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1. INTRODUCTION

Sunshine Bay Ltd own a 6.47 hectare site above the Glenorchy-Queenstown Road,
immediately to the west of the low-density Queenstown suburb of Sunshine Bay
(Figure 1).  Sunshine Bay Ltd is proposing a plan change and variation to enable a
master-planned urban development on the land, potentially comprising around 100
residential properties.  Two initial master plan development scenarios have been
produced.  The land has some relatively gently-sloping areas but is predominantly
steep land sloping down towards Lake Wakatipu.

As part of the plan change process, Sunshine Bay Ltd requires a number of technical
reports.  These include an ecology report that assesses, describes, and maps the
ecological features and values of the site, and assesses the ecological significance of
these values.  These assessments will contribute to further refinement of the
development plan for the site.  This report describes the results of the ecological
assessment.

2. METHODS

2.1 Desktop assessment 

Aerial imagery of the site was viewed to gain an initial idea of the vegetation and 
habitat pattern.  A previous ecological assessment of the site (Natural Solutions for 
Nature 2003) was reviewed.   Databases such as the Department of Conservation 
Herpetofauna database and the Threatened Environment Classification were assessed 
for both ecological context and site-specific information relevant to the site.  

2.2 Field assessment 

A three hour field assessment was undertaken on 14 August 2019, involving a 
traverse on foot through most of the site, and views from available vantage points.  

All vascular plant species observed during the site visit were recorded and assigned 
into coarse abundance classes.   

All fauna, and sign of fauna, observed within the site, was also documented.  Habitat 
suitability for lizards and bats was assessed through inspecting potential habitat for 
these species.   

3. ECOLOGICAL CONTEXT

3.1 Topographic and edaphic context 

The Sunshine Bay site is located on moderately-steep southeast facing slopes, mostly 
of colluvial origin, spanning an elevation range of 340-420 metres above sea level 
between the Lake Wakatipu shoreline and significant schist bluffs above the site.  
Pallic soils occur across the site (Fundamental Soils Layer, Landcare Research), and 
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are relatively deep based on inspection of test pits excavated in various parts of the 
site the day prior to the site visit (Plate 1).   

Plate 1:  Soil test pit in the upper western part of the site,  
showing deep soil with schist bedrock in the base of the pit. 

The surface geological landform based on QMap (GNS Science) comprises moraine 
deposits of glacial till from lateral moraines, however the schist bluffs in the west of 
the site comprise glacially smoothed bedrock terrain.   The site is generally well-
drained, apart from areas of poor drainage in the western part of the site, exposed by 
excavation of test pits and also evident as habitat for willow trees.  

3.2 Shotover Ecological District 

The Sunshine Bay site is located in the Shotover Ecological District, within the Lakes 
Ecological Region. The climate comprises hot summers, cold winters, and a relatively 
dry climate in the rainshadow of the Main Divide, with annual rainfall ranging from 
650-1,600 millimetres per annum (McEwen 1987).  The Sunshine Bay site is located
in the western part of the Shotover Ecological District, and likely experiences the
higher rainfall end of this gradient.   Remnants of red beech (Fuscospora fusca) forest
occur along the shores of Lake Wakatipu, with mountain beech (Fuscospora

cliffortioides) forest in gullies up to the treeline (McEwen 1987).

3.3 Recent history of the site 

Natural Solutions for Nature (2003) described the history of the site as having 
supported extensive bracken (Pteridium esculentum) fernland in 1959, with a few 
eucalypts and pines being present.  A fire in 1974 burned across most of the site, and 
evidently followed frequent earlier fires as the land was repeatedly burned to enable 

211



212



farming operations.  Subsequently, wilding conifers spread across the rocky western 
ridges of the site, and tī kōuka/cabbage trees (Cordyline australis) and broadleaved 
trees started to regenerate in various parts of the site.  In 2003 the vegetation pattern 
comprised bracken fernland on open colluvial slopes, eucalypts and wilding conifers, 
and a number of characteristic indigenous shrubs, on rocky ridges, shrubs, ferns, and 
grasses on rock outcrops, and broadleaved forest along streams and in gullies.  Given 
the clearance by fire in 1974, most of the vegetation on the site is now c.45 years old.   

3.4 Former vegetation 

Historically, prior to anthropogenic clearance of forest in the area, the site would have 
supported beech forest, most likely dominated by mountain beech on shallow soils 
and in less productive sites, and red beech on deeper more productive soils.  Both 
species occur nearby (Natural Solutions for Nature 2003). Subcanopy broadleaved 
trees would have included kapuka/broadleaf (Griselinia littoralis), kōtukutuku/fuchsia 
(Fuchsia excorticata), three finger (Pseudopanax colensoi), putaputaweta 
(Carpodetus serratus), horopito (Pseudowintera colorata), and possibly kamahi 
(Weinmannia racemosa), and there may have been sparse podocarps including rimu 
(Dacrydium cupressinum), miro (Prumnopitys taxifolia), and Halls totara 
(Podocarpus laetus).   

4. VEGETATION AND HABITATS

4.1 Overview 

Six vegetation/habitat units were identified and mapped: 

• Broadleaved forest (2.25 hectares).
• Douglas fir-Corsican pine forest (1.39 hectares).
• Poplar forest (0.22 hectares).
• Kōhūhū/bracken fernland (1.93 hectares).
• Mixed exotic shrubland (0.66 hectares).
• Bluff vegetation (0.05 hectares).

These habitat types are described below and are mapped in Figure 2. 

4.2 Broadleaved forest  

Relatively young broadleaved forest dominated by kōhūhū (Pittosporum tenuifolium), 
makomako/wineberry (Aristotelia serrata), kotukutuku, tutu (Coriaria arborea), 
kapuka, three finger, and tī kōuka/cabbage tree dominates in the eastern part of the 
site (Plate 2) and occurs on the fringes of exotic coniferous forest and poplar forest 
elsewhere.  Bracken, blackberry (Rubus fruticosus), mahoe (Melicytus ramiflorus), 
shining karamu (Coprosma lucida), and mingimingi (Coprosma propinqua) are 
common within this vegetation, and occasional Himalayan honeysuckle (Leycesteria 
formosa).  Golden willow is emergent above the forest canopy on damp ground in the 
eastern part of the site, and better-drained areas in the eastern part have frequent 
rowan (Sorbus aucuparia) and buddleia (Buddleja davidii).  
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Plate 2:  Broadleaved forest dominated by kōhūhū, three finger,  
and makomako, with young emergent golden willow on poorly-drained soil. 

4.3 Douglas fir-Corsican pine forest 

Evergreen exotic coniferous forest of tall Douglas fir (Pseudoptsuga menziesii) and 
Corsican pine (Pinus nigra) is dominant on a ridge above bluffs in the western part of 
the property, and near Glenorchy-Queenstown Road in the lower eastern part of the 
property (Figure 2). Kapuka and kōhūhū occur on the margins of these conifer stands, 
with shining karamu common in the understorey, with occasional sweet brier (Rosa 
rubiginosa) and Khasia berry (Cotoneaster simsonii).  The ground layer is mostly 
covered in litter (Plate 3), due to the dense shade beneath the Douglas fir canopy.   

Plate 3:  Douglas fir and Corsican pine forest with shining  
karamu in the understorey, and litter occupying the ground layer.
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4.4 Poplar forest 

Deciduous forest dominated by poplar (Populus sp.) occurs in the west of the site, in 
two discrete areas (Figure 2), that were formerly part of a continuous block of poplars 
that appear to have been harvested prior to 2010 (Plate 4).  Makomako and, tī kōuka 
are the most common subcanopy trees within these poplar stands, with shrubs 
koromiko (Hebe salicifolia) and Scotch broom (Cytisus scoparius), and common 
blackberry and bracken.   

Plate 4:  Mixed exotic shrubland in a formerly cleared area of poplars, now 
dominated by Scotch broom, buddleia, and regenerating Douglas fir and poplar.  

Uncleared poplar forest is visible in the background, as a grove of deciduous trees 

4.5 Kohuhu/bracken fernland 

Bracken fernland up to two metres tall occurs extensively across the middle part of the 
site, and in smaller patches elsewhere.  Kōhūhū shrubs commonly emerge from the 
bracken, with occasional tī kōuka (Plate 5).  Regenerating mahoe and tutu are also 
present, and scattered shining karamu.  Blackberry is distributed through most areas of 
bracken fernland.   

4.6 Mixed exotic shrubland and grassland 

Mixed shrubland and grassland now occupies an area corresponding to that which was 
formerly cleared of poplars in the southwestern corner of the site.  Buddleia, Scotch 
broom, and regenerating Douglas fir and poplar are the main shrubland species 
(Plate 4).  The exotic grasses cocksfoot (Dactylis glomerata), sweet vernal 
(Anthoxanthum odoratum), and browntop (Agrostill capillaris) are prominent in the 
ground layer, as well as exotic herbs such as pennyroyal (Mentha pulegium) and 
catsear (Hypochaeris radicata) and blackberry is scattered throughout.   
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Plate 5:  Kōhūhū/bracken fernland, with occasional emergent tī kōuka. 

4.7 Bluff vegetation 

Schist bluffs in the western part of the site (Figure 2) are an important habitat that 
many indigenous and exotic plants are restricted to within the site as they contain 
several microhabitats defined by soil depth, shade, and moisture.  At the bases of 
these bluffs there are often dense groves of ferns, comprising maiden hair fern 
(Adiantum cunninghamii), hen and chicken fern (Asplenium bulbiferum), bracken, and 
Asplenium richardii (Plate 6).  In crevices on sunny rock faces, scattered indigenous 
Coprosma rugosa, blue tussock (Poa colensoi), Rytidosperma buchananii and 
Pseudognaphalium luteo-album are present, and the exotic shrubs and herbs sweet 
brier, wild oregano (Origanum vulgare), St John’s wort (Hypericum perforatum), 
stonecrop (Sedum acre), and pennyroyal.  On shallow soils at the tops of bluffs, 
indigenous grasses such as meadow rice grass (Microlaena stipoides), Rytidosperma 
unarede, and Anthosachne solandri are present (Plate 7), along with scattered rock 
fern (Cheilanthes sieberi), Asplenium flabellatum, A. trichomanes, and Luzula 
banksiana.  On partially shaded bluffs, Asplenium appendiculatum, A. hookerianum, 
Polystichum neozelandicum, and Epilobium pubens were common.   

Open habitat on these bluffs is being increasingly constrained by the establishment 
and growth of Douglas fir and Corsican pine trees at the bases and tops of the bluffs.  
Several plant species described from these bluffs in 2003, including the indigenous 
shrubs Olearia avicenniifolia, matagouri (Discaria toumatou), false beech 
(Gaultheria antipoda), and niniao (Helichrysum aggregatum), were not observed in 
the 2019 survey, although one dead matagouri plant was seen.  While not every bluff 
habitat was observed in 2019, most of them were, and it seems likely that competition 
from exotic conifers is responsible for these absences.  
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Plate 6:  Maiden hair fern and regenerating putaputawētā at the base of a schist bluff. 

Plate 7:  Indigenous grasses on thin soils at the top of a schist bluff.  Young 
regenerating Douglas fir can be seen to the lower right, and if left uncontrolled 

would likely shade out the habitat of these indigenous grasses. 
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5. FLORA

5.1 Overview 

A total of 88 vascular plant species were observed across the Sunshine Bay site, of 
which 43 were indigenous and 45 were exotic species.  As described above, the schist 
bluffs in the western part of the site provided habitat for the majority of these species, 
many of which were restricted to it.   

5.2 Notable taxa 

No Threatened taxa, and only one taxon with an At Risk threat status, were recorded 
at the site.  Mānuka (Leptospermum scoparium) is classified as At Risk-Declining (de 
Lange et al. 2018), but on a precautionary basis as a member of the Myrtaceae family 
which is affected by myrtle rust (Austropuccinia psidii), a recent invader to New 
Zealand.  A few small mānuka individuals were seen on a track in the west of the site.  

Few elements of the most likely former vegetation are present, with no podocarps or 
species of beech seen, and only some of the likely subcanopy trees such as kāpuka, 
kōtukutuku, putaputawētā, and makomako.   

6. FAUNA

6.1 Birds 

Ten bird species were observed at the site, comprising six indigenous species and four 
exotic species (Table 1).   

Table 1: Bird species observed during the site visit. 

Common Name Species Status Endemicity 

Riroriro/grey warbler Gerygone igata Not Threatened Species 
Chaffinch Fringilla coelebs Introduced and 

Naturalised 
NA 

Kōparapara/bellbird Anthornis melanura Not Threatened Genus 
Piwaiwaka/fantail Rhipidura fuliginosa Not Threatened Species 
Pipihi/silvereye Zosterops lateralis Not Threatened Not endemic 

to NZ 
Gold finch Carduelis carduelis Introduced and 

Naturalised 
NA 

Kōkō/Tui Prosthemadera 
novaeseelandiae 

Not Threatened Genus 

Greenfinch Carduelis chloris Introduced and 
Naturalised 

NA 

Miromiro/tomtit Petroica macrocephala Not Threatened Species 
Blackbird Turdus merula Introduced and 

Naturalised 
NA 

None of the indigenous bird species are classified as Threatened or At Risk 
(Robertson et al. 2016). Kōkō/tui (Prosthemadera novaeseelandiae) and 
kōparapara/bellbird (Anthornis melanura) are the most ecologically important of the 
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indigenous birds, being significant pollinators and seed dispersers, and also being 
more deeply endemic to New Zealand, at genus level, than the other indigenous 
species (Table 1).   

6.2 Lizards 

Indigenous lizards are not likely to be present at the site, due to the shady aspect and 
relatively low quality lizard habitats (such as creviced rock outcrops) being present. 
No recent lizard records have been obtained in the Sunshine Bay area (Wildland 
Consultants 2019), but McCann’s skink (Oligosoma maccannii) could possibly 
present in areas of open habitat (Carey Knox, Wildland Consultants, pers. comm.).  
McCann’s skink has a threat classification of Not Threatened (Hitchmough et al.

2016).  

6.3 Bats 

A significant long-tailed bat (Chalinolobus tuberculatus) population is known to be 
present in the lower Dart catchment and there are previous records of unknown bat 
species from the Glenorchy area some 20 kilometres northwest of the Sunshine Bay 
site, but bats have not been recorded in recent times in the Queenstown area 
(Wildland Consultants 2019).  

7. ECOLOGICAL SIGNIFICANCE

Ecological values at the Sunshine Bay site were assessed against the ecological
significance criteria outlined in Chapter 33 of the Proposed Queenstown Lakes
District Plan.  Policy 33.2.1.8 defines these criteria, which are listed below.  The
assessment of site values is provided below for each criterion.

a. Representativeness

Whether the area is an example of an indigenous vegetation type or habitat

that is representative of that which formerly covered the Ecological District;

As discussed above, the current forest vegetation on the Sunshine Bay site is not very 
representative of the former beech/broadleaved forest that would have historically 
dominated the site.  Of the broadleaved trees present at the site, those such as kāpuka, 
kōtukutuku, putaputawētā, and makomako have higher representative value than do 
kōhūhū and tī kōuka, but forest at the site is primarily young and regenerating and 
does not meet the representativeness criterion.     

The bluff vegetation has higher representative value, as it likely contains many 
species that were historically present in these bluff habitats.  This bluff vegetation, 
while modified, does meet the representativeness criterion.   

b. Rarity

Whether the area supports;

i. indigenous vegetation and habitats within originally rare ecosystems;

ii. indigenous species that are threatened, at risk, uncommon, nationally

or within the ecological district;
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iii. indigenous vegetation or habitats of indigenous fauna that has been

reduced to less than 20 % of its former extent, regionally or within a

relevant Land Environment or Ecological District;

The Sunshine Bay site does not contain any originally rare ecosystems (Williams 
et al. 2007), thus the Rarity criterion b.i is not triggered. 

The only nationally At Risk species identified at the site is mānuka, however as 
discussed above, its threat status was assigned on a precautionary basis due to the then 
unknown threat posed by myrtle rust to Myrtaceae in New Zealand.  Myrtle rust has 
since invaded the North Island, the upper South Island, and west coast of the South 
Island, but has not yet been recorded in Otago.  To date, myrtle rust has strongly 
affected ramarama (Lophomyrtus bullata) and has also been found in pohutukawa 
(Metrosideros excelsa), but has not greatly affected mānuka or kānuka in the North or 
South Islands1. Little weight should currently be placed on the At Risk classification 
of mānuka in the Queenstown Lakes District.    

Meadow rice grass (Microlaena stipoides), observed at the top of a schist bluff at the 
site, and vulnerable to over-shading by Douglas fir in this location, may be an 
uncommon species in Shotover Ecological District.  For example, this species was not 
recorded in a detailed survey of the 1,775 hectare Mt Dewar area some 10 kilometres 
to the northeast, which recorded some 200 indigenous plant species (Wildland 
Consultants 2007), nor by Natural Solutions for Nature (2003).  The schist bluff 
habitat at the site would therefore trigger Rarity Criterion b.ii.   

The site occurs on critically under-protected land environments, which retain more 
than 30% cover but have less than 10% legal protection.  Regenerating broadleaved 
forest and fernland is a relatively common low elevation vegetation type on slopes 
above Lake Wakatipu.  Rarity criterion b. iii is therefore not triggered.  

c. Diversity and Pattern

Whether the area supports a highly diverse assemblage of indigenous

vegetation and habitat types, and whether these have a high indigenous

biodiversity value including:

i. indigenous taxa;

ii. ecological changes over gradients;

The site does not support a highly diverse assemblage of indigenous taxa.  The schist 
bluff habitat does have gradients in sunniness, moisture, and soil depth, and these are 
illustrated by the different plant species growing in these microhabitats, however 
while the bluff vegetation is diverse compared to the rest of the site, it is not highly 
diverse vegetation in a wider landscape context.  The diversity and pattern criterion is 
not triggered.  

1  https://www.myrtlerust.org.nz/about-myrtle-rust/new-landing-page/ (accessed 20 August 
2019) 
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d. Distinctiveness

Whether the area supports or provides habitats for indigenous species:

i. at their distributional limit within Otago or nationally;

ii. are endemic to the Otago region;

iii. are distinctive, of restricted occurrence or have developed as a result

of unique environmental factors;

No distinctive values were recorded within the site. The Distinctiveness criterion is 
not met.   

e. Ecological Context

The relationship of the area with its surroundings, including whether the area

proposed to be cleared: 

i. has important connectivity value allowing dispersal of indigenous

fauna between different areas;

ii. has an important buffering function to protect values of an adjacent

area or feature;

iii. is important for indigenous fauna during some part of their life cycle.

The site does not have important connectivity value, or an important buffering 
function.  It provides moderately important forest habitat for indigenous forest birds, 
but not sufficiently important to trigger the ecological context criterion.   

8. ECOLOGICAL IMPORTANCE

The relative ecological importance of each vegetation and habitat type is summarised
in Table 2 and mapped in Figure 3.  The bluff vegetation is clearly of greatest
ecological importance within the site, having significant representative value, a
diverse range of habitats, and providing habitat for a locally uncommon plant species.
Broadleaved forest is of high importance because it contains elements of
representative forest vegetation and provides a large area of habitat for indigenous
forest birds.  Kōhūhū/bracken fernland is moderately important, being dominated by
indigenous plant species, and on a successional trajectory towards broadleaved forest.
The two exotic forest types have relatively low ecological importance, but do provide
habitat for indigenous forest birds, especially the poplar forest which contains a
largely indigenous understorey.  Mixed exotic shrubland and grassland in the area
previously cleared of poplars has very low ecological value.

Table 2: Relative ecological importance within the site of the identified vegetation
and habitat types. 

Vegetation/Habitat Type Area (hectares) Ecological Value 

Bluff vegetation 0.0462 Very high 
Broadleaved forest 2.2466 High 
Douglas fir-Corsican pine forest 1.3925 Low 
Kohuhu/bracken fernland 1.9274 Moderate 
Mixed exotic shrubland and grassland 0.6589 Very low 
Poplar forest 0.2184 Low 
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9. CONCLUSIONS

The Sunshine Bay site mostly comprises lateral moraine landforms, but has some ice-
scoured bedrock terrain.  It is located in the wetter, western end of the Shotover
Ecological District, and prior to anthropogenic deforestation the site is likely to have
supported forest dominated by mountain beech and red beech.  In recent decades,
vegetation on the site has been subject to repeated fires, and subsequent invasion of
wilding conifers.

The Sunshine Bay site is currently dominated by relatively young regenerating
indigenous broadleaved forest and bracken fernland vegetation, having regenerated
for approximately 45 years since previous clearance. The indigenous forest vegetation
has relatively low diversity, and is typical of similar forest vegetation elsewhere on
the lower slopes above Lake Wakatipu.  Schist bluffs at the site are more diverse, and
while modified have significant representative value and provide habitat for one
locally uncommon plant species.  Some areas are dominated by exotic conifers and
exotic deciduous broadleaved trees, and the conifers in particular threaten the
persistence of indigenous plant species on the schist bluffs.

Future development should avoid adverse effects on bluff habitat, and minimise
adverse effects on indigenous broadleaved forest within the site.  There is scope to
mitigate, offset, and compensate for adverse effects on indigenous vegetation and
habitats through clearance of exotic trees and forest, particularly exotic conifers and
willows, and planting of appropriate locally-sourced indigenous species in any areas
of remaining bracken fernland to hasten its succession to broadleaved forest.
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APPENDIX 1 

VASCULAR PLANT SPECIES RECORDED AT THE SITE 

Exotic species are denoted by asterisks.  Abundance ratings are for the whole site. 

Species Common Name Plant Type Abundance 

Acaena novae-zelandiae Bidibidi Dicot herb Rare 
Achillea millefolium* Yarrow Dicot herb Occasional 
Adiantum cunninghamii Maidenhair Fern Occasional 
Agrostis capillaris* Browntop Grass Occasional 
Anagallis arvensis* Scarlet pimpernel Dicot herb Rare 
Anthosachne solandri Grass Rare 
Anthoxanthum odoratum* Sweet vernal Grass Occasional 
Aristotelia serrata Wineberry Tree Frequent 
Arthropodium candidum Monocot herb Rare 
Asplenium appendiculatum Ground spleenwort Fern Occasional 
Asplenium flabellifolium Necklace fern Fern Occasional 
Asplenium hookerianum Hooker's spleenwort Fern Rare 
Asplenium richardii Richard's spleenwort Fern Occasional 
Asplenium trichomanes Spleenwort Fern Rare 
Astelia fragrans Kakaha Monocot herb Rare 
Blechnum chambersii Lance fern, rereti Fern Rare 
Buddleja davidii* Buddleia Shrub Frequent 
Cardamine hirsuta* Bitter cress Dicot herb Occasional 
Carpodetus serratus Putaputāwētā Tree Rare 
Centaurium erythraea* Centaury Dicot herb Occasional 
Cerastium fontanum* Mouse-ear chickweed Dicot herb Occasional 
Cerastium glomeratum Chickweed Dicot herb Occasional 
Cheilanthes sieberi Rock fern Fern Rare 
Cirsium vulgare* Scotch thistle Dicot herb Rare 
Conium maculatum* Hemlock Dicot herb Rare 
Coprosma linariifolia Tree Rare 
Coprosma lucida Karamu Tree Frequent 
Coprosma propinqua Mingimingi Shrub Frequent 
Coprosma rugosa Shrub Rare 
Cordyline australis Cabbage tree / ti kouka Tree Frequent 
Coriaria arborea Tree tutu Shrub Occasional 
Cotoneaster lacteus* Cotoneaster Shrub Occasional 
Cotoneaster microphyllus* Cotoneaster Shrub Occasional 
Cotoneaster simonsii* Khasia berry Shrub Rare 
Cytisus scoparius* Scotch broom Shrub Occasional 
Dianthus armeria* Deptford pink Dicot herb Occasional 
Dichelachne crinita Plume grass Grass Rare 
Digitalis purpurea* Foxglove Dicot herb Occasional 
Echium vulgare* Vipers bugloss Dicot herb Rare 
Epilobium ciliatum* Tall willowherb Dicot herb Occasional 
Epilobium pubens Willow herb Dicot herb Occasional 
Euchiton audax Native cudweed Dicot herb Rare 
Fuchsia excorticata Tree fuchsia, kotukutuku Tree Occasional 
Galium aparine* Cleavers Dicot herb Occasional 
Griselinia littoralis Broadleaf Tree Occasional 
Hebe salicifolia Koromiko Shrub Occasional 
Holcus lanatus* Yorkshire fog Grass Occasional 
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Species Common Name Plant Type Abundance 

Hydrocotyle moschata Dicot herb Occasional 
Hypericum androsaemum* Tutsan Shrub Occasional 
Hypericum perforatum* St Johns wort Dicot herb Rare 
Hypochaeris radicata* Catsear Dicot herb Occasional 
Leptecophylla juniperina Prickly mingimingi Shrub Rare 
Leptospermum scoparium Mānuka Tree Rare 
Leucanthemum vulgare* Oxeye daisy Dicot herb Occasional 
Leycesteria formosa* Himalayan honeysuckle Shrub Occasional 
Linum catharticum* Purging flax Dicot herb Rare 
Lupinus arboreus* Tree lupin Shrub Occasional 
Luzula banksiana Woodrush Rush Rare 
Melicytus ramiflorus Māhoe Tree Occasional 
Mentha pulegium* Pennyroyal Dicot herb Occasional 
Microlaena stipoides Meadow rice grass, pātiti Grass Rare 
Microtis sp. Onion orchid Orchid Rare 
Muehlenbeckia australis Pōhuehue Vine Occasional 
Mycelis muralis* Wall lettuce Dicot herb Occasional 
Origanum vulgare* Wild oregano Dicot herb Occasional 
Pilosella officinarum* Mouse-ear hawkweed Dicot herb Rare 
Pinus nigra* Black pine Tree Occasional 
Pittosporum tenuifolium Kohuhu Tree Abundant 
Plantago lanceolata* Narrow-leaved plantain Dicot herb Rare 
Polystichum neozelandicum Shield fern Fern Occasional 
Polystichum vestitum Shield fern / puniu Fern Occasional 
Populus sp* Poplar Tree Frequent 
Pseudognaphalium luteoalbum Jersey cudweed Dicot herb Rare 
Pseudotsuga menziesii* Douglas fir Tree Frequent 
Pteridium esculentum Bracken Fern Abundant 
Ranunculus repens* Creeping buttercup Dicot herb Rare 
Rosa rubiginosa* Sweet briar Shrub Occasional 
Rubus cissoides Lawyer Vine Occasional 
Rubus cissoides Lawyer Vine Occasional 
Rubus fruticosus* Blackberry Shrub Abundant 
Rytidosperma buchananii Danthonia / bristle grass Grass Rare 
Rytidosperma unarede Danthonia Grass Rare 
Salix alba var. vitellina* Golden willow Tree Occasional 
Sedum acre* Stone crop Dicot herb Occasional 
Senecio quadridentatus Cotton fireweed Dicot herb Occasional 
Sorbus aucuparia* Rowan Tree Occasional 
Trifolium arvense* Haresfoot trefoil Dicot herb Occasional 
Trifolium repens* White clover Dicot herb Rare 
Vicia sativa* Vetch Dicot herb Occasional 
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1. INTRODUCTION

Sunshine Bay Ltd own a 6.47 hectare site above the Glenorchy-Queenstown Road,
immediately to the west of the low-density Queenstown suburb of Sunshine Bay
(Figure 1). A plan change and variation is proposed to enable a master-planned urban
development on part of the site, to comprise approximately 200 residential properties.
Two master plan development scenarios were initially produced, and a concept plan
has more recently been developed.  It is recognised that the proposal is for a rezoning,
and not for a resource consent for land use. The concept plan (Figure 3) shows a
possible development, but the actual urban development of the site, if the rezoning
application is successful, may be different, and will be subject to consenting.

As part of the plan change process, Sunshine Bay Ltd previously commissioned an
ecology report that describes and maps the ecological features and values of the site,
and assessed the ecological significance of these values (Wildland Consultants 2019a).
Sunshine Bay Ltd have now required a report that identifies options for remediation,
mitigation and/or offsetting of potential adverse effects on these values from urban
development.  Wildlands have made this assessment on the basis that the roading layout
in the concept plan is reasonably certain, and that development will be focussed within
the three parts of the site that have flat to gently-sloping land.  This report outlines
within-site options for remediation, mitigation, and/or offsetting of potential adverse
effects of development in these areas. Offsite works are not considered necessary.

2. CURRENT AND FORMER VEGETATION

The land has some relatively gently-sloping areas but is predominantly steep land,
sloping down towards Lake Wakatipu.

Current vegetation on the site is dominated by broadleaved forest, bracken fernland
with scattered broadleaved trees, exotic coniferous forest, and smaller areas of mixed
exotic shrubland, poplar forest, and bluff vegetation (Wildland Consultants 2019a;
Figure 2). Indigenous vegetation on the site is recovering from historic burning used to
maintain pasture for farming operations (Natural Solutions for Nature 2003). Prior to
human settlement of New Zealand, the site would have supported beech forest, with
mountain beech occurring on less productive soils and red beech where soils were more
productive (Wildland Consultants 2019a). Podocarps such as rimu (Dacrydium

cupressinum), miro (Prumnopitys taxifolia), and Halls totara (Podocarpus laetus) may
also have been present.  Bluffs would have supported shrubs, grasses, and ferns.

3. INDIGENOUS FAUNA

A range of common forest birds currently utilise the site, including kōparapara/bellbird
(Anthornis melanura), kōkō/tui (Prosthemadera novaeseelandiae), piwaiwaka/fantail
(Rhipidura fuliginosa), pipihi/silvereye (Zosterops lateralis), and miromiro/tomtit
(Petroica macrocephala) (Wildland Consultants 2019a). The site has low habitat value
for indigenous lizards, due to its shady aspect and lack of creviced rocks (Wildland
Consultants 2019a).
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4. ECOLOGICAL SIGNIFICANCE

Bluff habitats have the greatest ecological significance at the site, and many plant
species were only observed on these bluffs (Wildland Consultants 2019a). The site
provides moderately important habitat for forest birds, with broadleaved forest the most
important of these habitats (Wildland Consultants 2019a).

5. OUTSTANDING NATURAL LANDSCAPE

An outstanding natural landscape (ONL) covers the south-western part of the site
(Appendix 1).  The proposed urban development avoids the ONL (Figure 4).

6. POTENTIAL EFFECTS OF RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

Clearance and permanent loss of indigenous vegetation and habitat is the main adverse
effect of urban development at the site. The concept plan would result in clearance of
0.91 hectares (40%) of broadleaved forest from the site, and 1.01 hectares (52%) of the
kōhūhū/bracken shrubland (Figure 3). However, broadleaved forest in the southern part
of the site - adjacent to a gully and in the centre of the site - would not be cleared. Bluff
habitats would be maintained, with development only extending to near the base of the
bluffs.  The concept plan would also result in clearance of exotic-dominant vegetation,
including 0.4 hectares of Douglas fir-Corsican pine forest, 0.24 hectares of mixed exotic
shrubland, and 0.13 hectares of poplar forest (Figure 3).

Two other indirect adverse effects of residential development are also likely:

Firstly, ecological weeds may be dispersed into uncleared habitats as garden escapes
from residential gardens. In this respect, most of the residential units at the site do not
appear to be associated with gardens, but eight residences in the northern part of the
site are low density units with space for curtilages and gardens.

Secondly, residential development is likely to increase the density of rodents and cats
given that residential housing provides shelter and food for rodents while cats will be
kept as pets. This could result in additional pest animal pressure on indigenous forest
birds using the site and adjacent areas.

In addition, a permanent walking track will be created across the site. This track is likely
to be located in areas dominated by bracken fernland, and its construction should be
able to avoid adverse effects on indigenous trees. As such, the adverse effects of
construction of the track are considered to be minimal.
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8. MITIGATION AND OFFSETTING OF ADVERSE EFFECTS

8.1 Planting 

Planting of ecologically-appropriate indigenous tree species within the site is an 
important action that would help to mitigate clearance of indigenous vegetation. 
Planting could be undertaken in remaining areas (totalling 0.82 hectares) of 
kōhūhū/bracken fernland or areas where exotic woody species have been controlled (if 
the remaining Douglas fir-Corsican pine forest was cleared, this would result in almost 
one additional hectare of land becoming available for planting of indigenous trees. 
Many of the areas mapped as ‘broadleaved forest’ within the site contain bracken-filled 
gaps and these could also be planted. Examples of where this planting could occur are 
shown in Figure 4.  Planting of kowhai and ecologically-appropriate shrubs and tussock 
grasses could also be undertaken at the top of the bluff habitat, which likely supported 
similar natural vegetation historically.  Table 1 identifies ecologically-appropriate trees 
and shrubs that could planted in different habitats within the site, and approximate 
planting densities. The selection of tree species includes a range of fast-growing fleshy-
fruited species broadleaf (Griselinia littoralis), three finger (Pseudopanax colensoi), 
lancewood (P. crassifolius), fuchsia (Fuchsia excorticata), and species such as kowhai 
(Sophora microphylla) that produce copious nectar and provide an important winter 
food source for kereru (Hemiphaga novaeseelandiae). In addition, eventual canopy-
dominant species such as mountain beech, red beech, and Hall’s totara are also 
included. A selection of riparian species is included for planting beside any permanent 
or ephemeral streams that pass through the planting sites. The fleshy-fruited 
broadleaved trees described above would ultimately form a subcanopy below emergent 
beech trees. The planting densities described in Table 1 would result in planting at 
approximately one metre spacing in most places, more rapidly achieving canopy 
closure and reducing the need for ongoing maintenance of planted trees.   

Table 1: Indigenous trees, shrubs, and grasses that could be planted in different 
habitats within uncleared parts of the site. 

Species Common Name Plant Type Habitat 
Density per 

Hectare 

Discaria toumatou Matagouri Shrub Above bluffs 200 
Carpodetus serratus Putaputaweta Tree Most places 500 
Chionochloa rigida Narrow-leaved 

snow tussock 
Tussock grass Above bluffs 200 

Coprosma propinqua Mingimingi Shrub Above bluffs 
Riparian 

200 
500 

Cordyline australis Cabbage tree Tree Most places 500 
Cortaderia richardii Toetoe Tussock grass Riparian 200 
Hebe salicifolia Koromiko Shrub Riparian 200 
Griselinia littoralis Broadleaf Tree Most places 2,500 
Leptospermum 
scoparium 

Manuka Tree Most places 1,000 

Fuchsia excorticata Fuchsia Tree Most places 500 
Fuscospora fusca Red beech Tree Deep soils, sunny 

aspects 
500 

Fuscospora 
cliffortioides 

Mountain beech Tree Most places 2500 

Olearia arborescens Shrub Above bluffs 200 
Phormium cookianum Mountain flax Monocot herb Above bluffs 400 
Pittosporum tenuifolium Kohuhu Tree Most places 1,000 
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Podocarpus hallii Hall’s totara Tree Most places 100 
Pseudopanax colensoi Three finger Tree Most places 1,000 
Pseudopanax 
crassifolius 

Lancewood Tree Most places 500 

Sophora microphylla Kowhai Tree Above bluffs 100 

It should be noted that while planting would ultimately mitigate the loss of indigenous 
forest habitat at the site, it would not do so in the short term, due to the time it would 
require for indigenous trees to mature and replace the ecological functions of the cleared 
indigenous forest. Thus other actions, such as wilding tree and pest animal control, 
should also be considered. 
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8.2 Control of exotic trees 

The clearance of exotic trees, especially Douglas fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii) and 
Corsican pine (Pinus nigra), should also be addressed, and would be a positive effect 
of the proposal. Control of these trees would need to be undertaken in any case to allow 
the proposed urban development in parts of the site, but in other parts (particularly in 
the southern part of the site), urban development would not coincide with stands of 
exotic conifers. Control of wilding conifers and other exotic trees in these areas would 
therefore form an additional conservation action consistent with biodiversity offsetting 
principles.   

Where these trees are concentrated along the top of the bluffs in the south-western part 
of the site, control of these trees needs to take into account the important bluff habitats 
on and at the base of these bluffs. Conifer trees would likely be felled and dragged 
above the bluffs for further processing. Conifers in other parts of the site can be felled 
and left lying, but care should be taken not to restrict access for planting of indigenous 
trees.   

Other woody weeds that warrant control within the site include buddleia (Buddleja

davidii), shrubs of cotoneaster, rowan (Sorbus aucuparia), poplars (Populus spp.), and 
willows (Salix spp.). The latter three species/groups of species can re-sprout from cut 
stumps so if controlled by felling, stumps need to be pasted with a suitable herbicide.   

8.3 Pest animal control 

There is likely to be an increase in cat and rodent density within the site due to the 
proposed residential development. Undertaking rodent control could therefore 
constitute an action that would help offset the loss of forest bird habitat and mitigate 
the adverse effects of predation by rodents and cats. Pest control should not be 
undertaken as a one-off activity, but undertaken on a permanent, ongoing basis. This 
can be most efficiently achieved by maintaining grids of bait stations and/or traps.   

For a small site like this, it is important that pest animal control is coordinated with 
external control efforts so as to obtain a protected core area that is not constantly 
reinvaded by pest animals. In this respect, the development site is located within an area 
where pest control is undertaken across the wider landscape by the Whakatipu Wildlife 
Trust who coordinate a trapping programme in the Queenstown area. The site is also 
within a suggested ‘Predator Free Queenstown’ area (Wildland Consultants 2019b). 

The Whakatipu Wildlife Trust have developed a trap line on the Arawhata Ttrack 
directly above the Sunshine Bay site (Figure 4), as part of the Alpine Bird Song project 
(Wildland Consultants 2019b). This line comprises a mix of traps that primarily target 
mustelids (Mustela spp.) and possums (Trichosurus vulpecula), but which would also 
capture rats (Rattus spp). While mustelid trap lines are generally spaced up to 600 
metres apart, a parallel trapline could be established along the lower margin of the site 
approximately 200 metres below the Arawhata Track, to better control mustelids and 
possums in this area. Consolidation of trapping effort has been recommended to the 
Whakatipu Wildife Trust as a medium priority action within the Queenstown Lakes 
area (Wildland Consultants 2019b) and establishment of a parallel trap line on the site 
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would complement the existing trapping network on the Arawhata Track.  Figure 4 
illustrates a line of four traps as an indicative complementary trapping line.  

In addition, while the density of rodents at the site is not known, rat densities are likely 
to be relatively low in this area (Wildland Consultants 2019b).  If rat densities are low, 
this means that maintaining rodent bait stations on a 50 metre grid within the site would 
be capable of suppressing rats within the site, thus providing an additional benefit to 
indigenous forest birds.  Pest animal control could be managed by the Whakatipu 
Wildlife Trust, Queenstown Lakes District Council, and/or any body corporate or the 
developer.    

Due to proximity to existing and newly-developed residential areas, control of cats 
would need to be by live trapping using cage traps, with any captured domestic cats 
being returned to their owners. Microchipping of domestic cats would facilitate this, 
but this practice is not currently a requirement for cat owners.   

8.4 Legal protection 

Areas not affected by urban development, including areas of bracken fernland that are 
planted with indigenous trees, could be legally protected by mechanisms such as Open 
Space zoning, a QEII covenant, or a reserve under the Reserves Act 1977 administered 
by, for example, Queenstown Lakes District Council. Legal protection is important in 
the context of the ongoing development of urban areas in Queenstown Lakes District, 
which could otherwise threaten the areas not proposed for urban development.  The 
applicant is willing to explore the vesting of local purpose and recreation reserves with 
Queenstown Lakes District Council at the subdivision stage.   

9. CONCLUSIONS

Urban development at the Sunshine Bay site will result in the permanent loss of a
sizeable area of indigenous broadleaved forest. Indirect adverse effects include the
spread of weeds, increased densities of rodents, and predation of birds by cats. As such,
it will require significant mitigation or offsetting to address these adverse effects within
the undeveloped part of the site. To mitigate or offset within the Sunshine Bay property,
an approach is suggested that combines the control of exotic trees with extensive high-
density planting over undeveloped areas, a permanent trap line for mustelids and
possums along the lower margin of the site, and a permanent 50 metre rodent bait station
grid. In addition, a suitable part of the undeveloped area could be given legal protection
through a QEII covenant, Open Space zoning, or as a reserve.  These actions would be
sufficient to fully mitigate the adverse ecological effects generated by the proposed
urban development.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Vivian and Espie Ltd has been engaged by Sipka Holdings Limited to undertake a high-level landscape assessment 

of the proposal to include a portion of the site legally described as as Lot 1 DP 397058 as a ‘Future Urban’ 

annotation in the Spatial Plan.  The exact nature of and future urban zoning is to be agreed with QLDC, however 

the most likely scenario is a Medium Density Residential (MDR) zoning.  The urban zone would be within a revised 

Urban Growth Boundary (UGB).  Should a rezoning be approved, the final form of development would be subject 

to subdivision and land use consents.   

The purpose of the report is to assess at a high level the landscape effects of the proposed ‘Future Urban’ 

annotation for consideration as part of an initial ‘in principle’ consideration by the Queenstown Lakes District 

Council (QLDC) Spatial Plan Hearings Committee.  Should the proposal receive approval in principle as ‘Future 

Urban’,  a more detailed landscape and visual effects assessment would be provided through a formal section 32 

and public notification process.   

I understand that as the Proposed District Plan (PDP) is not yet operative, Sipka Holdings Limited are unable to 

seek a private plan change and has been consulting with the QLDC about possible urbanisation of the non-ONL 

part of the site and inclusion in a future stage or as a variation to the PDP.   

This report provides an analysis of the site and its landscape setting, a visual and landscape assessment of the 

proposed zone change based on a Medium Density Residential scenario, and recommendations for measures to 

mitigate potential adverse landscape effects.  Alternative sites for the zone extension are also briefly analysed. 

2. SCOPE OF REPORT

The scope of this report is the landscape character and visual effects of a proposed urban rezoning of the non-

ONL part of the site.  I have not considered matters that relate to internal urban design, internal amenity and internal 

functionality.  Those matters will be subject to detailed design and consenting at a later juncture.  

In preparing this evidence I have reviewed the following documents and reports of other experts involved in the 

proposed rezoning that are relevant to my area of expertise, including:  

(a) The Indicative Master Plan.  This is indicative only, and under an MDR framework the final form and

style of development may differ but would be within the framework anticipated by the provisions of

the MDR zoning (Attachment [A]).

(b) The Strategic Directions (Chapter 3), Landscapes and Rural Character (Chapter 6), the Medium

Density Residential zone (Chapter 8), the Rural zone provisions (Chapter 21) and the Subdivision

and Development chapter (Chapter 25) of the PDP.  I have reviewed the Council’s annotated

appeals version of chapters 6, 8, 21 and 25 and recognise that some parts of these chapters are still

subject to challenge.  For Chapter 3 I have referred to the version shown in Council’s Strategic
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Section 42A report for Stage 3 of the PDP, which includes updated provisions following interim 

decisions of the Environment Court. 

(c) The Joint Witness Statement signed for Sunshine Bay Ltd by Yvonne Pflueger and for QLDC by

Bridget Gilbert (Attachment [B]).

(d) The Environment Court Consent Order dated 23 September 2019 confirming the landscape lines for

the PDP (Attachment [C]).

(e) The reports of Mr Kelvin Lloyd (Wildlands Consultants) on (1) the ecological values of the site dated

August 2019, and (2) the ecological mitigation and offsetting options dated May 2020.

I have also briefly reviewed previous reports and consent decisions relating to landscape issues relevant to the 

site that were prepared before this rezoning request.  However, the recent decision of the Environment Court that 

has confirmed the location of the landscape lines following the PDP process means that reports and consent 

decisions issued prior to that date now have limited relevance.   

3. THE SITE

The site is legally described as Lot 1 DP 397058 and is of 6.47 hectares in area. To the north-west of the site, an 

unformed legal road is present, which contains the Arawata Track.  High voltage power lines supplying Glenorchy 

are also present on or near this unformed legal road (and in one place where there is a triple pole formation, are 

on the subject site), and these provide a useful landmark for identifying the site.  To the north-east of the site, 

another unformed legal road separates the site from the existing low-density residential development of Sunshine 

Bay.  The Glenorchy-Queenstown Road runs topographically below the site.  Between the Glenorchy-Queenstown 

Road and Lake Wakatipu is a thin strip of reserve land.  The site is shown in Figure 1 below: 

Figure 1: Site location 
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The site has been farmed in the past, however in recent decades has largely lost its pasture and become covered 

in regenerating native plants and weed species including wilding conifers.  Mr Kelvin Lloyd (ecologist with Wildlands 

Ltd) has assessed the site and recorded that it was last cleared by fire in 1974, and the regenerating native 

vegetation has established since that time.  

4. PROPOSED ‘FUTURE URBAN’ ANNOTATION AND INDICATIVE MASTER PLAN

I have read the detailed description of the proposal in the report prepared by Blair Devlin of Vivian+Espie titled 

‘Submission on Draft Spatial Plan’.  I will not repeat a full description here, other than to make the following 

summary points that are particularly relevant to landscape issues.  

Once identified as ‘Future Urban’ it is likely the land would be rezoned from Rural to an urban zone to enable 

residential development of the land.  The most likely scenario is an MDR zoning within the UGB.  An indicative 

master plan has been prepared, based on an MDR zoning and is shown in Figure 3 below.  The ONL line is shown 

as a dashed yellow line, and the proposed rezoning (and associated development) is to be applied to the non-ONL 

part of the site: 

Figure 3: Indicative Master Plan 
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This indicative master plan could enable up to 200 residential units, recreation reserves, as well as an allowance 

for visitor accommodation and limited retail.  Specific building designs have not been formulated.  It is likely the 

road layout shown in the indicative master plan would be implemented in some form, as I understand this road 

layout has been designed to achieve QLDC gradient requirements.  Overall, the proposal would provide urban 

development across the non-ONL parts of site, extending the size of the current Sunshine Bay suburb.  

Under an MDR framework, on sloping sites building heights of up to 8m are anticipated, with a building coverage 

of 45% and up to three residential units per site.  A minimum lot size of 250m2 is also provided for in the subdivision 

chapter.  

5. DESCRIPTION OF LANDSCAPE SETTING

The Joint Witness Statement submitted as part of PDP appeals regarding landscape categorisation and lines 

contains a fulsome description of the landscape setting.  I append that document as Attachment [B] and do not 

repeat that description in full.  I provide a short summary of the key points of that description under the same three 

headings used:  

5.1 Landform  

• Within the wider Wakatipu Basin area (including at Sunshine Bay), there is a marked geomorphological

change between the mountain peaks and the valleys.  Glacial action has scoured the steep sides of the

valleys and lakes, while the jagged mountain peaks were not glaciated and have not been scoured.

• The geology in the immediate vicinity of the developed portion of Sunshine Bay is dominated by glacial

till deposits. These comparatively young sediment deposits were transported to their current location by

glacial ice, where they now form relatively gentle slopes around Sunshine Bay and Fernhill (in comparison

to the very steep mountainous backdrop).

• Further to the west of these glacial till deposits, distinctive ribs of bedrock are exposed and form rocky

outcrops, with a small roche moutonnée located at the western end of Arawata Track.  Broadly encircling

this patterning of glacial till deposits (edged by bedrock ribs and rocky outcrops) are the very steep

mountainous schist formations associated with Ben Lomond to the north.

• These exposed bedrock features are a distinctive element of the landscape of the lower lying area near

Sunshine Bay and serve to reinforce the connection of the area to the dramatic exposed rock faces evident

in places throughout the steep mountainous landscape to the north and west (for example, on the roche

moutonnée).

• The landform change from glacial till deposits, bedrock ribs and steep mountainous schist occurs on the

eastern side of a small sub-bay, approximately 200m southwest of the jetty in Sunshine Bay. The change

in the geomorphology of the landscape between the exposed bedrock ribs and glacial till ‘shelf’ is also
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perceived travelling along the Glenorchy-Queenstown Road.  The exposed schist outcrops of the rock 

ribs form impressive rocky tors, separated by incised gullies. The rock is prominent in road cuttings.  

• For the section of the road that coincides with the glacial till deposits (i.e. closer to the Sunshine Bay

settlement area), the (comparatively) gentler terrain and absence of visible rock outcrops signals the

change in the underlying landform character.

• In Attachment [D] is a plan showing the 1m contours for the area. These reveal the steep slope patterning

along the eastern side of the south end of the rocky outcrop extending from Glenorchy-Queenstown Road

to the Arawata Track.

5.2 Land cover

• The land cover around the Sunshine Bay urban area is generally dominated by mature, mostly exotic,

wilding conifers.

• Exceptions to this are evident on the northern (i.e. uphill) side of the Arawata Track on its eastern part,

and on either side of the Arawata Track west of the triple power pole where regenerating native vegetation

is more prolific.

• The report of Mr Kelvin Lloyd (Wildlands Ltd) has assessed the vegetation on the site.  He notes the site

is currently dominated by relatively young regenerating indigenous broadleaved forest and bracken fern

land vegetation, having regenerated for approximately 45 years since previous clearance. The indigenous

forest vegetation has relatively low diversity, and is typical of similar forest vegetation elsewhere on the

lower slopes above Lake Wakatipu1.

5.3 Land use

• The area proposed to be rezoned adjoins the urban area of Sunshine Bay.

• There are no existing buildings, structures or accessways within the area to be rezoned with the exception

of the power infrastructure and informal walking track described below. The area is generally relatively

‘unmanaged’ (as evidenced by the vegetation characteristics). The exceptions to this are:

o The power lines that traverse the area from the north-east to the south-west.  In the east the

lines generally follow the alignment of the Arawata Track (west of Sunshine Bay). Near the north

western corner of the site, the lines rise in a north westerly direction to an elevated point on the

Ben Lomond ridgeline. The triple power pole marks the point where the alignment of the power

lines changes direction.

o The public access track within a cutting on legal road reserve, occupied by the Arawata Track

1 P.14 Wildlands Report titled Ecological Assessment Of The Proposed Sunshine Bay Urban Development, Queenstown, dated 

August 2019 
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o Below the proposed rezoning area, is the Glenorchy- Queenstown Road, a two-lane road

separating the rezoning area from the lake.

5.4 Previous reports regarding landscape issues 

The most recent report is the Joint Witness Statement appended as Attachment [B].  I agree with the findings of 

the Pfluger and Gilbert Joint Witness Statement with regard to the location of the ONL landscape line.   

The Joint Witness Statement does not consider the landscape effects of urbanising the non-ONL part of the site. 

I am also aware of the package of material prepared by Boffa Miskell and provided to QLDC as part of the overall 

‘Concept Masterplan Set’ that showed the visibility of the site from certain locations (relevant images are 

Attachment [F]).  I comment further on the visibility in section 7 to follow.  

6. HIGH LEVEL PDP CONTEXT

The site is zoned Rural General pursuant to the Operative District Plan (ODP) and Rural Zone pursuant to the 

Decisions Version Proposed District Plan (PDP).  In relation to landscape categorisation, based on the Environment 

Court Consent Order (Attachment [C]), the majority of the site is (by default) a Rural Character Landscape (RCL) 

and the balance of the site is an Outstanding Natural Landscape (ONL).  The PDP landscape line is shown in 

yellow in Figure 2 below.   

Figure 2: ONL line (yellow) from Environment Court Consent Order 

In Section 9 of this report I consider the proposal against the strategic objectives and policies relating to landscape 

matters.  
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7. IDENTIFICATION OF VISUAL CATCHMENT

A high-level Zone of Theoretical Visibility assessment was undertaken using Google Earth Pro using a 9m height 

pole above original ground level (to provide a margin of error, an extra 1m was added to the 8m height limit 

anticipated under the MDR).   

Figure 3: Zone of Theoretical Visibility 

While this form of viewshed mapping is approximate, and is not a substitute for viewing the site from the ground, 

at a high level it demonstrates that the site has limited visibility from most urban areas of Queenstown.  The images 

in Attachment [E] provide more clarity.  An inner and outer visual catchment can be identified as follows:  

7.1 Inner Visual Catchment (within 2km of the site)  

The urban areas that have clear visibility of some or all of the proposed site are: 

• The south facing slopes of Sunshine Bay, including particularly the elevated streets of

MacKinnon Terrace, McKerrow Place, Miller Place and Broadview Rise.
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• The south facing elevated slopes of Fernhill, including but not limited to roads such as Dart Place,

Bird Place, Caples Place and Greenstone Place.

7.2 Outer Visual Catchment (more than 2km from the site) 

More distant views of the site are available from the following urban parts of Queenstown: 

• The urban area of Kelvin Heights (approximately 4.6 kilometres from the nearest street (Grove

Lane)).

• The more urbanised Jacks Point Village (11.1 kilometres) although some of the larger

residences on the tablelands are 8.7 kilometres away from the site.

With regard to non-urban areas, the site is visible from the following locations: 

• Lake Wakatipu

• Cecil Peak

• Rural parts of Peninsula Hill

• The upper slopes of Ben Lomond

• Parts of Sunshine Bay beach

I agree with the images prepared by Boffa Miskell as part of the concept masterplan set, and as provided in the 

Joint Witness Statement appended as Attachment [F] to this report that the part of the site to be rezoned is not 

visible from the following locations: 

• Queenstown Bay

• Queenstown Gardens (a small part of the ONL part of the site is visible)

8. ASSESSMENT OF LANDSCAPE AND VISUAL EFFECTS

8.1 Landscape Character

The re-zoning will result in the introduction of urban development comprising of roads, buildings and associated 

urban infrastructure such as street lights, kerb and channel, and urban style landscaping.  The sloping nature of 

the site will require earthworks to place the roads and structures, with resulting retaining or cut rock faces that are 

less weathered than the surrounds.  Buildings would likely comprise a mix of attached and detached forms with 

pitched roofs and windows orientated towards Lake Wakatipu.  The MDR framework does not control the external 

colour or materials of buildings, so it is likely a range of colours and materials would be present in the built form.  

The ecological mitigation package described by Mr Lloyd would assist in mitigating the effects of urbanisation, 

however the rezoning would result in rural and natural character being significantly altered in the non-ONL part of 

the site, and the urban character of the Sunshine Bay suburb spreading south.  A natural consequence of this is a 

reduction in openness, expressiveness, naturalness and rural character.  While the indicative master plan shows 
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large areas unaffected by development (the ONL and other steep parts of the site), the overall change for the non-

ONL part of the site will be a loss of landscape and natural character and its replacement with built development 

with an urban character. 

I consider that in terms of landscape planning, the area proposed for rezoning to the south of the Sunshine Bay 

urban areas is considerably less sensitive to landscape change than the vast majority of locations within the rural 

parts of the district and is suitable for urban/suburban development. This is primarily because: 

a) It is located in a relatively topographically contained part of the landscape, as shown in the ZTV

analysis. It is not prominent or particularly visually displayed.  It is only observed from a relatively

small and localised visual catchment. From almost all of urban Queenstown it is tucked behind

the hill separating Fernhill from Sunshine Bay.

b) It is immediately adjacent to an urban area, being the suburb of Sunshine Bay. Specifically, it is

immediately adjacent to the low residential streets of Arawata Terrace, Moss Lane and

Evergreen Place.  It would amount to an expansion of the existing urban area.

c) It is located on a relatively steeply sloping section of land that is of very limited productive value.

The site appears as if it was a development block formed when Sunshine Bay was developed,

with a legal road running above the site.  Hence, development here would appear much less

anomalous in relation to established patterns that it would in many other rural locations around

the district.

d) Due to its limited productive value, it does not impart classically pastoral or picturesque

aesthetics in the way that some of the more verdant parts of the district’s rural areas do.

However it does have a high degree of natural character from the regenerating native vegetation.

e) It is not part of, and can be visually separated from the ONL.

8.2 Views and visual amenity 

Development would not substantially obstruct any important view corridors from public roads in the vicinity, but it 

would be indirectly in the foreground of views from some public roads that provide views towards the lake and 

Cecil / Walter Peaks beyond.   

I have considered the unformed legal road corridor of Arawata Track.  The topography of the site means that views 

from the legal road formation occupied by the Arawata Track would generally be over the top of the built form, 

except for in the very southernmost part of the site where the indicative master plan shows the ‘integrated 

accommodation’ area at a similar contour to the existing walking track.  
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For the nine properties that immediately adjoin the site2, located on the southern edge of Sunshine Bay, these sites 

are separated by a 20m wide unformed legal road reserve that follows a water course.  This separation space is 

densely vegetated.  In the indicative master plan a row of detached houses are shown on the side of this unformed 

legal road.  I understand this is to match the scale and character of the existing Sunshine Bay low density style 

residential development before development of the site moves into MDR style development.  The landscape effect 

of the rezoning on these properties would be a reduction in openness and privacy, through the introduction of built 

form where there is presently none.  However I consider the effect to be of a relatively low degree given the 

separation distance and intervening vegetation in the gully which is likely to be retained.  

For the elevated properties in Sunshine Bay that look toward the site, particularly those on MacKinnon Terrace, 

McKerrow Place, Miller Place and Broadview Rise, these properties are oriented towards the lake / site.  These 

properties will clearly see the landscape change from its current form with no structures to one dominated by 

structures and urban infrastructure.  Views from Mackinnon Terrace (in the middle of this area) are approximately 

500m from the edge of the site.  The change will be clearly visible as an urban extension of Sunshine Bay into 

what was a rural landscape.  I consider this visual effect will be moderate in degree, as there will a clear change 

from a rural to an urban character, but in a location where this appears as an urban extension.  

For the elevated properties in Fernhill that look toward the site, including but not limited to roads such as Dart 

Place, Bird Place, Caples Place and Greenstone Place, these properties typically do not have visibility of the full 

site.  This is due to intervening topography and other built form in Fernhill.  The change from a rural character to 

an urban character will be visible from some of these properties.  I consider the effect will be moderate / low due 

to the partial views available, the distance from which the change will be observed, and the fact that it will be a 

small change in a very broad panorama of views generally oriented towards the lake and mountains beyond.  

8.3 Rural Amenities 

Rural amenity is generally considered to include aspects such as privacy, a sense of spaciousness, clean air, 

visual access to open space and, at times, quietness.  The level of rural amenity enjoyed by residents of Sunshine 

Bay and Fernhill near the site has been modified to some extent by the existing high voltage power lines and 

creation of the Arawata Track.  Extension of an urban zone onto the non-ONL part of the site would exacerbate 

these existing adverse effects, particularly for nearby residents, who would experience a loss of quietness, privacy, 

spaciousness and rural outlook when urban development is completed.  This is mitigated to a significant extent by 

the unformed legal road corridor adjacent to the existing built form of Sunshine Bay.  This 20m unformed legal road 

forms a setback / buffer between the site and these immediately adjoining neighbouring properties. In broad 

landscape planning terms, if we are to accommodate increased population by expanding exiting urban areas (as 

2 4, 6, 8A & 8B Moss Lane, and 13, 15, 28, 30, 32 Evergreen Place 
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is logical), it is inevitable that there will be some adverse effects on existing urban residents that are adjacent to 

the expansion.   

8.4 Edge Treatment 

Notwithstanding the above, edge treatment in regard to a new urban expansion is a relevant issue in relation to 

both landscape character and visual amenity.  The indicative master plan maximises the use of the flatter parts of 

the site for development, and shows a hard edge of urban development on the ONL line.  The MDR zoning would 

enable buildings up to 8m above original ground level directly adjacent to the ONL.  

I am satisfied that the possibility of 8m high buildings near the boundary with the ONL will not result in adverse 

effects on views of the ONL, given the relatively discrete viewing catchment from which the boundary will be 

observed and the fact that the ONL will be visually distinct from the urban area. Although an area beside the ONL 

will change, the ONL itself will remain entirely intact.   

For an urban/suburban area that is surrounded by rural land, I do not consider a hard edge to be problematic; i.e. 

there is no automatic merit in feathering out density on the edge of a suburban area.  However, I consider that the 

actual boundary line should be handled in a soft way such that an abrupt visual barrier (such as a line of 2m high 

paling fences) is avoided. Ideally, the lots on the edges of the development should gain some views and open 

space benefit from the rural land adjacent to them while also allowing for some privacy and shelter as appropriate. 

In this regard, I recommend that through a rezoning proposal, consideration be given to an additional rule relating 

to these edge boundaries. This could then be addressed through a consent notice on a future subdivision.  I 

recommend treating them with a maximum fence height of 1.2m rather than the permitted 2m, and also a 

requirement that fences are visually permeable (post-and-wire, post-and-rail, or similar). Controls of this sort mean 

that while there will be a clear demarcation between rural and urban, the edge itself will be a varied, soft, broken, 

green edge when observed from the surrounding landscape.  Future lot owners along the ONL boundary can then 

create shelter and privacy (if they wish to) via vegetation rather than via built form.  

8.5 Overall Landscape Planning considerations 

In terms of broad scale landscape planning and the management of the rural landscape generally, I support the 

general principle that if the district is to support an increased population over coming decades, expansion of existing 

towns and urban areas in a way that provides relatively high density is significantly preferable to scattered 

development through the rural areas of the district. Therefore, locations such as the subject site are particularly 

suitable. From my experience of the district, I suggest that sites that meet my criteria (a) to (e) in the section 8.1 

above are relatively few and far between.  

Regarding the effects on landscape character and visual amenity that have been identified, I reiterate that from a 

landscape planning perspective, I support an overall strategy for accommodating increased population through 

intensifying and expanding existing urban areas rather than spreading population through rural areas (and I 
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consider that this is supported by the Strategy section of the decisions version of the PDP and the associated 

interim decisions of the Environment Court in section 9).  If we are to follow such a strategy then we need not be 

embarrassed by some visibility of expanded urban/suburban areas. The existing towns and settlements of the 

district generally sit comfortably, attractively and expectedly within the rural landscapes that make up the district. I 

consider the same is true of expanded urban areas, provided location, design controls and edge treatments are 

appropriate.  

9. ASSESSMENT AGAINST PDP STRATEGIC LANDSCAPE POLICIES

As this is a re-zoning rather than a resource consent, the proposal must be assessed against the Strategic 

Directions of the PDP.  Interim Decisions of the Environment Court on Topics 1 and 2 are included within an 

annotated Strategic Directions chapter in the Council’s Strategic S42A report on the Stage 3 PDP provisions.  The 

following explanatory text is now inserted: 

While this report is not a planning assessment of the proposal against the Strategic Directions, which must consider 

a broad range of matters, the relevant Strategic Objectives and Policies are set out below and commented on in 

relation to landscape matters.  

I note the reference above from section 3.1B.7 to landscape values include biophysical, sensory and associative 

attributes.  

Strategic Objective 3.2.2, and the associated policy is directly relevant to the proposal: 
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With regard to the first part of policy 3.2.2.1, from a landscape perspective I consider the proposal will read as a 

‘logical’ urban extension to Sunshine Bay.  It will also achieve Parts (a) and (b) of the policy, as from a landscape 

perspective it will directly adjoin the existing urban area, will result in a compact urban form, will integrate with 

existing urban development and will build on the historic urban settlement pattern of the Sunshine Bay area.  

Part (e) of the policy seeks to protect the district’s landscapes from sporadic and sprawling development.  Most 

definitions of the term “sprawl” refer to spread or expansion that is unplanned, irregular or unrestrained. I consider 

that sprawl is not the correct term to refer to the rezoning proposed since it is not unrestrained or unplanned.  In 

any event, I reiterate my comments that the expansion of an existing urban area in order to accommodate 

population has considerable merit in terms of landscape planning principles and, importantly, the proposed 

expansion avoids the ONL.  
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With regard to Strategic Policy 3.2.5.2, the wording of this Strategic Policy is such that it is directed towards QLDC 

who write the ‘policies and rules’ so that landscape character is maintained and visual amenity values are 

maintained and enhanced.  In this case the Council would be agreeing to notifying a proposed rezoning that would 

propose to remove the Rural / RCL zoning on and replace it with a MDR zoning.   

The proposal would not maintain the RCL landscape character or maintain or enhance the visual amenity of this 

particular piece of the RCL (i.e. the area of rezoning itself).  It would result in urban development of this somewhat 

unique, isolated portion of RCL land.  As can be seen on Figure 2, this particular area of RCL is a small area 

contained between the lake, the existing Sunshine Bay urban area and the ONL that surrounds it.  It is a remnant 

of Rural Zone land that sits separately from the ONL and is isolated from any other RCL area; it is not part of any 

broad, continuous RCL. Therefore, the wider RCL landscapes of the district will not be affected by the rezoning.  

Unlike most RCLs which cover vast areas, the rezoning of this portion will remove a distinct and contained remnant 

part of RCL that is unusual in the PDP context.  

With regard to Strategic Policy 3.2.5.iv, I have commented on this above. While the area of proposed rezoning is 

close to an ONL, it is distinct from it.  The new area of zoning will sit very much as the existing urban area of 

Sunshine Bay does; a suburb with rugged, unimproved mountain slopes (i.e. the ONL) around it.  The identified 

ONL will continue to have its existing character, separate from the expanded urban area.  I am satisfied that having 

built form practically up to the edge of the ONL in this location will continue to protect the values of the ONL beyond. 

The ONL will remain legible, and of a very recognisable different character to the non-ONL, as it does around the 

area existing of Fernhill / Sunshine Bay, and a number of other suburbs of Queenstown that immediately abut the 

ONL mountain slopes.   

I understand the rezoning must be considered against the full ‘Part Two: Strategy section of the PDP, which 

includes the Urban Development chapter.  The Chapter 3 Strategic Landscape objectives and policies (discussed 

above) must be weighed against the Chapter 4: Urban Development objectives and policies.   

In Urban Development Objective 4.22A and B above, the proposed rezoning would achieve the objectives as the 

urban extension will still result in a compact urban form, and will protect the adjoining ONL, as has been set out 

previously.  Urban Development Policy 4.2.2.2 also guides the allocation of land within UGBs: 
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With regard to the Strategic Policy 4.2.2.2 above, I consider the proposed rezoning of this particular parcel of land 

to MDR is an allocation of land into a zone that is an appropriate land use with regard to parts (a) and (b) above. 

The relatively gentle topography of site is, in many respects a key driver of its RCL classification, and the landscape 

significance is limited for the reasons I have set out in the paragraphs above.  

9.0 CONCLUSION 

The subject site sits to the immediate south of the existing Sunshine Bay suburb on rural land that is not used 

productively.  It is nestled into a less steep part of the lower slopes of Ben Lomond, is adjacent to (but outside) the 

recently settled ONL and is observable from a relatively localised visual catchment.  

I conclude that the area to the south of Sunshine Bay is considerably less sensitive to landscape change than the 

vast majority of locations within the rural parts of the district and is suitable for urban/suburban development. This 

is primarily because: 

• It is immediately adjacent to an urban area, being the suburb of Sunshine Bay. Specifically, it adjoins

the low residential streets of Arawata Terrace, Moss Lane and Evergreen Place.

• It is located in a relatively contained part of the landscape and is only observed from a relatively

small and localised visual catchment.

• It is located on land that is of limited productive value.

• It is not part of, and can be visually separated from the ONL.  It is an isolated piece of RCL land.

Overall, I consider that the site is suitable for urban/suburban expansion for the reasons set out in this evidence. 

While effects on landscape character and visual amenity are inevitable, I consider that they have been well 

mitigated by the location and characteristics of the site mean that these effects will be much less than they would 

be in many other rural locations within the district. 
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BEN ESPIE 

Dated 21 May 2020 

[A] Indicative Master Plan

[B] Joint Witness Statement

[C] Environment Court Consent Order dated 23 September 2019

[D] 1m LIDAR contour image

[E] Zone of Theoretical Visibility analysis

[F] Relevant images from Boffa Miskell ‘Concept Masterplan Set’
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In the Environment Court of New Zealand 
Christchurch Registry 

I Te Koti Taiao o Aotearoa 
Ōtautahi  Rohe 

ENV-2018-CHC-056 

Under the Resource Management Act 1991 

In the matter of an appeal under clause 14(1) of Schedule 1 of the RMA in 
relation to the Queenstown Lakes Proposed District Plan 

Between Upper Clutha Environmental Society Incorporated 

Appellant 

And Queenstown Lakes District Council 

Respondent 

And Steve Xin 

Section 274 party 

Joint Witness Statement of Bridget Gilbert for the Respondent and Yvonne 
Pfluger for the section 274 party 

Topic 2: Rural Landscapes, Subtopic 1: Amendments to ONL and ONF lines 

Dated 5 July 2019 

Section 274 party's solicitors: 
Maree Baker-Galloway | Roisin Giles 
Anderson Lloyd 
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Scope of Joint Witness Statement 

1 This joint witness statement (JWS) is the outcome of landscape expert 
conferencing between Yvonne Pfluger and Bridget Gilbert in relation to the Upper 
Clutha Environment Society Incorporated (UCESI) appeal1 and, more specifically, 
the section 274 party interests of Mr Steve Xin, which concern the position of the 
Outstanding Natural Landscape (ONL) boundary as it relates to Sunshine Bay. 
This JWS does not consider other ONL boundaries within the Queenstown Lakes 
District. 

2 Yvonne Pfluger has been engaged by Mr Xin to provide landscape expert advice 
in relation to his section 274 party interests. Mr Xin's interests arise from the relief 
sought by UCESI that the landscape lines shown on the Operative District Plan 
(ODP) maps are “rolled over in their exact current form”2, and specifically the 
position of the ONL boundary that demarks the western margin of the Sunshine 
Bay residential area (appeal area).   

3 Figure 1 (attached) shows the extent of the study area.  The Xin land is located to 
the west of the existing Sunshine Bay settlement and is defined by the blue line on 
Figure A (overleaf) and Figure 1 (attached).   Glenorchy-Queenstown Road 
defines the southern edge of the property. A narrow section of unformed legal road 
forms the eastern boundary and serves to separate the Xin site from the (urban 
zoned) Sunshine Bay properties. The northern boundary coincides with the 
Arawata Track.  This track follows a legal road and links between Glenorchy-
Queenstown Road and the western edge of the Sunshine Bay settlement, and it is 
via the Arawata Track that access can be gained to the Xin land.  The western 
boundary of the Xin land cuts across a steep valley.   

4 Bridget Gilbert has been engaged by the Respondent, Queenstown Lakes District 
Council (QLDC), to provide expert landscape advice in relation to the location of 
the ONL boundary for the appeal area.  

5 Our previous relevant experience, and experience with the PDP process, is 
described in Appendices A and B, respectively. During the preparation of this 
JWS we undertook a joint site visit on 6 June 2019 to assess the landscape 
attributes and values associated with the appeal area and the wider western 
Sunshine Bay area, on the ground, as well as from elevated locations. Prior to the 
joint site visit, background information and a graphic attachment were provided by 

1  ENV-2018-CHC-056. 
2  Clause 7 of relief sought – UCESI appeal 
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Ms Pfluger to Ms Gilbert, including maps, photographs and illustrations from site 
visits previously undertaken by Ms Pfluger.  

6 In preparing this statement we have considered Dr Read’s Report to QLDC on 
appropriate landscape classification boundaries within the District, with particular 
reference to Outstanding Natural Landscapes and Features , dated 1 April 2014 
(2014 Report). The 2014 Report shows a recommended ONL boundary for the 
Sunshine Bay area that was subsequently adopted for the notification of Stage 1 
the Proposed District Plan (PDP), and then confirmed through the PDP Stage 1 
Council decisions (refer Figure 1 green dashed line). 

Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses 

7 We confirm that we have read the Code of Conduct for expert witnesses contained 
in the Environment Court of New Zealand Practice Note 2014 and that we have 
complied with it when preparing this JWS. Other than when we state we are relying 
on the advice of another person, this evidence is within our area of expertise. We 
have not omitted to consider material facts known to us that might alter or detract 
from the opinions that we express.  

Executive Summary 

8 The ONL boundary that runs along the western margin of Sunshine Bay, which is 
included in the PDP Stage 1 Decisions Version mapping, adopts a ‘zone boundary’ 
(or ‘landuse’) delineation approach (refer Figures A and 1 green dashed line). 

9 We do not agree that this ONL boundary delineation method is the most 
appropriate for this location, as we consider that there is a legible ‘landscape’ or 
geomorphological boundary in the area that derives from the underlying landform 
characteristics and patterning.  We note that reliance on a geomorphological 
boundary was agreed in the Topic 2 Landscape Joint Witness Statement 
(Landscape JWS) to be the preferred boundary delineation method for ONLs (and 
ONFs).3    

10 Our agreed ONL boundary line is shown in Figure 1 (yellow dashed line) attached 
and reflects the visual expression of the underlying landform characteristics and 
patterning.  

11 In summary, our agreed ONL boundary follows the eastern edge of the distinctive 
rocky outcrop that extends from the Glenorchy-Queenstown Road towards the 

3  Refer JOINT STATEMENT ARISING FROM EXPERT CONFERENCING TOPIC: LANDSCAPE 
METHODOLOGY AND SUPTOPICS 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8 AND 10, dated 29 January 2019, paragraph 1.7(a).  
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Arawata Track and then veers north eastwards to run along the south eastern edge 
of the Arawata Track.    In recommending this boundary, the shallower glacial till 
deposits immediately to the west of the Sunshine Bay residential area are excluded 
from the ONL, up until the point where they meet the exposed rock faces that form 
a legible geomorphological boundary.  In this instance it is a combination of 
landform characteristics (the underlying geology) and landform patterning (the 
exposed rock faces and steep eastern profile of the rock outcrop) that delineate 
the geomorphological boundary for the ONL.      

12 The area of Rural zoned land to the west of Sunshine Bay that is excluded from 
the ONL as a result of our agreed amendments (and which was included in the 
PDP Stage 1 Decisions Version ONL mapping), corresponds with the more 
moderately sloping glacial till deposits on which the majority of the existing 
Sunshine Bay development is situated.  

Background to ONL Boundary in the Operative and Proposed District Plans 

13 The ONL boundary around Sunshine Bay included in the ODP was derived from 
Environment Court decision C180/99. We understand that the solid (i.e. confirmed) 
ONL boundaries for the Wakatipu Basin, from C180/99, were confirmed by 
C75/2001, and should have been shown as solid rather than dashed lines in 
Appendix 8A of the ODP. 

14 The ONL boundary in C180/99 and the ODP (refer Figure A), extends in a north-
westerly direction from the lake edge to the base of the steeply rising slopes of Ben 
Lomond following the change in terrain.  

15 Dr Read states the following in relation to the ONL boundary at Sunshine Bay in 
her 2014 Report (paragraph 4.3.3.1):4  

“An anomaly exists with regard to the location of the boundary of the ONL 
(Wakatipu Basin) within Sunshine Bay. Text of C180/99 states that the 
Wakatipu ONL excludes all lands zoned residential, industrial or commercial. 
Consequently the putative line delineating the inner boundary of the ONL 
generally follows the zone boundary. At the western edge of Sunshine Bay, 
however, it is located approximately 400m to the west of the Low Density 
Residential zone incorporating an area of Rural General land within the 
township. In my opinion the appropriate position for the boundary line is 
contiguous with the zone boundary in this location, there being no identifiable 
features to distinguish this land from that adjoining it to the west.” 

4  Appended to Dr Read’s evidence for Topic 2, dated 6 April 2016 

267



16 The PDP Stage 1 Decisions Version ONL mapping adopts the boundary 
delineation method recommended by Dr Read and locates the ONL boundary 
along the Low Density Rural Zone boundary at Sunshine Bay.  This results in a 
‘landuse’ ONL boundary delineation method. 

17 We note that reliance on a geomorphological boundary was agreed in the 
Landscape JWS to be the preferred boundary delineation method for ONLs (and 
ONFs).  The ‘next preferred’ delineation methods include marked changes in 
landcover and landuse (e.g. settlement edges, production forestry).5 

18 We consider that, in this location, a legible geomorphological boundary exists and 
should be preferred over the PDP Stage 1 Decisions Version ‘landuse’ ONL 
boundary delineation method.   

19 Our preferred boundary is primarily derived from landform characteristics and 
patterns, as discussed in the following sections of this JWS. 

Study Area Description 

20 The urban zoned land at Sunshine Bay / Fernhill is located to the north of the 
Glenorchy-Queenstown Road corridor, extending north-eastwards to Fernhill.  The 
majority of the settlement area comprises moderately to steeply sloping hillsides 
(for urban zoned land), with south or south eastern facing properties that were 
mostly developed in the 1970s.  More recently, infill housing has occurred and 
today the Sunshine Bay ‘settlement’ effectively merges with (the similarly sloping 
and south facing) Fernhill residential area further to the east.      

21 The extent of the ‘study area’ is depicted on the map overleaf.  

5  Refer JOINT STATEMENT ARISING FROM EXPERT CONFERENCING TOPIC: LANDSCAPE 
METHODOLOGY AND SUPTOPICS 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8 AND 10, dated 29 January 2019, paragraph 
1.7(a).  
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Figure A: Study Area. Red dashed line: ODP ONL boundary; Green dashed line: PDP 
Stage 1 Decisions Version ONL boundary; Blue line: s274 Party (Xin) property boundary: 
Black lines to the north of the Xin property showing the Arawata Track. 

Landform 

22 Figures 2 and 3 attached illustrate the geology, soils and slope at Sunshine Bay.6 

23 Within the wider Wakatipu Basin area (including at Sunshine Bay), there is a 
marked geomorphological change between the mountain peaks and the valleys.  
Glacial action has scoured the steep sides of the valleys and lakes, while the 
jagged soaring peaks were not covered by glaciers and have not been similarly 

6 The geological data is represented on maps at a scale 1:250.000 (by the Institute of Geological and 
Nuclear Sciences) and the New Zealand Land Resource Inventory – Soil (by Landcare Research) 
provides consistent coverage of soils across the entire country at a nominal scale of 1:50 000. This 
indicates that the accuracy of the mapping of this data is relatively coarse and needs to be interpreted 
at a site specific scale. We endeavoured to interpret the geology based on the visible display of the 
substrate, taking into account visible rock outcrops where bedrock is visible.  
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scoured. The erosional force of glaciation can be particularly well seen on the 
“roche moutonnées” in the Wakatipu Basin. These rock formations display scoured 
base-rock slopes on the side facing the flow of the glacier, while the steeper 
downstream side shows signs of the glacier plucking lose rocks out of the surface. 
Similar to the valley slopes, roche moutonnées often show signs of striation, where 
the glacier scoured the surface as it passed over the landform. An example of a 
roche moutonnée is found in close proximity to Sunshine Bay on the eastern side 
of the Ben Lomond ridgeline, near the western end of the Arawata Track (Refer 
Figures A and 1 for the track location and Figure 2 for the location of the roche 
moutonnée).  

24 The geology in the immediate vicinity of the developed portion of Sunshine Bay is 
dominated by glacial till deposits. These comparatively young sediment deposits 
were transported to their current location by glacial ice, where they now form 
relatively gentle slopes around Sunshine Bay and Fernhill (in comparison to the 
very steep mountainous backdrop). The glacial tills extend roughly to the west of 
the current Sunshine Bay residential area and southwards of the Arawata Track, 
as shown on the geological map in Figure 2. Further to the west of these glacial till 
deposits, distinctive ribs of bedrock are exposed and form rocky outcrops, with the 
small roche moutonnée (Point 432masl and referred to above), located at the 
western end of Arawata Track. Broadly encircling this patterning of glacial till 
deposits edged by bedrock ribs and rocky outcrops are the very steep mountainous 
schist formations associated with Ben Lomond to the north (noting an isolated 
schist outcrop east of Sunshine Bay that effectively serves to separate Sunshine 
Bay from the lake edges of Fernhill) (Refer Figures 7 and 8).     

25 These exposed bedrock features are a distinctive element of the landscape of the 
lower lying area near Sunshine Bay and serve to reinforce the connection of the 
area to the dramatic exposed rock faces evident in places throughout the steep 
mountainous landscape to the north and west (for example, on the roche 
moutonnée).   

26 We note that some of these exposed bedrock features are currently obscured by 
weed cover, making them difficult to see from the surrounding area and within the 
Xin land itself. 

27 The landform change from glacial till deposits, bedrock ribs and steep mountainous 
schist occurs on the eastern side of a small sub-bay, approximately 200m 
southwest of the jetty in Sunshine Bay. The small promontory that defines the 
eastern end of this small embayment forms the continuation of the rock rib closest 
to Sunshine Bay. To the west of the rock rib is a steeply incised ephemeral 
stream/gully that drains into Lake Wakatipu. Approximately mid-way along the 
Arawata Track, the rock rib is easily detected below the triple power pole that is 
located on the outcrop (described shortly).  
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28 The change in the geomorphology of the landscape between the exposed bedrock 
ribs and glacial till ‘shelf’ is also perceived travelling along the Glenorchy-
Queenstown Road (refer Figure 12).  The exposed schist outcrops of the rock ribs 
form impressive rocky tors, intersected by deeply incised gully systems.  The rock 
is prominent in views from the road, as it had to be partially removed for the 
construction of the carriageway. The change of elevation between the lake shore 
and the road (at around 30m above lake level) is pronounced, with another steep 
rise from the road to the Arawata Track (around 60m above road). Beyond this is 
the elevated and gentle terrain transitions into the steep slopes of Ben Lomond 
further to the north and west.  The steeply rising terrain largely obscures views 
towards the upper slopes and views from the road are oriented towards the base 
of the (unnamed) headland and lake.   

29 For the section of the road that coincides with the glacial till deposits (i.e. closer to 
the Sunshine Bay settlement area), the (comparatively) gentler terrain and 
absence of visible rock outcrops signals the change in the underlying landform 
character. 

30 Figure 1 shows the 1m contours for the area and reveals the steep slope patterning 
along the eastern side of the south end of the rocky outcrop extending from 
Glenorchy-Queenstown Road to the Arawata Track.  

31 As shown on Figure 3, Argillic soils (based on deposited clays) are found on the 
more moderate slopes of Fernhill, and Allophanic soils (dominated by minerals 
from volcanic rock) on the steeper terrain above the Arawata Track and to the west 
throughout the central and lower reaches of the ridgeline extending from Ben 
Lomond southwards to Lake Wakatipu. We note that the soils patterning broadly 
reinforces the underlying geology (although is not particularly expressed in a 
change of landcover or landuse).  

Landcover 

32 The land cover around the Sunshine Bay settlement area is generally dominated 
by mature, mostly exotic, woody vegetation.  Exceptions to this are evident on the 
northern (i.e. uphill) side of the Arawata Track on its eastern part, and on either 
side of the Arawata Track west of the triple power pole where regenerating native 
vegetation is more prolific (Refer Figures 1, 6, 7 and 8 for the location of the triple 
power pole). 

33 We consider that the vegetation across much of the area west of Sunshine Bay 
settlement (roughly coinciding with the Xin land) is of variable quality with a mix of 
exotic species and sporadic regenerating native shrubs.  
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Landuse

34 Power lines traverse the area from the north-east to the south-west. In the east the 
lines generally follow the alignment of the Arawata Track (west of Sunshine Bay). 
Near the north western corner of the Xin property, the lines rise in a north westerly 
direction to a higher-lying point on the Ben Lomond ridgeline. The triple power pole 
marks the point where the alignment changes direction.  

35 With the exception of the maintained public access along the Arawata Track, the 
appeal area is generally relatively ‘unmanaged’ (as evidenced by the vegetation 
characteristics). 

36 There are no existing buildings, structures or accessways within the appeal area, 
(excepting the power infrastructure and informal walking track described above).  

Agreed ONL Boundary 

37 Our agreed ONL boundary is shown in Figure 1 attached (yellow dashed line). 

38 Our agreed ONL boundary is based on our on-site findings and reflects the physical 
expression of the underlying landform characteristics (geology) and patterning 
(exposed rock faces and steep slopes) described above.  

39 In our opinion, the patterning of exposed bedrock signals the change in the 
geomorphological characteristics across the appeal area. 

40 As explained previously, this change in the geomorphology across the appeal area 
is reinforced by the visibility of exposed bedrock faces along Glenorchy- 
Queenstown Road (refer Figure 12).    

41 Further, the change in topography between the glacial till deposits and the exposed 
bed rock ribs and outcrops is distinctive throughout the central and southern end 
of the rocky outcrop, both when viewed from above and from the ground serving to 
further emphasise this change in landform patterning.  

42 In summary, we agree that the ONL boundary within the appeal area should follow 
the eastern edge of the distinctive rocky outcrop that extends from the Glenorchy-
Queenstown Road towards the Arawata Track and then veer north eastwards to 
run along the south eastern edge of the Arawata Track.    In recommending this 
boundary, the shallower glacial till deposits immediately to the west of the Sunshine 
Bay residential area are excluded from the ONL, up until the point where they meet 
the exposed rock faces that form a legible geomorphological boundary.  In this 
instance it is a combination of landform characteristics (the underlying geology) 
and landform patterning (the exposed rock faces and steep eastern profile of the 
rock outcrop) that delineate the geomorphological boundary for the ONL.    
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43 Our agreed ONL boundary effectively captures all land to the west of Sunshine Bay 
beyond the exposed rock rib and where exposed rock faces are evident. 

44 Further, in our view, the land to the west of Sunshine Bay that will be excluded from 
the ONL reads as part of the glacial till dominated landscape throughout which the 
majority of Sunshine Bay development has occurred.   

45 We note, however, that our agreed ONL boundary will not capture all of the glacial 
till area as shown on the Geology mapping in Figure 2.  In our opinion this is the 
consequence of our landscape evaluation taking into consideration the legible 
expression of the underlying bedrock via exposed rock faces and changes in slope 
profile and the coarse grain of the Geology mapping (as explained earlier). Put 
another way, it is the legible geological characteristics of the area and the landform 
patterning (slopes) that drive the delineation of the ONL, rather than the ‘Geology 
patterning’ (as depicted in Figure 2) on its own.   

46 For completeness, we agree that in this circumstance, land cover is of limited use 
in the determination of the ONL boundary in this location due to its (generally) 
fragmented patterning.  

47 We consider that the legible landform characteristics and patterning of our 
preferred ONL area firmly establish it is a part of the far larger mountainous ONL 
that extends to the north of Sunshine Bay (Ben Lomond environs).  In particular we 
consider that the ONL portion of the appeal area displays high biophysical (visible 
bedrock) and associative values (walking track), and moderate-high sensory (and 
in particular, naturalness) values.  Overall, the ONL portion of the appeal area 
reads as part of the broader mountain context.  Appendix 3 attached provides a 
more detailed description of the landscape attributes and values associated with 
this broader ONL area. 

48 Conversely, we consider that the part of the appeal area excluded from our 
preferred ONL reads as part of the gentler sloping till landform associated with the 
Sunshine Bay settlement area.  Whilst the absence of built development and weed 
dominated vegetation cover serves to differentiate it from the developed area, in 
our opinion it does not read as part of the dramatic mountainous backdrop due to 
the absence of visible bedrock features.  In our view, to include it within the broader 
mountainous ONL on the basis of the absence of built development would be 
artificial.    
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49 We also note that our agreed ONL boundary broadly aligns with the ONL mapping 
in C180/99,7 which informed the ODP ONL mapping for the appeal area (noting 
that the ODP ONL mapping was erroneously shown as a dashed rather than a solid 
[confirmed] ONL boundary at Sunshine Bay).  However, our agreed ONL boundary 
departs from the ODP ONL mapping along the western edge of the appeal area, 
where our agreed boundary follows the eastern edge of the exposed rock rib (and 
encompasses the land further to the west where exposed rock faces are evident) 
as opposed to being a straight line extending down from the Arawata Track.  This 
is shown in Figure 1 attached. 

Bridget Gilbert 

Yvonne Pfluger 

Dated 5 July 2019 

7  We understand, the solid ONL lines for the Wakatipu Basin from C180/99 were confirmed by C75/2001, 
and should have been shown as solid lines in Appendix 8A of the ODP. 
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Appendix 1 - Qualifications and Experience Yvonne Pfluger 

50 My name is Yvonne Pflüger. I am employed as a Principal Landscape Planner for 
Boffa Miskell Limited (“BML”), an environmental consultancy specialising in 
planning, design and ecology. I have been employed at BML’s Christchurch office 
for thirteen years and am a Senior Principal in the company.  

51 I hold a Masters degree in Landscape Planning from BOKU University, Vienna 
(Austria, 2001) and a Masters degree in Natural Resources Management and 
Ecological Engineering from Lincoln University (NZ, 2005). I am a Full Member of 
the Resource Management Law Association and a registered member of the New 
Zealand Institute of Landscape Architects, as well as a Certified Environmental 
Practitioner under the Environment Institute of Australia and New Zealand.  

52 I have practised as a landscape planner for over 16 years on a wide range of 
projects including environmental and visual effects assessments, nature 
conservation and river restoration, and recreation planning. As part of my 
professional career in Austria, I have been involved as a project co-ordinator in 
several projects funded by the European Union, which involved the preparation of 
management plans for designated protected areas. 

53 During my time at Boffa Miskell I have played a key role in preparing several 
landscape studies for various territorial authorities throughout New Zealand’s 
South Island, including studies for Banks Peninsula, the Southland Coast, the Te 
Anau Basin, which included the assessment of the landscape’s capacity to absorb 
future development. I was the project manager and key author of the Canterbury 
Regional Landscape Study Review (2010) and Ashburton, Invercargill, Hurunui 
and Christchurch District landscape studies (2009-2015). Over the past year I also 
prepared landscape studies for Timaru District and the Southland Region. The 
preparation of the above-mentioned studies involved evaluating landscape 
character and quality for these regions and districts and advising councils on 
objectives and policies for the ongoing management of the landscape.  

54 I have also prepared a large number of landscape and visual assessments for 
development projects of varying scales within sensitive environments, including 
preparation of landscape evidence for Council and Environment Court hearings. 
Relevant projects I was involved in within the Queenstown Lakes District included 
Treble Cone gondola, Parkins Bay resort and golf course, a number of gravel 
extraction operations, the Queenstown airport runway extension and several 
consent applications for private rural subdivisions.  

55 I have also provided expert landscape and visual effects evidence on a range of 
land uses for district, regional and Environment Court hearings. Recently I provided 
landscape evidence at the PC 44 hearing for Jack Point/ Henley Downs and have 
prepared the landscape assessments for a number of submitters for the QLDC 
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Plan Review, most notably the submissions for Jacks Point/ Henley Downs and 
The Hills. I also presented evidence on landscape related issues within Chapter 21 
Rural and Chapter 22 Rural Residential and Rural Lifestyle of the Proposed District 
Plan ("PDP"), as well as for the Wakatipu Basin variation on behalf of several 
submitters. 
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Appendix 2 - Qualifications and Experience Bridget Gilbert 

56 My full name is Bridget Mary Gilbert.  I am a Landscape Architect and Director of 
Bridget Gilbert Landscape Architecture Ltd, Auckland.  I hold the qualifications of 
Bachelor of Horticulture from Massey University and a postgraduate Diploma in 
Landscape Architecture from Lincoln College.  I am an associate of the Landscape 
Institute (UK) and a registered member of the New Zealand Institute of Landscape 
Architects. 

57 I have practised as a Landscape Architect for over twenty-five years in both New 
Zealand and England.  Upon my return to New Zealand, I worked with Boffa Miskell 
Ltd in their Auckland office for seven years.  I have been operating my own practice 
for the last thirteen years, also in Auckland. 

58 During the course of my career I have been involved in a wide range of work in 
expert landscape evaluation, assessment and advice throughout New Zealand 
including: 

a) landscape assessment in relation to Regional and District Plan policy;
b) preparation of structure plans for rural and coastal developments;
c) conceptual design and landscape assessment of infrastructure, rural,

coastal, and urban development; and
d) detailed design and implementation supervision of infrastructure, rural,

coastal, and urban projects.

1.4 Of particular relevance to Topic 2: Rural Landscape, I have been involved in: 

a) the conceptual design of, and landscape and visual effects assessment of
a range of rural living, tourism, infrastructure and urban developments
within, or adjacent to, Outstanding Natural Landscapes (ONLs),
Outstanding Natural Features (ONFs), RMA s7(c) amenity landscapes and
more ‘working rural landscapes’ throughout Auckland, Hauraki Gulf
Islands, Waikato, Taranaki, Far North, Whangarei, Rodney, Waipa,
Waitomo and Thames Coromandel districts;

b) the assessment and identification of ONFs, ONLs and RMA s7(c) amenity
landscapes and the development of appropriate policy for such landscapes
as part of regional and district plan review processes (e.g. Rodney District
Plan, Hauraki Gulf Islands District Plan, Waipa District Plan, Whangarei
District Plan, Thames Coromandel District Plan, Waitomo District Plan,
Auckland Unitary Plan: Operative in Part); and

c) the Queenstown Lakes Proposed District Plan (PDP) work, which I
describe in more detail in Section 3 below.

59 I am currently a panel member of the Auckland Urban Design Panel and an 
Independent Hearing Commissioner for Auckland Council. 
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Appendix 3: Description of the Attributes and Values associated with the 
ONL in the vicinity of Sunshine Bay 

60 The slopes above Fernhill and Sunshine Bay form part of a large ONL that extends 
to the north, east and west, and includes the Richardson and Harris Mountains and 
extends into Mount Aspiring National Park. The values around the eastern edges, 
such as surrounding the Queenstown gondola and Ben Lomond, differ from other 
parts of the wider, much more unmodified landscape that fall within this wider ONL. 
The focus of this evaluation is on the more localised area of the southern slopes of 
Ben Lomond, including Sunshine Bay. The key values of the ONL around Ben 
Lomond to the west of Queenstown Hills can be described as follows. 

Biophysical Values of ONL 

61 The Wakatipu Basin is one of the landscapes in the South Island that clearly 
expresses its formative processes through glaciation during the ice ages. The 
trough of Lake Wakatipu has been carved out by the glaciers protruding from the 
headwaters of today’s lake. The glaciers of the ice ages have shaped the steep-
sided, U-shaped valley slopes that contain the lake catchment with a series of ice 
advances and retreats over about the last two million years. The oldest advances 
were the largest, excavating the deepest into the landscape and then getting 
progressively smaller. The last major advance 18,000 years ago reached as far as 
Kingston, with the top of the ice about 100 metres above present lake level.8 

62 The underlying landform of Ben Lomond and its south facing slopes clearly display 
its formative glacial processes resulting in a steep terrain, in particular on the mid 
and upper slopes. The deeply incised streams reflect the fluvial forces occurring in 
the area, in combination with the impressive erosion occurring on the exposed 
rocky ridgelines which create the rugged character typical of the mountain ranges 
surrounding the Wakatipu Basin.  

63 The majority of vegetation around Ben Lomond would have comprised native 
beech forest with broad-leaved species in the damper gullies and along the lake 
edge and a few interspersed podocarps9 on the lower slopes and gullies with 
tussocks and alpine shrubs above the treeline. Today, extensive tussock 
grasslands are present on the upper slopes and below the rocky ridgeline of Ben 
Lomond and remnant pockets of beech forest are found within the wetter gullies, 
such as One Mile and Two Mile Creeks. However, the invading exotic conifers 
(mostly Douglas Fir/ Pseudotsuga menziesii) that cover a large part of the Ben 

8 Department of Conservation Wakatipu landscapes: https://www.doc.govt.nz/Documents/about-
doc/concessions-and-permits/conservation-revealed/wakatipu-landscapes-lowres.pdf 

9 Ben Lomond and Queenstown Hill Reserves Draft Management Plan (QLDC, 2005), p17 
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Lomond south faces pose a threat to the openness of these tussock-clad slopes 
and its native alpine vegetation, as beech forest is relatively confined in its extent. 
In some areas, including above Fernhill/Sunshine Bay sections of the exotic forest 
have been sprayed as a weed control measure.  

Sensory Values of ONL 

64 The geomorphological processes that shaped Ben Lomond and the adjacent 
mountain ranges that frame the Wakatipu Lake catchment are highly legible and 
highly expressive of the landscape’s formative processes.  This is especially so on 
the ridges and upper slopes where no exotic forest is present.  

65 While the lower slopes (including the appeal area) are more modified through the 
exotic forest cover, transmission lines, adjacent residential areas and roads, and 
other man-made structures, the sheer scale and dominance of the wider dramatic 
landscape setting of Ben Lomond peak in combination with Lake Wakatipu and its 
encircling mountains confers a moderate-high level of naturalness. The general 
absence of built modification and increased proliferation of native vegetation 
throughout the higher slopes suggests a higher rating for naturalness. 

66 The striking scale and texture of the craggy ridges, peaks and rocky outcrops 
viewed alongside the picturesque lake make for highly scenic and memorable 
views to and from the area for both locals and visitors.  

67 The mountains that surround this part of Lake Wakatipu Basin generally read as 
visually coherent, although the fragmented patterning of vegetation in places and 
the areas of sprayed confers serve to detract from this visual coherence to a limited 
degree.    

68 With respect to naturalness, the general absence of built modification is somewhat 
tempered on the lower slopes by the proliferation of exotic vegetation.  However, 
for international visitors the conifer-clad-slopes are potentially perceived as part of 
a “typical (northern hemisphere) alpine resort landscape”.  

69 Snow-capped mountains and rugged ridgelines together with dramatic changing 
light and weather conditions typical of the area confer high transient values on the 
area.  
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Associative Values of ONL 

70 Historical associations have given rise to the vegetative cover that shaped the 
cultural landscape at the base of Ben Lomond.10 Although a cultural landscape, the 
conifer forests have become part of the local and visitor’s identification/association 
of an alpine resort. The massif of Ben Lomond is widely recognised by the local 
community as one of the key landmarks of Queenstown. It is a popular visitor 
destination as a day walk and the mountain is closely associated with the township, 
including Fernhill and Sunshine Bay. A network of popular mountain bike trails 
extends across the lower slopes above Fernhill and Queenstown. The DOC 
managed Arawata Track on the western side of Sunshine Bay is partly located on 
legal road and comprises a popular short walk or bike ride, mainly used by locals. 
It also serves as access to a rock climbing area on private land.  

10 During the 1940’s and 50’s as part of Arbour Day activities, school children planted trees along the foot of 
Bob’s Peak and Queenstown Hill. Trees such as Douglas Fir, Larch and Sycamore in particular have found 
the conditions ideal and have become prolific in places and still spreading. An aerial drop of seed assisted 
the spread of Douglas Fir in 1964 (Ben Lomond and Queenstown Hill Reserves Draft Management Plan 
(QLDC, 2005), p18) 
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BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENT COURT 

I MUA I TE KOOTI TAIAO O AOTEAROA 

IN THE MATTER 

AND 

BETWEEN 

AND 

of the Resource Management Act 1991 

of an appeal under Clause 14 of the First 
Schedule of the Act 

UPPER CLUTHA ENVIRONMENTAL 
SOCIETY INCORPORATED 

(ENV-2018-CHC-56) 

Appellant 

QUEENSTOWN LAKES DISTRICT 
COUNCIL 

Respondent 

Environment Judge J J M Hassan - sitting alone pursuant to s279 of the Act 

In Chambers at Christchurch 

Date of Consent Order: 23 September 2019 

CONSENT ORDER 

A: Under s279(1 )(b) of the Resource Management Act 1991, the Environment Court, 

by consent, orders that: 

(1) the appeal is allowed to the extent that the Queenstown Lakes District

Council is directed to amend the Outstanding Natural Landscape

boundary line on Map 34 of the Proposed Queenstown Lakes District Plan,

as set out in Appendix 1 (attached to and forming part of this Order);

(2) the appeal otherwise remains extant.

B: Under s285 of the Resource Management Act 1991, there is no order as to costs. 

Xin Consent Order - September 2019 281



2 

REASONS 

Introduction 

[1] This proceeding concerns an appeal by the Upper Clutha Environmental Society

Incorporated ('UCESI') against part of a decision of the Queenstown Lakes District 

Council. This consent order resolves the interests of a s274 Mr S Xin relating to the 

Outstanding Natural Landscape ('ONL') line on Map 34 of the proposed Queenstown 

Lakes District Plan - Stage 1. 

[2] The court has now read and considered the consent memorandum of the parties

dated 26 July 2019, which proposes to resolve Mr Xin's interests in this appeal. 

Other relevant matters 

[3] Twenty-five persons gave notice of their intention to become a party to the UCESI

appeal under s274 of the Act. Only Mr Xin lodged a s274 notice in relation to the ONL 

boundary line along the western edge of the Sunshine Bay residential area. The consent 

memorandum was therefore only signed by UCESI, the Council and Mr Xin but the court 

gave opportunity1 for any other s27 4 party to oppose the relief. No opposition was 

received. 

[4] Other consent orders which have been filed in relation to the proposed district

plan are being held in abeyance. The court is satisfied that these orders are able to be 

made at this time since the orders resolve a discrete issue which will not impact on other 

proposed plan appeals before the court. For completeness, I record that I am satisfied 

that the making of the order sought is duly consistent with a substantive decision, 

imminently to be issued, on other 'Sub-topic 1' matters. 

Order 

[5] The court makes this order under s279(1) RMA, such order being by consent,

rather than representing a decision or determination on the merits pursuant to s297. The 

court understands for present purposes that: 

By way of Minute dated 30 July 2019. 
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3 

(a) all parties to the proceedings have executed the memorandum requesting

this order; and

(b) all parties are satisfied that all matters proposed for the court's endorsement

fall within the court's jurisdiction and conform to the relevant requirements

and objectives of the RMA including, in particular, pt 2.

J JM Hassan 

Environment Judge 
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Attachment [F] 

Zone of Theoretical Visibility – Sunshine Bay Site (Using 9m height pole) – Source: Google Earth Pro 
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Figure 1: ONL outline agreed by Experts in JWS

Not to Scale
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Figure 2: Geology Map

Not to Scale

Figure 3: Soil Map

GNS Science
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Figure 02

Projection: NZGD 2000 New Zealand Transverse Mercator

File Ref: C18104A_00_A4P_Geology.mxd
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Figure 03

Projection: NZGD 2000 New Zealand Transverse Mercator

File Ref: C18104A_11_A4P_Soils.mxd

1:25,000 @ A4°
0 0.5 km

Data Sources:
1:250,000 Geological units sourced from
http://data.gns.cri.nz/geology
Faults sourced from Institute of Geological
and Nuclear Sciences Limited (GNS)
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Projection: NZGD 2000 New Zealand Transverse Mercator

File Ref: C18104A_14_A4L_VP_map.mxd
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Data Sources: QLDC OPD Appendix 8A
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Figure 4: View Point Map for Photographs
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File Ref: A18104_Sunshine Bay_JWS_Graphic_Attachement.indd

Sunshine Bay JWS - Graphic Attachment  |28 June 2019 SOURCE - ��������������������������������������� Page 5

Ben Lomond ridge Two Mile CreekPower line

Photo taken by Yvonne Pfluger - Canon Eos 50D (stiched panorama)

date 27/11/2018 Figure 5: Photo Viewpoint 1- Sunshine Bay Panorama
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File Ref: A18104_Sunshine Bay_JWS_Graphic_Attachement.indd

Sunshine Bay JWS - Graphic Attachment  |28 June 2019 Page 6

Figure 6: Photo Viewpoint 1- Sunshine Bay recommended ONL outline

Yellow line shows agreed ONL outline that follows the landform boundary, reflecting the underlying geology of the area west of the Sunshine Bay residential zone. 

Photo taken by Yvonne Pfluger - Canon Eos 50D (18mm)

date 27/11/2018 

Agreed ONL line JWS

LEGEND

291



File Ref: A18104_Sunshine Bay_JWS_Graphic_Attachement.indd
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Figure 7: Photo Viewpoint 2 - Ben Lomond track

Yellow line shows approximate location of agreed ONL outline. 

Photo taken by Yvonne Pfluger - Canon Eos 50D (50mm)

date 7/12/2018 
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Roche moutonnee

Rock outcrops

Triple Power Pole

Glenorchy- Queenstown 
Road

File Ref: A18104_Sunshine Bay_JWS_Graphic_Attachement.indd

Sunshine Bay JWS - Graphic Attachment  |28 June 2019 Page 8

Figure 8: Viewpoint 2 - Ben Lomond Track (zoomed in view) Photo taken by Yvonne Pfluger - Canon Eos 50D (140mm)

date 7/12/2018 

The underlying bedrock is visible on the roche moutonnee and adjacent rock ribs. The ONL boundary has been agreed along the base of the eastern rock rib, extending to the triple power pole. 
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File Ref: A18104_Sunshine Bay_JWS_Graphic_Attachement.indd
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Figure 9: Viewpoint 3 - Arawata Track

View along Arawata Track in a easterly direction towards the residential zone of Sunshine Bay. The area is dominated by a dense cover of woody weeds with occassional regenerating native shrubs.  The power lines 
follows the track alignment. 

Photo taken by Yvonne Pfluger - Canon Eos 50D (stiched panorama)

date 27/11/2018 
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The photo shows the view west towards the rocky outcrops behind the gully system that extends from the Glenorchy- Queenstown Road (out of view on left) to the Arawata Track (located where the triple power pole 
is visible). Based on the landform change discussed in the JWS, alignment of the ONL outline with the spur extending towards the highpoint (triple power pole) is recommended. 

File Ref: A18104_Sunshine Bay_JWS_Graphic_Attachement.indd

Sunshine Bay JWS - Graphic Attachment  |28 June 2019 Page 10

Figure 10: Viewpoint 4 - below Arawata Track Photo taken by Yvonne Pfluger - Canon Eos 50D (stiched panorama)

date 27/11/2018 
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The change in steepness of terrain between the lower and more gently sloping glacial till deposits around Sunshine Bay and the rising slopes of Ben Lomond is distinctive around the Arawata Track/ power line align-
ment. The slopes above the track (to the north) contain more regenerating native vegetation than the lower lying slopes to the south (right of view). The dense exotic conifer forest that covers the majority of Ben 
Lomond is visible beyond.

File Ref: A18104_Sunshine Bay_JWS_Graphic_Attachement.indd

Sunshine Bay JWS - Graphic Attachment  |28 June 2019 Page 11

Figure 11: Viewpoint 5 - below Arawata Track Photo taken by Yvonne Pfluger - Canon Eos 50D (stiched panorama)

date 27/11/2018 
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The rocky outcrops are visible along Glenorchy-Queenstown Road where they had to be partially removed for carriageway construction, displaying the underlying geology.  The eastern rock rib is visble in the mid-
ground of the photo. The ONL includes the rock outcrop. 

File Ref: A18104_Sunshine Bay_JWS_Graphic_Attachement.indd

Sunshine Bay JWS - Graphic Attachment  |28 June 2019 Page 12

Figure 12: Viewpoint 6 - Queenstown Glenorchy Road
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DOWNING Zella
Hawea & Hawea Flat

Q. Please indicate your position on the draft Queenstown
Lakes Spatial Plan:
Oppose

Q. Please let us know your comments or feedback:
PDF attached

Q. Please describe the reasons for your position:
PDF attached

Q. Please let us know if you have any further comments:
PDF attached
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QLDC Spatial Plan Submission 

Zella Downing 

April 16, 2021 

I wish to be heard. 

Key Point Summary: 

1. Wellbeing

QLDC must start putting its people first. The views and wishes of the community you serve

are paramount, and you must engage in active listening (including real consultation) and act

on it in good faith.  "Consultating" and then doing as you please shows a worrying lack of

respect for the community.

2. Growth

Because growth is such a vital component to the Spatial Plan, council must revise

population growth projections to reflect realistic population growth rates. Council should

commission realistic figures and sources produced separately for each of residential

population growth and visitor population growth across the district, with figures separated out

for the Upper Clutha community. These figures should be clear, easy to understand and well

referenced.  Whaiora, to grow well, acknowledges the physical, geographic, natural limits of

the earth.

3. Economic Diversification

Planning documents need to genuinely address issues of over-tourism.  Council has a part

to play in managing (or promoting) tourism growth.  Saturation points are easily reached

when the market is intensified through overly optimistic economic forcasting (greed in some

cases) and weak, or non-existent, regulation.

4. Climate

Council’s declaration of a Climate Emergency has not resulted in any significant action.

Long term strategic planning for both Queenstown and Wānaka must take climate costs and

community desire to manage visitor numbers into consideration. Until the Emissions Road

Map and Climate Change Action are finalised, the Spatial Plan cannot inform and guide

input to strategic decisions on future air services investment in the Queenstown Lakes

District.
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Wellbeing 

The hauora principle of the Spatial Plan states that decisions about growth recognise social, 

economic, environmental and cultural considerations.  Council literature about the Plan 

states that it has been influenced by Vision Beyond 2050 ideals and community 

'consultation'.  The Plan itself is a reflection of Business-As-Usual. 

Breathtaking Creativity is an awe-inspiring concept, and IF it truly were embedded in this 

Plan, residents could be assured of our wellbeing.  But the Spatial Plan is an elaborate guise 

for continuing to do what we've always done, and there's not much creativity in that. 

The people at the top, the power-brokers, want growth because growth fuels the economy 

and growth is what they understand.  Land developers buy up farmland and turn it into 

housing developments.  There is no Council direction for renewable energy (solar panels) to 

be a required.  There is no Council initiative to reduce or recycle the enormous (and 

somewhat shameful) amount of waste produced from each new house build.  Council 

appear to be making it difficult for Tiny Home villages to be established, or, at the very least, 

have not made them welcome. 

There is not Opportunity For All when the real estate market prices families out of the 

housing market.  Building more houses isn't really the issue, being able to afford them is. 

Tourism does provide opportunities for job growth, but most of those jobs are in the service 

industry and are minimum wage jobs.  Employment opportunities that come with a six-figure 

salary are rare indeed. 

The Spatial Element Maps and Spatial Plan Capacity identify relatively flat areas where 

development can escalate, but I can't see that Council has balanced this growth with 

extended medical facilities--can the Government afford another hospital?  Or do all the sick 

people have to leave town?  

Can the existing infrastructure cope with tens of thousands of more dwellings?  Is Council 

absolutely confident that there will always be enough clean water?  Or must our standards 

on what is clean drop to accommodate the growth?  Council is in a position to start limiting 

or slowing down growth, but that would take courage...and vision! 

Can the narrow roads that wind through gorges, over a mountain range, along rivers or 

beside a lake cope with the possible 20,000 vehicles that might accompany 10,000 

additional dwellings? 

All of the above issues have been raised by the public.  In order to "Grow Well", we might 

just have to slow down the rate of growth. 

There are numerous ways that Wellbeing is being ignored or overlooked in the Spatial Plan 

and in Council dealings with the public.  It is imperative that the Council start putting its 

people first. 
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Recommendations: 

• Council should review its consultation methods and how it treats community input and input

from community organisations into planning, especially strategic planning vehicles such as

the Spatial Plan.

Growth 

There is a fundamental disconnect between the QLDC’s much lower projected residential 

growth figures and the growth rate expected on the basis of historical growth over the last 

10-30 years. The Spatial Plan significantly underestimates growth in resident numbers as

the basis for future planning while assuming that tourism will grow massively throughout the

30 year period.

Unrestrained growth remains Council's default setting.  The Draft Spatial Plan presents a 

completely false impression of the likely growth of the region, including Wānaka, over the 

next 30 years. It is vastly over conservative while giving no indication of any actions council 

will take to limit growth. In no way does it support our district to "Grow Well" as set out in its 

goals. On the contrary, it is a recipe for the district to "Grow Badly".  

Council needs to start again on the numbers, provide its communities with realistic growth 

scenarios and tell us how those could be planned for; and what actions the council propose 

to take to limit and manage growth. A genuine debate on this “growth” topic across the 

QLDC is well overdue!  

Recommendations: 

• Growth projections for QLDC strategy, planning and budgeting are critical and

therefore their basis should be fully transparent.

• Amend plans to reflect realistic levels of growth and peak demand and take

responsibility with the infrastructural costs that will be incurred.

• Outline how you intend to manage growth and limit visitor numbers to what we as a

community can cope with and fund.

• Publish clearly defined population data and sources, produced separately for

resident and visitor populations across the district, as well as separate and clearly

defined population data for the Wānaka Ward. These should include sources.

• Projected future growth rates, both for residents and visitors, should include sources

and reflect published historical figures and growth rates for the district; data should

be broken down to identify Wanaka Ward numbers in all cases.
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Economic Diversification 

A recent survey by WSG generated 1200 responses from members and Upper Clutha 

residents and businesses. It clearly highlighted that the majority of respondents were 

opposed to the development of jet capable airports at either Tarras or Wānaka. 

● More than 87% of respondents expressed concerns at the impact on the environment

and quality of life of our residents and ratepayers should such developments at either

location proceed.

● 83% were concerned about the negative impacts of airport development on the unique

character of the Upper Clutha.

● 68.7% were concerned about road safety issues as a consequence.

Surely our Upper Clutha Community has made itself clear? Priority must be given to the

needs of local residents.

Airport Expansion is a driver of growth and intensifies the tourist industry to such an extent 

that it risks becoming cancerous and eating away at itself.  Airport developers will demand a 

return on their investment and that will come by selling flights, so there's little chance of 

controlling growth once the airport is built. 

Intensive dairy farming put too many cows in a paddock, resulting in too much nitrogen for 

the soil to absorb which in turn polluted our waterways.  (The Government has spent more 

than $70 million on a massive clean-up of Rotorua lakes.  Much of that pollution could have 

been prevented through more intelligent planning--planning that is not influenced by the 

economic darling of the day; in Rotorua it was dairying; here it's tourism.) Dairy farming, and 

perhaps farming in general, is on the cusp of losing its social license.  The circumstances 

causing that high level of degradation to the water would have been better prevented than 

mitigated.  Intensive tourism growth puts too many people in the Queenstown Lakes region, 

and the outcome will also require rescuing one day.  So much for resilience. 

Horticulture, alternative education models, recycling & up-cycling schemes, cottage 

industries and development of renewable energy are also pathways into the future.  Tourism 

is not the only one.  Very little Breathtaking Creativity is being shown is this document. 

The strategic goals of our national policy makers, which includes our Minister of Tourism, 

identify three imperatives: 

1. protecting and restoring the natural environment

2. ensuring the industry delivers high-quality tourism experiences

3. striving to enhance the social licence, the public goodwill for tourism to continue

operating in our communities

The Spatial Plan does little to address these three goals. 

The Queenstown Lakes region is not remote. The Australian Outback and the Yukon 

Territory in Canada are remote.  Those who have already decided to fly half-way around the 

world to get here couldn't possibly object to driving through diverse, scenic landscape to 

reach this area from Christchurch, Dunedin or Invercargill.  "Seeing New Zealand" is the 
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purpose of their trip, and encouraging greater regional distribution of visitors is advocated by 

Tourism NZ. 

There is no international airport at sister-city Aspen, Colorado.  The nearest airports to that 

alpine resort is Grand Junction - 2 hours away by car, or Denver - 3 1/2 hours by car.  We 

have existing airports within those proximities to Queenstown.  It is sheer madness to force 

more airport growth onto the people of the Queenstown Lakes and Upper Clutha. 

The dual airport vision benefits business and international visitors, not local residents.  An 

over-reliance on tourism creates an economic imbalance.  There is temporary gain, but 

when the basket drops - there go all the eggs. 

Recommendations: 

• The draft Spatial Plan and other planning documents including the 10-Year Plan
must be updated to reflect the guiding statements on pages 83 - 84:

o “Sustainable tourism needs to balance environmental protection, social equity, quality
of life, emission reduction, cultural diversity and a viable economy. Focusing on
sustainable tourism ensures that community wellbeing and environmental
sustainability are integral to the success of the industry. Achieving a model for
sustainable tourism in the Queenstown Lakes would have a significant impact on the
national stage and demonstrate leadership within the industry.“ page 84

o “The rapid increase in visitors has stretched infrastructure networks and is putting
pressure on the environment and the community. Better coordination is needed to
ensure visitors tread lightly and are a welcome contributor to the social, economic,
cultural and environmental story of the Queenstown Lakes.” page 83

• QLDC needs to develop a genuinely sustainable tourism strategy, one which

manages growth for the benefit of residents as well as tourists. Airport strategy is
a key method by which Council can manage tourism numbers into the
district and influence levels of growth. A sustainable policy for air
services is therefore vital to the economic and social wellbeing of the
Queenstown Lakes.

• The dual airport vision should be abandoned in favour of a new vision for Wānaka
Airport which truly reflects the wishes of the community.

Climate 

The lack of action around climate change is concerning.  The lack of action is evident in the 
heavy emphasis placed on Business-As-Usual initiatives throughout the 10-Year and Spatial 
Plan. 

The lack of climate expertise within the Council is concerning.  If there were a medical 
emergency, we'd all acknowledge the need for a doctor.  During a Climate Emergency, the 
council should have access to climate expertise and climate accounting expertise. 
Individuals with this skill set should be encouraged to work across the whole QLDC 
organisation. 

All planning should include an emissions cost as well as the financial cost.  A carbon 
accountant should be employed for each project.  When two or more options are weighed 
against one another, the emissions cost of both strategies should be presented. 
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Currently a business case must be presented for every project, a carbon emissions and 
business case should be required. 

The de-prioritisation of active travel is concerning.  People in cars are bigger roads is the 
antithesis of a solution.  People will only leave the comfort of their own car when consistently 
reliable options are readily available.  Queenstown Lakes must fund and establish Active 
Transport networks and public transportation.  The Arterial Road and Boundary Street 
parking building are two clear examples of Council prioritising Business-As-Usual through 
funding and concept development.  Breathtaking Creativity opens up possibilities to explore, 
develop and other modes of transport which is a vital step toward "thriving in a zero carbon 
community." 

The de-prioritisation of waste management is concerning.  Minimising or recycling 
construction waste is an essential step toward Net Zero emissions.  Waste management 
must include organics diversion.  There is no mention of solar energy being a natural and 
essential part of every new housing development.  There is no mention of supporting or 
encouraging Tiny Home communities.  Instead Council appears to be backing development 
of Lakeview which eliminates inexpensive accommodation and burdens ratepayers  with the 
cost of preparing it for sub-division.  Developing Lakeview was meant to address visitor 
growth.  There's no respect for climate concerns in decision making like that. 

There are dangerous assumptions underpinning the Spatial Plan and the 10-Year Plan. 
There appears to be a mindset of "Grow to meet your growth projections."  Funding must be 
directed to where it helps reduce emissions.  I don't see that happening in this plan. 

I fully support the submission made by Wao Charitable Trust. 

Recommendations: 

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

• Fund a Climate Change and Sustainability Officer at the executive management level
so all high level meetings have a voice for climate.

• Employ individuals with carbon accounting expertise to upskill the entire QLDC
organisation.

• Ensure that a carbon price is placed on all projects and used to evaluate which
option better serves the people of this region and the whole planet.

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

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

• Abandon plans to build a $31M parking building on Boundary Street and redistribute
the funds.

• Develop Wānaka Active Transport.

• Build cycle parking infrastructure.

• Assuming it has been finalised, the emissions road map should be published and
fully referenced in both the 10-Year Plan and Draft Spatial Plan.

• Biodiversity must be protected and extended.  Public spaces should reflect the
abundance of the earth herself and be utilised to promote all forms of life.
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Recommendations - Pages 88-89 Air Services 

Page Spatial Plan Recommended Change 

88 Air Services Across Queenstown Lakes 

Due to the relatively remote location of the 
Queenstown Lakes, our residents and visitors 
are dependent on air services for connections 
to wider New Zealand and beyond. Currently 
approximately 30-40% of people access the 
region by air and the remainder by road. Air 
connectivity is therefore a key component of 
the transport system, and vital to the economic 
and social wellbeing of the Queenstown Lakes.  

Prior to the COVID-19 pandemic, the potential 
demand for air travel to the Southern Lakes 
Region was projected to reach 1.6 million 
residents/visitors by 2025 and 3.5 million 
residents / visitors by 2045. Growth in demand 
for commercial air services will continue as 
Queenstown Lakes and the wider region 
continues to develop, and it is important that 
the level of service continues to support this. 

Air Services Across Queenstown Lakes 

As in many parts of New Zealand, Queenstown 
Lakes residents and visitors rely on air services 
for fast connection to wider New Zealand and 
beyond. Currently approximately 30-40% of 
people access the region by air and the 
remainder by road. Air connectivity is a key 
component of the transport system.  

However it needs to be recognised that airports 
also influence and facilitate growth. They can 
be accelerators. Airport strategy is a key 
method by which Council can manage tourism 
numbers into the district and influence levels of 
growth. A sustainable policy for air services is 
therefore vital to the economic and social 
wellbeing of the Queenstown Lakes.  

Prior to the COVID-19 pandemic, the potential 
demand for air travel to the Southern Lakes 
Region was projected to reach 1.6 million 
residents/visitors by 2025 and 3.5 million 
residents / visitors by 2045.  

Note: Previously QAC reported passenger 
activity in terms of passenger movements (PAX 
movements). In this document the activity 
refers simply to passengers thus halving the 
number of PAX movements. In the interests of 
consistency and to reflect the actual level of 
activity we suggest that this report, like others 
previously, should talk in terms of PAX 
movements.  

This is our opportunity to press re-set. Instead 
of rushing to facilitate further visitor growth, 
let’s allow natural capacity limits to slow the 
growth for us and allow tourism value to be 
spread across the southern region, thus 
aligning more closely both with the aspirations 
of the local community and the national tourism 
conversation.  
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88 The Spatial Plan will be used to inform and 
guide input to strategic decisions on air service 
investment for the future. As strategic planning 
is progressed for both Queenstown and 
Wānaka airports, the outputs can be 
incorporated into future updates of the Spatial 
Plan2. 

Queenstown Airport Corporation have a dual 
airport vision, which contemplates the provision 
of capacity for connectivity into the region via 
both Wānaka and Queenstown Airports. Long-
term planning for this proposition is at a 
conceptual level, with further work and 
community consultation required. Recent 
proposals to develop a new airport at Tarras, 
while not in the district, highlights the 
commercial interest in the development and 
delivery of capacity to serve the wider region.” 

Note: Who is undertaking the strategic planning 
of Queenstown and Wānaka airports and 
whose “outputs” are to be incorporated into the 
Spatial Plan? Council cannot assume an arms-
length approach to QAC’s dual airport 
development vision and QAC should not be 
driving the Spatial Plan. 

The Spatial Plan will be used to inform and 
guide input to strategic decisions on air service 
investment for the future. 

Strategic planning for both Queenstown and 
Wānaka airports must take climate costs and 
community desire to manage visitor numbers 
into consideration. 

Until the Emissions Road Map and Climate 
Change Action are finalised, the Spatial Plan 
cannot inform and guide input to strategic 
decisions on future air services investment in 
the Queenstown Lakes District. 

89 Partnership’s joint work program 

11. Develop and implement a Destination
Management Strategy to align decision making
and development with sustainable development 
principles

12. Implement a levy on visitor accommodation
across the Queenstown Lakes

13. Develop and implement a Tourism Travel
Demand Strategy to encourage the use of
public and active modes by visitors

14. Investigate establishing a sub-regional
public transport network that provides for both
local residents and visitor needs

Partnership’s joint work program 

15. Key studies such as the emissions
roadmap and Climate Change Action report
need to inform any Destination Management
Strategy.

16. A Destination Management Strategy must
include a commitment to protect the
outstanding environment and vibrant local
community that has brought tourists to this
region over the last 50 years.

17. A Plan B for air services and QAC strategy
that puts residents before tourism growth,
recognising that airport strategy has a direct
effect on visitor numbers, infrastructure
demand, environmental conservation,
community wellbeing and carbon emissions,
and aims to achieve sustainable returns within
the current constraints of Queenstown and
Wānaka airports.
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DRAYTON Terry
Outer Wanaka (Includes Mt Barker & Dublin Bay)

Q. I am aged:
60+

Q. Please indicate your position on the draft Queenstown
Lakes Spatial Plan:
Oppose

Q. Please let us know your comments or feedback:
submission attached and emailed

Q. Please describe the reasons for your position:
submission attached

Q. Please let us know if you have any further comments:
submission attached

Q. If you have a pre-prepared submission, you can upload it
below. Please note that we can only accept .docx files.

Submission on draft Spatial Plan.docx

Additional documents or PDF files can be emailed to letstalk@qldc.govt.nz Please write 
"draft Queenstown Lakes Spatial Plan submission" in subject header.
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Submission on draft Spatial l?lan 

Suhminer: Terry Drayton. 

On re· cling the ull report I refer speciificallv m page 54-map8: Upper Clutha -Spatial Elements 

( Plea�;e ootie: p t al plan does not specific Hy identify locat,1on of �New Loe I Centre" LJt indicates 

tly roading network oo IJe as menti,oned IJelow) 

It app ll!ars that the proposal is to e:i:.tend future ur tlan developmern s-o uth .ilo.ng tlie Car,clrona Valley 

and on the southern side of IL.al<.e H w,ea, I note no proposal to develop In Luggate. If we refer to the 

" Grow Wei l"p u blic oonsultations held in November 2019 me re was a desire expressed fonhe 

Upper Cluth o preSJeiv,e p _bli c spac� to not continu lly e tend 11.1rb\11n spr-awl a,nd to enc;ourage 

regional growth centres in Luggate, lake Hawea, Hawea flat and cardrona with an efficient public 

transport system to link oudying e: ntres. to the: Wanah tow11slhiip. 

ihe Q DC declared a climate emergency in 2019/20, to focus on sustain, bility a nd to form a 

cohesive dialogue with local ,communities. My main concern with the 5:pa :ial plan proposal iiS tihat 

tih ere is .a, massive "futiure Urb n " rone markied on the souther,n outs r<.n:s of Wana ka at the 

confluence of Cardrona Va1lley Rd/Orchard Rd ancl Studholrne R:cl. This is further earmarked as a 

"New local Cen·tre". This is in no way supporting ·the communit ies wishes as. men ioned abov . The 

proposal is enoouragirng oontinuecl urban sprawl; once developed this cannot lle turned ll ck ancl is 

ad i"g to urb n intensification, increas, di traffic volumes and creating an ,outcome contral"I' to the 

alpine village atmosphere that Wanaka has been Wiishing tio, preseNe. Thls Is also co tier intu tive w 

w:hat i� al 1readv zoned at Three Pa1rks which ha,s provirSio.n for.,ufditiional housing, r,etail and light 

commercial de¥elopmenrt. This h phazard ap,proacll will fonn, qu't e an uricohesive development 

will ich wa naka has a l.r,eady· gone tin rough with past corn ine rr:ia II devefo pme nt in the And',e�o n Rd

area which has now had to reconfigure its developmen in o he Three Parks zone. 

A spatial plan by its own nature has t,o be quite long til!rm in its conoeption, ideally lle community 

d iven and in th is day and as , to be COGJlisant: of dim a tic an d sus ainable practise:. The vis.ion h Id 

by the Wanaka commwnirty is to preserve its alpine villa� charm. btending its urban lbourida v 

w,ithout c,reating gre n s.pace: is. not s.11.Jpporting this idea1. In addidon o this, it would be ben ficial 

w'hen m king sucll a proposal! on tihe soUithern boundary of Wanaka to dialogue dir,ectly with the

current land owners to assess lnow this .vould impact them ancl to ascertain what vision they ar,e 

able to col'l/tribute to s.upport ti'he outcomes from the pll!blic c-ons.uha iion findings. 

J,o this end I appreciate the opportunity to at least submit on tlhe sp,a,tial plan to offer an alternate 

vision which I b lieve will s.upport both the commu11ity vision and the Council edicts to offer 

consideration for Olima1te chantf!e, their Olim t e  mergency ded .ration and sustainability. If there is 

ind di a need for a .. new local centre-� to ·the south o Wanab then we slhould ns ·re tna we 

preserve clean gli\een :zones so a p  oliferation of urban . spr wl is not ,created. It can be noted tllat the 

QIUDC is already support ins: development o,f infra stiruct ure in the seurernent ofCardrona,. It would 

be f r more cost effective to capitalise on this e iistirig nd pro,posed infra, structure. nd ear mark 

this as ouir "New local Centre" arncl �tan: oo encourage urlJan development from C..ard'rorn Village· 

spr-e ding in a noirthem, di�ec ion back towards Wa11al<a. This ould need to be supported by 

effii dent public t:ranspm1 to Wanaka whidh o noo !Ba in h s been .a strongly supported vision from the 
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community in� "Grow Weir wor�hop5. Th� then llows popYlation and housiing ex,p nsion to be 

accommodated without creating urban sprawl and all the f01·,e mentioned problems tha.t arise with 

this agenda. 

It wou'I d be p r,ovi dential to start m p r@senie the south@ n mwn boundary ,of wanaka .alongside this 

proposal to pro ect this vis.iona,ry ,conceptual p1an. Urban deve lop men ,of southern Wana a is 

presently verging on t e ru al lifestyle reas alons�lde Stiudholme IRd, Of\ch rd Rd and Riverbank Rd. 

Jhis is the· time to inStitute a "green belt" along tlhis natural provis1ion of the roads specified above. 

ihi:s would then be well cemented in place by tile time development ,creepins north f1mm Olridrona 

Vi lrage that may !le ap,p roa.ching wana ka ove,r th - next 50 to l 00 years. To this ,end a zone change 

from S udholmeRd and Orcharid Rid_,. to •h p ipheryof Mt Alpha where it mee s thejunc ion of 

Can:Jron V,alrey Rd and Riverb nk Rd, cou1d have a rural status prohibiting any subdivision less thar11 

10 acres. Obviously e:icistiing dwellings ,can be maintained ii' tiheir ourr,ent subdivided size. 

Wh a,t this w fl I provide a p.a n: flflom a future buffer zone- to u rban 5 JPi"aWI is "tlh e hi i'\!!S of W naka", 

encouragirig wild life, vegetation, possible public recreation s:paces and food production. S udholme 

and Orchard Rd a1re flat fertille areas andl ther,e exists an opportunity for land owners and Council to 

arm pulllic/pr iv.a,te enterprises.; sa,vingS b(uh to the Council and support and protection for the land 

owners. The vision I can tore.s,ee along St1udholme and Orchard Rd is. public park usage, community 

, ood gardens, orclla1rds and com�rcial food production for the Upper Clutha. By maintaining 

p11iva e ownership for e i1st1ing land o ners ·thiis would b a greart saving fo,r the Councill and this 

wo u Id h 1ve to be support edl by Council rate relief and infra structure support if required. T'hi1> wou !d 

be a collaborative project with cons.ultation wit In land owners to asoe�in wlnait provisions they may 

wi sh to support, and what rel ef they m v need to allow public or commercial use of their land II �or

one ,envisage a large part ofmv lal'ld llecomirng available as a 1public park. to be maintained under the· 

agreement by· mvs-elf or future tit le ho1 d'ers.. We have llufo I arul p t aside for community gardens so 

other land owners may wish to contr bute part ,of theJr land t,o he av ii ble for tMs use. Other I nd 

owriers may wish to offer their land to be used for commercial food production to support 

sust.aina,billity for 0i\llanic food vaiil bility in the Upper Clutha, as the outlyil"lt! areas develop demand. 

lhis is �ss@ntiial for community riesili&nce which nder,pin.s bo h the ,community and Couricil 

foundational visions. Even ff land owners do not wislh top rtiicipate .a, t this level their land would still 

suppo,11 a, green belt ,H no sub divis ion in �his :zone could t�ke place uni:le-r 10 acres �s specified 

above. 

I wo d be happy t,o elalborate on tlhis proi,,osa,I for Counoil members or public ro gain a �t@r 

unders,tanding on what I have outlined above. We ar e planning for a long healithy sustainable future; 

facfng an extreme situa1tion of climate eh flige. We need be brave, forward think.iris but above all 

supporting 3 strong ground swell from the inhabitants of w�maka to protect the Ii e s.tyles tihat 

attracted! many to this area in the first p ac-e. Sustainability is the mantra in me presenit time we llve 

in. Gr0W1ln does, nood to be ai::commoch1ood but not lily cont inui�g urllcin sprawl. My wish i s  fo, us all 

w, e-xtiend o •vicSion not just: for the S, 0,20,30 yea,rs but: for the next 50-l(XI v�rs. 

I'm sure dhe re will be mherlike-m in d@d residents in th outlying unban aireas of Luggate, Ha wea Fl3t 

and L,ake Hawea who would be able t:o support this vision of 11ing fenced growtih. Eaoh area will have 

unique requirements w hic:h a re l:lest met by direct oonsultati on withthem bout th e proposed 

''future ban"' zon es s:p citied in the Or n S:patial PI n 

Prepared bv: Terry Drayton. 12,04.2021 
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DUNCAN David
Arrowtown

Q. I am aged:
60+

Q. Please indicate your position on the draft Queenstown
Lakes Spatial Plan:
Oppose

Q. Please let us know your comments or feedback:

Q. Please describe the reasons for your position:
I oppose the assumption in the plan that ZQN will continue to grow. I don't agree that 
the ABN should be extended as I do not accept that the many negative 
consequences of doing so can be confined to a small part of Frankton or otherwise 
easily mitigated. The plan quite blatantly ignores many of the impacts to the valley 
and basin.

As Queenstown becomes a denser urban area, having an ever growing airport near 
its centre must be a folly, and this seems a certainly if the ABN is expanded.

Q. Please let us know if you have any further comments:
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EDGAR Scott
Silverlight Studios
Out of District

Q. Please indicate your position on the draft Queenstown
Lakes Spatial Plan:
Support

Q. Please let us know your comments or feedback:
PDF attached

Q. Please describe the reasons for your position:
PDF attached

Q. Please let us know if you have any further comments:
PDF attached
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Spatial Plan Submission 

Silverlight Studios are currently seeking resource consent through the Covid Recovery Act’s 

Fast Track Consenting process to establish New Zealand’s first purpose built film studio of 

scale on a rural site 3.5km east of Wanaka.  The site is 332ha in size and has been selected 

due to its location, size and topography. The site is located in close proximity to the existing 

population centres of Wanaka, Albert Town, Luggate and Lake Hāwea and is of a size that 

provides the necessary space and privacy required by the film industry. In addition the 

topography of the site has the ability to accommodate the extent of development required.   

The studios will involve the construction of world class sound stages and production offices, 

a film school, tourism attractions, retail and hospitality elements and facilities (such as a 

theatre) that will be available for community use.  

The application that is being made under the Covid Recovery Act’s Fast Track Consenting 

process will cover Phase One of the studio project and there is likely to be scope for further 

expansion in the future.  

It is estimated that the construction of Phase One will employ in the region of 300 people on 

site while the ongoing operation will create around 1200 new jobs on site and will help 

support many additional jobs in the wider District across a wide range of sectors.  

Silverlight Studios have chosen to locate in the Queenstown Lakes District and Wanaka 

specifically as it is: 
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• a desireable place to live, work and play

• ideally located close to a variety of natural filming locations

• a town that has the potential to grow alongside the studios

Silverlight Studios support the Spatial Plan in its efforts to ensure that the growth in the 

District is provided for and managed in a sustainable manner. It is in Silverlight Studios’ 

interests to help ensure that the outcomes of the Spatial Plan are achieved and that 

Queentown Lakes District continues to be a desireable place to live, work and play.  

With regard to the outcomes of the Spatial Plan it is noted that: 

The provision for growth and increased housing choice and affordability is an important 

outcome for Silverlight Studios as the ongoing operation of the studios will be reliant on a 

strong local crew base and the availability of housing options (e.g. style, density and location) 

will be a key factor in attracting and retaining crew. In addition Silverlight Studios will 

generate well paying job opportunities in the community which will assist with affordability 

provided there is sufficient supply to meet demand.  

Encouraging public and active transport aligns with Silverlight’s vision for the studios and its 

commitment to minimise greenhouse gas emissions. The studio site is well placed adjacent 

to State Highway 6 and between Wanaka and the Wanaka Airport and has the potential to 

create a volume of demand for public and active transport links that will support the provision 

of services to the wider community.   

Silverlight Studios will include tourism elements and will support the provision for sustainable 

tourism wherever possible. 

Silverlight Studios support the creation of well-designed neighbourhoods that provide for the 

community’s needs. As with housing choice and affordability Silverlight Studios have an 

interest in ensuring that Wanaka remains an attractive place to live, work and play. Silverlight 

cannot operate without crew. A key element of the development will be the establishment 

of a film school that will provide education and training oportunities in all aspects of film 
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making (e.g. set design, makeup, lighting, visual effects, directing, score etc). In addition the 

studios will provide facilities that will be available to the community.  

Of greatest relevance to Silverlight Studios is the diversification of the District’s economy. The 

studios will make a significant contribution to the District’s economy and that of the wider 

region. Phase One of the studios alone is expected to account for in the region of 10% of the 

jobs that the Spatial Plan estimates will be created across the District over the next 30 years 

(estimates at 10,000 and 15,000 through to 2050).  

The film industry is historically a resilient, “recession proof” industry that has thrived during 

the pandemic. There is a global shortage of studio space and skilled workforce and New 

Zealand is seen as a desireable, stable and safe place to make movies.  

It is expected that Silverlight Studios will progress through the fast tracked consent process 

by the end of the year with construction to commence as soon as practicably possible 

thereafter (assuming resource consent is granted). This places the studios in the realm of an 

‘Existing Project’ (i.e. deliverable in the next 3 years) albeit that it is yet to be consented so 

sits somewhere between an ‘Existing’ and a ‘Planned’ project in terms of certainty. Indications 

to date from central and local government have been positive, at least in terms of how the 

project aligns with the purpose of the Covid Recovery Act and QLDC’s economic development 

strategy which seeks to attract a greater presence from the film industry as part of the drive 

to diversify the District’s economy. On that basis it would be appropriate and helpful to 

acknowledge Silverlight Studios in the Spatial Plan as a ‘major industrial activity location’. The 

Wanaka Airport (which more or less adjoins the site) is identified as a ‘major industrial activity 

location’ on Map 18 and this notation could be amended to include acknowledgement of 

Silverlight Studios or a potential film industry zone. 

In addition Silverlight Studios consider that the Spatial Plan must be based on accurate and 

realistic projections of resident, visitor and job numbers that take into account low, medium 

and high growth rate scenarios. 

322



With regard to encouraging economic diversification Silverlight Studios consider that 

provision should be made for unique projects that are not easily anticipated or provided for 

in current planning documents. Silverlight Studios are an example of a significant project that 

does not fit neatly into any existing District Plan zone, that has come about through a set of 

unique circumstances (a global pandemic combined with an explosion in demand for content 

and a global shortage of studio space and skilled crew). The ability for Council’s planning 

documents to be responsive to changing circumstances and demand will assist in the 

development of a resilient economy and community. This aligns with the policy direction of 

the National Policy Statement on Urban Development which encourages Councils to be 

responsive to unforeseen opportunities that may arise. Silverlight Studios therefore consider 

that some acknowledgement should be made in the Spatial Plan that, in order to enable a 

resilient and diverse economy, in certain circumstances provision may need to be made for 

the establishment of creative and technology industrial activity locations outside of the 

existing urban centres and Strategy 15 : Make spaces for business success should 

acknowledge and provide for this. 

The priority initiatives for Outcome 5: A diverse economy where everyone can thrive include 

the review and updating the zoning of centres and major employment locations in the District 

Plan to be consistent with the Spatial Plan. Silverlight Studios consider that the priority 

initiative should include scope to review and update the major employment locations in the 

Spatial Plan to reflect consented or emerging employment locations and sectors that may not 

have been forecast or anticipated at the time the Spatial Plan was developed. This would 

allow the Spatial and District Plans to be brought into line with unforeseen opportunities that 

may arise, aligning with Objective 6 and Policy 8 of the National Policy Statement on Urban 

Development 2020 and encouraging a resilient and responsive economy.  
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ENG Rebecca
Transpower New Zealand Ltd
Out of District

Q. Please let us know your comments or feedback:
PDF attached

Q. Please describe the reasons for your position:
PDF attached

Q. Please let us know if you have any further comments:
PDF attached
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Rebecca Eng 

19 April 2021 

Queenstown Lakes Spatial Plan Submission 
c/- Queenstown Lakes District Council 
Freepost 191078 
Private Bag 50072 
Queenstown 9348 

By email c/- letstalk@qldc.govt.nz 

To the Whaiora Grow Well Partnership, 

Submission on the draft Queenstown Lakes Spatial Plan 

This is a submission by Transpower New Zealand Limited (“Transpower”) on the draft Queenstown Lakes 
Spatial Plan (“draft Spatial Plan”). 

Background 

Transpower and the National Grid 

Transpower is the state-owned enterprise that plans, builds, maintains, owns and operates New Zealand’s high 
voltage electricity transmission network, known as the National Grid, that carries electricity across the country. 
The National Grid connects power stations, owned by electricity generating companies, to substations feeding 
the local networks that distribute electricity to homes and businesses. The National Grid is critically important, 
and nationally significant, infrastructure that is necessary for a reliable and secure supply of electricity 
throughout the country and that, in turn, supports national and regional growth.  

The National Grid extends from Kaikohe in the North Island to Tiwai Point in the South Island and comprises 
some 12,000 kilometres of transmission lines and cables and more than 160 substations, supported by a 
telecommunications network of some 300 telecommunication sites that help link together the components that 
make up the National Grid. 

Transpower’s role and function is determined by the State-Owned Enterprises Act 1986, the company’s 
Statement of Corporate Intent, and the regulatory framework within which it operates. Transpower does not 
generate electricity, nor does it have any retail functions. 
Transpower’s Statement of Corporate Intent for 1 July 2020, states that: 

“Transpower is central to the New Zealand electricity industry, connecting New Zealanders to their power 
system through safe, smart solutions for today and tomorrow. Our principal commercial activities are: 
- as grid owner, to reliably and efficiently transport electricity from generators to distributors and large users;
and
- as system operator, to operate a competitive electricity market and deliver a secure power system.”

In line with these objectives, Transpower needs to efficiently maintain and develop the network to meet 
increasing demand, to connect new generation, and to seek security of supply, thereby contributing to New 
Zealand’s economic and social aspirations. It must be emphasised that the National Grid is an ever-developing 
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system, responding to changing supply and demand patterns, growth, reliability and security needs. A key part 
of this is connecting new renewable energy generation to the National Grid – Transpower expects demand for 
electricity to increase over time as New Zealand transitions to a zero-carbon economy, and Transpower is 
uniquely placed to help enable that transition. 

Transpower’s strategy is set out in ‘Transmission Tomorrow – Our Strategy’1 that, in turn, reflects to ‘Te Mauri 
Hiko – Energy Futures’2 that considers trends around climate change and the ability for electrification to 
decarbonize the economy and highlights the potential doubling of electricity demand by 2050. 

Transpower’s Assets and Electricity Transmission in Queenstown Lakes 

Transpower owns and operates assets in Queenstown Lakes District that supply electricity to the District. These 
assets are: 

• Cromwell-Frankton A (CML-FKN-A) 110kV overhead double circuit transmission line on steel towers;
and

• Frankton Substation located at 93 Ladies Mile Highway.

The Cromwell – Frankton A transmission line is the only transmission line that connects Queenstown to the 
National Grid, via the Frankton Substation, and supplies the vast majority of electricity used in Queenstown and 
the surrounding area. As such, Transpower’s assets (and their ability to be operated, maintained and 
developed) are essential to achieving urban development and growth that is consistent with the draft Spatial 
Plan principles of wellbeing, resilience and sustainability, including in respect of climate change adaptation and 
moving towards zero carbon emissions. 

The situation regarding the supply of electricity into the district is an evolving one. To ensure security of supply 
in the long term, Transpower has identified that if demand exceeds the electricity distribution networks’ 
capability a new transmission line may need to be built, potentially within the next 15-25 years.3 When a new 
transmission line could be required depends on the pace of development in the area and whether other supply 
or demand side options materialise. A new transmission line may involve altered or expanded facilities at 
Frankton substation, or the development of a new site with interconnections between them. Developing options 
and implementing a solution is a complex task that involves working closely with Transpower’s electricity 
distribution customers (Aurora and PowerNet) to determine what is required, when it is required, whether there 
are viable alternatives and how and where the transmission and distribution networks will operate. 

The National Significance of the National Grid 

The need to operate, maintain, develop and upgrade the National Grid is a matter of national significance that is 
recognised in an RMA context by the National Policy Statement on Electricity Transmission 2008 (“NPSET”).  

The single Objective of the NPSET is: 

“To recognise the national significance of the electricity transmission network by facilitating the operation, 
maintenance and upgrade of the existing transmission network and the establishment of new transmission 
resources to meet the needs of present and future generations, while: 

• managing the adverse environmental effects of the network; and

• managing the adverse effects of other activities on the network.”

Of relevance to the draft Spatial Plan, the NPSET recognises that ongoing investment in the National Grid and 
significant upgrades are expected to be required to meet the demand for electricity and to meet the 
Government’s objective for a renewable energy future, therefore strategic planning to provide for transmission 
infrastructure is required. 

1 December 2018. 
2 June 2018. 
3 Transpower’s Transmission Planning Report 2020 notes that at Frankton load  
is forecast to continue increasing with enhancements or upgrades being necessary (working alongside electricity distribution customers). 
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The NPSET also acknowledges that the operation, maintenance and future development of the National Grid 
can be significantly constrained by third party activities and development and requires such impacts to be 
avoided. 

In the context of Queenstown Lakes District, the NPSET is given effect to through provisions (including policies 
and rules) that enable the National Grid, protect the National Grid from the activities of others and manage the 
effects of the National Grid. 

Previous Engagement 

In July 2019, Transpower provided feedback on the Frankton Masterplan (attached as Appendix A). The 
Masterplan included a proposal to move the Frankton Substation towards the Shotover River and, it is 
assumed, dismantle the National Grid transmission line to that point.  

Transpower is also grateful to have had the opportunity to provide feedback on the draft Spatial Plan (pre-
notification) in January this year. Transpower’s feedback at this time sought that the Spatial Plan is clear about 
assumptions made in respect of the presence of the National Grid; any upgrades or relocations being proposed; 
and the extent to which the constraints to development imposed by the National Grid are taken into account.  

Transpower’s Submission 

Consistent with earlier feedback, Transpower’s submission seeks that the draft Spatial Plan distinguishes 
electricity transmission (from electricity distribution) and is clear in respect of the assumptions made in respect 
of electricity transmission. This includes: 

• whether the Spatial Plan assumes that the Frankton substation is relocated, noting that Transpower

does not have any plans to do so; and

• how the National Grid interacts with, and constrains, Frankton as a Metropolitan Centre and the Five

Mile Urban Corridor (including the location of boundaries of higher density areas).

Transpower’s submission is set out below. Where specific amendments are proposed to the text of the draft 
Spatial Plan these are shown as underline and strikethrough. 

Part 1: Introduction - Developing the Spatial Plan (Key Inputs to the Spatial Plan) 

The draft Spatial Plan (at pages 18 and 19) includes a diagram that identifies key inputs to the Plan, including a 
number of central government policies and strategies. Transpower seeks that this diagram is amended to 
include reference to the NPSET as an additional key central government input to the draft Spatial Plan on the 
basis that the NPSET has a critical influence on urban development and growth in terms of both: 

• constraining the extent to which urban development can occur in the vicinity of the National Grid; and

• supporting economic development (and urban development) and providing for the health, safety and

wellbeing of people and communities.

Transpower considers that referencing the NPSET in this manner is consistent with the approach taken to 
similarly significant infrastructure (being the assets of Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency) by way of inclusion to 
reference to Waka Kotahi’s Arataki and the Government Policy statement on Land Transport. 

Part 3: Current State and Challenges - Protected Areas and Constraints 

As set out above, the NPSET4 requires that activities and development in the vicinity of the National Grid are 
managed so that the National Grid is not compromised. As such, the National Grid presents a constraint to 

4 Specifically, Policies 10 and 11 of the NPSET as follows: 
“POLICY 10 
In achieving the purpose of the Act, decision-makers must to the extent reasonably possible manage activities to avoid reverse sensitivity effects on the 
electricity transmission network and to ensure that operation, maintenance, upgrading, and development of the electricity transmission network is not 
compromised.” 
“POLICY 11 

Local authorities must consult with the operator of the national grid, to identify an appropriate buffer corridor within which it can be expected that sensitive 
activities will generally not be provided for in plans and/or given resource consent. To assist local authorities to identify these corridors, they may request the 
operator of the national grid to provide local authorities with its medium to long-term plans for the alteration or upgrading of each affected section of the national 
grid (so as to facilitate the long-term strategic planning of the grid).” 

327



development. This constraint is embedded through provisions in the Queenstown Lakes District Plan that 
regulate or restrict development and subdivision within a defined National Grid Yard and National Grid 
Subdivision Corridor respectively.  

Part 3 of the draft Spatial Plan sets out a range of constraints to development. Transpower seeks that the draft 
Spatial Plan is clear that the National Grid is one such constraint, including by amending the introductory text at 
page 32 as follows:  

“The location of areas that hold natural and cultural values, are corridors for nationally significant infrastructure, 
or are subject to hazards, impact where and how urban development and growth may occur in the Queenstown 
Lakes. Map 3 identifies the extent and location of these values and hazards by categorising areas as either a 
protected area or a constraint area. This informs options for how future growth could be provided for.” 

Part 3: Current State and Challenges – Wakatipu: Implications for Urban Development and Map 4 

Transpower’s acknowledges that the National Grid is identified as a constraint on page 34 of the draft Spatial 
Plan and appears to be shown on Map 4.  

Transpower seeks that the text on page 34 is amended as follows: 
“   There are fewer constraints along the corridor to Frankton, although the topography limits expansion of the 
urban area. The current Air Noise Boundary and national electricity grid transmission corridor restricts some 
development outcomes in parts of Frankton (3). The ability for activities to be located, or development to occur, 
in vicinity of the National Grid is constrained by the National Policy Statement on Electricity Transmission 2008 
and the National Grid Yard included in the Queenstown Lakes District Plan (3). …” 

Part 3: Current State and Challenges – Challenges and Opportunities 
Transpower generally supports the identification of challenges and opportunities that need to be addressed in 
order to ‘grow well’ at pages 38 to 40. However, Transpower seeks that this section of draft Spatial Plan is 
amended to explicitly recognise the importance of an adequate, secure, resilient and reliable electricity supply 
to meet the demand of future growth and to give context to Strategy 2 and Strategy 16 that follow. 

Part 4: Going Forward (Spatial Elements – Queenstown Lakes) Map 7 Wakatipu Spatial Elements 
Transpower is concerned that Map 7 appears to show ‘protected areas’, but not areas of constraint, including 
the National Grid. As such, Map 7 would appear to indicate that the future development of Frankton will occur in 
areas that are subject to existing (and future) constraints. On this basis, Transpower is also concerned that the 
capacity figures given are based on a flawed assumption that development can occur in the National Grid Yard.  
Transpower seeks that Map 7 on page 52 is amended to show the National Grid ‘corridor’ as a constraint and 
that subsequent explanatory text is amended to clarify the constraint to development imposed by the National 
Grid to future development as follows: 

“Urban extent 
… 
Subject to identified constraints, tThree new future urban areas are identified for investigation – at Ladies Mile 
and at the northern and southern ends of the Te Tapuae / Southern Corridor. These locations integrate with 
existing development and are located on the proposed frequent public transport network. They will support local 
services, community facilities and provide more affordable housing choices. …” 

Part 4: Going Forward Outcome 1: Consolidated Growth and More Housing Choice, Strategy 1 Increase 
Density in Appropriate Locations 

Strategy 1 identifies the Five Mile Urban Corridor as a priority development area that delivers the outcomes 
included in the Frankton Masterplan.  

Transpower is concerned that Strategy 1 is the only place in the draft Spatial Plan that makes explicit mention 
of (or introduces) the Frankton Masterplan outcomes and it is not clear whether it is assumed that the 
Masterplan is implemented as part of the Spatial Plan.  

As set out above, the Frankton Masterplan includes a proposal to move the National Grid’s Frankton substation 
towards the Shotover River and to dismantle the National Grid transmission line back to that point. However, 
Transpower does not have any plans to move or upgrade Frankton substation as set out in the Masterplan. 

328



Transpower’s feedback on any proposal promoted by Queenstown Lakes District Council to relocate the 
Frankton Substation and remove the transmission lines has been provided as part of the Frankton Masterplan 
process. 

Transpower seeks that Strategy 1, and the promotion of the Five Mile Urban Corridor as a priority area, is 
reviewed and amended based on clear assumptions in respect of National Grid infrastructure. That is, whether 
the National Grid remains as a constraint within the priority area (as alluded to in Part 3 of the draft Spatial Plan) 
or whether it is assumed that the transmission line and substation are to be relocated (as suggested in the 
Frankton Masterplan). Transpower is neutral to either scenario but considers that the unpinning assumptions 
must be clear, including any capacity/yield outcomes and financial/security of supply implication of future 
upgrades or relocation. 

Transpower seeks that Map 9 is similarly amended to clearly set out constraints and assumptions that are 
made in Strategy 1. 

Part 4: Going Forward Outcome 1: Consolidated Growth and More Housing Choice, Strategy 2 Deliver 
Responsive and Cost-effective Infrastructure 

Transpower notes that Strategy 2 includes tables that set out a range of electricity distribution and sub - 
transmission projects that are proposed. Transpower supports the clear identification of projects that are 
necessary to achieve Strategy 2, but notes that this list of projects is given without any context or explanation. 
Transpower seeks that Strategy 2 is amended to include explanatory text (as it is for other infrastructure) 
setting out what is proposed, for what reason (presumably to achieve Outcome 1 in some way), and by whom. 

Part 4: Going Forward Outcome 1: Consolidated Growth and More Housing Choice, Strategy 4 Provide More 
Affordable Housing Options 

Transpower notes that Strategy 4 identifies structure planning for future urban areas identified in the draft 
Spatial Plan as a priority initiative “including identifying infrastructure triggers needed to enable and sequence 
new growth areas”. Insofar as a structure planning exercise related to the Five Mile Urban Corridor, Transpower 
seeks the opportunity to collaborate with the Grow Well Whaiora Urban Growth Partnership so that the area 
is developed in a manner that does not compromise the National Grid (and therefore sustainable and secure 
electricity supply to Queenstown). 

Part 4 Going Forward Outcome 5: A Diverse Economy Where Everyone Can Thrive, Strategy 16 Establish 
Efficient and Resilient Connections 

At the highest level, Transpower generally supports the aspiration for efficient and resilient connections set out 
in Strategy 16. This is consistent with Transpower’s Statement of Corporate Intent and the Objective of the 
NPSET. That said, Transpower notes that in respect of electricity infrastructure, priority initiatives are limited to 
collaboration and the establishment of an infrastructure providers forum. It is not clear whether this Strategy is 
intended to include the substation relocation included in the Frankton Masterplan. Transpower considers that 
Strategy 16 would benefit from further refinement to clarify the upgrade works alluded to, including the party 
responsible and the purpose of the works. 

Appendix A Queenstown Lakes Spatial Plan Scenario Analysis Report 

Transpower considers that draft Spatial Plan is not clear in respect of the extent to which the constraints 
imposed by the National Grid have been taken into account in determining development scenarios. This is 
particularly the case because maps showing the scenarios show further development occurring in the same 
location as the National Grid.  

Transpower seeks that the assumptions made in respect of the constraint imposed by the National Grid are 
clearly set out (as they are in respect of airports) by amending the ‘Scenario Elements and Variables’ in Table 
1 at page 6 as follows, along with making any amendments to the scenarios to reflect the stated assumptions: 
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“Table 1 Scenario 
Elements and Variables 

Variable Explanation 

“National Grid  All scenarios assume the National Grid (including the 
Frankton Substation and Cromwell-Frankton A 110kV 
transmission line) remains in its current location and 
development in the vicinity of the National Grid is subject to 
the current restrictions in the National Grid Yard, National 
Grid Subdivision Corridor and setback from the substation 
designation as set out in the Queenstown Lakes District 
Plan.” 

Transpower acknowledges and supports the identification of the ‘National Transmission Grid Corridor’ as a 
constraint dataset that is mapped in respect of development scenarios.  

Transpower seeks that Appendix A is amended to correct the reference to read “National Transmission Grid 
Electricity Transmission Corridor”. 

Outcome sought in Transpower’s submission 

Transpower seeks that the hearings panel recommends that the draft Spatial Plan is amended as set out 
above, or other such relief to achieve the same outcome, and that such recommendations are adopted in the 
final Spatial Plan. 

Transpower wishes to be heard by the hearings panel appointed to make recommendations in respect of 
submissions on the draft Spatial Plan. Contact details are as follows: 

Yours faithfully 
TRANSPOWER NZ LTD 

Rebecca Eng 
Senior Environmental Planner 
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Rebecca Eng 

26 July 2019 

Frankton Masterplan 
Queenstown Lakes District Council 
Private Bag 50072 
Queenstown 9348 

By email c/- franktonmasterplan@qldc.govt.nz 

To whom it may concern, 

Frankton Draft Masterplan 2048: Transpower NZ Ltd Feedback 

This letter provides Transpower New Zealand Limited’s (Transpower) feedback in relation to the Draft Frankton 
Masterplan (draft Masterplan). We welcome the opportunity to provide feedback on the draft Masterplan which 
proposes significant and potentially adverse changes to the National Grid in Queenstown. 

Transpower and the National Grid 

Transpower is a State-Owned Enterprise that plans, builds, maintains and operates New Zealand’s National 
Grid, the high voltage electricity transmission network for the country. The National Grid links generators directly 
to distribution companies and major industrial users, feeding electricity to the local networks that distribute 
electricity to homes and businesses. The National Grid comprises towers, poles, lines, cables, substations, a 
telecommunications network and other ancillary equipment stretching and connecting the length and breadth of 
the country from Kaikohe in the North Island down to Tiwai in the South Island, with two national control centres 
(in Hamilton and Wellington). 

The National Grid includes approximately 12,000 kilometres of transmission lines and around 167 substations, 
supported by a telecommunications network of some 300 telecommunication sites, which help link together the 
components that make up the National Grid. 

The National Policy Statement on Electricity Transmission 2008 (NPSET), prepared under the Resource 
Management Act 1991 (RMA), recognises that the National Grid is a physical resource of national significance. 
It sets a strong policy direction for enabling the National Grid and managing land use and development in 
proximity to the National Grid. The NPSET must be given effect to within local authority RMA documents. 

The National Grid in Queenstown Lakes 

The National Grid assets within the Queenstown Lakes District are the Cromwell-Frankton A (CML-FKN A) 
110kV double circuit transmission line and the Frankton substation, both of which are located wholly or partly 
within the draft Masterplan study area. The Frankton substation is located on Frankton-Ladies Mile Highway, 
directly opposite Grant Road.  
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The CML-FKN A transmission line is currently the only supply of high voltage electricity in to Queenstown. Maps 
showing the National Grid assets in the Queenstown Lakes District and within the Frankton area are included 
as Appendix A. 

Ensuring secure electricity supply into the Queenstown Lakes District is critical to the continued development of 
the region. To ensure security of supply in the long term, Transpower has identified a new transmission line will 
need to be built, potentially within the next 15-25 years. When a new transmission line is required depends on 
the pace of development in the region and whether other supply or demand side options materialise. 

A new transmission line may involve altered or expanded facilities at Frankton substation, or the development of 
a new site with interconnections between them. Developing options and implementing a solution is a complex 
task. It involves working closely with our customers, Aurora and PowerNet, to determine what is required, when 
it is required, whether there are viable alternatives and how and where the transmission and distribution 
networks will operate. The physical location of the assets is directly relevant to planning and implementing 
solutions. 

Feedback on Frankton Draft Masterplan 

The draft Masterplan proposes the National Grid substation at Frankton would be moved approximately 1.5 
kilometres to the east, beside the Shotover River/SH6 bridge. This is adjacent to, or over, the current 
wastewater treatment ponds. The proposal would include dismantling the National Grid transmission line back 
to that point and extending Aurora Energy’s and PowerNet’s local electricity distribution assets from the existing 
site to the new site.  

Transpower routinely considers proposals to move its assets to accommodate development. Based on a 
desktop review of the proposed location, we consider it is highly unlikely to be suitable for a new substation, due 
to poor road access for moving large items such as transformers, flood risk from the Shotover River, and 
potential geotechnical issues arising from the river flood plain/delta with significant liquefaction and nearby 
landslide risks.  

Establishing a new substation is technically complex and expensive. A high-level estimate is in the order of $25-
$35 million even without complicated or bespoke design solutions to mitigate site specific risks. Due to the way 
Transpower is regulated by the Commerce Commission, and that the assets are for the use of Queenstown 
customers only, the cost of the relocation would most likely need to be fully funded by the organisation 
requesting the change, being Queenstown Lakes District Council. The extensive costs would ultimately be paid 
by ratepayers and electricity consumers. Given our understanding of the constraints presented by the preferred 
site, we question whether the proposal would be in the best interests of Queenstown Lakes affected ratepayers 
and electricity consumers.  

The proposal also needs to be considered in the context of its knock-on effects for the local electricity network 
in Queenstown. Moving the Frankton substation would have a knock-on effect on the local electricity distribution 
networks. It would likely mean all of the 33kV distribution cables feeding from the existing Frankton substation 
would also need to be moved, creating further costs for local electricity consumers. Relocation of the substation 
could also result in a voltage drop within the distribution network that might not be easily mitigated without 
significant cost to the local distribution companies and, ultimately, electricity consumers.  

We understand Council is planning to speak with Aurora and PowerNet in this regard. Both companies 
distribute electricity from Transpower’s Frankton Substation. We support Council engaging with Aurora and 
PowerNet, because their views on the technical and financial implications of the proposal are important. 

National Policy Statement on Electricity Transmission 2008 and the Queenstown Lakes District Plan 

The National Policy Statement on Electricity Transmission requires council to include buffer corridors around 
the National Grid transmission line and this is in progress with the District Plan review. There are objectives, 
policies and rules in the Proposed District Plan (Stage 1) that introduce restrictions on land traversed by 
National Grid transmission lines. Any proposal to remove transmission lines might be of particular interest to 
affected landowners in this context. Through a broader optioneering process, Transpower would also like to 
have seen Council explore the extent to which urban development in Frankton would have been possible with 
the transmission lines in their current position. Transpower has previously worked constructively with 
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developers in the Queenstown Lakes District Council to develop greenfield subdivisions without compromising 
the National Grid.  

Summary 

Whilst Transpower understands the draft Masterplan is intended to be high level, moving the substation and 
associated transmission line is a significant proposal to include in public consultation. Prior to publication of the 
draft Masterplan for consultation, Transpower had not been consulted in any detailed way regarding the 
practicality or economics of the proposal. Transpower would have welcomed the opportunity to provide earlier 
feedback and work constructively with Council on draft Masterplan options. We look forward to engaging with 
Council further as the draft Masterplan evolves. 

Please contact me on (  if you have any queries 
or should you require clarification of any matter. 

Yours faithfully 
TRANSPOWER NZ LTD 

Rebecca Eng 
Senior Environmental Planner 

cc: 
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APPENDIX A – NATIONAL GRID ASSETS IN THE QUEENSTOWN LAKES DISTRICT AND FRANKTON 
AREA 
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EVANS Ruth
B & A on behalf of Queenstown Central Ltd
Frankton & Quail Rise

Q. Please let us know your comments or feedback:
PDF attached

Q. Please describe the reasons for your position:
PDF attached

Q. Please let us know if you have any further comments:
PDF attached
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Queenstown Central Ltd and Queenstown Central E2 Ltd 1

19 April 2021 

Queenstown Lakes Spatial Plan Submission 
Queenstown Lakes District Council  
via email: letstalk@qldc.govt.nz 

Queenstown Lakes Spatial Plan: Submission of Queenstown Central Limited  

Thank you for the opportunity to provide a submission on the Draft Queenstown Lakes Spatial Plan. This 
is a submission on behalf of Queenstown Central Limited (QCL).  

Introduction 
QCL is a long-term property investor in Queenstown, having owned 22 hectares of land in Frankton since 
2010. QCL has actively participated in the development of the District Plan in recent years and, in 
particular, was heavily involved in the recent Plan Change 19 and Plan Change 35 processes. Since 
completion of those plan changes, our five-hectare town centre development is well underway on our 
Activity Area C1 land, a number of commercial/showroom developments have been completed on our 
Activity Area E2 land, and a 225-unit residential development on the adjacent Activity Area C2 land is 
also underway (by Remarkables Residences Limited). 

Figure 1: Queenstown Central general location shown by red circle  

The Draft Spatial Plan  
QCL considers that it is important to undertake long-term strategic planning for Queenstown, including 
Frankton, in order to provide a vision for the area and to coordinate growth and the delivery of publicly 
funded infrastructure for the area. QCL considers the Spatial Plan is an important document in providing 
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Queenstown Central Ltd and Queenstown Central E2 Ltd 2

a blueprint for growth, and will assist the Council and community in ensuring that growth and development 
is strategically planned for. This includes integration of land use and infrastructure planning. 

The role that the tourism sector pays in the sustainability of the Queenstown community is acknowledged, 
and the importance of tourism to the District (particularly in the post-Covid economy) being reflected in 
the spatial plan is supported by QCL.  

QCL generally supports the draft spatial plan and provides the following feedback: 

QCL supports the establishment of the Whaiora Grow Well Partnership of central government, Kāi Tahu, 
and the Council as a forum for decision making and addressing growth-related challenges currently being 
experienced in Queenstown.  

QCL supports the five key outcomes set out in the draft Spatial Plan and considers that Queenstown 
Central’s developments contribute to achieving each of these outcomes for Queenstown.  

Priority Development Areas, Five Mile Urban Corridor 

QCL supports Strategy 1 to increase density in appropriate locations. Frankton, including Queenstown 
Central, is well placed to deliver intensification outcomes required to deliver on the draft spatial plan 
outcomes.  

QCL supports the identification of Queenstown Central and this part of Frankton as a strategically 
important location and the Five Mile Urban Corridor as a Priority Development Area. QCL agrees that this 
will need to be delivered in partnership between government and the private sector.  

QCL agrees that zoning in the District will need to change to meet the requirements of the National Policy 
Statement on Urban Development 2020 (NPSUD). Continued delivery of a successful centre at Frankton 
will require comprehensive review of zoning, constraints and overlays in this location.  

This should include whether further development for industrial purposes is the best use of land at 
Frankton, and whether there is any opportunity to reduce the extent of constraining overlays such as the 
Outer Control Boundary for the cross-wind runway, as well as the current prohibition on building within 
Area A along State Highway 6. QCL submits that a significant reduction of this setback will be needed to 
facilitate a mixed use, high density, multi modal urban corridor. This was signalled in the Frankton 
Masterplan and QCL continues to support this as an appropriate and necessary outcome for Frankton.   

Whaiora Grow Well Partnership: Joint Work Programme 

As noted, QCL supports the Five Mile Urban Corridor being identified as a spatial plan priority initiative. 
The Joint Work Programme proposes that the Grow Well Whaiora Urban Partnership be used to improve 
alignment and coordination to ‘unlock’ joint priority areas. Unlocking these priority areas will need to be 
supported by private landowners who are aligned in delivering the intensification outcomes anticipated.  

Metropolitan Centre 

QCL supports the scaling of centres and identification of neighbourhood, local, town and metropolitan 
centres in the draft spatial plan.  QCL supports the identification of Frankton, including Queenstown 
Central, as a Metropolitan Centre. With respect to this reflecting the expected scale and mix of activities, 
it is noted that alignment with the NPSUD will require changes within the Metropolitan Centre to deliver 
sufficient development capacity and achieve well-functioning urban environments. It is noted that at this 
will also be subject to a Future Development Strategy.  

QCL supports the identification and development of a frequent public transport corridor with connections 
from Frankton to the west, east and south and the importance of this in achieving the spatial plan 
outcomes. Successful implementation of this transport project and a vibrant centre adjoining an urban 
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Queenstown Central Ltd and Queenstown Central E2 Ltd 3

arterial will require built form to establish closer to the round boundary along both sides of State Highway 
6 at Frankton, to create an active road frontage.   

Hearing 
QCL wishes to speak to this submission at a hearing. QCL’s preference is to do this via video conference 
if possible.  

Summary 
QCL supports the preparation of the draft Spatial Plan and what it proposes with respect to Frankton and 
Queenstown Central as a Priority Development Area and Metropolitan Centre.  

Please contact me should you require further information or clarification of the matters raised in this 
submission.  

Yours sincerely 
Queenstown Central Limited 

pp

Simon Holloway 
Project Director 
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FARMER Bruce
Sustainable Glenorchy
Glenorchy & Kinloch

Q. I am aged:
60+

Q. Please indicate your position on the draft Queenstown
Lakes Spatial Plan:
Support

Q. Please let us know your comments or feedback:
We are pleased that Glenorchy is not in a priority development area and appears to 
be earmarked for limited future growth but we do want to highlight the significant 
growth along the Glenorchy-Queenstown Rd to Glenorchy. Therefore, these areas 
including up to Glenorchy need to be considered in the provision of public transport 
services and active and alternative transport networks. As the area grows the needs 
of people living in new developments and neighbourhoods should be considered 
prior to building to ensure locals have their needs met without always having to travel 
to Queenstown e.g. plan for a convenience store, a cafe, community meeting place 
such as a hall, and health services in collaboration with the SDHB.

Glenorchy is an extremely popular tourist destination and as borders re-open we 
should see a significant increase in tourist numbers. We would like to see Glenorchy 
promoted as a car-free destination but that is not currently possible with the 
complete lack of public and alternative transport options such as buses and perhaps 
a ferry service to and from Queenstown to Glenorchy stopping on the way at 
Closeburn, Bob's Cove and maybe Kinloch to accommodate hikers.

Q. Please describe the reasons for your position:
Whilst there are gaps in the Spatial Plan, we do support in principle the intent of the 
Plan.

Q. Please let us know if you have any further comments:
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FITZPATRICK Brian
Remarkables Park Ltd
Frankton & Quail Rise

Q. Please indicate your position on the draft Queenstown
Lakes Spatial Plan:
Support

Q. Please let us know your comments or feedback:
PDF attached

Q. Please describe the reasons for your position:
PDF attached

Q. Please let us know if you have any further comments:
PDF attached
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Submission by Remarkables Park (RPL) on the draft Spatial Plan 

RPL wishes to congratulate QLDC and the other contributing parties on the preparation of 
the draft Spatial Plan. RPL supports the direction that the Spatial Plan has been taken to the 
future growth of the district. 

RPL would like to see Council move quickly to adopt the principles and strategies of the 
Spatial Plan and use it as a guide for urban development in the district. 

RPL realises that the draft 2021 -2031 Ten Year Plan (TYP) has been prepared to meet a 
statutory timeline.  RPL assumes that, had more time been available there would have been 
more of an opportunity to achieve better alignment between aspects of the TYP and the 
Spatial Plan.  This is particularly so in relation to transport infrastructure, where the TYP, in 
its current form, risks giving priority to some projects that would be contrary to strategies 
enunciated in the Spatial Plan. Examples of this would be the proposal to spend $32m to 
construct a parking building at Boundary Street, the proposal to construct a new Council 
office building in the Queenstown Town centre and the intention to commence work on the 
Stage 2 Arterial Project within the term of the TYP. 

Given that transport related infrastructure is such a large component of the TYP spend, RPL 
submits that QLDC should announce that it intends to give immediate effect to Strategy 7 of 
the Spatial Plan: “Prioritise investment in public transport and active mode networks”.  
Council should in addition, and as its first priority, commit to undertake Priority Initiative 7: 
“Complete and implement a mode shift plan for Queenstown including travel demand 
management measures”.  

RPL submits that this mode shift plan and the travel demand management measures would 
greatly assist Council and the community to make the correct decisions on transport 
infrastructure spending and give the required priority to Active Travel and Public Transport. 

In taking this step immediately Council may be able to avoid the need for expenditure on 
TYP proposals such as the Boundary Road car parking building and the Stage 2 Arterial.  This 
amounts to savings of $66.7m within the ten-year period.  It is money that would be much 
better directed to projects such as the Active Travel and Public Transport projects, which do 
align with the Spatial Plan. 

RPL further submits (and has made this same submission in relation to the TYP) that the 
Boundary Street parking building and any transport projects beyond the first two years of 
the TYP should be tagged that they are subject to change, cancellation or re-prioritisation to 
make them consistent with the mode shift plan and the travel demand management 
measures. The same tag should be applied to the Project One QLDC office building proposal. 

Remarkables Park Limited 
16 April 2021 
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FOGELBERG kim
Hawea & Hawea Flat

Q. I am aged:
46-59

Q. Please indicate your position on the draft Queenstown
Lakes Spatial Plan:
Oppose

Q. Please let us know your comments or feedback:

Q. Please describe the reasons for your position:
I am opposed to the overall extent of population and visitor growth for the region. 
Especially in Hawea where infrastructure is already not capable of handling existing. 
I am supportive of a growth slow down in order to catch up. Any new development 
should be self sustainable. Larger sections, lifestyle blocks, self contained collective 
villages which don't rely on existing town infrastructure to exist. Home grown food, 
electricity, compost toilets etc. This encourages an educated life of understanding 
human impact on the environment and will have a much less destructive impact on 
the district.

Q. Please let us know if you have any further comments:
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FORSYTH Jane
Hawea & Hawea Flat

Q. I am aged:
60+

Q. Please indicate your position on the draft Queenstown
Lakes Spatial Plan:
Oppose

Q. Please let us know your comments or feedback:
Grow Well? who are we kidding? It seems as though Council thinks growth is unable 
to be controlled and it has no ideas other than accepting whatever developers and 
promoters want to do. This is not a sound basis for planning long term futures. Some 
controls are needed. Some  guts on the part of Council is needed.

Firstly, set hard urban boundaries AND stick to them. This might  help slow the  endless 
outwards sprawl which is gobbling up agricultural land. I will say more below about 
the expansion of Lake Hawea, where I live. Although the maps shows an alleged 
urban boundary south of the township I don't believe this is a hard, defensible or 
soundly based  limit. Rather it looks like just the start.

Secondly, make developers pay more for the infrastructure that their developments 
make necessary (e.g. roading and intersection improvements, stormwater and waste 
water disposal).   Council seems to think developers are providing a service, in fact 
they are making more work for Council cleaning up the mess and building bigger 
pipes.

Thirdly, intensify within existing  urban boundaries, including building upwards not 
outwards. If it's necessary to house all those extra people without spreading out 
infinitely,  that is the only way to go. If it makes our district less desirable, that could 
also curb the demand.
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Q. Please describe the reasons for your position:
I don't oppose the plan entirely but I can't fully support it either, and I am not neutral.

Take the Lake Hawea situation. Council approved a massive development outside 
the agreed urban growth boundary. It  now proposes "future urban" development 
around that nucleus. Yet  on p 5 it claims that '"future growth will be focused in 
locations with good access to facilities, jobs and public transport". NONE of these is 
true in Lake Hawea! No public transport - almost everyone must drive to their place 
of work, through intersections inadequate for the current traffic flow (let alone future 
numbers). Facilities that the Council has provided? A library which is housed in the 
community centre (which is not a Council building), a playground and a sports field. I 
note extensive voluntary community management of other facilities. Jobs? not many 
here either, so again most people have to drive. It's now a dormitory suburb and 
further growth simply locks in carbon-hungry travel patterns. This doesn't accord well 
with Council's alleged concern about climate change. The public  transport is listed 
as a "vision" - deferred  into the distant future, not even planned.

Another thing. The soils in the area marked for "future urban" development are or 
have historically been productive agricultural land. The soils here are so good that 
they were recently chosen for a major ploughing championship (near intersection of 
Muir & Cemetery Rds) , so we know they are deep, loamy and free of stones. A just-
released report (15 April 2021) from Ministry for the Environment, entitled "Our Land 
2021" refers to the loss of productive land to urban sprawl. Yet this is precisely what 
the Council is encouraging at Hawea. "Growing Well"? I don't think so.

Again, on p 5 we find Council claiming to set "clear limits to urban growth" and yet 
the graphic on p 7 just shows a semicircle extending out into the farmland - no hard 
boundaries there. No natural feature, no hazard. I doubt this line on the map could 
be held.

The Hawea Community Association advocated against this urban sprawl, located 
outside the community's preferred boundaries, and was over-ruled.  Again a 
developer's profit was prioritised over the community's  justified concerns. There is not 
a lot of faith in the Council down this neck of the woods, and you're still asking for our 
opinions. Do we have any guarantee we'll be listened to?

Q. Please let us know if you have any further comments:
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FRANKS Marion
Wanaka

Q. I am aged:
60+

Q. Please indicate your position on the draft Queenstown
Lakes Spatial Plan:
Oppose

Q. Please let us know your comments or feedback:
I have been provided a copy of the submission made by Wanaka Stakeholders 
Group. I have read that submission, following my review of the QLDC draft spatial 
plan and I fully support the submissions of Wanaka Stakeholders Group.

Please consider my submission to be the same as the WSG submission as off they had 
been replicated in my response here.

Q. Please describe the reasons for your position:
As outlined in the WSG submissions

Q. Please let us know if you have any further comments:
Please consider the WSG submissions carefully and listen to ratepayers for a change.
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GARDNER-HOPKINS James
JGH on behalf of Glenpanel LP
Out of District

Q. Please let us know your comments or feedback:
PDF attached

Q. Please describe the reasons for your position:
PDF attached

Q. Please let us know if you have any further comments:
PDF attached
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www.jghbarrister.com 

19 April 2021 

Let’s Talk – QLDC consultation  

By email:  letstalk@qldc.govt.nz 

QUEENSTOWN LAKES SPATIAL PLAN SUBMISSION 

1. This letter briefly makes a submission on the Spatial Plan, on behalf
of Glenpanel LP.

2. The submitter has an interest in land at Ladies Mile, Lake Hayes. More
particularly, the site comprises some 15.5ha on the northern side of
Ladies Mile located between SH6 (Frankton Ladies Mile Highway) and
Slope Hill.  The southern part of the site is generally flat, with the
northern area sloping upward being the foothills of Slope Hill.

3. The submitter has an interest in developing the site, and is actively
exploring opportunities to do so.

4. The spatial plan adopts a concept of “protected areas”.  These are
stated to be areas that are “currently protected from urban
development through property or planning instruments”, including
“Outstanding Natural Landscapes and Outstanding Natural Features
as identified in the District Plan”.  The protected area of concern to the
submitter is the grey area identified on Slope Hill at Ladies Mile, as
shown in this extract from Map 7:

5. The concept of “protected areas” is, it is submitted, a blunt instrument.
This is because development is not precluded on ONL and ONFs.  At
the margins, development is also not starkly “urban” or “non-urban”.
Rural development on ONL/ONFs can include urban elements, or
even be urban, without being prohibited under the district plan.
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6. The identification of “protected areas” in the structure plan could be
seen as unduly prohibitive of development in those areas, when the
underlying plan provisions do not go that far.

7. This intent needs to be clarified – particularly as the future status of
the Spatial Plan is unclear.  For example, while it is currently
understood to be a “non-statutory” document (of potential relevance,
but arguably limited weight), there have been suggestions that the
Spatial Plan may later become a statutory document of some sort.  To
the extent that it might be given weight, it should not be seen to
override the provisions of the district plan which continue to provide a
consent pathway for appropriate development in ONL/ONFs.  The
process, and rigour, by which each type of planning instrument is
adopted is very different – including the hearing of submissions (which
is very limited for the Spatial Plan process).

8. The location of an ONL can also still be challenged in a resource
consent process, in the sense that while that line may exist on the
planning map, it may not actually represent the correct extent of the
ONL, on a finer grained analysis (as opposed to the district-wide level,
by which most of the ONLs were maintained in the District Plan).

9. If the Spatial Plan is to maintain a “protected area” at Ladies Mile, it
should adopt a finer grained approach – so as to exclude the southern
lower slopes of the hill up to the present elevation of domestication
(eg water race, springbank etc).  That is an option entirely open to the
Council in resolving the Spatial Plan and its signal for constraints at
this stage.

10. The submitter otherwise generally supports the Spatial Plan and the
direction and guidance it gives – in particular as to the development
of Ladies Mile for future urban activities.

11. The submitter currently wishes to be heard in support of its
submission, and reserves the right to provide further information in
support of the submission at the hearing.

Yours faithfully 
James Gardner-Hopkins 

JGH BARRISTER 
BSC | LLB (hons)  
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GARNHAM Mike
Criffel Deer Ltd, Mt Acernus Holdings Ltd & Ballantyne 
Barker Holdings Ltd
Out of District

Q. Please let us know your comments or feedback:
PDF attached

Q. Please describe the reasons for your position:
PDF attached

Q. Please let us know if you have any further comments:
Email content:

I am a Director of three companies that have substantial landholdings on the 
immediate outskirts of Wanaka township. I am attaching a submission on their behalf 
in relation to your recently released Spatial Plan and the 2021/2031 Ten Year District 
Plan Review.

I have been involved in a number of Commissioner hearings, Environment Court 
hearings, and a High Court hearing in relation to matters pertaining to the current 
District Plan, specifically with respect to land use and rural living subdivision matters.  
Because of the particular interests of these companies who are submitting, and my 
particular knowledge of the matters in question, I have confined the submissions just 
to the rural general/rural living/zoning space - and some infrastructure comments 
related to it - on the basis that others will have a more particular interest and 
expertise in relation to matters such as Wanaka Township itself, the airport issue, and 
wider Queenstown or Central Otago matters.

Given the importance and community sensitivity surrounding the issue of zoning, 
particularly in the category of land use that I have referred to, I believe it would be 
helpful to Council, as well as in the best interests of the submitters, if I had the 
opportunity of submitting on a personal basis to Council officers at some point prior 
to Council making decisions on these matters.  

Would you be kind enough to acknowledge receipt of these submissions, and in due 
course liaise with me as regards a suitable time to submit in person.
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Submissions by: 

Queenstown Lakes Spatial Plan 

Ten Year District Plan Review 

16 April 2021 

1. Criffel Deer Limited (CDL)

2. Mt Acernus Holdings Limited (MAHL)

3. Ballantyne Barker Holdings Limited (BBHL)

Background 

A. Criffel Deer Limited (CDL), Mt Acernus Holdings Limited (MAHL), and Ballantyne Barker

Holdings Limited (BBHL) own land comprising more than 2,000 acres, for the most part

zoned rural general, on the outskirts of Wanaka township.

B. CDL and BBHL have land holdings contiguous with the present Wanaka township

boundary. Both companies have been involved in resource management applications with

Queenstown Lakes District Council (QLDC) in relation to discretionary land use matters for

subdivision on a rural living basis.

C. CDL owns land in several titles on both the northern and southern sides of Mt Barker Road,

from Mt Barker west to a boundary with the Larches station, through to the Cardrona River

and town boundary, and on both sides of Faulks Road from a little past the Cardrona

bridge crossing through to the T intersection with Mt Barker Road.

D. BBHL owns land on the northern side of Ballantyne Road, a little past the Cardrona Bridge,

through to the Cardrona River and town boundary. The property was in 2020 the subject

to grant of a resource consent in part for the creation of a number of small rural living

allotments.

E. MAHL owns land on the southern side of Mt Barker Road to the West of the T junction

with Faulks Road, and adjoining land owned by CDL. The property was the subject of a

resource consent application some 20 years ago whereby ten rural living allotments were

created among a much larger rural allotment -which remains zoned rural general.

F. QLDC seeks to engage with the community and interested parties in relation to its

2021/2031 ten year District Plan Review, and also with respect to what it has described as

the Queenstown Lakes Spatial Plan which has application in relation to Council's financial

planning, infrastructure, as well as land use and zoning.
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G. COL, MAHL and BBHL share a close relationship through farming and property related

activities as a result of a level of common share ownership between them. They wish to

make a number of submissions in relation to QLDC's District Plan Review and Spatial Plan.

Submissions 

1.QLDC are aware that there has been very substantial growth in population, tourism,

along with housing, property development, and infrastructure demand within the wider

district, particularly over the past 20 years, but also forecast to continue at a rate higher

than most district council authorities in New Zealand.

2.The QLDC Spatial Plan dated March 2021 released recently for public consultation

identifies the "consolidated growth and more housing choice" as a desired outcome, with

strategies to achieve that including:

(a) An increase in density in appropriate locations, and

(b) Improving housing diversity and choice.

3. In that report Council also refers (at page 14 in relation to Wanaka) to managed growth

and zoning, at page 18 to the need to "avoid zoning by development", and finally at page

32, identifies in its summary of key themes from an Upper Clutha workshop, an indication

that "growth be contained within the Cardrona and Clutha Rivers with the focus for

Wanaka being southwards towards Cardrona".

4. To put those comments in perspective, it would appear that Council is principally

referring to higher density urban development around the Wanaka town centre, Pembroke

Park, and Three Parks rather than with much emphasis on the rural general or rural living

space.

5. Clearly Council's comments regarding the containment of growth within the Cardrona

and Clutha Rivers, seem in the colour plan referred to as map 8: Upper Clutha - Spatial

Elements continues to ignore development pressure, currently inadequate zoning, and

Government pressure to adjust currently fixed town boundary thinking. A copy of that

map - marked with an additional black dotted line to show the general area of land that

the submitters believe should contain further rural living zoning attention is attached.

6. Within the existing township boundary, as well as in small satellite urban centres such
as with Albert Town, Lake Hawea, Luggate, and areas particularly to the east of Beacon

Point, and to the southwest in the area of the Cardrona Valley Road and Orchard Road -

along of course with the Three Parks development - QLDC has very substantially

addressed, at least on an interim basis, much of the zoning and infrastructure requirement

for inner urban housing and commercial development.

7. In doing so, substantial land areas previously zoned or progressively developed in a

rural residential or rural lifestyle sense - more generally referred to as rural lifestyle - has

now been lost to that type of development. QLDC has failed despite almost continuous
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pressure from the community, local property owners including these submitters, and the 

Environment Court, to deal with the issue of rural living. 

8. That is despite being directed by the Environment Court in 2017 to undertake a wide
ranging and detailed land use study of the Wakatipu basin - which it subsequently did
undertake - but which also recommended that the same level of study and analysis be
undertaken for the Upper Clutha/Wanaka basin area. Pressure to advance such a study
has been largely ignored by QLDC, despite repeated applications to the Environment
Court by landowners, interested parties such as the Upper Clutha Environment Society
(UCES) and members of the community.

9.Studies of the nature directed or recommended are expensive of course, and time
consuming to undertake. But as the Environment Court has said, how can a local
authority plan its land use and infrastructure requirements on a ten year advance
projected basis as required by the Act if it has not undertaken a review of its land and
zoning requirements, and likely development and infrastructure expected to be
associated with that.

10. Council has recently embarked on a review of what it terms "Priority Areas" in relation
to the Upper Clutha/Wanaka basin area, but it is submitted that is a less than
comprehensive way of dealing with a full land use study, and whilst it is likely to assist, it
is more likely to provide an informed view of a modest nature only, and quite likely more
limited to issues of environmental impact rather than the more urgent analysis of what
future development planning for land use and infrastructure is needed.

11. A review of Council's proposed ten year budget indicates, if the submitter's analysis of
Council's figures are correct, the following:

(a) Community services and facility capital works as to $268 million - $204 million
allocated to the Wakatipu basin, $64 million to Upper Clutha/Wanaka basin,
and $6.4 million for other district wide areas.

(b) Transport capital works as to $500 million - $389 million attributed to the
Wakatipu basin, and just $99 million for Upper Clutha/Wanaka basin.

(c) There appears to be very little allocation within those budgets, particularly for
Upper Clutha/Wanaka basin, for the development of essential infrastructure
outside of reading and cycle networks - for example the development or
enhancement of sewage, water, or electrical infrastructure barely scores a
mention.

(d) The assumption can only be that apart from some roading upgrades outside of

the existing town boundary such as the Ballantyne Road upgrade project
currently being undertaken in conjunction with NZTA, QLDC has no plans to
provide further infrastructure beyond the current town boundary.

12. Clearly Council is flagging an intent to sidestep the question of both rural living
development and development beyond the existing town boundary yet again, and for
another ten years. That ignores current development pressures and demand in that
space, the progressive and significant loss of similarly zoned land being upgraded to
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more intensive urban and commercial uses, and the fact that QLDC has been forced to 

address these issues already in the Wakatipu basin. 

13. There are some observations that can immediately be made in relation to the
foregoing submissions:

(a) The present roading upgrades in relation to Ballantyne Road are a very positive

step for Wanaka. It recognises a need for improved and supplementary
roading access to Wanaka, around Wanaka, and to the airport and state
highway.

(b) It provides better and safer access from Wanaka township to the many rural
living properties now located along the road, being an area on the periphery of
the Wanaka town boundary still zoned rural general, but now for the most part
characterised by rural living and lifestyle development.

(c) The Ballantyne Roading development did provide an opportunity to Council to
incorporate the provision of town water supply, sewage, and storm water
facilities to anticipate the continuing intensification of development in a rural
living sense in that area - albeit no doubt at some additional and substantial
cost - but it appears that Council has not availed itself of the efficiencies that
were available to do that.

(d) It must also be said that much of the presently zoned rural general land from
the Cardrona River to the north through Faulks Road and Mt Barker Road as
between Mt Barker to the east and the Larches Station/Cardrona valley to the
west now contains a significant population of rural living/lifestyle residents, and
the nature of the majority of that land as currently rural general is clearly
inadequate and inappropriate.

14. Currently QLDC deals with demand in the rural living space and within the rural
general zone on what it refers to as a discretionary application basis, which the present
submitters can confirm from experience is woefully inadequate, managed on an arbitrary
and capricious basis by Council and its staff, is time consuming and expensive, does not
meet the needs of the community, and is likely the greatest contributor to legal expense
of any aspect of Council's business operations.

15. The submitters have been approached with monotonous regularity to provide rural
living property by private individuals. So too a number of retirement village operators, and
a private hospital operator. Invariably those parties leave disappointed when they are
apprised of the cost and time frames involved in dealing with zoning and Resource
Management Act considerations that ought properly to have been already considered and
implemented by QLDC. That is what the spatial plan and the ten year District Plan 

Review should be doing now with those parties that have an obvious need or financial 
interest in these matters, such as land owners. 

16. Government is so incensed at the lack of energy and application by a small number of
local authorities - of which QLDC probably rates either a number 1 or number 2 spot - in
addressing these matters that:
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(a) It recently announced that it would look to scrap the Resource Management

Act all together to avoid the previous level of prevarication,

(b) Implement some of the District planning requirements directly at government
level so as to remove some of that decision making from local authorities, and

(c) On a number of occasions has threatened to either remove or relocate fixed ton

boundaries in growth areas where local authorities prove reluctant to do so on
their own account.

17. The fact that Council has noted the potential as has been referred at paragraph ??
above to the "need to avoid zoning by development" is a positive step in its thinking. But
to avoid that Council needs to properly accommodate the development pressures, need,
and desirability of expanding its stock of rural living zoning - and do so now as part of its
Ten Year District Plan Review - rather than leave that to occur by judicial decision. It
should do so with the support of interested stakeholders - recognising that the
landowners involved will be numerically much smaller than in town residential
populations, but for obvious reasons much more significantly impacted by Council's
decision-making.

18. It is submitted that front footing these issues, making decisions, dealing with zoning
and development pressure, and providing clear planning and guidelines for future growth
in this area in particular voluntarily and with the support of interested stakeholders would
be preferable to having some of these things simply imposed on QLDC and the
community by Government through a failure of the local authority to address these
issues.

19. These submissions are limited in their focus to matters within the submitters' sphere
of knowledge and expertise, and where they are genuinely interested stakeholders,
namely in relation to the rural general and rural living space close to Wanaka township.
That is not to say that the submitters are not aware of wider community issues or issues
that affect both Wanaka township directly or surrounding areas such as Queenstown and
Cromwell. Neither is it to suggest that the submitters are not sensitive to the views of
others on matters such as the application of Council's budget spend, airport issues, or
issues affecting matters such as the Central Otago environment, growth in tourism, and
climate change. No doubt others will submit on those points.

Summary 

A. There is an urgent need for QLDC to invest in the comprehensive land use capability

study that was recommended to it in 2017 by the Environment Court, and of a similar
nature to that undertaken so helpfully and effectively in relation to the Wakatipu basin.
Wanaka should not be marginalised for Council's failure to commission that study.

B. It is inappropriate and entirely against good town planning practice and Government
directives to be suggesting that the present town boundary as loosely delineated by
the Cardrona and Clutha Rivers should remain fixed, as it has for some 25 years. If
Council does not accept and adopt a need for more flexibility with town boundaries
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and thus land use implications arising therefrom, it is likely that Government will step in 

and do that for Council as part of its revised legislation to replace the Resource 
Management Act and that may well lead to a result that neither the Council nor the 
community wishes to see. 

C. The attached Google satellite map details areas which the submitters believe need to
be fully or substantially re-zoned to a rural living/rural lifestyle use to allow for the
development pressures, growth and community needs that are already evident, and
where land use is already a dominant feature. Land within those areas that is owned
by one or more of the submitters is also identified with hard black lines on approximate
ownership boundaries, a wider area covering land owned by others within which
further rural living zone application is appropriate is marked with hard dotted black
lines.

D. It is submitted that some of those areas will also be suitable for more intensive future
urban or specialised development, both in a more intensive urban development sense
than would be the case for rural living but allowing for larger land footprints as required
for uses such as retirement villages or hospitals that cannot easily be accommodated
within current township areas.

Mike Garnham 

Director 
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GILES Roisin
Anderson Lloyd
Central Queenstown

Q. I am aged:
19-29

Q. Please indicate your position on the draft Queenstown
Lakes Spatial Plan:
Neutral

Q. Please let us know your comments or feedback:

Q. Please describe the reasons for your position:

Q. Please let us know if you have any further comments:

Q. If you have a pre-prepared submission, you can upload it
below. Please note that we can only accept .docx files.

Submission on Spatial Plan.docx

Additional documents or PDF files can be emailed to letstalk@qldc.govt.nz Please write 
"draft Queenstown Lakes Spatial Plan submission" in subject header.
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GILMOUR Cath
We Love Wakatipu incorporated society
Kelvin Heights

Q. I am aged:
60+

Q. Please let us know your comments or feedback:
Hi,
I have attached the submission written on behalf of We Love Wakatipu Inc, of which I 
am chair.
This is separate, independent and different from the one written from my own 
perspective, under my name.
I look forward to receipt of confirmation.
It would be great if I could speak to my own and the WLW submission in adjacent 
timeslots, please. My guess is I wouldn't need both full times - but that is contingent on 
questions from the panel.
Many thanks.
Cheers
Cath

Q. Please describe the reasons for your position:

Q. Please let us know if you have any further comments:

Q. If you have a pre-prepared submission, you can upload it
below. Please note that we can only accept .docx files.

PQ submission on draft Spatial Plan, April '21.docx

Additional documents or PDF files can be emailed to letstalk@qldc.govt.nz Please write 
"draft Queenstown Lakes Spatial Plan submission" in subject header.
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We Love Wakatiipu llnc submi:ssion to dtraft Queenstown llak:es.Sp,atial Pllan 

Apr"I, 2021 

Dear nearing panel, 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit on this vital document. This is a sub miissioni on 

behalf of We love Waka1tipu rncorporated Society (WILW}, which was set up to fight 

Queenstown AirpO'ft Corporatiion's plan to expand ZQN's air nois,e boundary (ANS), on 

behalf of our c-0m mun irty. 

We agree with th necessity of ha1ving a loing-t, irm spatiial plan and wlth many of he 

c.ontc nts of tlhis draft. However, w believe it is based on a fundamentally flawed basic 

assumption and a concept o · "Grow WeU/Whaiara" that reflects the pers1pective of tourism 

business rather than repeated and strong ,community fEedbac;k on the inher,ent 

contradiction be w en co,ntinuecl airport gtowth .and the w II-being ,of our community. 

Becaus,e this feedback -the community has been saying a very loud and dear "no" to 

expanding the AN B since first asked by QA,C in 2 018 - has been i 8jnored to date, many we 

have spoken to, will not submit on the Spatial Plan .. Betwee,11 cynicis;m and Co,vid, they haw 

run ,out of energy to r s pond ,on issues that t1h v f, I wi 11 be s en only through the current 

council".s 'more burns on seats' tourism busin .ss 11 ns. 

As hear"ng pan,el member Cr Glyn Lewers willl remember, h,e and I presented a 1500-strong 

petitton plus substantial submis;sions from Fr nkton Communlty Association U11e was then 

chair)i and Kelvin Peninsula Community Association (which I was representing) to QA,C back 

in mid-2018, expressing both communities' iunited opposition to AN B expansion and all its 

downstream ramific:a rtions. Cr I.ewers' vo ting pa rttem and statements indicate his position 

has d-nang-d sfnce leaving the FCA role. At th- KPCA me-ting that red into our submission, 

and evetv m ting sin.ce, this oppocSition has r main d unanimous. Overall, over 92¾ of 

around 1500 subrniss,iom opposed QAC's p,ansion plans. 

This strong community oppo,sition was agarin reflected in the ,council Clommissioned 

MartinJenkil n s report on s.o,ol o-eco n om le Imp cts of diffe rent airport soon ri os. This repon 
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Ko te kai ate 

rangatira he korero 

The ood of chiefs 

·s dialogue

was commissioned at the behest of Mayor Jim Bou It wben 1ihe issue became the unwanted 

central electioo issu,e. purportedly to, guide future wui1cil airp0rt growth sc@nario decisiMs. 

However, Marti nJ nki ru and ,ooun oil staff running tlh e process r fused s p cifk: requ sts from 

local group FlightPlan2050 to offer a scenario for disa.1ssion in which Queens1:own Airport 

was remo,ved, opening up the land for ,oth·r uses long-term. 

Furthermori • it was m,ade dear at the start of, ach workshop tha,t discussion of this 

alternative was off the tabl . Martinl nkins' scenario of a llhird internati,onal airport did not 

pair .such development with closure of ZQN and the potentia1I up ides of this. And despite 

this, it receiv-d strons support from 'th community. 

The Ma,rtin.lenkins report was further flawed by c-0noentrating on the nanrow lens ,of GOP 

and modelled economiic impact. The "socio" part of the soci�conomic report was largely

ignored. As was the p,romiie that it would indude environmental impacts. 

However. as councillors have still not specificallyworkshopped thi,s l'eport and it:s findings, 

the flaws have probably had little impact a1nd this discussion is included just to illustirat,e the

paucity of meaningful community con ultation o:n airport growth to date. 

Tine same prohibition on discussing the future of the ZQN-shaped d,oughnut that is ourrently 

Fra nkto n's la11d resource was imposed whien tihe Frank on community cam tog th, r to 

fe.ed into Ql:.OC's Frankton master plan. 

A.II of whioh contrasts si1nificantlywith the Spatial Plan's claim that a key part of engaging 

with the c.ommunity was to, test future sr,owth sc nanios and hav robust discussio,ns on 

possibl · outcomes. N eith, · r a Item ative seen anl os nor robust diswssion was allow d at any 

of these community engagements. 

And so it probably comes as no S1.Jrprise to anyone that one of the two fund,amental 

assumptions on whid, th •Sp.atial Plan has b en based rs continued growth ofQue nstown 

and Wanaka airp orts in our midst,, to meet demand. 

When asl<ed in th e past, QA.C has said this "demand" is based on predic ions by experts of 

likely airlin.e- demand. 

It is certainly not the ''demand" of our COO'limunities. As tlhe dear f'eedback mentio,ned 

abovae., the Mood of tile Nation and O.LDC Quality of lif surveys have showill ,, pre-Govid 

growth was far above the "welli-being" thr,eshold of our communities. It is the four 
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well-beings that QLDC is charged with responsibility for - economic, social, community and 

@nlflronmental - n.ot me -ting in•ternational airline d-m1and. 

Th s oond assumpt1ion ,011 which the Spatial Plan1 is based 1s tlhat growth will soon return to 

pre-CovJd levels and then continue, so that our population and visitor numbers double by 

2050. 

WILW accepts tflat the gov rnm ot requirement forth S;pat"al Plan i::; predicated ori 

Qu1eenstown lakes being a high growt:lh district. However, the le,ss of social licence for 

too risrn and serious angst against excessive growth expressed in many forums suggest a 

council focused on its community's wellbeins would aim to minimise rather than maximise 

the develop r-dl"iven fr ·ight train of growth w, hav, , periericed ir'I recent y,ears. 

Th Spatial Plan states its 1pu rpo,se is to "ensure we are del iv,eri n,g the best possible fUJt u re 

for o,ur community and the gener:ations that: will follo,w us.'" Which sounds great. As does its 

I abel - Grow We I1/Whaiora. 

But the, problem is ,one of who/what is the driver of those dei nit1ions of "betterfut1u re" and 

"Grow Wei 1/Whai,ora "? 

Certainly not all the feedback showing botli Queenstiown and Wanaka1 communities 

v he rrn,en tly ,oppose QAC/QLD C's aii'IJ)Ort @)(pan sion plans, nor our dear pre-Govr d 

x.ha ustiion wi h over-tourism, and u nmitigat,e d growth. 

Not the imperative of climate change mitigation nor the disti nct possibility that ,a better 

regulated, saiter, more dimate-friendly internartional airport atTanras would be a 

commercial realit y  that elJ'en QAC and QLOC wuldri' iB)nore long-term. 

Continuing o grow an excessive1y noi�y international airport in tlhe middle of an incr,easingly 

dense uriba n Gent re doesn't enhance n y of the four well-be i ng5 the ,council is mandated to 

proVii de for, nor meet any neason able d -fi nitio n of growing well/wha1i ,ora. 

Especiallywti ri QAC, oounoil arid our community all klf'IIOW that onie day, ZQN will hit its 

ul imate oUJt,er growth l imit It is New Zealand's most dangerous airport, phvsically 

constrained by tlie river at one end ohne runway and the, lake a1i: the ot.ner, in the midst of a 

community larg, ly hostil to, its pr :s;erice. 

Hence the dual airp,ort strategy, which QAC started pr,omulgating more seriously in the wake 

of the 2018 Queen1stown respo,nse to itsANB exp.ansion 1plans, with the intention of licking
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II ig hts ov r to the Upper Clutha one, ZiQN was maa<ed out. 

Allthou1h this sub rni:ssion focuses ,or, Qu eensliown Airport, we must raise the q uestio:n of 

wh ether e:rowlng two international airports in the midd le of largely hostile hos t 

communities is the b st use ofhrgh varue land in two of New Zealand's most valuab1e tou11ist 

resorts for the next 30years orhrnger t rm? 

Looking at airport infrastructme from reg1ional and na tional perspectives, is $800 million 

spent ,c,m bu fl di nsf1rebu1ildi ng two, i nte:rn atio nal airp ort:s in Qu e:e:nsto,wn I.a ke:s Di strict 

sens ble,expend1tiurE? 1Espeoiallyw1ien they seriously diminish social licence for tourism in

the district that acts as New Zealand's P'firnary tourism magn t? 

As stated above, We love Walrntipu lnc's goal is to stop expansion of �Q:N's air noise 

boundarii.s and a I i ts downstream ramiication,s. So, our particular ooncems in th� plan are 

as fo,llows: 

,. Tlhat th , basic �ssumptioo of continued! growth of Queensto,wn .Airport should be

removed. The community has bee n resolutely clear in its rejection of ANB eKpansion 

-even the Chamber of Commerce and many of Queen rtow,n' s biggest t:o uri sm

busine5;ses submitted in, oppoSlitlon, in the prEi-Govid rea,liity of Que.ensto,wn's 

,community buckling under ovet-to11.1rism. (Again, Cr Lewers will be able to give you 

mor,e detail as he was the front person for Ulis group.) Thiis assumption closes off so 

many otber potential ,opportunities for I aind-use . Not just of the ZQN land i ts,elf, as 

the map in the· Spatial Plan wron1ly suggests, but also all the ,adjacent land under tlhe 

,exp nded ANB. To have as a basic assumption a principle tnat contradicts 

,community s.o strongly, and s,o limits the potential uses ,of so mudh of our best land 

resource, m kes ai mockery of the fundamental purpo,se of the Spatial Plan. 
• That the �patia l Plan recognises. t111e strong communi v feedback o n  QAC's ANB

,exp nsion p'3n and sped' lca!ly e eludes capacity to do, tll'liis. ZQ already severely

rill!stricts activities on adjacent land and within the AflllB. Unfortunately, most own,�rs

,oftlhese prop rt1ies have n,on --oompla,int c.o,venants that m an you won't hear from

them. Some of the many reasons our community is so, strongly against expa nsion of

the AN Bs ar e eKc:essive no·se, traffic congestion, impacts on ,ou r use of ou· door

space, air pollution, loss of social licen,oo for tourism, health ,elfects a.nd l1oss of

,community through over-touri:s.im (plea,se see our WLW website a·nd Prot ct

iQu,eenstown Faoebook for more details). Expansion ,of tlhe ANB
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use, with noASANs (activities sensitive to air no:ls, ,) allow d and design c,onstrained 

by the need to meet 40Db !limits in all bedrooms and !living areas. This is a severe

l'lestriction on pr iv ate property rights, which w.ould not be compensated for in any 

ay. PMple do not Hve in or visit Que,enstown to sirt inside an air-c,onditioned bor,<. 
• That the indus lon of ·�he Frankt on master-plan, whid, was based on inadeqvue

reflection of community f dbaok, b caveated. lhe 'wordles' cr,eated from publi,c

feed ba dk to Shaping Our Fl!Jture's Fra nkton Future Fo r1U m ( pi ease se page Sir dearly

·!.how maj,or ciontradictio:n s between lo,cals' asp 1rati ons and the prese:n ce of a

gro,wing int · rinationa ,airport in their midst.

• That sne,ater consideration be given to dim ate i:hange mitisation and the l ikely

impacts ,of tlhis on global long-h.aul touricSm and thus, ZQN use.
• That r(page 34/35), grieat er l'l@•al ism be given to th e impacts of cunrienit AN B impacts.

iCrurte11tly describ d as "restricts some development outcomes in parts of Frankton/

,and showing only the airport land itself, tlhese im?ads spread over a far larger are.a.

For instance, council suggestions that Frankto.n Motor Camp (owned by Council)

,oou!d be used for ,affordabl e housing/worker acoommodatio:n were nixed by QA,c

,oouns,el during proposed dicStrict plan hearings, a� they wer,e considered an ASAN,

and th refore forbidden. The AN Bis tbe greatest constraint ,on brnader Frankton and

West-Ea:st Corridor spatial use - in terms or he ight, ,activi ies and so on. Witness also, 
tih con.straints on Queenstown Events C ntrr land-use. Pllus tli impact on people

want1ing to b1Jild their hom, s a·nd havi ng to meet Cl.AC- imposed intemal noi se llmits.
• Tha t if ANB expansion 1is not rul d out in this Spatial Plan,, �at the d pth and br adth

,o f tlh ese imp acts a re d a rifled in the narrative and the map, tio better inform th 2024

review. Currently the ?Ian is s,ilent on this, ?art of a pattern of the Spatial Plan

narrative minimising problems and land use limitations treat d by the .airport.

,. Und,enransportoptiom, mention is made of QueenstoWfl's rol,e,as a domestic and 

i nternatio,na I too rismr gateway oom,poun ding i ss 1u -s of oongest ion. emissi,ons arnd 

safoty. There is an apparent assumption tihat this gatieway/r,e,gional hub role should

,contiriue. Why should it? It could asilv b changed by QU)C giving OAC such 

instructiion �rougih its lett,er of ex.pecta itions for the Statement of Corporat,e Intent. 
• The map ,on page 52 has so meho,w forgotten the huge hdl e in the middle ofthe

major metropolitan of Frankti:m created by the airport. This bifurcates Frankton

residential and comm rciarl areas, restricts potential for c.o,nn, ctions and s verely
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,a.utails. much land us.e. How can and why would the draft Spatia Plan ignore s.udh a 

huge impingement on our most usabl e space? 
• Tlhe page 88 section on air servlc•es is a commercially and politically driven narrative

that lad:s tlhe objectivity e)(pected of n illdependent and professional Spatial Plan.

Ma.ny locals would disagree witn the claim that a.fr services connectivity cross
1Qu,- -nstown Lak,es is "vital to the econ,omic and social w, -1 l-beins of the Q.1.1 eenstown,
Lakies", Su re,. ,our corn mun ity needs connectivity. It need not be o the I vel want d

by QAC. It need not be provided at ZQN. Also c.ommerci.allly/politically driven is the

:!>tate menlt that "it is important thal: the I e\lel of service continues to sup po rt gmwth

in demandl for comm rcial ail" servio s�. This would appear to b a fund am Mai

Spatial Plan par.adigm. But suoh political pressure cheapens. th, document an.d

should be removed, in favour of s1rategic independence that will survive both the

,current coun oi I term arnd corn mu nity crlt iq ue.

• This section also describes QAC's dual a iirpoirt vision as "art conceptual level". A pretty

w 11-de'lleloped co,ncept, ,considering we h,we been told that red velopm.ent ,of both

.airports wou Id cost around $400mill ion eacll and have s 11Jb mitted on QAC' s

.alrtemativ,e ZiQN terminal o,ptians. It is interesting that the nanrative sarys that further

,community con,sultation is required. Bene•r, surely, that QAC and council nop

igno.riog the consultc1,tion alrec1dy dooe and agree 1io operate within th eleistirig ANB,

With a rready e·xisting noise ted'1 n ol ogy improvements and ea p�ci ty increases, the

,current ANB allows sev,er.al times the number of passengers 1QAC daims it i,s targeting

thmugl, Ar,11113 exp,ansion. We have received oonfi rmat on thmugh a l1GOIMA r,esponse

from iQAC that tneir ANB and demand model line: to da11:e does not take any a. oount

,of tlhis. A!N B expans.sion would in fact aHow many, many more tourj;sts th,an the S.2

million passe11gers QA,C claim t o  be targeting, with no ability for QWC/,commun1ity to

,control this: furtheqirowth. Further good reason to ban A!NB e)(pansion in the Spatial

Plan.

Perhaps. the s.adldest part of· his Spati al Pl�n, however, is. the tact tha the broader Spatial

Plan team has not used this opportunity to trigger/force a broader debate aboutt'he· best 

use ,of the hole in the middle• of Frankton do.,.g,hnut, fac:ed with the current coun.c:il's 

reluctance to do so. 
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WILW is no,t pushing for relocM1ion of ZQN -but surely this is a debtU:e worih having now, 

when th draft Spati I !Plan is focused on best use ofour constrained and v-aluable land 

rescu r,ce and $ 800 mi II ion has not yet been spent on QAC' s unpopular r d\ velopme nt plans. 

This is the time .and plao for open-minded, bl1u - sky thinking -espeoially in the fac-e o,f the 

competing Tarras lnrt,ennational Airport pr0posal and demands fromi so ma,ny in the 

community fora r set in the wake of Covid. 

Proposing two interna1tional airports within 70km or each other is bad enough - to 

potenti,ally have ihree, because of intractable cound ,competition and the current lack of 

nat onwide airport infrastructure ,coordination capacity, would be an unforgivable wa,st on 

many fronts. 

QLDC's and QAC's response to this Tarras proposal (beyo nd the Spatial Plan's one-liner) has 

been to, take the strategic directiion ,of tlhe alrport totally behind dosed doors, t!o be 

developed by QAC with n,o cc11.1ncillcr sign ,off and zero community input, to ensur that CIAl 

has n.o visibility of QAC's defence and attack strateBy, 

This makes th.e- Spati I Plan1 even more cnitiical for ,our community, as the counr:ill has 

abandoned the "total control" it daimed It had over OAC throu h its Statement of 

Corporate Intent during Novemb r's Hrgh Court case, any chano · of community inputan.d 

any transparency, 

In oondusion, the Spati.al Plain is ,our community's best op- mtunitytowo'rik,oul: whether a 

noisy (and getting noisier) international airport is ti"L op ma'I ucSe of Wak�ipu's biHest 

chunk of dev lopabl , at, sunny, geot chnicallystable land, arready bless• d with the 

necessary community, recreational and in frastructura I requirements. 

O,r is there a beuer ltemative for ,community, ecooomic, ,envirionmental ndl social well

being ,and dim at, cha11ge mitigatio11 tho\!111 th continued. dispersed Md diluted web ,of 

homes, roads and pipes acro,ss the W 'katipu? 

Remem1ber, these are the four well-be·ings (' ellness' in Spatial Plan-speak), our council ors 

are oblig d under tne Local Government Act to base their strategic decisions on_ Have 

councillors rem mb r, d the Climait Emergency Declaraitilon th, y\l'oted for not so long ago? 

In 108 pages, the Spatial Plan text is almost ilent on ZQN, despite the centr.al and ,critical 

assumption of its continued gliiOwth in frank.ton's heart. Perhaps because this assumption 

leav, s no room for impr,oved use of this space_ Or, being etern�I optimists, perhapS th r is 

a realisation, somewhere in·· he spatia1I p1anning uni\1'1 rse, that having NewZe land's most 
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Graphics from 'Shaping our IFuture Frankton Forum', 2018 
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dangJ rous ai1rport consume this land is a non� nse we have mor 

2024-revlew, und r a new oouncil?And tha, Kai Tah1u and centra1I governmen members ,of 

this Spatial Plan wo,rking group would be supportive ,of tlhis. 

Our community shou ld be allowed to have this debate before OAC spend'.s s,ome- $800 

million ,on dual airport d-velopment and ratepayers harve to suck up all th - other 

external'ities and costs {think roading, loss of dev !opable land, xcessive noise, congesti1m. 

over-tourism, compromi.sed property rights orf 4000 rnore propertv own.ers ... ). 

We understand that, under the curre·nt timeline, there would not be time for such a debate, 

prior to Council wantinrg to sign orff the draft plan. Which leaves two altemativ s- adjust 

the timeline or signal in th,e, Spatial Plan that such debate must taki plaice, with meaningliul 

opportunity for oom mun ity in put ,and influence, prior to the 202 4 review And ban any 

aotion1 being taken in thiis direotion in the interim. 

Again. many thanks for your effor s to maki th1s.Spatial Plan a better, mor visionary, 

obj,ective document that reflects consistent and strong community feedbadk about our 

fu nd. m,ental opposition to arn ever-growing air]Port in1 our midst. 

And many thanks to thos,e starff who trried th ir hairdest to have Viision and incorporate 

community feedback, where tihey could. 

Kind regards, 

We Lov,e Wakatipu Irie Sode y (chal1r Cath 1Gflmourr) 

ENDS 
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GILMOUR Cath
Kelvin Heights

Q. I am aged:
60+

Q. Please let us know your comments or feedback:
Feedback file attached.
I would much appreciate if I can please be scheduled sometime between one and 
four p.m., preferably around 3ish...
Please confirm receipt.
Many thanks.
Cheers Cath

Q. Please describe the reasons for your position:

Q. Please let us know if you have any further comments:

Q. If you have a pre-prepared submission, you can upload it
below. Please note that we can only accept .docx files.

Cath's submission to Queenstown Lakes Spatial Plan, April 2021.docx

Additional documents or PDF files can be emailed to letstalk@qldc.govt.nz Please write 
"draft Queenstown Lakes Spatial Plan submission" in subject header.
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Submiss·on to !Draft Queenstown Lakes SpaUal Plan 

Dear hearing panel, 

Tha k you1 for the opportunity tio submit o.n this important document. As background, I'm

Card, Gilmour, resident sino • 1995 and holidaying nere si1nce my grandparents bougnt a crlb

in 19152. We have brought up our family h re. My first jobs post-sch,ool w r here, in f&B 

and motel cleaning roles. I've worked as a Qu,eenstown-based journalist since 1995. I am a 

ihree-te rm di strict ,councillor, du ring whi Qh time I w.as the oom m1un ity servi oe·s chair, 

plannfng anid strat gy portfolio I· ad· rand Proposed Distnict Plan stage I governance lead r. 

I was an independent RMA commissioner for seven years and have sat on vanious resource 

con nt, plan dh n1g, and POP hearings. I instigated and chaired th Queenstown Memorial 

Ha II Trust, •Catalyst Trn st and We L-0v,e Wakatipu I nco rpo rated Sodety, I am ,or have been a 

committee member or tf'iustee of a wide variety ofvo,luntarv groups in the, ducation. 

community,. spolit, philanthropic and yourth s ctors. I held a Q,ueenstown tourism 

ambassador role in my ,e,arlli 20s and am, s.ome four decades later, an ambassador at 

Coro,net Peak during winters. I'm an active, inv,olved and passionate Queenstowner. This is 

my turangawaewae. 

I agree with tbe fl!J11damental need for the long-term S,pati ! Pla11 and witti many of the 

contents, acknowledging they ar,e high lev,el rather than de•tai'led specifics, and congratulate 

the team involved. I do believe there are some- fundamental filaws, which I will outline 

below .• .and have some commentary on dhang s that I think would improve the plan. 

First, what I b Ii eve t o  be fu11damental flaws in the document and its narrative; 

• th docum nt is based on two fundamental assumptions that both go against strong

,oommu11iey feedback. The Mood of the Nati.on and Quality of life surveys have

shown that Queer1 stown lakes p e op I e (especial ty compared to nation wide st:aits. in

th. Mood of tih N at1i oo :su nrey) have grown tired of �he pre-Covi d lev, . 1 s ,of g rowtih,

And yet the entire spatial plan and the guidance that it therefore off,ers for future

infrastructural irwes.tment ris predicated on assumptions. tlhat g rowth will oont1inue at

prre-Covid rates and both iQueenstown .and Wan 1ka will CQnluinuet,o hav:e- growing

.airports in th ir midst. Tlhat this is so, witlhout any expl,rna1fon of why it must b and

in such strong contrad1ct1ion t,o the asp il"ations of the community whose· four w II

beings the coun.c:il is meant to s,erve, is astounding.
• While I ac:Ciept thatgrowth is inevitab1e, the level and paCie of such is not. Mudh of

th,e growth in Queensto 11 is driven by dev,elopers, whose deep pockets have also

i11fluencd planning proc sses and proposed district pllan hearings far mone than the

,commu11ity, a11d their marketing. This is a major reas,on that a strong Spatial Pla n,

and entrenchment of its most vital protective medhanisms, is so important
• '92.5¾ of wbmissions to the QAC air noise bound!ary lANB) expansion consultation

l20il8) opposed mo,re .airport noise and all tlhe downstream effects - ind'udiog over

tour" sm, congest I on, restricd o r;s on use of our pub I ic and p niva te space, excessive

1 
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nols,e, aiir polluition, health effects et ce·tera. This strongoppo.si tii:m has contim;e,d 

t1hr,ougl1 the two local ,commu nity a.ssodations and, despite serious flaws and a 

process and narr.ative trutt favoure d growth, the <Jouncil-commissioned 

M.artinJenkins socio-,eoonomi,c report oo impacts 01f a·rport B:rowth. lrisistinl!I on the 

p · rmanence of ZQN - New Zeailand's mo,st dang · rous arriport, plump in the middle of 

Wakatipu's most valuable, developabl,e land• doses both the Spatial Plan and 

,oou ncil/EOV mment minds to, other options fer tlhis land use, IN,ow is the time for this 

disGjussion - especially with the very re 1 1 opponu1nities/threats tihat Christchur ch 

lntern�tir:mal A. iirp0rt Ltd's T.ar'f.as Airport prqposal off rs. Req1uests to diSCUtss � 

scenario that did not includlethe a irport in Queens.town w r,e r fused! by both those 

writin g the Spatial Plan and org a nising the workshopcS. Similarly, MartinJenkins. And 

nowhere in the Spatial Plan is the impact of exp,anding the ABN on the use of our 

invalua e lland resource made dear. Without such olarity- beca.use the impact is

significant - how can the Spatial Pl an pr,opetllv address its spatial impacts? 
• So, to read in the Spati.al Pla n's narrative tha a key part ,of engaging with the

,oommunili s was t;o t est future growth scenarios and have r,obucSt dicScucSsions on

possible olJl:,oomes beggared belief. lliscmsio.n was not robust - it was not even

,allow,edl Neither was the potential scenario ,of ZON being removed, 1ith air

,oorioeui vity instead being p rovidea at Ta,rras or elsew:h ere.
• Much of the narf'a1 ·ve of the Spatial Plan then goes on to tiry to normalise he idea

th at growth, especially: at the airpor,, is in vitab! . E.g. th stat ment on page 88

that air service connectiivity is. "viral to the economic and social w,ell-lbeing of the
1Qu,e e nstown Lak,e,; . And then that " it is important that the l,evel of service

,continues to support growth in demand for commercial aiir seirvicesN . The majority of
1Qu, nstowners have already spoken up in ,opposition to this 0.AC and Ql!.OC

leadership driven ·stance. Even tlhe Chamber o Commerce and some 20of
1Qu,eenstown Lakie,s' bigg��t tourism operators submiued 31ainst expansion of the

ANIB, at least partily in recognitio n  tha tih.- lo,ss ot soc'al lioence of tounism througfl

further pressure on ,our oommunity would be detrimental to their busin ss, Such

statements give the str,ong impression that the Sipatiial Plan was designed speciikally

to ensurie AN B expansion was ritten into this most vital planning document,

r, g�1rdr ss ofcommunitv o,ppositiori. And regardless ,of tlhis Spatia l Phrn being

iQu,e nstown Laki s communit1ies' best opportunity to ensure wise long-term

planning of our incredibly constrained and valuable land res,ouroe a11d to challenge

some of our exist!1ns · ourism and ,council leaders' "sacred cows".
• We were prnmi1sedl that this Spatial Plan would help, guide wise decisions. on .ZQNI,

wi h involvernent of Kai Tahu and c ntiral go,., rnm nt suggesting objectfivlty and

biroacr.· r persp ctives. Unfo11unat,· ly, It is v· rv ap
1
par· nt thc!it it is tihe wrreint wuncil

.and airport regiim 's b ief that ZQN mus,t continue to grow in situ that is

str itjadketing the .Spa1ti I Plan.

• ,01n p;;1ge 34, tlhe narrative says that the current ANB "restricts some development

,0 1u,tcomes in parts of IFrankton". Master of u nd rstatem nt. The acco mpa nyi ng map

2: 
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:shows. just the physical alrpolt area shown as being affected by it. Activities sensitive 

to air noise (ASANs) are forbidden within the ANB ·• which will cover another 4000 

properti1 es if expansion is all lowed. It would pr event many prop,e rty owners from

having indoor/outdoor flow in their homes,, because of the necessity of ensuring 

40Db in s · nsitive I ist n i ng areas. It c,overs and constricts actMtr · s on tlh sports 

fields of Queens.town Events Centre. It seriously const rains th Wes • �t Corridor 

proposal, in terms of lleight/locaUon/adiviU s, r suiting in mor of n urban canyon 

tllan urban ,corridor. Think Shotover Street congestion on steroids, on our primary 

West-East arterial. It prevents th possibl use of Fra1nkton Motor c�mp and ,other 

,coun cil owned land for afforda1b,! /worker housing, successfully fough by QAC legal 

,counsel in prnposed district plan hearings. This is another example of whiat appear.s: 

t,o be a deliberate attempt to not objectively addres s the 1real impacts of havJns New 

Ze..ilan d's fourth busiest and most da1ngerou s. a 1rport in the mi ddJ e of.a so bu rba n 

set�lement, sandwiched by a lake and a river. There should be· more ho,nesty in the 

document on this froot. I spatial planners have had to bow to politica1I dictate, the 

ramifications thereof should at least be made dear. Another o which is that the 

distrfct has been depnived of the opportunity to cMsider wnat else Wahtrpu's 

largest chYnk of flat, sunny, g,eo chnkally stable,, d v lopabl I nd, already 

ireso1.1roed with roadinig, dvic, commercial and commYnity infrastriucture co,uld be 

used m. lhhe Spatial Plan is not the tiime for this, when is? 
• This is a ,qyestion that should also be addressed wlth an eye to the nationwide air

traffic inrfra strncture, network. One, two or three Queenstown - Central La'kes

internatio,nal airports? · t,ermsof the b .st use of NIZ lnc's land resource, p r'haps a

Tarras international! Airport built wrth di mate change mitigation and minimising

,community impact as central tenets could be the best soluti on. To not have this

dis(lus.s ion when there is a very real proposa I on the, ta bi e appears shorts i gi lt, -d and

narrowm Ind ed.
• p38/39, ,chall-n1g,es an d opportunitl-s 01f growtt-1 do not m-ntion the major Imp.act of

developers pus'hinB their a,ge,nda with deep pocketed legal d1allenges to the

ireso1.1roe consent, pi n C!hang,e and proposed distrid plan precesses. I have seen· he,

impa,cts,oftlhis ais .a councillor, pot olio leader of PDPsta,ge I, plan change h,e,arin1g

panel memb rand incf pendent reso'urce ,cons nt commissior1er. I think it is th

mo,.st pernicious cause of incremental, ad hoe, p0orly coonected and plann d

developm1ent in tile district A strong Spatial Plan gr,ound on appropriate

.assumptions, and principles/objectives/priori ties based on sound, open-minded,

,oommunity-�uppo,rted planning would be a1 great antidote to thrc�.
• Tlhe paUal P,a n's sta ment that "a imited amount ,of land Is expect d to change

from rural to, urba1n us, ov, r the next 30 yea rs" needs to be made stronge,r, and

legally entrenched to, prevent wntinu1al chipping away by developer-driven

i nc r ie mental ism. Arid it sh o u Id be made dear that tlhe only places this would be

.acceptable would be within �ose areas highlighted wjthin th,e plan as areas o future

development. The Sp,a ial Plan's entrendim nt of the Walkatipu Basin land Use

Studv, un derta ,en sp ecii · ,callly to identify whi eh land within the bas in cou Id not

.absorb further development withou t l,os iog it s intrins·c: and valuable natural
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,d,airac:ter, as a result of ch.allenges to PDP s age I trom d-velol)(lrs, would be a vital 

part of this. 0 tt1 erwise, tbe co mmun i v will co nti nu e to face the cos s of ongoing 

l'ielitigati on from dlevelo ers kie•en to test and retest the gmund. 

• P4O, again, we see minimisatiion in the narrative of the effects of over

tourism/arowtn. It mentiiom that Mood o l:he Nation and Quality of L!ife Surveys

show "some" locals ar,e fe,ellng pr,ess.ure from visitors but that post-Covid "the

,community is in tlhe proces.s of redefining tlhis relc11tionship." Wha · an amorphous

.a nd meaningless. statement! More than three quarters of residents. have expres.s,ed

th.is angst in .all feedbaclc ,opportunities; !:hat� "many,." not "some". As this Spatial

Plan ( nd other c:onsult.11tive pro<:ess,es a1lready mention,-d) shows, the community

has very littl pow , in I" defining anything, as our strong ar'ld consistent f dback

has been largely ignored by Council. And will ,continue to b,e as long a,s cou ncil

I e dersh i p is focused on "more bums on s,eats" tourism a1s our economic nirvana.

This would appear to be largely becaus•e- of the stirong l,eadership inflluence trom our

mayor, who, is board charr of the South r,sland's largest tourism operator, Wayfare

lwhich owns. among other things, Go Orange, Real Journ ys .• Treble Cone and
1Cal'idron a). This offends two of the accepted p,la nks of co nfli et-of-interest - h aVli ng a n

i merest 1rea1ter than a general me mb e liO 11:h e public and public perce,ptio n that this

is th cas, .·- This con1flict is deni d by Mr Boul .and the majority of his councillors, buit

it makes objectivity within tlhe S:patiial Plan even more vaal for both publk credibility

and achieving its purpose.
• P49, KieMn P'en insul a is not I isted, whidh e,e ms odd as it is a lre,ady :zoned ires id ential

.and c,ould be- inten sified. Sadly, the de-veloper decided to tlhrow away a major

,opportunity by de,veloping the on1e area o•f high-density zone, adjacent to ·�he Hilton,

.as 1,ow-d nsity. The r st could b d v lop d within a re,asooa1ble tiim period, h lped

byt'he owners beilili long-term locals ith a community heart. But it is important

that planning includes a roadsid.e cycle commuter tirack alon&: P,e,ninsula Road .and

r,-gular ferry conn ctions. As tih- Covid lockdowin p riod showed, th- l,.:ikeslde track

is. not suitable for commuting or :speeding ,cycl ists- many llocal families, ,elderly,

dis.a bled nd dog walkers wer,e forced off the track because of the d nger of being

:sworn at or hit by lycra -�1 ad speedsters.

• P52, this map should be redrawn, as someone forgot about the- int12-mati,onall airport

in the mid.die ofthe large red blob of metr,opoHtan IFrankton. This does, after all,

bifurcate Fra1nkton re•sidential and commercial areas, restirkt d velopm nt and

logical connections e cetera1, et ce era. etcetera.
• This map al:so s hows a ttlird 1(fut11.1r, ) urban area at the south mend of the North

South Corridor. El sewhere ii is said this corridor could be home to up to 10,,000

people. That was tihe estimate prior to the addi ion ohhis thirrdl mnban ariea, so I

would have thought it would b@ high r tlh n that? It is important that all oifth se

urrban devielopments. are kept off the flanks of the Remarkab!es. And that this is.

made dear and enforceable throu8)h the plan (refer to previo1.1s statemen 011

developer-driven incrementalism).11: iisn't clear from my reading of the m1ap tna t �e

North-South Corridor will lead to,a second bridge over the l<awa:rau, which will be

, ssential.
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• P53, is this .Spatial Plan an opportunity t,o reinvestig,ate the lonR-held council vision of

di.Ja I town o ntr, s? As more s, rvices and profess ion al s m ov out to Frankton, so, wi Ill

the logk of ,council offices also being there. Perh.ap,s it is time to just accept
1Qu,e nstown 1C BD's role is tourism and hospit.a Ii tv, with Fran ktoo as, the ci vie and

,community centire . It would certainly stqp the need for a wndle lot of peak time

Frankton Road traffic..

• The hlgh-frequen cy public tra ns po rt system sounds s re-at. Bu 1:, as wi tih the ,active

tiransp0rt network use. it will be r, Ii ant on stick as much as carrot. Not un ii th

inefficiency and cost of using their c-a,r counters most people's reluctance·· o get ,out

of it, will either public o active transport become most people's favoured op,tion as

·this plan envisions. (1 say this as a co,mmitted c;yole commu,ter and bus user.)

• So the mooted staaes two and tt, ree of the a rtie-ri a I rout ,e should not I!! o ahead -

gro.wth is not happ-ning out Sur.shine Bay/Fernh1ill way and this Spatial Plan

a okn� edges that G I enorchy wrn not grow much, so why spend al I those mi IU ons

bruilding an unnecessary road and kinock over Queenstown Memorial Centre? And

nor shou1d Counci l/ratepay,ers build a down town parking oentrie. The Spatilal Plan

should no aocommodi!lte either of these priv.ate car-encouraging, 20'11 -century

tih in king projects.
,. 10utoome one: a general comm.ent. No mention is made of possibilities for different

,ownership options, which ,could have major irnpact.s on affordability. The most

obvious pote11tial ,examples would be the Man Street campgmund and Z1Q;iil, both

,council assets �at oou'ld i{throu h Counci l directed or N deveilopme.nt) create mixed,

high den.sity and more affordabl hou1si11g without th inflationary vah.1 of land

bein,g included. The land could lbe retain d by Council and l,ong-term !ea sed. Strong

desi.f!,n controls could enStJre quality public/3 rd space iis retained and developed for

,community cohesion, and that while affordable, housing is he lthy and good quality.

Su oh design gu id, Ii nes sh ou 1.d be , nt r r'IChed, i o the d ist1rl ct plan or some other

,e nfor,ce ble mechanism.

,. PS9; it is claimed that Frankto:n master plan reflects the ,outcomes sough1t for that

.area. Few lo,cals would agree. The graphic below shows the 'wordle' ,aeated throu.gh

Input fr,om Shaipi ng Our F\Jtu re Franktorn Fo:ru m parti,ci pants of their community

vi�on. You HI s - littl congru-n.ce b tw n �eir descriptors and the outcomes

tih. mastenp1an would create. This was,, agaiin, a1 politically direct d community inpu

process drnt did not allow dis•c:ussion of airport options and that insis ted on primacy

,of airport growth asp iratio:n s .a hove the aspirations ,of those who liv:e d in the

surrounding area.
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• P68, this stirategv cou Id i ncllu de more flexi bilitv for ti nv houses, li.ower price point,

,community cohesion. off grid and! ss infrastructlJr'E! demand. There c:o,1,1ld besom

.al"eas. where thiis is a good use of la,nd.

• P69, no m-n1t1i on is made ohh - poss i bi I ity of -n oouragi ng more s,ocial imp,act

i nv,estme nt (,e,g . .as is happening between the I oca I housing: trust and G ntral Lakes

Trust}. De nitelly worth putting in mo re restrictions on us, of full hous, s for Air B&B

,and otih er similar platforms (as done in initial S H1A agreements - a 11 owing short-term

r, ritals ,of spare rooms to help with mortg.a_ge paym rits, but enoouraging

,oommunlcy cohesion and r tention of !ong-t, rm, ntal stock by banning VA use of

suburban houses .. }
• no, priority initi.atives should indude restrictions on VA/short-term rentals of full

houses in resi dentla I zones to reduce loss of rental stoc1k and retain corn m,1.rn i tv

,cohesion. 5 Mile urban corridor (West-lE-1i,st) development !.hould not be prioritised

wi hi n the n xt three years. Stopping AN B ,e pansion or removing the airport WQU rd

have a h.ug irnp et on the capaci v and 1potential use of tlh is. Ian d. The impacts of

this, climate change mitigatiioo on long haul travel, post-Covid tourism recovery and
1Ql.l)C leadership ohan!Jes should all be de,arer by the 20'24 review. It would be better

to wa,it until theo b fore ,committing to, design. All nou1sing ,options should! ens1Jre

future urban development includes good quality 1pultl ic space (esp cially necessary

with high density) and ins ulation levels consistent with our climate.
• Outcome two,, general comment. The best way to, incentivi1se public/active transport

is to not provide efficient and cheap private ,car ro,adine networks and parildn,g. Most

people will no get off their i,huffs in response to '"it's good for yol.J and the

,envir,onment" messages.- but 'ii, 's good for your pocket and time use� ,can work

wonders. So under strategy si "actively managini the· s.upp� and pricing of car

parfo:ing at destinations"; this shoutd be us:ing such management more on the• stick

·�n!ln the canrot sid-. It seems specifically worided to not rule anyon- who believes

th ir car is queen. So, .again, why would the Spati I PI n enoourage millions ,of dollars

to be spent on a rat run arterial route around town to non-growth areas, knocking

,over an affordable aru!I functional downtowin community gathering spaoe? I asree
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·th�t active and public transport don't wonk so well for hight and tradles - but nor

.are rnanv or t1h rn going to Gl1eir1orchv, Suruhin,e, Bay or emhill so that is not

.adequate cause for that level of expenditure. I understand from a enior manager

that they were trying to retro-justify stage•s two, an.d three by usinl!! it to bolster the

tihr, · wateir'S network. Agafn, not adequate cause for thi cost or loss s incurred. For

th same reasons, ra epa,yers should not debt fund or pay rates to build a multi-story 
1CBD parking buildlns that tlhe experts did not reoomm nd nd the privat sector 

don''t ant to build. Please exdude both old w,orldview pmjects from the Spatial 

Plan. 
·• P78, as per a,bove comment, arterial rorute stage on - 1rnakes some sens,. but not

stag two and thre . Espedallywh n it would l'equir d. m,ollshing ex11sUng fa,dlities. 

that while not salubriou1s ,  are adequate. As this v�·ar's LTP shows, the first p11ojeots 

to be sacri 1,ced when funding is short (which it undoubtedly will be for some time) 

.are- commu1nity pr,ojiects. So the $Si milHon (65% funding)' currently in tne lTP' over 

·five years from .2 01.7' for replacement of Queen stowin M emoria I Centre is unlikely to 

survive, as, many other projects have been push d over this three year horizon and 

ill des.erve funding support. Third-party fundinJ o f  35%, a5 being relied on, is 

u111ikely hen cou11cil it:sel has been l'lesponsib1e for dem,olishing the e)(isting 

p rlorma nee andl community centr . A !ld this funding does not in cl ud r, placing the 

squash ,courts or rugby club. What is a better use of spal:le? Existing r,esources that 

boost ,community cohesion, arts and culture and heal�h -or a ro•ad that the urban 

de�igner favours b�,c:ause knodklng them o,ver would give a dear view of th,e 

re cteation ground to drilvers and perhaps faster access to, s.u burbs that are not 

pegged for gr,owt'h? QlDCs dhief engin I' h1as previously confirmed thaitthe road, if 

it were ever re uired, could instead be cantilevered ov,er Home Creek, n9Bating the 

need to bowl QMC nd oompany. Pl,eas remove arteri.al route sr es two, an.d three 

.and ·th CBD parking building from h plan. 
• P80, there seems to, b- some ,oontit.Js on over the acthre transport network. Th-

I kes i de track fr,orrn Jack's Paint a rready ,e,xists, but it is net suitabl,e for c,ommu ting

.and should be left as the recreational track it currently is. Great to s,ee ttie planned

,community trail between the Mees' land and Remarkables -flat, logical, usable.

Tlhe existing lakeside IKeMn Peninsula track should likewise b · retained as a

re cteationa I track - but a roadside oommu ting tra i'I is ireq uired, especially to f ci it�te

.already allowed zoning. Again - fatter, sa er and more accessible coosidering most

of tt, e development upside i1s on the high side of Peninsula Road. I believe we should

target a third Kelvin, Peninsula f t1ry stop, between the Htlton and Bayview �top.s.
• P82, the illustrated path fr,om th , lrport to the lakefront looks like an urban

d sign er' s I gaq• project. How many to u rusts wl 11 lug their so If bags, sno,wboa rdls ,or

skis down to the lake ferry versus take th bus? A 1,ess eJ1;p nsive option could

.achieve the sarne ,end and be mor,e affordable. Most locals are unlikely to use a

biridge to so to the airpo;t by foot, as the·y are either picking up/dropping off pe ople·

with lugg�e or h,1gglng. it themselves. Of cours • if it w r n't an akp0r • i · might be

.a differ nt question.
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• P84, the description of the destination manal!lemen t strategy's possill e

.adlievem nts gives lit tle hope of any oommunity w ins. "Repr, sentativ community

participation" leads to qu,esti ons of who chooses and how effective can it be? This is

th only mention of community among all the parameters. Simillarly, the scriptor

of sustainable toumism at the start doesn't mention c,ommunity cohesion or social

licence r,et- ntion. Instead "social equity" and ''cultural div,ersity". Urisure -lQctly

hat the writer is rying to say here, but I can't s how, ith ( of th se (no matter 

how defined) is the role of a destination managem ent strategy. How will a 

destination1 management strategy under th .gis of som unnamed group, ith 

unlmown terms ofref-r,ence, and parameters of achievement so•firmly ei8J'hted 

towards tourism,. help our com,munity?' Mor,e sooia1 and community well-being 

measuries would need to be included (a,s is required under the I.GA fo council to 

promote) and transparent To Rs and e:overn an oe. 

• P86, one of the best ways to, promote a car� ree destination wou !d be to dis-

i nc,e nti vise Cl.AC from having to, make a profit from ear park:i n g n d ear renta l income.
1QLDC ha1s t1'h- capaci ty to do this through fits direction of QAC's Stat -ment of

,Corporate lnt nt (as QAC nd QLDC legal counsel took pains tot II tihe Hligjh Court

judge last November in the cas.e brought by Wan aka Stakehold rs ·Group,).

In teresting to see a slignt chink in the closed mind re-Tarras in thirs page's final

sentence that tlhe "puiblfc transp0n: connection betw n Queenstown, Wanaka and

iCrom,w, II h1as the potential to link to a new irportservke in t1h Juture". Well done

someone!
• P88, general comment - this page appears t,o be statement or political support for

unquestioned, continued airport 1rowtlh contrary to ,oo:nsistent and strong

,oommunlty feedback. Under different political lead- rship, this stance will liopefully

,change to support community well being. Air servioes across Queenstown Lakies

,creat s connectivity "vital to the economic and soc,al welll-beiog of Que nstown

Lakie-s" .appears, ag.ain, to be a politically motivated phrase. Where does evidence of

th.iscome from? F,ew Queenstow,ners would agree thattheir s,ocial we ll-being i5

,enhanced bv fl'igMs leaving or taking off every four mi nut s durfn1g peal< hours, as

proposed under Queens.town Airport Corporation's ANB e�ansion plan.s:. Simi larly, 1it

is i nappropr,ate for the Spatial Plan na native to include a political statement t:t1 at it

is "imp,ortant tkat the level •Of servioe continues to supporrt" growtn in demand for

,comm rd a I air s, rvices - not ,only fo:r Q.u eenstown Lalkes, but forth e wider r ,gk1n.

Tllis is giving in rinisk support for ZQN to continue its role a5 a ri-e,gfona1 hub. This is

not what the community want�, as previously covered .. And the dual airport: vision is

beyond ''conoeptual I vel" - b fore Covfd and Queenstown comm1unity backlasn to

th plans, a.AC had alreadyd-veloped newt• rmi1nal options with draft bud -ts- So

th suggestion of "further community comultatiion/' when II to date has been

ignored, elicits.just notherti11ed sign. I am unsure what mes5.11e tnatsaying T rras

"proposals" (tl,ere is onfy one} "higlilights the commerc,i 1 1 interest in the

development and d ellv, ry of ,capacity of service and the wl der r: gion" is meant to

,convey, in terms of releva nce to spatial plannin8;. lit should be removed. No mention

is made of the risks and opportiunities this,; proposal brin,gs to the table, or tne spatial

8 
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implications ·thereof. This approach appears to be politl callly motivated and is 

inappropriat,e. The Spatial Plan should b@ objective and in the broaider ,oommun1ity 

interest, looking at a11 opportunities for the us,e of our constrained and valuable land 

re5ooroes - not con5trained by a political direct,ive that the ai�port must remain in 

situ and able to grow .. 

• P89, priori y iriitiatives-destinatiion mana,gernent stratiegy must include ,community

,ooh esion. social Ii ce nee for to,.ffism .a rid effective c,om mun ity i-epresentatli on.
• P92, p rovision of quality public space is vital fo:r healthy high de,nsitv living. Again, it

does ma , y,ou wond ,: why, ,considering ao'knowledgement of then d for

,community s.paces for art, oultural and other needs, QlJDC is planning to bowl
10),J,eenstown Memorial! Centre and the r1Ugby and squash d,ib rooms for an

u1n need d ro,ad.

• P93, no m,en,tion is made of t1h- new Southern Cross-CLT hospital at Ladl s Mil-,

which will be int gral to SDHBs rvic s pro,vision. likewise, no mention is made of

the impact the irport has 011 consllraining development of the ,existing lakes District

Hos pita!.

• P94, yes, it is vital that pub'lic space i s  integral to developer requirements from

i nc,e pt ion oft h.e i r proposals. Without wiriggl 111 r,oom to op out of their p 0\/isiio:n, as

sev ral dev l0pers have in the rpast. Also important t,o include· bus shelters and

decent streetscape, These shoo Id be entrenched to the distirict plan ,or other

mechanisms that cannot be continually relitigated, at the ,cos.t of both ratepayers.

. and e1n 11i1ronme,n t.
• P95, priority initiatives-design requir,ements should ,dso be, nshrin,ed in the dlstirict

plan, as design 9ui delin es a re discretiona ry .iio d therefore ignored as soon ais they

start ciosting developers. 1Good design and str etscape mu!:.t be fundamental to any

development, no,t a desirablle tack ,on. These shoulld no,t be prescriptive, in terms of

.actual desigin, but must be provided and must be good quality, riefletting community

r qu i rements.

• P96, this gives m - 1m,ore hope that .a commuter cycle trac adjacent to Penin�l.a

Road wi 11 pro,vid d, although t'h at is no dear ,on the active transport route map.

However, if development as zoned (or denser}, goes ahead, more pl a ygmun ds wil I be

needed in Keh1in Peninsula - already way below the r,ec:ommended provision level.

• PlOO, making spac:e.s for busine.ss succ:ess- see FlightPlan2050 submission, ZQN

,could provide an 0ppo,rtunity to pro,vid · economic diversity and housing .afforda,bi11ty

in ,:1 high -ensity •. mixe:d-us urban settlement in tlhe heart of Frankton. La,ck of light

industrial and will become a pir,oblem that reliance ,on Cromwell will not be able to

resolve on its own - nor is it a good traffic/emissions solution. There oould be some

,opportunitiies on the IRemarkables side of t he Stati� H·gnway to Kingstol"I, that could

be well hidd n. So,me such uses already exist there. Worth investigatling,

• P103, to increase resilience, worth worlklng als,o with lo call energy producer, Pio,neer,

not just distri but,oirs.

9, 
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• lt'5 good to see the Spatial Plan will be revie ed in 2024, Creatinig a mo11e objective

.and b · I a·n G · d Spatial Plan now wl II c.r at �he opp o rtun 1 ty for keeping more sp tl a I

,opt1ions open whe11 the plan is revisited at that·· ime.

It woo Id be good to better understand the "next steps" part of the process. ll'm c,u rre ntly

sitting in Wellington public library, reading rather a lot aboonlrle capital's frustration with 

the L-t's G,et Wellington Moving process a1nd I ck of progr,ess. I woo Id hat to s e- this 

Spatial !Plan mired in· he sarn probl ms. 

Again, thank you for the oppo,rtun1ity to submit on this Spatial Plan and your worlk in 

ensuring it evolves to be a doc1Jment dnlve,n by open mfnds,on opportunities pro,vide-d by 

our incr dible space - not liimitatioos dictat, d by airport and growth assump ·ons opposed 

by most ,of our community. This is partkularly imp,ortant now that strategic direction of the 

airport: has been taken behind even more tightly closed doors, removing our community's 

i np ILlt opportunities .and the mi ns pa r,e ncy of ooun ci I d · dsi ons even funh er, 

Kind regards 

Cath Gilmour 
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GLOVER Sophie
Public Health South - Southern DHB
Jacks Point (includes Coneburn and Homestead Bay)

Q. I am aged:
19-29

Q. Please indicate your position on the draft Queenstown
Lakes Spatial Plan:
Support

Q. Please let us know your comments or feedback:

Q. Please describe the reasons for your position:
Public Health South (PHS) appreciates the opportunity for stakeholder review and 
largely supports the Draft Queenstown Lakes Spatial Plan.  

PHS is pleased to see consideration given to housing, transport and the environment 
as these determinants heavily influence public health. Our most common health 
problems in New Zealand are largely preventable. It needs to be acknowledged 
that the biggest influences are the social, economic, and built environments in which 
we live, work and play.  

PHS supports the outcomes identified in the Draft Queenstown Lakes Spatial Plan, 
particularly outcomes 1, 2, 3 and 4.  

Increasing housing density in appropriate locations alongside diversifying the housing 
options available will provide more affordable housing options for those looking to 
stay in the Queenstown Lakes region. It is important future areas of housing density 
are well connected and designed with a public health lens, this is largely considered 
by outcome four.   

PHS supports initiatives focused on shifting reliance on cars to more sustainable 
transport options such as public and active transport. Active transportation is a key 
public health goal due to its positive effects on both mental and physical health, 
increasing social connectedness and sustainability. Further, active transport has no 
carbon footprint, contributing to?a?healthier environment for future populations.
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Q. Please let us know if you have any further comments:
Health of the community is a top planning priority. Moving forward, PHS would like to 
continue to work in collaboration with QLDC and would welcome the opportunity to 
provide input into the development of strategies proposed to create healthy 
environments.
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GOLDEN Anita
Lake Hayes Estate and Shotover Country Community 
Association
Lake Hayes Estate & Shotover Country

Q. Please let us know your comments or feedback:
PDF attached

Q. Please describe the reasons for your position:
PDF attached

Q. Please let us know if you have any further comments:
PDF attached
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LAKE HAYES ESTATE AND SHOTOVER COUNTRY COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION (LHSCCA)

19 April 2021

To Whom it may concern

SUBMISSION ON DRAFT SPATIAL PLAN

The Lake Hayes Estate and Shotover Country Community Association (LHSCCA) appreciates the

opportunity to submit on the Draft Spatial Plan (DSP).

The LHSCCA aims to represent the over 4.5k residents and ratepayers within Lake Hayes Estate and

Shotover Country. Our community has seen significant growth and has been impacted upon by both

the growth within Shotover and Lakes Hayes Estate, and in the wider Whakatipu Basin. It is

important that Lake Hayes Estate and Shotover Country continue to become a community rather

than a ‘development’ or suburb. Currently, our community has a larger population than Arrowtown,

and yet we have no hall, no church, no swimming pool, or sports fields. Despite commercial

development being part of the plan changes that created the zoning, little commercial has occurred.

Most of our community, if not all, has to travel to employment, secondary schooling and services

located west of the Shotover Bridge.

While the DSP identifies that the key objectives for future growth are consolidation and providing

capacity for future growth, it suggests dispersed growth at Ladies Mile. Ladies Mile is not adjacent to

services or employment, and it is located east of the Shotover bridge which is already at capacity.

Increasing development in areas east of the Shotover Bridge eg Gibbston, Cromwell and Wanaka

contribute to congestion, as does the increasing amount of freight needing to travel through Ladies

Mile to reach Frankton and Queenstown.

It is our submission that extending growth across Ladies Mile does not represent consolidation as it is

not adjacent to an existing township. Our settlement does not provide employment and it does not

have community facilities. We consider it odd that in comparison, no growth is to be provided at

Arrowtown, which is a township supported by commercial, industrial and tourist activity. While it is

acknowledged that Arrowtown is constrained by several golf courses, the remaining land is therefore

very important to utilise and connected into the existing community and public transport link.

While it is recognized in the DSP that traffic management is a key issue to resolve before Ladies Mile

can be developed, it still fails to recognize that before such greenfield development occurs the

growth is better accommodated at Arrowtown and in locations west of the bridge. Providing for

growth west of the Shotover Bridge and adjacent to existing townships represents consolidation.

We understand that there is an appeal to the Proposed District Plan (PDP) requesting a zone change

to enable residential development at Tucker Beach Road. Yet that area is shown as ‘rural’ in the DSP.

We submit that before any development is proposed east of the Shotover bridge that every

opportunity should be taken for development in close proximity to Frankton’s services. That is,

consolidate growth where it can easily access the services and infrastructure within existing town

centres.

1

387



All of the components of a functioning township are extremely difficult to achieve in a greenfield

development. The planning process in Lake Hayes Estate and Shotover Country has failed to the

extent that the development contributions paid have not been used for facilities and services within

the community. The existing residential population, let alone any increased residential population,

needs these facilities to provide for the social and cultural well-being and community cohesion.

This all points to the importance of the DSP recognizing that development areas must be prioritized,

so that development occurs logically and only where it can be supported by infrastructure and is

adjacent to existing townships or town centres.

At page 78 the DSP states:

The backbone of the new system is a Frequent Public Transport Network, initially between the

Queenstown Town Centre and Frankton, and eventually extending east to Ladies Mile, and south to

Jacks Point / Homestead Bay, via the Airport and Remarkables Park. Services on the frequent network

will run at least every 10 minutes during the day, offering ‘turn-up and go’ convenience so users will

no longer need to look at a timetable.

This is supported, but the frequent bus service needs to be in place now for LHESC, not in the future.

Investment in this transport system needs to happen first, before any further development can

proceed that is not either on the western side of the bridge, or adjacent to a township

- Implement transport initiatives immediately to accommodate existing development, and the

growth that will occur adjacent to and within existing townships.

- Expanding future growth areas along greenfield sites only occurs until such time that it can

be supported by a functioning multi modal transportation system.

With respect to traffic, even if there is a 50% modal shift from private vehicles to public transport

within Lake Hayes Estate and Shotover Country (which is a hard ask) and then even if the new

development at Ladies Mile achieves the same, we are still at capacity on the bridge (and no space

for a priortised frequent public transport). Because of the difficulty in achieving commercial and

industrial activity in this location (given its proximity to Frankton’s industrial and commercial

services) it is unlikely that it can become a live work environment.

We also consider that the existing residents should be supported first. Further growth at Ladies Mile

should only occur when there is certainty that planning rules can be imposed to ensure that the

development will not simply provide more residential growth. It must provide commensurate

services including employment, educational facilities, attractive open spaces and community

facilities.

Priorities:

1. Firstly accommodate growth within or adjacent to the existing centres; being Arrowtown,

Queenstown and Frankton (Remarkables Park and 5 Mile)

2. Only once there is  frequent public transport network (included priortised bus lanes) in place

and development prioritized next to townships and centres can the ‘corridors’ be developed.

2
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This is sound urban design and planning principles. It seems that development is being

promoted in Ladies Mile whilst there is a sway of greenfield between the BP roundabout to

Quail Rise that could be up-zoned to include the apartment and other high density options

that support public transport investment.

3. Development of an efficient and safe walking and cycling network that supports active travel

for all age groups especially school students and Frankton and Town Centre commuters

Thank you for the opportunity to submit. We would like to speak to our submission at the hearing.

Kind regards

Lake Hayes and Shotover Country Community

Contact:

Chair:  Anita Golden

Phone:  

3
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GREEN Philip
The Office for Maori Crown Relations - Te Arawhiti
Out of District

Q. Please indicate your position on the draft Queenstown
Lakes Spatial Plan:
Neutral

Q. Please let us know your comments or feedback:
PDF attached

Q. Please describe the reasons for your position:
PDF attached

Q. Please let us know if you have any further comments:
PDF attached
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Queenstown Lakes District Council 
By email: letstalk@qldc.govt.nz 

Submission on the draft Queenstown Lakes Spatial Plan 

1. Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft Queenstown Lakes Spatial Plan.

2. The Office for Māori Crown Relations –Te Arawhiti (Te Arawhiti) is the Crown agency dedicated to
fostering strong, ongoing and effective relationships with Māori across Government.  Our name, Te
Arawhiti, means ‘the bridge’, symbolising the bridge between Māori and the Crown, the past and the
future, and the journey from grievance to partnership.  Te Arawhiti works to make the Crown a better
Treaty partner, able to engage effectively with Māori on a range of issues, and striving to build true
and practical partnerships with Māori which will bring benefits to all New Zealanders.

3. Te Arawhiti includes Te Kāhui Whakatau, responsible for settlements of historical Treaty claims, and
Te Kāhui Whakamana, working to ensure the commitments made in Treaty settlements endure.
I make this submission as the Manager - Land & Implementation, responsible for the management
of the HMQ owned ‘Sticky Forest’ land as part of overseeing implementation of redress.

4. A key strand within the purpose of Te Arawhiti is ensuring that the commitments made in Treaty
settlements endure, and the promise of Te Tiriti o Waitangi is realised.

5. Te Arawhiti supports well considered long term planning documents that are cognisant of Treaty
settlement commitments and provide for (and certainly do not preclude) future opportunities
associated with Treaty settlements. Te Arawhiti does not determine how and in what form the
opportunities from Treaty settlements are realised, as this is determined by the beneficiaries of these
settlements. However, Te Arawhiti does have a role in advocating for the protection of these
opportunities, consistent with the original intent of the settlements.

Particular interests of Te Arawhiti in draft Spatial Plan 

6. Te Arawhiti has a specific interest in the Treaty settlement land in Wanaka which we administer,
being 50.36742ha comprised in Section 2 of 5, Block 14 Lower Wanaka Survey District held in Record
of Title OT18C/473. The land is colloquially known as and referred to in this submission as ‘Sticky
Forest’. The Crown is obliged to transfer the land to entitled persons in accordance with the Ngāi
Tahu Treaty settlement, provided for in the Deed of Settlement and the Ngāi Tahu Claims Settlement
Act 1998.
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7. Sticky Forest was formerly plantation reserve vested in trust in (now) Queenstown Lakes District
Council (QLDC). The land accommodates a plantation forest. The Ngāi Tahu Claims Settlement Act
1998 lifted the plantation reserve status from the land, and the land reverted to Crown ownership
allowing for future transfer to entitled beneficiaries who will be the future owners.

Intended future owners of Sticky Forest land – SILNA successors 

8. Under the Ngāi Tahu settlement, the beneficiaries to the Sticky Forest land are the successors to 53
Māori individuals who were historically allocated land at the ‘The Neck’, between Lakes Hawea and
Wanaka, under the ‘SILNA’ (South Island Landless Native Act 1906) scheme.  The SILNA scheme
sought to rectify that Māori in Te Waipounamu had been left virtually landless following significant
land purchases in the 1800s.

9. At the time of Ngāi Tahu negotiations in the 1990s, the original Hawea/Wanaka SILNA land was not
available, and as such, the Crown committed through the Ngāi Tahu settlement to providing the
‘Sticky Forest’ land in substitution.

Current uses of Sticky Forest land 

10. At this time, the Crown (as the interim owner), tolerates the current uses of the land for plantation
forestry and community recreational use.  However, these uses are not reflective of, nor enabled by,
the legal status of the land. The land is not encumbered with any licences or formal use agreements
as to the current recreational use of the land or for forestry.  As such, these land uses are not
guaranteed in perpetuity as part of the Treaty settlement by which ownership will transfer to the
entitled beneficiaries.  The future owners will be entitled to lawfully use what will be their privately-
owned land, as they see fit.

Undetermined nature of Proposed District Plan and future use 

11. As part of the Queenstown Lakes District Plan Review, a submission was made by Mr Michael
Beresford (one of the entitled beneficiaries) to amend the zoning of the Sticky Forest land in the
Proposed District Plan (PDP) to include residentially zoned land. The detail of this submission and
subsequent decision and appeal are not canvassed in detail in this submission, as they are subject to
separate planning processes. However, for context it is noted that the PDP decisions on this
submission declined the rezoning request (principally due to access issues), while at the same time
acknowledging there was merit in the submitter’s contention that some parts of Sticky Forest are
suitable for urban development. An appeal against this decision (ENV-2018-CHC-069) remains active
at the time of writing, as well as other processes including around access and infrastructure matters.

Purpose of this submission 

12. The principal purpose of this submission is to ensure that the Queenstown Lakes Spatial Plan
recognises the unique circumstances associated with Sticky Forest as Treaty settlement land, and
provides for its future development in the form to be determined by the future owners. It is
acknowledged that the Spatial Plan is a high level guiding document, and detailed matters of zoning
and property specific policy are the domain of the District Plan not the Spatial Plan. However, Te
Arawhiti seeks to ensure through this submission that the direction, language and context provided
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by the Spatial Plan does not directly, implicitly or inadvertently preclude future development on 
Sticky Forest or fail to recognise its unique status. 

13. Te Arawhiti submits that careful attention and refinement is needed on the maps throughout the
Spatial Plan to ensure the status of Sticky Forest is recognised, that existing assumptions about the
land being the equivalent of a public recreation facility are not reinforced, and that future ownership
and use options are not inadvertently precluded.

Specific Comments 

Mapping 

14. The current colouring of the maps throughout the draft Spatial Plan identifies ‘Protected Land’ in
dark grey, and ‘Rural Land’ in light grey. When overlaid over the Sticky Forest land parcel, the two
different shades of grey can appear indistinguishable and give the appearance that the whole parcel
is protected or excluded from consideration of future development. The reality is that the site is split,
with the northern half being protected land (following the current Outstanding Natural Landscape
(ONL) line), and the southern half being rural land (at present). Te Arawhiti submits that
consideration should be given to using different colours to more clearly demarcate this split.

15. Following on from this, or as an alternative, Te Arawhiti submits that the Treaty settlement land at
Sticky Forest is unique and the maps could reflect this unique status by providing this land with an
individual colour instead of bundling it in with all other rural and protected land in the district which
are coloured in shades of grey. This would recognise the unique status of the land in an obvious visual
way. It would make clear that potential future aspirations for this Treaty settlement land are being
provided for in the Spatial Plan, seemingly also consistent with the guiding Kāi Tahu values detailed
on page 15 of the plan.

Map 12: Upper Clutha – Water and Utility Infrastructure 

16. The water supply infrastructure located on the Sticky Forest land is not demarcated on Map 12 of the
draft Spatial Plan and the positioning of current infrastructure does not reflect locations on the
ground.  If there is a reason for this, please contact me directly.  Otherwise, I recommend that:

1. the green line demarcating the pipeline on Map 12 is extended northward to reflect the location in
the ground on the Sticky Forest land going right through to the Mata-Au/Clutha River;

2. the green line demarcating the pipeline on Map 12 be repositioned to the eastern boundary of the
Sticky Forest land to align with the pipe’s location; and

3. the box containing references to projects 1, 3, 7 (Beacon Point Reservoir and Treatment Plant) are
moved to accurately reflect the location of this infrastructure which is contained in PDP Designation
314 outside the Sticky Forest land, in the south-east corner.

Map 17 Green Network 

17. It is noted that Map 17 UPPER CLUTHA – BLUE GREEN NETWORK AND SOCIAL INFRASTRUCTURE in
the draft plan surrounds the Sticky Forest land with an ‘Enhanced/new green corridor’ and ‘Proposed
trail connections’. There is existing public access and trails to the west and south, however the
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proposed trail connection on the eastern boundary of Sticky Forest is not formed and appears to 
overlay the Sticky Forest land parcel (and effectively surrounds Sticky Forest). Te Arawhiti would like 
to avoid the Spatial Plan implying that Sticky Forest is a public recreational resource, as this fails to 
recognise that Sticky Forest may be developed for different uses.  As outlined in Point 10 of this 
submission, recreational uses at Sticky Forest have been tolerated but are not reflective of, nor 
enabled by, the legal status of the land – or enabled by any authorised licence or use of the land. Nor 
are they guaranteed in perpetuity as part of the Treaty settlement which will transfer ownership to 
the entitled beneficiaries.  

18. The potential development of this land in future may result in any public trails taking a different form
than indicated in the Spatial Plan (for example extending behind residentially developed land rather
than separating it from the existing urban area in Wanaka). One potential mechanism to resolve this
could be through a map insert or footnote making it clear that the blue/green network is indicative
only and subject to refinement based on individual landowner circumstances (there are similar
footnotes on other maps in the Spatial Plan). Another mechanism could be to amend Map 17 so that
Sticky Forest does not appear to be completely landlocked by trails as an intended outcome of the
Spatial Plan. In any case, the intent should be to avoid perpetuating any public or Council perception
that Sticky Forest is public recreation land and will remain this way.

19. The lack of legal access to the Sticky Forest land has already proved to be an issue for the future
owners as demonstrated by the declined Beresford rezoning application (currently subject to appeal).
It can be expected that the future owners of Sticky Forest will seek to rectify the landlocked nature
of their land.  Planning of green belts and public infrastructure in the draft Spatial Plan should keep
this in mind, and care should be taken to avoid compounding issues around the landlocked nature of
the Sticky Forest land.

Map 15 Public Transport and Travel Networks 

20. Map 15 of the Spatial Plan identifies ‘Public Transport and Active Travel Networks’ in the Upper
Clutha. This map appears not to include any intended links to the wider vicinity around Sticky Forest
where there has already been extensive residential development and will be into the future.
Refinement of this map to recognise potential links to the area would benefit future opportunities at
Sticky Forest, and better alignment with ‘Strategy 5: Ensure land use is concentrated, mixed and
integrated with transport’, and the Outcomes of ‘Well-designed neighbourhoods that provide for
everyday needs’, and ‘Public transport, walking and cycling are everyone’s first travel choice’.

Future review 

21. Page 11 and Page 106 of the Spatial Plan signal that the Spatial Plan will be reviewed and updated in
2024. As the current Spatial Plan is being prepared with the District Plan Review ongoing, including
with a live appeal with respect to Sticky Forest, it is submitted that the review statement could make
clear that this review will include revisiting areas that are still subject to change through the District
Plan Review process. It is noted that the supporting Scenario Analysis Report appears to have
excluded Sticky Forest from any of the growth scenarios, and presumably this would change in future
should the use or zoning change.

394



Final comments 

22. Alongside the suggestions articulated in this submission, Te Arawhiti considers that there are
numerous positive aspects associated with the Spatial Plan that are supported. These include:

 The guiding Kāi Tahu values framework influencing the plan including the Kāi Tahu outcomes
contained on Page 27 which supports future social and economic opportunities associated with
Treaty settlement land and active partnership.

 Strategy 1, Strategy 3 and Strategy 4 on increasing housing density, improving housing diversity
and providing more affordable housing options, noting that these strategies support the use of
Treaty settlement land for this purpose as a potential option.

23. Te Arawhiti is supportive of any amendments or language in the Spatial Plan that help to recognise
and enable active Treaty partnership within Queenstown Lakes District into the future, including as
a consequence of responding to other submitters.

24. Te Arawhiti thanks the Queenstown Lakes District Council for the opportunity to submit on this
Spatial Plan and have our views taken into consideration. We look forward to seeing the matters
contained in this submission addressed and continuing to work with Queenstown Lakes District
Council in the future.

25. Te Arawhiti does not wish to speak to this submission.  For any questions as to this submission, my
contact details are below.

Nāku noa, nā 

Philip Green 
Manager – Land & Implementation 

Phone: 
Email:
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GREENE Peter
Out of District

Q. I am aged:
46-59

Q. Please indicate your position on the draft Queenstown
Lakes Spatial Plan:
Support

Q. Please let us know your comments or feedback:
I agree with the idea of the long term planning as the area is growing very fast. My 
area of interest is Wanaka and surrounds.
I am concerned that even though you talk about increasing the density of housing 
you are allowing the urban areas to sprawl even further like South Wanaka and 
Hawea, both are even further from town and work places. They have no public 
transport and are too far to walk or bike to town. 
There are areas closer to Wanaka that are suitable for more intensive development 
that have been left out of the planning and are oddly zoned Rural.
The area around the Hawea, Wanaka and River Road intersection. There is at least 
27 Hectares of land that has been neglected in the zoning, it is still zoned rural and is 
only 600m from Three Parks and the School.
Why do you not include these areas in your planning as the are the closest to all 
ammenities and with good design will meet all the objectives you are trying to 
achieve.
From this location children can walk or ride to School and their parents have no need 
to drive.
The infrastructure is all close so the costs of development to the council is minimal 
compared to suppling roading, water and sewer to Wanaka South.

Q. Please describe the reasons for your position:
the reason for my position is common sense, some times the easist and best option 
are under our nose

Q. Please let us know if you have any further comments:
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GREENWOOD Craig
B & A on behalf of Queenstown Gateway (5M) Limited
Out of District

Q. Please indicate your position on the draft Queenstown
Lakes Spatial Plan:
Support

Q. Please let us know your comments or feedback:
PDF attached

Q. Please describe the reasons for your position:
PDF attached

Q. Please let us know if you have any further comments:
PDF attached
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19 April 2021 
Queenstown Lakes Spatial Plan Submission 
Queenstown Lakes District Council  
via email: letstalk@qldc.govt.nz 

Queenstown Lakes Spatial Plan: Submission of Queenstown Gateway (5M) Limited   
Thank you for the opportunity to provide a submission on the Draft Queenstown Lakes Spatial Plan. This 
is a submission on behalf of Queenstown Gateway (5M) Limited (QGL).  

Introduction 
QGL owns the Five Mile retail centre, along with other industrial land, located adjacent to State Highway 
6 between Grant Road and the Queenstown Events Centre. The total land holdings are approximately 
2.7 hectares and has been owned by QGL since 2010. The general location is shown in Figure 1 below.  

Figure 1: Five Mile general location (red circle) 

The retail centre is a comprehensively designed mixed-use centre comprising a mix of retail, office and 
food and beverage activities. QGL also owns land in the immediate vicinity of the Five Mile retail centre 
which is developed for light industrial type uses.   

The Draft Spatial Plan  
QGL supports the preparation of a Spatial Plan for Queenstown. QGL considers the Spatial Plan is an 
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important document in providing a blueprint for growth, and will assist the Council and community in 
ensuring that growth and development is strategically planned for. This includes integration of land use 
and infrastructure planning.  

QGL supports the establishment of the Whaiora Grow Well Partnership of central government, Kāi Tahu, 
and the Council as a forum for decision making and addressing growth-related challenges currently 
being experienced in Queenstown.  

QGL supports the five key outcomes set out in the draft Spatial Plan and considers that Five Mile 
contributes to achieving each of these outcomes for Queenstown.  

Priority Development Areas  
QGL supports Strategy 1 to increase density in appropriate locations. Frankton, including Five Mile, is 
ideally placed to deliver intensification outcomes required to deliver on the draft spatial plan outcomes. 
QGL agrees that zoning in the District will need to change to meet the requirements of the National 
Policy Statement on Urban Development 2020 (NPSUD).  

QGL supports the identification of Five Mile as a strategically important location and the Five Mile Urban 
Corridor as a Priority Development Area. QGL agrees that this will need to be delivered in partnership 
between government and the private sector.  

Whaiora Grow Well Partnership: Joint Work Programme 
As noted, QGL supports the Five Mile Urban Corridor being identified as a spatial plan priority initiative. 
The Joint Work Programme proposes that the Grow Well Whaiora Urban Partnership be used to 
improve alignment and coordination to ‘unlock’ joint priority areas. Unlocking these priority areas will 
need to be supported by private landowners who are aligned in delivering the intensification outcomes 
anticipated.  

Delivering the Five Mile Urban Corridor will require reconsideration of the current open space set back 
along State Highway 6 in this location. QGL submits that a significant reduction of this setback will be 
needed to facilitate a mixed use, high density, multi modal urban corridor. This was signalled in the 
Frankton Masterplan and QGL supports this.   

Metropolitan Centre 
QGL supports the scaling of centres and identification of neighbourhood, local, town and metropolitan 
centres in the draft spatial plan.  QGL supports the identification of Frankton, including Five Mile, as a 
Metropolitan Centre. With respect to this reflecting the expected scale and mix of activities, it is noted 
that alignment with the NPSUD will require changes within the Metropolitan Centre to deliver sufficient 
development capacity and achieve well-functioning urban environments. It is noted that at this will also 
be subject to a Future Development Strategy.  

QGL supports the identification and development of a frequent public transport corridor with 
connections from Frankton to the west, east and south and the importance of this in achieving the 
spatial plan outcomes. Successful implementation of this transport project and a vibrant centre 
adjoining an urban arterial will require built form to establish closer to the round boundary along both 
sides of State Highway 6 at Frankton, to create an active road frontage.   

Delivery of a successful Metropolitan Centre will also require amendments to the regulatory framework 
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under the District Plan with respect to zoning, constraints and overlays. 

Hearing 
QGL wishes to speak to this submission at a hearing, via video conference if this option is available. 

Summary 
QGL supports the preparation of the draft Spatial Plan and what it proposes with respect to Frankton 
and Five Mile as a Priority Development Area and Metropolitan Centre.  

Please contact me should you require further information or clarification of the matters raised in this 
submission.  

Yours sincerely 
Queenstown Gateway (5M) Limited 

Craig Greenwood 
Director 
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