Glendhu Station Limited) and the Council to
consider and take advice on our findings, predictions and suggestions and then, through
counsel, to advise the Registrar in writing whether they wish to call further evidence on,
for example, the farm management and ecological implications of Mr Kruger’s
supplementary evidence (to the extent we have tentatively relied on it) and/or on our
predictions (to the extent we have left them open) and on what other mitigation and/or
environmental compensation PBPL' considers it can put forward in the light of this
(interim) decision.
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[282] For the avoidance of doubt we record that nothing in this decision should be read
as expressing a view about the resource management merits or lack of them of any
potential hotel or other accommodation on — refer to Attachment ‘Z° — Area D above
Glendhu Bluff, or about a camp ground or other development on Area C2.

For the Court:

-

JR Jacks@
Environmeitt Judge

Attachments:

X Site plan [Parkins Bay Golf Course Master Plan : Figure 5 (September 2009) to
Environment Court document 2A]

Y Track map

Z Covenant Areas plan (Appendix E to Mr Christensen’s closing submissions)

Jacksoj/Jud_Rule/D/2008-CHC-113.doc.
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BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENT COURT

Degision No, [2012] NZEnvC . 7<¢

IN THE MATTER  of the Resource Management Act 1991
A :
INTHE MATTER  of appeals nnder section 120 of the Act
BETWEEN UPPER CLUTHA TRACKS TRUST
| (ENV-2008-CHC-124)

AND UPPER CLUTHA ENVIRONMENTAL
SOCIETY INCORPORATED

(ENV-2008-CHC-113)
AND D THORN

(EN V—;OOS-CHC»I 17)

Appellants .

AND QUEBENSTOWN  LAKES DISTRICT
COUNCIL '

Respondent
Court: Environment Judge J R Jackson
: (sitting alone under section 279(1) of the Act)
In Chambers at Christchurch
Date of Decision: 2“) April 2012

Date of Issue: A May 2012

THIRD (FINAL) DECISION
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Under sections 279 and 291 of the Resource Management Act 1991 the
Environment Cowrt confirms the grant of resource consent to Parkins Bay
Preserve Limited for the construction, provision and use oft '

e an 18 hole championship golf course focated either side of the Mt Aspiring
Road; '

s aseries of lakeside buildings, including:

(a) aclub house with restaurant and café;
(b)  ajetty to facilitate public access to the building from the water;
{c) twelve visitor accommodation units, spread over three buildings;

e 42 residences/visitor accommodation unifs, to be located on the rolling
terrace to the south of the golf course, each set on an area of land between
3,525 m* and 8,719 m’;

e ecological enhancement of approximately 65 hectares in accordance with a
revegetation strategy including pianting of locally appropriate native plants
in the golf course and around the proposed houses;

» covenanted areas from which stock are precluded to aliow natural
revegetation to oceur;

e enhanced public access to the site including provision of formed access from
the Mt Aspiring Road fo the Parkins Bay foreshore, formed access from
Glendhu Bay to Parkins Bay and further along Parkins Bay, northwest of the
Clybhouse to form a link to the second underpass under Mt Aspiring Road;
and

e further public access in the form of a track along the Femn Burn fo the
existing Motatapy Track, provision for mountain blke access to the
Motatapu Tracl, a track to the high point on Glendhu hill, and a track from
Rocky Mountain fo the existing Matukituki River track

— upon the terms and cpnditioné set out in Appendix B to this decision and in
accordance with the plans and maps set out in Appendix C.

REASONS

[N By decision’ dated 1 March 2012 the Environment Court granted consent® to
Parkins Bay Preserve Limited to construct, plant, create and use:

¢ an 18 hole championship golf course Jocated either side of the Mt Aspiring
Road; '

o aseries of lakeside buildings, including:
(a) aclub house with restaurant and café;

! Pecision [2012) NZEwC 43,
Decision [2012]) NZEnv( 43, Order C.

™
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(b) ajetty to facilitate public access to the building from the water;
{¢) twelve visitor accommodation upits, spread over three buildings;

» 42 restdences/visitor accommodation units, to be located on the rolling
terrace to the south of the golf course, each set on an area of land between
3,525 m? and 8,719 m?;

— conditionally upon certain matters being attended to.

f2]  Attached marked “A” is an appendix sefting out counsel’s analysis (in a
memorandum dated 13 April 2012) of:

(1) changes requested by the court; and
(2) the consequential amendments made to the conditions of consent and/or
plans,

The applicant has now volunteered all the matters suggested by the court.
[3] * I have been through the analysis in the attachment and examined the plans and

_conditions, The amendments look appropriate {o deal with the cowrt’s coneerns and
therefore final orders can now be made.

J RJac!k:j] w
Environinent Jikige

Facksoj/lud Rule/D/2008-CHC-124 Third (final) decision.des,




Paragraph | Amendment Requested by the Court Amendment made to the Conditions of Consent andlor
reference Plans
62 Reinstatement of the track along the marginal strip to the northwest of | The track has been reinstated on the Concept Master Landuse

the clubhouse,

Plan and the Proposed Clubhouse Plan Figure 10a. itis also
included in the Public Access Tracks Plan.

. ‘\:.:‘.«f--/ ~
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Paragraph | Amendment Requested by the Court Amendment made to the Cenditions of Consent and/or
reference Plans
50 Additional condition requiring that the crossing be fenced off’ Condition 41{y} ﬁas been amended to incorporate these
immediately above and below the culvert to keep the integrity of the recommendations.
marginal strips. Such fencing could be temporary or petmanent.
A new stock crossing of the Fermn Burn is to be established upstream in | Condition 41{y) provides for two crossing points adjacent to
Weiland E. Wetland E to enable this additional crossing point,
' 51 That Wetland E should be fenced at the top of the demarcating bank Condition 41{y) has been amended to incorporate these
on the eastern side. recommendations.
56 Amendments o the frack conditions o include reference fo the Schedule A of the conditions has been amended to incorporate
“QLDC". reference to the "Council”.
58 - 59 Amendments to the condition for the Motatapu Road track, so thatthe | Condition 41(d) has besh amended to incorporate the changes
track follows the first 400m of road where it goes through a low cutfing | requested. .
to reach the terraces above the Mt Aspiring Rd. The track could be
lacated on either the McRae land {(or the road margin if that can be
accomplished) for the first 400m to clearly show users of Te Araroa
footpath where they are to go when they turmn away from the lake.
The Court also considered that neither the fencing nor the frack should
go beyond the existing road boundary fence where that is directly
above Wetland E.
60 Amendments to the fencing around Wetland E. Condition 41{y) has been amended fo incorporate the suggested
changes.
L Amendments to the condition for the Motatapu River Track. The additional wording suggested by the Court has been
3 included within condition 41(f).




Paragraph
reference

Amendment Requested by the Court

Amendment made to the Conditions of Consent andfor
Plans

‘regeneration of native forest or other vegetation'.

41, 42 and e lLocation of the site boundary and stock route on the sastern A boundary adjustment has been undertakenon Plan B 1o

47 side of wetland C; include the ephemeral stream on the western side of Wetland C
within the site boundary to ensure it is not within the proposed
stock route.

4142 + Removal of any unnecessary fencing on Plan B. Plan B has been amended to remove any necessary fencing.
This is further indicated by the words "Existing Fences to be
retained” in the Key fo Plan B and Bl

Amendment to the wording of Covenant Area G to enable Candition 41{2)(viil) has been amended to include the changes

requested.

46 - 48

A more detailed plan showing the proposed stock route, boundaries of
the development site and fencing in the vicinity of Wefland c.

An additional plan (Plan Bl) has been prepared which shows an
_enlarged viewof Wetland C, including the location of the
wetland, the stock roufe and the development site. The plan
shows the separation between Wetland C, the stock route and
the site boundary.

The plan also includes the proposed culverts within fhe stock
route, .

48

Identification of the location of the public access frack through
Covenant Area D fo generally follow the stock route.

The location of this frack has been identified in the key on the
Parkins Bay Golf Course Master Plan.

That a slight boundary adjustment is made fo the plans southwest of
Wetland C so that Covenant Area D includes the fall line of the
ephemeral stream rather than crossing and recrossing the stream.

The site boundary has been amended on the Parking Bay Goif
Course Master Plan and Plan B. The location of the ephemeral
stream in relation to the site boundary is also indicated on Flan
Bl .

S i
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X
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Appendix A

" Table of changes requested in the Environment Court Decision, dated 1 Mafch 2012

Paragraph | Amendment Requested by the Gourt Amendment made to the Conditions of Consent and/or

reference Plans

32 That the additional condition proposed (outlined in paragraph 5.5 of Mr | Condition 41(w) on the conditions attached at Appendix 2 has
JG Darby's second supplementary statement of evidence at paragraph | been deleted.

5.5) be deleted as i is not necessary.

34 That the condition for Covenant Area E be amended to. ensure that Condition 41 (a){v}(ﬁ) regarding the construction of an addifional
further subdivision (after exclusion of the delta block) would not resuli residertial unit ancillary 1o the existing house has been deleted.
in residential accommaodation on the delta. :

36 That the condition regarding the limitations of use of a marquee within | Condition 41{a}(v)(dd) has been amended to reflect the changes
Covenant Area E be amended enable a marquee to be erected the day | recommended by the Court.
before an event and taken down the day after an event (subject io
future resource consent approval).

That Plan B be amended {o:
s Provide additional fencing of the ephemeral stream paths The area of the'stream from Wetland A where it flows under the

41-42 above and in the vicinity of Wetlands B and C; existing fence line has been included with Area 2 and Wetlands

o Fencing off of the stock route from the streams which foflow
the runnet (sbove and below the crossing points);

B and C in one entarged Area 2 as shown on Plan B attached at
Appendix 3. i

Additional fencing has been included on Plan B to ensure that
the sfream which follows the runnel is fenced both above and
below the proposed sfock crossing points.
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Parkins Bay Conditions of Consent [April 2012]

General Conditions

1. That the activity be undertaken in accordance with the application and subsequent amendments
{except to the exient thal they are Inconsistent with the following conditions) as shown on the
plans referenced:

® & & o ¢ & € & © ® ® * ¢ € L © & B O °

Aotk ONA

Glendhu Station Stage 0: Master Plan, revision EC, dated Sep 2009;
Glendhu Station Stage 1: Master Plan, revision 81 EC, dated Sep 2008,

" Glendhu Station Stage 2: Master Plan, revision 82, EC, dated Sep 2008;

Glendhu Station Stage 3: Master Plan, revision 83, EC, dated Sep 2009,

Glendhu Station Parkins Bay Golf Course Master Plan, revision EC, dated Aprii 2012;
Parkins Bay Indlcative Vegeiation Categorles Plan dated Sep 2009,

Parkins Bay Glendhu Statlon Concept Master Landuse Plan, dated 12 Aprit 2012;
Parkins Bay Glendhu Station Public Access Tracks Plan, dated 12 April 2012;

Parkins Bay Glendhu Station Covenant Areas Plan, dated June 2011;

Parkins Bay Detall A Proposed Public Easement and Covenant area, dated Sep 2009
Parkins Bay Detall B Proposed Covenant Areas, dated June 2011;

Parkins Bay Detail 1 Proposed Club House area Figure 10a, dated 12 April 2012;
Parkins Bay Detall 2 Malntenance Compound Site Plan, September 2009,

Parkins Bay Visitor Accommodation Resldences Site Location Plan;

Parkins Bay Visitor Accommodation Residences Bullding Mitigation Plan;

Parkins Bay Proposed Golf Course Earthworks Plan, dated August 2009;

Parkins Bay Entry Gate elevation, dated September 2009;

Parkins Bay Plan 8, dated 12 Aptil 2012;

Parkins Bay Plan Bi, dated 12 April 2012;

Parkins Bay, Visitor Accommodation Residences Detall Slte Plan; House Site 1, dated
Sep 2009;

- Parkins Bay, Visitor Accommodation Resldences Detall Site Pian House Site 3 and 4,

date; Sep 2000,

Parkins Bay, Visitor Accommodation Resldences Detail Slta Plan, House Site 5, dated
Sep 2011;

Parkins Bay, Visiior Accommodation Residences Detail Site Plan, House Slte 6, dated
Sep 2009;

Parkins Bay, Visitor Accommodation Residences Detail Site Plan, House Site 8, dated
Sep 2009,

Parkins Bay, Visitor Accommodation Residences Detall Site Plan, House Site 9, dated
Sep 2009,

Parkins Bay, Visitor Accommoedation Residences Detall Site Plan, House Site 10, dated
Sep 2009,

Farkins Bay, Visltor Accommodation Residences Detail Site Plan, House Site 11, dated
Sep 2009,

Parkins Bay, Visitor Accommodation Resldences Detall Site Plan, House Site 13, dated
Sep 2009,

Parkins Bay, Visitor Accommodation Residences Detall Sita Plan, House Site 168 & 17,
dated Sep 2011;

Parkins Bay, Visitor Accommoadation Residences Detail Site Plan, House Site 18, dated
Sep 2009;

Parkins Bay, Visitor Accommodation Residences Detail Site Plan, House Site 18, daled
Sep 2009,

arkins Bay, Visitor Accommodatlon Residences Detall Site Plap, House Site 20, dated
p 2009;

Parkins Bay, Visitor Accommodation Residences Detail Site Plan, House Site 21 & 22,
dated Sep 2009,

-
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i
¢ Parkins Bay, Visttor Acoommodation Residences Detall Site Plan, House Slte 24, dated
Sep 2008;
« Parkins Bay, Visitor Accommodation Residences Detall Ste Plan, House Site 28, dated
Sep 2009;
s Parkins Bay, Visitor Accommodatson Resldences Detall Site Plan, House Site 27, dated
Sep 2009;
¢ Parkins Bay, Visltor Acsommodation Residences Detail Site Plan, House Site 29 & 30,
dated Sep 2009,
+ Parking Bay, Visitor Accommodation Residences Detail Site PEan House Site 31 & 32,
dated Sep 2009;
o Parkins Bay, Visitor Accommodatlon Resldences Detaet Site Plan, House Site 33 & 34,
dated Sep 2009;
¢ Parkins Bay, Visitor Accommedation Resldences Detall Site Plan, House Site 35 & 36,
dated Sep 2009,
- o Parkins Bay, Visitor Accommodation Residences Detall Site Plan, House Site 37, dated
Sep 2008;
¢ Parkins Bay, Visitor Act:ommodation Resldences Detall Site Plan, House Site 38 & 39,
dated Sep 2009;
¢ Parking Bay, Visltor Accommodation Resldences Detall Site Plan, House Site 40, dated
Sep 2009
* Parking Bay, Visltor Accommodation Resldences Detali Site Plan, House Site 41 & 42,
~ dated Sep 2009;
+ Parkins Bay, Visitor Accommodat!on Residences Detall Site Plan, House Site 43 & 44,
dated Sep 2009;
« Parkine Bay, Visitor Accommodation Residences Detall Site Plan, House Site 45, dated
Sep 2009;
» Parkins Bay, Visttor Actommodation Residences Detall Site Plan, House Site 46 & 47,
dated Sep 2009;
o  Parkins Bay, Visitor Accommodation Resldences Detail Slte Plan, House Site 48, dated
Sep 2009;
¢ Parkins Bay, Visitor Accommodation Residences Detail Slite Plan. House S:te 49, dated
Sep 2009;
« Parking Bay, Visitor Accommodation Residences Detall Site Plan, House Site 50, dated
) Sep 2008;
a, ~ The Clubhouse is to be moved back 3 metres from the position identified in the plan
referenced Parkins Bay Detall 1 Proposed Club House area Figure 102, dated 12 Aprli

2012, and any necessary amendments required to be mads to the layout accordingly;

b. The south-western boundary of Development Site Is to be locafed as shown on the
Parkins Bay Glendhu Station Concept Master Landuse Plan, dated 12 Aprit 2012;

c. The public access track through the visitor accommodation residentiat unlts area {Area
B} shall be In the location outlined on the plan referenced Parkins Bay Glendhu Station
Concept Landuse Master Plan, dated 12 April 2012,

2. The consent holder shall pay {o the Councll an Initial fee of $240 for the costs associated with
the initlal menitoring of this resource consent in accordance with section 35 of the Resource
Management Act 1991 and any ongoing costs associaied with the monitoring of this decision.

3. tUpon completlon of the proposed activily, the consent holder shall contact the Monitdring
Section at Councll to arrange a-time for an inspection of the proposed work to ensure ail
conditions have been complied with -

ACR-606598-19-1174-V1



5. The programme for implementation of the consent, including landscaping, shall be staged
generally In accordance with the timing outiined below, subject to compliance with Condition 8
betow, relating to cerfiflcation of planting for. visitor accommodation residences, Each stage shall
be completed to the satisfaction of Council, within the specifled timeframe and before the next
stage commences.

The proposed staging is as follows:

I Stage 1 - within approximately 24 months of the works commencing on site.

Eco source seed stock and grow-on In nursery

18 hole golf course/driving range and maintenance compound

Clubhouse {

Shearer's quarters

10 x Visitor Accommodation Resldences (Unlts 24, 29, 31, 32, 34, 35, 36, 42, 43 &
44)

Access road, car park and goff underpasses

Jetty

Roading earthworks

Earthworks for the bullding platforms of the 42 visitor accommodation resldences

Re grass/sow-out exposed goif villa earthworks

Sow out entire golf course, This Is to be done progressively as holes are completed
and Irrigation is avallable,

Zha mitigation revegetation planting as deialled In the Revegefation Strategy
prepared in accordance with Condition 8

Creation of the public access fracks and appropriate access easements,

Install new farm fencing as required

The removal of the row of Douglas Fir Trees to the southeast of the development site
Removal of conifers-as required by Condition 44({r).

The golf course shail be constructed prior to the oceupation of the visitor
accommodatiion residences specified in Stage 1 :

- " & & » & w .'0.00

* o % B o @9

B Stage 2 - within 24 months of the completion of Stage 14

¢« .6ha of mitigation revegetation as detalled in the Revegetation Strategy prepared in
accordance with Condltlon 6

® 20 x Visltor Accommodation Residences {Units 1, 3, 4, 5, 8, 9, 10, 11, 13, 16, 18, 19,
20, 30, 33, 38, 47, 48, 49 & 50)

iil. Stage 3 —within 24 months of the compietion of Stage 2

. Remaining revegetation as detailed in the Revegefation Strategy prepared in
accordance with Condition 6

) 12 % V)isitor Accommedation Residences (Unlts 8, 17, 21, 22, 26, 27, 37, 38, 40, 41,
45, 46),

. Fencing off the Stock Route shown on Parking Bay Plan B dated 12 April 2012 to
prevent stock accessing the regeneration areas in Covenant Area D identified on the
Parkins Bay Glendhu Statlon Covenant Areas Plan dated June 2011,

) Fencing of the areas required by Conditions 41({w) and 41(y).

Pianting Plan

To provide a vegetatlon cover framework of Kanuka and other appropriate native
species in the short term, which can be become the basis for Dbiodiversity
enhancement gs the project develops,

Aprli 2012 ACR-506588~19-1174-W1




o To provide screening for residential buiidings for viewsrs from the road in accordance
with the atlached plans and the Revegeiation Strategy,

® To reflect the underlying of landform and solls in the native végetation gover of the
shte,

¢ To achleve eventual revegetation of the Gully shown on Parkins Bay Plan B dated 12
April 2012 with a mix of locally sourced native species including Totara,

" To achieve eventual revegetation of the Moralne Siope shown on Parkins Bay Plan B
dated 12 April 2012,

¢ To ensure that the "rough” areas of the golfcourse, baing the vegetated areas not
required to be mowed or otherwise malntained, regenerate naturally {excluding
noxlous weeds),

. To tink with other revegetated areas outside the site; _
The Revegetation Strategy shall identiy those sieps that need to be undertaken in each of the
three areas shown on the attached plans referenced Glendhu Statlon Stage 1; Master Plan,
Glendhu Statlon Stage 2: Master Plan, Glendhu Station Stage 3: Master Plan, dated September
2009 to give effect to the Strategy.

The Revegetation Strategy shall include:;

» timing of pfanting and replacement/additional planting over 5 years,;

. detalls of the management proposed from the time of granting consent up to 10 vears.
after inttial planting - site preparation, weed control, pest control, any watering or
fertllisers, stock control and mantenance,

. details of plant sources;

® protection measures for existing values - wetlands, lake shore, lake water quality;

® integration of planting with other components of the deveiopmeht - garthworks,
construction;

. fencing of the regeneration area for stock to pass through parts of the site;

. the replacement of the existing poplar trees next to the clubhouse and shearer's
accommadation if they become diseased or die. Root stock shafl be sourced from the
existing healthy Lombardy poplars which are to be taken and grown on for this
purpose

Prior io the commencement of the construction, the consent hoider shall provide the
Revegetation Strategy for certification by Coungil,

7. Prior to the commencemant of any construction of the visitor accommeodation/residential units
the consent holder shall provide for the certification of the Council detalls of all sarth mounds, if
any, and thelr respective volumes, jocation and elevations required to provide screening for the
visitor accommodation/residential unils which shall be tied inip existing landforms and
organically shaped to be congruent with their respective surroundings. '

for to the construction ‘of visifor accommaodation / residential units for:

Stage 1 'and 2 (as specified in Condition 5), certiflcation shall be obtained from the
Council that the planting conforms to the certified Revegetation Strategy for those
stages and that more than 75% of the plants are live and healthy at a perlod of 12
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months from the date of establishment. All diseased or dying plants shall be replacad to
the satisfactlon of the Councl,

bh. Stage 3 (as specified In Condition §), certification shall be obtained from the Councll that
the planting conforms to the certifled Revegetation Strategy for that stage and that more
than 76% of the plants are live and healthy and at an average helght of 3 metres. All
diseased or dying plants shall be replaced to the safisfaction of the Coungll.
g, Planting for all visitor accommodation residences implemented In accordance with the

Revegetation Strategy shall be krigated for a period of five years from establishment to ensure
optimal growth rates, To avold fire risk all planting shall be jocated at an appropriate distance
from any residential villa.

10, All planting implemented in accordance with the Revegetation Strategy Is to be:

a. Maintalned for a perlod of ten years from the first season of planting to the satisfaction of
Council,
b. All diseased or dying plants shall be replaced fo the satisfaction of Councl.
6. An apnual report on the maintenance and health of planting Is fo be provided ic the
Councll for a period of ten years from the first season of planting.
The Council may serve notice of ifs Intention to review, amend or add to the Revegetation
Strategy to require additlonal planting, as may be required in order to achieve the Objectives
outlined in Conditlon 8, Revegetation is to be profected by a covenant reglistered on the land
titie that will protect the planting In perpstulty,
Lighting
11. All exterior lighting shall be ﬁxed and no higher than 1 mefre above finished ground level,

capped, fiitered or pointed downwards and screened so as to reduce lux spill. There shall be no
lighting of the vehicle access ways within the site. The lighting shall be limited to:

a.

b,

Lighting at the entry point to the golf course.
Sensor lights In the arrival forecourts for each of the visitor accommodation residences
to allow for safe navigation from the garage. These will be limited to downlights on

elther side of the garage and entry doors and will be located on the south side of the
bulldings.

Bollard and subtle up-lighting around the Clubhouse and the Shearers’ Quariars,
Solar LED lights on the path between the Clubhouse and the Shearers' Quarters.
A navigation light at the end of the jetty. '

Road lighting limited to low wattage, solar LED catseye lights placed at Intersections In
the middie of the road. These are o provide a visual cue to denote the interséction.

Ongoing Management Obligations

12. No person Is permitied to remove or physically alter the approved earth mounds and
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13.

14.

No person shali be permitied to plant exoflc trees other than those tree species (or similar,
subject to approval by Councily specifled within the Planting Plan approved pursuant to
Conditlon 8).

.The consent holder shall provide for the on-going management of wilding plants and animal

pests over the Development Site as ouflined In the Revegetation Strategy approved pursuant to
Condition 8, '

Enginsering

18,

186,

17,

18.

' All engineering works shall be carried out In accordance with the Councll's policles and

standards, being New Zealand Standard 4404:2004 with the amendments to that standard
adopted on 5 October 2005, except where speciiled otherwlss,

The owner of the land being developed shall provide a letter to the Council advlsing who their
representative is for the design and execution of the engineering works and consfruction works
required in assoclation with this development and shall conflrm that these representatives- will be
responsible for all aspects of the works covered under sections 1.4 and 1.5 of NZ84404:2004
“Lard Development and Subdivision Engineering”, In reiation to this development,

Prior to the commencement of any building construction the consent holder shall provide to the
Council a geotechnical report, prepared by a sultably qualified and experienced geotechnical
engineer, which certifies that all building platforms are capable of supporting the proposed
bulldings, are suitable for the activity and are free from inundation, . subsidence, erosion and
slippage and otherwise suitable for the proposed use.

Prior to the commencement of any work on the land being developed the consent holder shall
provide 1o the Councli for review copies of specifications, calculations and design plans as s
considered by Council to be hoth necessary and adequate, in accordance with Gonditlon (16), to
detall the following engineering works required:

a, The construction of ali roads within the development to be in accordance with the
guldelines provided for In Table 3.2(a) of the NZ$4404:2004 amendmenis as adopted
by the Council In October 2005, internal roads serving the Shearers Quarters, Golf
Course and Ciubhouse shall be constructed to the standards of a Local road as &
minimum standard, Al internal roads may remain In private ownership and shall he
maintained by the consent holder. Passing bays are to be provided on one way
carrfageways as reguired but at maximum Intervals of 100 metres. '

b. The construction of the Intersections of the new roads to serve the development with the
Wanaka-Mt Asplring Road to be In accordance with Council's standards and in
accordance with the Ihformation supplied with the application with respect to sight
distances. The sight distance from the main golf course entrance to the west is fo be
Improved by removing abstructing trees and shrubs on the bend In Wanaka—Mi Aspiring
Road. This vislbility splay ls 1o be malntained by the consent holder on a continuing
basis. The intersections for both the main golf course roads and the residentlal chalets
road shall be formed In accordance with Diagram 4 of the PODP and also in accordance
with the Council's Rural Roading Corridors — Corrldor Management Guldeline
{particularly Section 4.10 - Slip Lanes),

c. The construction of all vehicle manoeuvring areas and car parks specified In the
application fo serve the deveiopment are fo be constructed in accordance with the
attached Plan referenced "Parkins Bay Detail 1 Proposed Clubhouse Area, Figure 10a,
dated 12 Aprll 2012, This plan shows 12 covered parking spaces adjacent to the
clubhouse, a 40 space grave!l car parking area adjacent to the clubhouse, & ten space
gravel car park area adjacent fo the bus turning bay/parking area and 16 spaces {c be
provided on all weather surfacing along the access road under the trees; one gravel bus
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tuming bay/parking area and an overflow parking area for at least 150 vehicles that is
not required fo be formed .

All walking and cycling tracks marked by blue dotted lines on the attached plan
referenced Parkins Bay Glendhu Station Concept Master Landuse Plan dated 12 April
2012 shall be constructed and malntained In accordance with the Walking Track
Standard as defined In the Standard New Zealand Handbook for Tracks and Outdoor
Visitor Structures (SNZ HB 8830; 2004), except as specifled In Condition 41,

The construction of the underpasses under Wanaka-Mt Aspiring Road are lo be

designed by a sultably qualified and experienced engineer. These underpasses are o

be approved by the Counci! and all necessary permits and licenses are to be apphed for
and granted prior to undertaking any development on site. If the necessary Councll
approvals are not granted then the consent holder shall submit a revised traffic
assessment for approval that addresses any Issues wih the golf course and other
internal traffic crossing Wanaka-Mt Asplring Road.

The consent holder shall obiain approval from the Council and all necessary permits and
licences are to be applied for and obtained prior to commencing construction of the jetty
including the pontoon.

The provision of a water supply to each resldence and all other components of the
development In terms of Council's standards. Each residence shall be supplied with a
minimum of 2100 litres per day of potable water that complles with the requirements of
ihe Drinking Water Standard for New Zealand 2005. All other components of the
development are to be supplied with the quantity of potable water that complies with the
requirements of the Drinking Water Standard for New Zealand 2005 spesified in the

apphication.

The provislon of fire hydrants with adequate pressure and flow fo service each
residence with a Class W3 fire risk In accordance with the NZ Fire Service Code of
Practice for Firefighting Water Supplies 2003, Any lesser risk must be approved in
writing by Fire Service NZ, Dunedin Office.

The provision of fire hydrants with adequate pressure and flow to service each
component of the development with the appropriate Class of fire risk In accordance with
the NZ Fire Service Code of Practice for Firefighting Waler Supplles 2003, Any lesser
risk must be approved In writing by Fire Service NZ, Dunedin Office.

The provision of sealed vehicle crossing to each residence site from internal roads to be
In terms of Dlagram 2, Appendix 7 and Rule 14.2.4.2 of the Partlally Operailve District
Plan. This shall be trafflcable in all weathers and be capable of withstanding a laden
welght of up to 25 tonnes with an axle load of 8.2 tonnes or have a load bearing capacity
of no less than the public roadway serving the property, whichever is the lower.
Provision shall be mads to continue any roadside drainage.

The provision of a stormwater disposal system that is to provide stormwater disposal
from all Impervious areas within the site. The proposed stormwater system shall be
deslgned by a sultably qualified professional as defined In Section 1.4 of NZ54404:2004
and sublect to the review of Councll prior to implementation.

The provision of an access way to each residence that complies with the guidelines
provided for in Table 3.2(a) of the NZ84404:2004 amendments as adopted by the
Councll in October 2005.

N¢;\fhe provisions of an effiuent disposal system designed by & sultably qualified
: - professional as defined in section 1.4 of NZ54404:2004in terms of AS/NZS 1547:2000

Arnvdl AN

hat will provide sufficient treatment / renovation to effiuent from on-site dispesal, prior {o
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discharge to land. To maintaln high effiuent quality such a system would require the
following:

¢ Specific design by a sultably qualified professional engineer.

¢ A requirement that each coniponent of the development must include systems that
achieve the levels of freatment determined by the specific design,

¢ Regular maintenance In accordance with the recommendations of the system
designer and a commitment by the owner of each system to undertake this
maintenance.

¢ Intermittent effluent quality chécks to ensure ccmptiance with the system designer's
specification.

» Disposal areas shall be located such that maximum separation {In all Instances
greater than 50 metres) Is obtained from any watercourse or water supply bore,

¢ The system Is fo be deslgned and constructed In accordance with the Information
supplied In the application in particular the repcrt prepared by Glasson Potis Fowler
(ref 9198GLE-1A dated July 2006)

n, The drinking water supply Is to be monitored in compliance with the Drinking Water
Standards for New Zealand 2005 for the presence of E.coli, by the management group
for the development, and the results forwarded to the Council, The Ministry of Health
shall approve the laboratory carrying oui the analysis. Should the water not meet the
requirements of the Standard then the management group for the lots shall be
responstble for the provislon of water treaiment to ensure that the Drinking Water
Siandards for New Zealand 2005 are met or exceeded,

0. In the event that the number of persons to be accommaodated in any residence Is fo be
' greater than three, then the Councll will require commensurate increases In the water
supply to that lot at the rate of 700 litres per exira person per day.

p. All water tanks fo be underground.
19, Prior to the ocoupation of any visitor accommodation residentlal unit, or of the Clubhouse, or of

the Shearers Quarters, or of the Maintenance Compound the consent holder shall complete the
following for each stage (as specified In condition B):

a. The subimission of ‘as-built’ plans and information required to detall all engineering
works completed In refation to or in association with' the appropriate part of this
develapment.

b,  The completion of ali relevant works detalled in condifion 18 above.

R The consent holder shall provide a suitable and usable powser supply and

telecommunications connection fo the residences and afl other components of the
development. These connections shall be underground from any existing reticulation
and in accordance with any requirements/standards of Aurora Energy/Delta and
Telecom, . ‘

20. Prior to commencing work on the site the consent holder shall obtain all necessary consents
relevant to that work from the Otago Reglonal Councli, This shall include, but is not restricted to,

" necessary consents for the construction of a jetty in Lake Wanaka.

R #@

commencing any work on the site the consent holder shall install a vehlcle crossing,
| conatruction traffle shall use to enter and exit the site. The minimum standard for this
shall be a minimum compacted depth of 150mm AP40 metal, This crossing shall be
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22,

23.

24,

25,

upgraded in accordance with Council's standards, or removed, at the tEme development is
undertaken on the site,

Prior to commencing works, the cbnsent holdar shall submit to Council for review a site
management plan for the works,

All retaining systems, permanent or temporary, shall be designed by a suitably qualifled and
experienced englneer. The designs shall be submitied to the Council for approval prior to
instaliation. '

The consent holder shall provide Councli with the name of a suitably qualified professional as
defined In section 1.4 of NZ$4404:2004 who s to supervise the excavation procedure, This
engineer shall continually assess the condition of the excavation and implement any design
changes / additions if and when necessary.

All temporary retention systems shall be instalied immed%ateiy following excavation to aveid any
nossible erosion or lnstabnlty

Landscape

26,

27,

28,

29,

30,

31,

Final colours for the maintenance building, visitor accommodation/residential units and jetty shali
be submitted to Council for approval prior to development commancing on the site, In this
instance, the final colour scheme for-these bulldings and structures shall appear appropriately
recessive throughout all seasons of the vear and within the natural colour ranges of browns,
greens and greys as Indicated throughout the surrounding landscape,

Prior to development commencing on the site, elevations of all bulldings within the maintenance
compound shall be submitted to Council for approval, The external appearance of these
bulldings shall be consistent with the rural context within which they are iocated.

A site plan shall be submitted to Council for approval prior to development commencing, which
indicates the location and form of all batter slopes and areas of fill. The consent holder should
aim ta achleve batter slopes and areas of flll which have a maximum gradient of 1:3 (rise:run),
with natural undutations across vertical and horizontal planes, as well as smooth transitions.In
changes In slope, to ensure that these are Integrated as much as possible into the existing
landform character.

In regards to golf course holes 1, 2, §, 8 and 9; prior to development commencing on the site,
further detalls of the proposed earthworks and finishing of the proposed golf course holes shall
be submitted to Council for approval in relation fo achleving a naturalised contour.

At the completion of earthworks for each stage (as specified in Condition 5), grassing shall ocour
within six weeks, to ensure that exposed areas of soil do not dlrect additional attention to the
earthworks.

Any fencing within the development site shall be resfricted fo post and wlre fencing to a
maximum height of 1.2m only, with the exception of the fencing of the regeneration area for
stock to pass through as ldentified within the Revegetation Strategy prepared In accordance with
Condition 8.

Earthworks

32,

Prior o commencing earthworks on the slfe the consent holder shall submit to the Council a

detaifed site plan of ali of the earthworks proposed including depth of cut and fill and the
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33.

34,

386,

36.

a7,

38.

39.

49,

10

The consent helder shall undettake measures to prevent sediment run off from the slte and to
srevent a dust nuisance resulting from the works on the site. These measures shall be installed
prior to commencing earthworks on the site.

A suitably qualified engineer shall assess site conditions and determine safe working conditions
with regards to batters and any retention that may be required.

The consert holder shall implement suliable measuras to prevent deposition of any debris on
surrounding roads by vehicles moving to and from the site. In the event that any materlal is
deposited on any roads, the consent holder shall take immediate action, at thelr expense, fo
clean the roads. The loading and stockpiling of earth and other matertals shall be confined to
the subject site.

At the complstion of the earihwdrks for each stage {as specifled in Condition 8) a suitably
qualified Registered Engineer experlenced In soils Investigations shall provide certification, in
accordance with NZS 4434 for all areas of fiil within the site on which buildings are to be
founded.

The earthworks shall be undertaken in & timely manner. Any excavation shall not remain open
tong enough to enable any instabilty (caused by over exposure fo the elements) to occur,

No earthworks, temporary or permanent, are to breach the boundarles of the site

At the completion of the earthworks, all earthworked areas shall be topsoiled and gréssed or
otherwlse permanently stabilized as scon as practicable, subject to Conditlon 29.

Upon completion of the earthworks, the consent holder shall remedy any damage to ali exlsting
road surfaces and berms that result from work carried out for this consent,

Covenants

41,

Prior to the construction of any bulidings on the site the consent holder shali register a covenant,
in accordance with sectlon 108(2)d) of the RMA, In favour of the Council.

For the purpose of Condition 41(a) Stage 3 shall be deemed to be "impiemented” when a final
code of compliance certificate under the Bullding Act 2004 has issued for the 12 visitor
accommodation residences referred to In Condition 5(lli).

The covenant shall provide for the following:
Devalopment Restrictions

a, In respect of the areas Ildeniifled on the aftached plans referenced "Parkins Bay
BGlendhu Station Covenant Areas Plan” dated June 2011 and "Parking Bay Detail 8
Proposed Covenant Areas” dated June 2011:

i The area marked A BuH Paddock shall be covenanted as follows:

aa, For a perlod that commences on the date of the grant of consent until
the date that is ten years from the implementation of Stage 3 there shall
be no further development except that this resiriction does not prohibit
subdivision;

bb. Regardiess of titling structure andior ownership, the clubhouse shall at
ail times be available to cater to, and for use by, users of the golf course
as a place for rest, shelter, refreshment and possibly entertalrument,
at any time in the future the land confaining the proposed or existing
clubhouse is subdivided from the land containing the proposed or
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existing golf course, a consent notice shall be reglstered against both
resulting titles recording this ongoing consent obligation,

cc. All activities which are carfed out within, and any fulure allotments
which are created from, A Bull Paddock area shall share one access off
Mt Aspiring Road.

The area marked B Development Area shall be covenanted in perpetuity from
the date of the grant of consent against further development but not prohibiting
subdiviston of the golf course and the 42 house-sites, and {he subdivision and
development of elght visitor accommodationfresidential units.

Advice Note: For the aveidance of doubt this consent only authorises 42
visitor accommodation/residential units. Any future application for up to elght
additional visitor accommodationfresidential tnlts within Area B will require a
variation to this consent or a new consent and a rigorous assessment of the
measures proposed to sufficiently mitigate any potential adverse
visibllity/domestication effects.

The area marked C1 Farm Area shall be covenanted, for a period that
comimences on the date of the grant of consent until the date that Is ten years
from the implementation of Stage 3, against further development not associated
with usual farming activities;

The area marked C2 shall be covenanted, for a perlod that commences on the
date of the grant of consent uniil the date that is 20 years from the
implementation of Stage 3, against further development not assoclated with
usual farming activities, but not prohibiting:

aa, activities for camping purposes;

bb. subdivision fo separate the area marked G2 from the rest of the land
currently contatned in Certificate of Title 478363;

cc. & subdivision which will create a separate cerliflcate of tithe for the area
marked X within C2; and

dd. any boundary adjustment which does not create additional titles;

Subject to subclause vi below, the area marked E shall be covenanted in
perpetuity from the date of the grant of consent against further development, but
not prohibiting:

aa. Subdivision fo separate the area marked E from the rest of the land
currenily contalned In Certificate of Title 478353 and any boundary
adjustment which does not create addmonal tittes;

bb. Any alterations, repalrs or exienslons to the existing dweliing located on
the land; '

cc. The construction of a shed for the purpose of storing farming and
landscaping eguipment;

dd. The erection of any temporary bulldings such as marquees and other
shelters used for the purpose of conducting weddings and reception
functions, for not more than 12 calendar days per year, and a
maximum of 6 occaslons,,;

ee, The construction of a chapel;
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vl The restriction detailed in v. above relating to témporary boitdings for weddings
and reception functions shall take effect on and from the daie the clubhouse is
constructed and operational,

vil, The area marked F shall be covenanted for a period that commences on the
date of the grant of consent unti the dale that Is 35 years from the
implemantation of Stage 3, againat any further development, but not prohibiting:

aa subdivision o separale the area marked F from the rest of the land
currently cehtained in Certificate of Title 478353;

bb  subdlvision for farming purposes,;

ec  any boundary adjustiment which does not creats additional titles;

dd the relocation, repair and replacement of the exlsting homestead and
ancitary buildings;

ee the construction, repalr and relocation of any improvements or buildings
which relate to the farming activities carried out on the land;

ff  the construction of two further residential dweliings on the land and any
subsequent repairs and alterations to those resldential dwellings;

vill The area marked G shall be covenanted in perpetuily from the date of the
grant of consent against any development not associated with farming
activies or regeneration of nalive forest or other vegetdtion, but not
prohiblting any boundary adjustment which does not create additional fitles,

Fublic Access Easaments

b, The consent holder will enable public access by way of a registered easement in gross
over the area identifled in red, as number 12, on the attached plan referenced "Parkins
Bay Detfall A Proposed Public Easement”, dated September 2008, In favour of the
Council {o enable public access fo this area in perpetuity.

c. The consent holder will enable public access by way of a registered easement In favour
of the Councll along a toute hetween Rocky Hill (CA1) and the Matukituki River in the
tocation approximately shown as a blue doited line on the attached plan referenced
"Parkins Bay Glendhu Station Concept Master Landuse Plan” dated 12 Apri% 2012,
subject to the following conditions:

. The access route shall be restricied to a route connecting Rocky Hill (CA1) and
the Matukituki River that will be marked by bollards and/or poles and signs
grected by the consent holder,

. Public access shall be restricted fo walking access only.
. The condltions detailed in Schedule A.
Advice note: The Council shall be responsible for the maintenance of the access
roufe. '
d. The consent holder will enable public access by way of a registered easement in favour

of the Council along a route along the Motatapu Road heiween the Mt Aspiring Road
and the Motatapu Track, th the location approximately shown as a blue dotted line on
the attached plan referenced "Parkins Bay Glendhu Station Concept Master Landuse -
Plan" dated 12 April 2012, subject to the following conditions:

» The access route shall be resfricted to a specific route (which shall be for the flrst
400m of the road where It goes through a low cutting to reach the terraces above
Mt Aspiring Road). And shall be a formed and marked walking/cycling track elther
on the farm tand or the road margin {if that can be achieved), {o clearly show
users of Te Araroa footpath where they are to go when they turm off from the iake,

»  Public access shall be restricted to walking access oniy.
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+ The conditions detailed In Schedule A,
Advice note: The Councll shall be responsible for the maintenance of the access roufe.

Tha consent holder will enable public access by way of a registered easement in favour
of the Council along a route from the development site to Glendhu Hill, in the losation
approximately shown as a blus dotted lne on the aitached "Parkins Bay Glendhu
Station Concept Master Landuse Plan® dated 12 April 2012, sublect to the following
conditions:

» The access route shall be restricted to a specific route that will be marked by
bollards and/or poles and signs erected by the consent hoider.

s Publlec access shall be restricted {o walking access only.
* The conditions detailed in Scheduls A,
Advice note: The Councl shall be responsible for the maintenance of the access route.

The consent holder will enable public access by way of a reglstered easement in favour
of the Council along a route between easement areas V and W on 80 347712 along the
Motatapu River, in the locallon approximately shown as a blue dotted line on the
attached plan referenced "Parkins Bay Glendhu Station Concept Master Landuse Plan”
dated 12 'Aprit 2012, subject to the following.conditions

s The access route shall be restricted to a specific route that will be marked by
bullards and/or polas and signs erected by the consent holder, This route will use
both the marginal strip and enable access by way of easement over parts of the
adjacent land where access along the marginal strlp Is not available due to
erosion of the river bank;

»  Public access shall be resiricted fo walking and mountaln biking access only.

o in the event that the river erodes both the marginal strip and the land over which
the easement runs, the landowner will, when requested, provide an alternative
sasement {to be surveyed and registered, formed, and maintained by the council
at its request).

¢ The condltions detalled in Schedule A,
Advfae note; The Council shall be responsible for the malntenance of the access route.

The consent holder will enable public access by way of a registered easement In favour
of the Council along a route from the development site to the Motatapu Road and
continuing southeast to the boundary with Alpha Burn Station, In the location
approximately shown as a blue dotted line on the attached plan referenced "Parkins Bay
Glendhu Station Concept Master Landuse Plan” dated 12 April 2012, subject to the
folowing conditions:

¢ The access route shall be restricted to a specific route that wil be formed and
marked by signs erected by the consent holder.

¢ Public access shali be restricted to walking and mountain blking access brzty.

» The conditions detailed In Schedule A, '
Advice note: The Council shall be responsible for the maintenance of the access route.
The consent hoider will enable public access by way of a registered easement in favour
of the Counclt along a route between Rocky Hill (CA1) and the Motatapu River In the
locatlon approximately shown as a blue dotted line on the attached plan referenced

WParkins Bay Glendhu Station Concept Master Landuse Plan" dated 12 Aprii 2012,
shbiect to the following conditions:
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+» The accesgs route shall be restricted to a route connecting Rocky Hill (CA1) and
the Motatapu River that will be marked by bollards andfor poles dnd signs erected
by the consent holder.

» Public access shall be restricted to walking access only,
« The conditions detalled in Schedule A.

Advice note: The Councll shall be résponsibla for the maintenance of the access roufe,

The consent holder will procure variation of the terms of the easement El 6594177.5, so
that mountain biking is permitied over the easement areas V, W and Section 19 on SO
347712, and will procure raglstration of an Instrument providing for that variation on ths
relevant certificate of tile,

The cohsent holder will procure variation of the terms of the easement E| 65941777, so
that mountain blking is permiited over the easement areas X and U on SO 347712, and
will procure registration of an Instrument providing for that varlation on the relevant
certificate of title.

Subject to Condition {f) below, the consent holder shall be entitied to close or restrict
access fo the tracks within the Development Site, as the consent holder conslders
necessary, for golf course operattons (Inciuding tournaments), maintenance, repair,
safely or security purposes.

The consent holder shall be entitled to close or restrict access to the track along the
Parkins Bay foreshore, where the frack passes through the Development Site, as the
consent holder considers necessary, for golf course operations (including tournaments),
malntenarnce, safety or security purposes, for up to 25 individual days per year (but not
exceeding 5 weekends).

Preventing the removal and or physical alteration of the earth mounds and landscaping
located around each vislitor accommaodation/residential unit approved in accordance with
CondHions 6 and 7.

The ongoing maintenance of planting implemented to give effect to the Ravegetaﬁon
Strategy approved in accordance with Condition 6.

The establishment of exotic specles within the areas Identifled as A, B and D on the
attached plan referenced "Glendhu Station Covenant Areas Plan" dated June 2011
other than those specles specified within the Revegelation Strategy approved in
accordance with Condition 6 Is prohiblted.

The ongoing management of wilding plants and animals pests by the consent holder In
accordance with the Revegetation Strategy prepared In accordance with Condition 6,

In order to achieve appropriate control of wilding frees and noxious weeds on an
ongoling hasis the following requirement shall apply within Covenant Area B identified on
the attached plan referenced "Parkins Bay Glendhu Station Covenant Areas Plan” dated
June 2011;

For the purposes of this condition "Plant Pests" means and Includes any fir or
conffer specles with potentital to spread naturally, sweet briar; lupins, gorse,
broom, and any other Pest Plant as specified In the Reglonal Pest Management
Sirategy for Otago.
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it. Prior to occupation of any dwelling the relevant house-site shall be cleared of all
Plant Pesis,

fil. The owner of any house-site shall keep the house-site clear of any Plant Pests,

" Any areas managed and malntained by a Parkins Bay Residents and Qwners
- Association (or simllar body) shall keep those areas clear of any Plant Pests.

r. Prior to completion of Stage 1 of the development the consent holder shall remove all
conifers {including any conlifers or firs with wiiding potentlal) from Covenant Areas A, B
and D and from that part of Covenant Areas F and G iocated between Covenant Area B
and the Fern Burn, all Covenant Areas as identified on the attached plan referenced
"Parkins Bay Glendhu Statlon Covenant Areas Plan" dated June 2011,

Clubhouse

8, The instaltation or use of fires that emit smoke are prohibited except for any fire installed
at the clubhouse,

Golf Course

t. That the 18 hole golf course will be avallable for green fee plavers to use at all times,

other than when the golf course is being used for tournaments or functions held at the
goif course, Affliiated members of the Wanaka Golf Course will be entiiled to use the
golf course at a discounted rate of no tess than 20% off the green fee rate which is
charged to the general public at any time.

Vislfor Accommodation Residentlal Unifs

u. in respect of the curtilage areas Identifled for the visitor accommodation/residential units
within Area B on the plan referenced "Glendhu Station Covenant Areas Plan® dated
June 2011:

¢ The curtllage area for each visitor accommodationfresidential unit shall be
restticted to the curtitage areas defined on the attached plans referenced "Parkins
Bay Visltor Accommodation Resldences ~ Detall Slts Plan, House Sites 1, 3-4, 6,
8-11, 13, 18-22, 24, 26-27, 20-50 " dated September 2009 and "Parkins Bay
Vistor Accommodation Residences — Detall Site Plan, House Sltes 5, 16 and 17"
dated September 2011;

¢ All domestication including hard landscaping and ancilfary structures assoclated
with the visitor accommodation/residential units shall be restricted to the
designated curtilage area. No domestic elemenis shall be located outside the
designated curiilage areas;

* No infroduced planting over 0.5m Is permlited within the designated curtilage
areas unless it Is from the approved KanukefGrey shrubland plant list defalled in
the Revegetation Strategy prepared in accordance with Condition 6;

s+ No structures or fences over 0.75m In helght are permitted within the designated
curtilage areas (this allows for the extension of the existing stone retalning walls),
except as required under the Fencing of Swimming Pools Act 1987;
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s No infroduced planting is permitted outside the designated curtilage areas uniess
it is from the approved Kanhuka/Grey shrubland plant list detailed in the
Revegetation Strategy prepared In accordance with Condition 6.

The keeping of cats at the consented visifor accommodationfresidential units is
prohibited.

Stock and Weater Quality

w.

Prior to completion of Stage 3 of the development the arsas detailed below shall be
fenced to prevent stock sccess into those areas. The fencing shall be maintained
permanently io prevent stock accessing those areas. The areas are approximately
detailed on Parkins Bay Plan B dated 12 April 2012 as follows!

L The wetter area of Wetland A, comprising an area of approximately 150 metres
by 20 metres, subject fo monitoring and assassment under Condition 51.

il Wetland B and Welland C and Areas 1 and 2,
ik, The Gully and the Moraine Slope.

The consent holder shall ensure that any stock access to or across the wafercourse
running between Weiland A and Wetland C and any other watercourses shown on
Parkins Bay Plan B dated 12 April 2012 has a firm rocky or pebbly substrate to prevent
pugging and erosion caused by stock movements.

Prior to completion of Stage 3 of the development the consent holder shall fence the
eastern and western riparian boundaries of the Fern Burn (approximately 20m from
each bank) to exciude cattle from the Fern Burn riparlan corridor between the Motatapu
Road culvert/bridge and Lake Wanaka, When implementing such fencing the consent
holder may install gates to enable caitle to cross the Fern Burn riparian corridor at two
crossing points, one identified as "Stock Route” on Parkins Bay Plan B dated 12 April
2012 and the other located south of Wetland E shown on Parkins Bay Plan B dated 12
April 2012, When cattle use either of those crossing points the consent holder shall
ensure that the cattle move stralght across from the private land on one side of the
riparian corridor fo the private land on the other side of the riparian corridor without
lingering in the Fern Burn. Fencing Installed under this condition shali be installed as
close as is reasonably and practically possible to the boundary between the freehold title
and the public marginal strip except that along the eastern boundary of Wetland E
fancing shall be jocated at the fop of the bank which separates the wetland from the
farmland on the eastern side of Welland E, The fencing shall ensure that no part of the
wetiand is separated from the marginal strip. Temporary fencing shall be erected when
stock are using the crossing points fo ensure that stock do hot access the marginal sirlp
on elther side of the crossing point,

Area 1, Area 2, the Gully and the Moraine Slope (all identified on Parkins Bay Plan B
dated 12 April 2012) which must be fenced as required under w. above, shall be kept
free of Plant Pests (as defined In o. above).

In accordance with sections 128 and 129 of the Resource Management Act 1981, the Council
may serve notice of its intention to review; amend, delets or add to the conditions of this consent
at the consent holders expense yearly for the first ten years after the commencement of consent
and thereafter at two yearly intervals and at any other time when the consent holder shall be in

default in a material particular in the implementation or compliance with the consent for the
urposes of requiring the consent holder to;
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v deal with any adverse effect on the environment which may arise from the exercise
of this consent and which It is appropriate to deal with at a later stage, or which
became evident after the date of commencement of the consent, or

« review the effectivensss of the conditions of this resource consent in avolding or
mitigating any adverse effects on the environment from the exercise of this resource
consent and if necessary require the consent holder to avoid, remedy or mitigate
such effects by way of further or amended conditions.

Poplar Trees

43, Prior to the commencement of earthworks on site, further detalied arboricultural advice shall be
sought on the potentlal effects of the earthworks on those frees most at risk from earthworks and
construction. A substantial barrier fence Is to be erected in accordance with the recommendation
of the arboriculturalist to ensure protection of the trees and thelr assoclated root system,.

44, Regular ingpections and monltoring of tree health Is to be undertaken every two years and a
report provided to the Council, This work is to be undertaken by a qualifled Arborlst.

45, Where the iwo year inspéctio_n and raport?ng programme Identifles evidence of tree décil'.ne, a
more detalled Inspection shall be arranged ahd the recommendations of the more detfailed
Inspection reported to the Councit.

Golf Course Management

46, Fertilisers are only to be applled to green and falrway areas In small and frequent applications at
a lavel which ensures that the rate of application accurately mesis plant demands and no more,
Detalis of the application rates are to be supplled to the Counclt for review prior to the
commissioning of the golf course,

47, An Integrated pest management plan is fo be prepared which demonsirates that the use of
chemieal peosticldes Is targeted In application onfy to those areas where treatment has been
identifled as baing necessary.

48. Irrigation of the golf course Is to be computerlsed to-ensure that the rate of water application to
the green and falrway Is appropriate to maintain soll moisture at the correct level avolding
wastage of water, the saturation of soifs, ponding, excess soll dralnage and contaminant
leaching, ,

49, Riparian vegetative buffer strips are to be maintained between the golf course and l.ake Wanaka
and the golf course and the edge of the Fern Burn watercourse. These buffer strips must be a
minimum of 20m wide and not be subject to the application of any fertiliser, pesticide or Irrigation

Menitoring

50, Monltoring of water quality is to be undertaken every six months as delailed below from the date
the goif course is commissioned. Detalls of the sampling methods and monltoring are to be
provided to the Councli for review prior to the commissloning of the golf course, The details of
this monltoring regime iheluding frequency of monltoting, what contaminants will be required to
be assessed, and immadiate responses required if contamination is found, needs to be
established fo the sallsfaction of Counclt prior to the commissloning of the golf course., The
following monitoring is required:

a, Monitoring of water quality within Parkins Bay close to the shoreline adjacent to the golf

Zy
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b, Monitoring of stream water from streams upstream of the golf courselhouse;sitas
development areas, at the polnts where such streams cross from Glendhu Station Into
the golf course/house-sites development areas.

Note: The purpose of a. and b. above Is to monitor the effect of golf course activities on water
cuality.

The areas of Wetland A detalied on Parkins Bay Plan B dated 12 Aprll 2012 which are outside
that part of Wetland A fenced under Condition 41(w) shall be monitored 5 years after the date
the golf course Is commissioned, within 2 weeks after the area has been grazed by stock, for the
purpose of assessing any adverse effects caused by stock on the balance dry wetland areas on
the margins of the fenced wetter area. If this monitoring reveals an Inappropriate degree of
adverse effect then the area of Wetland A required to be fenced under Conditlon 41 (w) may be
reviewed.

There shall b no netling erected assoclaled with the driving range.

Accidental Discovery Protocol and Archaeology

53.

54.

585,

That if any koiwi (human skeletal remains), waahl tacka (resource of importance), waahi tapu
(place or feature of special significance) or artefact material are discovered 'as part of the
development process, then work shall stop to allow a site inspection by the appropriate runanga
and thelr advisors, who would determine whether the discovery is lkely to be exiensive and
whether a thorough site Investigation Is required. Materials discovered should be handlied and
removed by tribal siders responsible for the tikanga (custom} appropriate to their removal or
presarvaiion.

An archaeological authority shall be obtained from the New Zealand Historlc Places Trust,
should further site Investigation confirm that the historic house site Identifled In the report of Mr
Petchey is affected by construction activities.

The camp site ideniified In the report of Mr Pelchey shall be protected during construction with
fencing In a location approved by a registered archaeologlst.

Limitations on curtilage areas

56.

57.

58,

. Swimming Pools Act 1987.

The curtilage area for each visitor accommodation/regidentlal unit shall be limited fo 1000m?,

inciuding the bullding platform but excluding the driveway, as identified on the attached ptans
referanced "Parkins Bay Visltor Accommodation Residences Detall Slte Plans, House Sites 1,
3-4, 6, 811, 13, 18-22, 24, 26-27, 29-60 " dated September 2009 and "Parkins Bay Visitor
Accommaodation Residences — Detall Site Plan, House Sites 8, 16 and 17" dated September
2011,

Alf domestication Including hard fandscaping and ancillary structures assoclated with the visitor
accommodationfresidential unit shall be restricted to the designated curtilage area,

No introduced planting over 0.5m is permitted within the designated curtilage areas unless it is
from the approved Kanuka/Grey shrubland plant list detailed in the Revegetation Strategy
approved In accordance with Condition 6.

No structures over 0,76m are permitied within the designated curtilage areas (this allows for the
extension of the exisiing sfone retaining wallg) except as required under the Fencing of
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Fencing

81, Fencing Is to be retained and up-graded along the frontage of the Wanaka-Mt Asplring Road
ensuring that peaple are directed {fo use the underpassas.

62, No gates or monumental sfructures are permitted at or near entrances ways which would
potentially distract motorists on the Wanaka—Mt Aspiring Road. The design of any entrance
gate designs shall be submitted to Counacil for approval.

3. - There shall be no fencing of the individual visitor accommodation residential units;

Car Parks |

64, All car parks on-site (excluding carparks for private residences) shall be publicly available and
shalt not be restricted for specified actlvities or purposes,

Signs

65, Signage design for the purpose of readlly identifying the clubhouse and shearers quarters, the
location of car parking, public walkways, cycleways, publlc picnic area and jelty and the lake

~ foreshore shall be submitled to Council for prior consent. Specific signage on the lakeside
walkway and the jetty shall indicate that these areas are available for public use.

66. The existing public access along the sdge of the lake, parallel to the length of the development
site, shall be identified by signage to the satlsfaction of the Council.

Sundry .

67, There shall be o bermanent mooring at the Jetly. The owner shall have priority for one berth.

68. All covenants as offered by the consent holder shall be in form approved by the Council. Any
easements referred to in Condition 41 which have been registered prior to the registration of

_Covenant(s) under Condition 41 need not be referred to in such Covenant(s).

69, This proposal may generate a demand for network Infrasfructure and reserves and community
facities, If so, an involce will be generated by the Queenstown Lakes District Council, Payment
will be due prior to application under the Resource Management Act for certification pursuant
to section 224(c). Pursuant to section 208 of the Local Government Act 2002 the Councll may
withhold a certificate under section 224(c) of the Resource Management Act 1991 If the required
Development Contribution has not been pald,

70. Any easement proposed to be granted in favour of the Councll under Condition 41 may instead

be- granted In favour of another public body or entity nominated by the Council provided such
body or entity agrees to accept the benefi{ of the easement and acknowledges responsibliity for
malnterance of the relevant access routs or other area subject lo the easement for the purposes
of the sasement.
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SCHEDULE A (Refer Condition 41)
[Standard Conditlons Applicable to Public Access Routes] -

1. Tha access rolite may be closed by the consent holder for such periods as it deems
necessary to carry out its farming activities, provided that periods shall not excead more
- than 3 consecutive days or a total of more than 10 days (cumulatively) in any calendar

year, provided that prior approval is obtained from the Council for such closure,

2. In addition fo the periods speciied in 1 above, any access route through an area being
used for sheep farming may be closed for one perlod (in any calendar year) of up to 6
weeks during the lambing season to prevent disturbance of ewes with lambs,

3. The access route may be closed by the consent Hoider for perlods as shall be
reasonably necessary if the actions of public users result In significant adverse effects to
farming operations, provided that prior approval Is abtained from the Councll for such
closure,

4, Dogs {other than dogs used by the farmer for farming ‘activities) are prohibited on the
access route (untess prior approval from the consent holder has been obtained).

B, Use or carrying of firearms Is prdhiblted on the access route (unless pr‘ior approval from
the consent holder has heen obfalned).

6 Camping is prohibited on the access routes at all times,

7. Such other condltions as the .consent holder and the Council reasonably considers
necessary to protect the publle and o control the public use of the easement area (for
example restrictions relating to noxious substances, noise, rubblish, track maintenance,
repalrs, fire risk or for safety and/or security purposes);

Note: When the relative easements are registered, the references above fo ‘vonsent holder' will become
references to ‘grantor’, :
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Plans referred to in Condition of Consent 1

Gienchu Station Stage (: Master Plan, revision EC, dated Sep 2008;

Glendhu Station Stage 1: Master Plan, revision 81 EC, dated Sep 2009;

Clendhu Station Stage 2: Master Plan, revision 82, EC, dated Sep 2009;

Glendhu Station Stege 3. Master Pian, revision 83, EC, dated Sep 2008;

Glendhu Station Parkins Bay Golf Course Master Plan, dated April 2012;

Parkins Bay Indicative Vegetation Categories Plan, dated Sep 2008;

Parkins Bay Glendhu Station Concept Master Landuse Plan, dated 12 Aprii

2012;

Parkins Bay Glendhu Station Public Access Tracks Plan, dated 12 Aprl 2012;

Parkins Bay Glendhu Station: Covenant Areas Plan, dated June 2011;

« Parkins Bay Detail A Proposed Public Easement and Covenant Area, dated Sep

2009

Parkins Bay Detail B Proposed Covenant Areas, dated June 2011;

Parkins Bay Petail 1 Propesed Club House arez Figure 10a, dated 12 April

2012;

Parkins Bay Detail 2 Maintenance Compaund Site Plan, September 2009;

Parkins Bay Visitor Accommoedation Residences Site Location Pian;

Parkins Bay Visitor Accommodation Residences Building Mitigation Plan;

Parkins Bay Proposed Golf Course Eartfiworks Plan, dated August 2009;

Parkine Bay Enfry Gate elevation, dated September 2009

Parkins Bay Plan B, dated 12 April 2012;

Parkins Bay Plan Bl, dated 12 April 2012;

Parkins Bay, Visitor Accommodation Residences Detaﬂ Site Plan; House Site 1,

dated Sep 2009;

+ Parkins Bay, Visitor Accommodation Residences Detzil Site Plan, House Site 3
and 4, date; Sep 2009;

+ Parkins Bay, Visifor Accommodation Residences Detsil Site Plan, House Site 5,
dated Sep 2011;

s Parkins Bay, Visitor Accommudat{on Residences Detsil Site Plan, House Site 6,
dated Sep 2009;

s Parkins Bay, Visitor Accommadation Residences Detall Site Plan, House Site 8,

. dated Sep 2009;

s Parkins Bay, Visttor Accommodation Residences Detall Site Pian, House Site 9,
dated Sep 2009;

= Parkins Bay, Visitor Accormmoadation Residences Detail Site Plan, House Site
10, dateg Sep 2009;

+ Parkins Bay, Visitor Accommodsation Residences Detail Site Plan, House Site
11, dated Sep 2009;

+ Parkins Bay, Visitor Accommodation Residences Detail Site Plan, House Site
13, dated Sep 2009;

« Parkins Bay, Visifor Accommodation Residences Detzil Site Plan, House Site 16
& 17, dated Sep 2011;

« Parking Bay, Visitor Accomnmodation Residences Detall Site Plan, House She
18, dated Sep 2009;

« Parkins Bay, Visitor Accomnmodation Residences Detait Site Plan, House Site
19, dated Sep 2009;

+« Parkins Bay, Visitor Accomnmodation Residences Detail Site Pian, House Site
20, dated Sep 2009;

« Paridns Bay, Visitor Accommoedation Residences Detail Site Plan, House Site 21

& 22, dated Sep 2009;

e ® & & 5 0o ©

L}

a o & > 5 & & 0

ACR-606528-19- 1175V iansofice




i » Parkins Bay, Visitor Accomimodation Residences Detall Ste Plan, House Site
24, dated Sep 2009;
i + Parkins Bay, Visltor Accommaodation Resldences Detail Site Plan, House Site
i 286, dated Sep 2009;
o Parkins Bay, Visilor Accommodation Residences Detall Site Plan, House Sie
i - 27, dated Sep 2009,
‘ » Parkins Bay, Visitor Accommodation Residences Detall Site Plan, House Site 29
' & 30, dated Sep 2008;
¢ Parkins Bay, Visitor Accommodation Residences Detail Ske Plan, House Site 31
' & 32, dated Sep 2009;
»  Patkins Bay, Visitor Accommodation Residences Detait Site Plan, House Site 33
& 34, dated Sep 2009;
[ + Parkins Bay, Visitor Accommodation Residences Detail Site Plan, House Site 35
& 36, dated Sep 2009; ]
s Parkins Bay, Visitor Accommaodation Residences Detadl Site Plan, House Site
! 37, dated Sep 2009
=, Parkins Bay, Visitor Accommodation Residences Detail Site Plan, House Site 38
& 39, dated Sep 2009;
I » Parkins Bay, Visitor Accommodation Residences Detail Site Plan, House Site
40, dated Sep 2009;
e Parkins Bay, Visitor Accommodation Residences Detaii Site Pian, House Site 41
I & 42, dated Sep 2009; .
i s Parkins Bay, Visitor Accommodation Residences Detail Site Pian, House Site 43
& 44 , dated Sep 2009;
i « Parkins Bay, Visitor Accommodation Residences Detaﬂ Site Plan, House Site
43, dated Sep 2009;
« Parking Bay, Visttor Accommodation Residences Detail Site Plan, House Site 46
i & 47, dated Sep 2008;
» Parkdns Bay, Visiior Accommodation Residences Detail Site Plan, House Sife
48, dated Sep 2008; '
j « Parking Bay, Visitor Accommedation Residences Detall Site Pian, House Site
] 49, dated Sep 2008;
Parkins Bay, Visitor Accommodation Residences Defail Site Pian, House Site
i 50, dated Sep 2008.
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