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Q17.Please share your comments on Frankton Beach Ski lane location

no  answered

Q18.Please share your comments on Willow Place West Side Ski lane location

no  answered

Q19.Please share your comments on Frankton Arm North Side Ski lane location

no  answered

Q20.Please share your comments on Loop Road Ski lane location

no  answered

Q21.Please share your comments on Roys Bay – Main Beach adjacent to Pembroke Park Ski lane location

no  answered

Q22.Please share your comments on Roys Bay – Eely Point Ski lane location

no  answered

Q23.Please share your comments on Roys Bay – Waterfall Creek Ski lane location

no  answered

Q24.Please share your comments on Glendhu Bay – East Ski lane location

no  answered

Q25.What is your view of the proposed amendments

to manage the navigation safety risk associated

with recreational jumping from the Albert Town

Bridge?

I am neu ra  on he proposed amendmen s o manage nav ga on

safe y r sk a  he A ber  Town Br dge.

Q26.Please add any comments on your position. What aspects do you oppose or support, what amendments do you

seek to the proposal? Feel free to provide as much additional information to support your position.

no  answered

Q27.What is your view of the proposed amendments

that require vessel identification? 

I am neu ra  on he proposed amendmen s o requ re vesse

den fica on.

Q28.Please add any comments on your position. What aspects do you oppose or support, what amendments do you

seek to the proposal? Feel free to provide as much additional information to support your position.  

I wou d prefer he nam ng o no  have o be on bo h s des of he vesse . I have a prom nen  name on one s de, ra her no

have o repea   on he o her.

Q29.What is your view of the proposed amendments

relating to temporary  waterway events? 

no  answered



Q30.Please add any comments on your position. What aspects do you oppose or support, what amendments do you

seek to the proposal? Feel free to provide as much additional information to support your position. 

no  answered

Q31.What is your view of the proposed amendment

relating to the definition of speed? 

I am neu ra  on he proposed amendmen  o he defin on of speed.

Q32.Please add any comments on your position. What aspects do you oppose or support, what amendments do you

seek to the proposal? Feel free to provide as much additional information to support your position.

no  answered

Q33.What is your view of the proposed amendments

relating to a speed uplifting for the Clutha River /

Mata-Au for commercial vessels that operate

under an approved resource consent?  

I am neu ra  on he proposed amendmen  o crea e an add ona

speed up f ng on he C u ha R ver / Ma a-Au.

Q34.Please add any comments on your position. What aspects do you oppose or support, what amendments do you

seek to the proposal? Feel free to provide as much additional information to support your position. 

no  answered

Q35.What is your view of the proposed extension to

the existing Kawarau Dam access lanes?  

I am neu ra  on he proposed amendmen  o he Kawarau Dam

access anes.

Q36.Please add any comments on your position. What aspects do you oppose or support, what amendments do you

seek to the proposal? Feel free to provide as much additional information to support your position. 

no  answered

Q37.What is your view of the proposed requirements

to carry communication devices? 

I suppor  he proposed requ remen s o carry commun ca on

dev ces.

Q38.Please add any comments on your position. What aspects do you oppose or support, what amendments do you

seek to the proposal? Feel free to provide as much additional information to support your position. 

Sugges  you add AIS dev ces o he s , hese prov de co s on avo dance a er s, and vesse  oca ons

Q39.What is your view of the other proposed

corrections corrections?  

I suppor  some bu  no  a  of he proposed correc ons o he by aw.

Q40.Please add any comments on your position. What aspects do you oppose or support, what amendments do you

seek to the proposal? Feel free to provide as much additional information to support your position.  

I be eve he h gh speed access anes, eg The Narrows need o be redrawn o ex end hem enough o cover he en ry and

ex  po n s of of he up f ng. In he curren  draw ng a vesse  s ou s de he ane bu  w h n 200m of shore! A  he Frank on end

of he Narrows h s wou d crea e and un n ended bo eneck as vesse s wou d need he move o he cen re o no  be

mmed a e y n con raven on of he 200m barr er. A s mp e ex ens on of he nes shou d be p aced o avo d h s.

Q41.Do you have any final comments you wish to make on the draft Navigation Safety Bylaw 2025?

no  answered





Q16.Please share your comments on Kinloch Main Beach Ski lane location

no  answered

Q17.Please share your comments on Frankton Beach Ski lane location

no  answered

Q18.Please share your comments on Willow Place West Side Ski lane location

no  answered

Q19.Please share your comments on Frankton Arm North Side Ski lane location

no  answered

Q20.Please share your comments on Loop Road Ski lane location

no  answered

Q21.Please share your comments on Roys Bay – Main Beach adjacent to Pembroke Park Ski lane location

Th s shou d rema n as s. The remova  of h s and o her sk  anes w  jus  cause conges on a  he very few rema n ng s es.

Th s s e s easy access for fam es e c for peop e us ng he sk  anes.

Q22.Please share your comments on Roys Bay – Eely Point Ski lane location

Th s rema n as he s a us quo. Th s s a a popu ar and conven en  spo  for he sk  ane -  s we  es ab shed and we

marked, and I can see no jus fica on for s remova .

Q23.Please share your comments on Roys Bay – Waterfall Creek Ski lane location

I can'  comprehend why h s s be ng removed. I  offers she er from sou her y w nds, and s used and enjoyed w de y by

fam es who find  a conven en

Q24.Please share your comments on Glendhu Bay – East Ski lane location

Many peop e use hese sk  anes - and he reduc on s ke y o cause conges on and resu an  prob ems. he sk  anes are

we  es ab shed and we  marked - I can'  unders and why h s wou d be reduced - I have no  seen any ssues n he many

years I have v s ng h s oca on.

Q25.What is your view of the proposed amendments

to manage the navigation safety risk associated

with recreational jumping from the Albert Town

Bridge?

I am neu ra  on he proposed amendmen s o manage nav ga on

safe y r sk a  he A ber  Town Br dge.

Q26.Please add any comments on your position. What aspects do you oppose or support, what amendments do you

seek to the proposal? Feel free to provide as much additional information to support your position.

no  answered

Q27.What is your view of the proposed amendments

that require vessel identification? 

I oppose a  of he proposed amendmen s o requ re vesse

den fica on.



Q28.Please add any comments on your position. What aspects do you oppose or support, what amendments do you

seek to the proposal? Feel free to provide as much additional information to support your position.  

no  answered

Q29.What is your view of the proposed amendments

relating to temporary  waterway events? 

I am neu ra  on he proposed amendmen s o he way ha

emporary wa erway even s are managed.

Q30.Please add any comments on your position. What aspects do you oppose or support, what amendments do you

seek to the proposal? Feel free to provide as much additional information to support your position. 

no  answered

Q31.What is your view of the proposed amendment

relating to the definition of speed? 

I am neu ra  on he proposed amendmen  o he defin on of speed.

Q32.Please add any comments on your position. What aspects do you oppose or support, what amendments do you

seek to the proposal? Feel free to provide as much additional information to support your position.

no  answered

Q33.What is your view of the proposed amendments

relating to a speed uplifting for the Clutha River /

Mata-Au for commercial vessels that operate

under an approved resource consent?  

I suppor  he proposed amendmen  o crea e an add ona  speed

up f ng on he C u ha R ver / Ma a-Au.

Q34.Please add any comments on your position. What aspects do you oppose or support, what amendments do you

seek to the proposal? Feel free to provide as much additional information to support your position. 

no  answered

Q35.What is your view of the proposed extension to

the existing Kawarau Dam access lanes?  

I am neu ra  on he proposed amendmen  o he Kawarau Dam

access anes.

Q36.Please add any comments on your position. What aspects do you oppose or support, what amendments do you

seek to the proposal? Feel free to provide as much additional information to support your position. 

no  answered

Q37.What is your view of the proposed requirements

to carry communication devices? 

I am neu ra  on he proposed requ remen s o carry commun ca on

dev ces.

Q38.Please add any comments on your position. What aspects do you oppose or support, what amendments do you

seek to the proposal? Feel free to provide as much additional information to support your position. 

Where peop e are rave ng n groups eg a group of je  sk s,  means each (of en jus  1 person onboard) vesse  mus  have

2 commun ca on dev ces each - a group of say 3 je  sk s w h one person on each w  requ re 6 commun ca on dev ces -

wh ch h s by- aw w  requ re.

Q39.What is your view of the other proposed

corrections corrections?  

no  answered



Q40.Please add any comments on your position. What aspects do you oppose or support, what amendments do you

seek to the proposal? Feel free to provide as much additional information to support your position.  

no  answered

Q41.Do you have any final comments you wish to make on the draft Navigation Safety Bylaw 2025?

Th s by aw s ry ng o fix some h ng ha  s no  broken.. The proposed reduc on n sk  anes needs o be resc nded





Q14.Please share your comments on Wilsons Bay ski lane location.

no  answered

Q15.Please share your comments on Sunshine Bay Ski lane location

no  answered

Q16.Please share your comments on Kinloch Main Beach Ski lane location

no  answered

Q17.Please share your comments on Frankton Beach Ski lane location

no  answered

Q18.Please share your comments on Willow Place West Side Ski lane location

no  answered

Q19.Please share your comments on Frankton Arm North Side Ski lane location

no  answered

Q20.Please share your comments on Loop Road Ski lane location

no  answered

Q21.Please share your comments on Roys Bay – Main Beach adjacent to Pembroke Park Ski lane location

Leave  here

Q22.Please share your comments on Roys Bay – Eely Point Ski lane location

Leave  here

Q23.Please share your comments on Roys Bay – Waterfall Creek Ski lane location

Leave  here

Q24.Please share your comments on Glendhu Bay – East Ski lane location

no  answered

Q25.What is your view of the proposed amendments

to manage the navigation safety risk associated

with recreational jumping from the Albert Town

Bridge?

I oppose a  of he proposed amendmen s o manage nav ga on

safe y r sk a  he A ber  Town Br dge.

Q26.Please add any comments on your position. What aspects do you oppose or support, what amendments do you

seek to the proposal? Feel free to provide as much additional information to support your position.

Peop e have been jump ng from he Br dge for years. I  won'  s op  happen ng

Q27.What is your view of the proposed amendments

that require vessel identification? 

I am neu ra  on he proposed amendmen s o requ re vesse

den fica on.



Q28.Please add any comments on your position. What aspects do you oppose or support, what amendments do you

seek to the proposal? Feel free to provide as much additional information to support your position.  

Try ng o con ro  peop e

Q29.What is your view of the proposed amendments

relating to temporary  waterway events? 

I am neu ra  on he proposed amendmen s o he way ha

emporary wa erway even s are managed.

Q30.Please add any comments on your position. What aspects do you oppose or support, what amendments do you

seek to the proposal? Feel free to provide as much additional information to support your position. 

no  answered

Q31.What is your view of the proposed amendment

relating to the definition of speed? 

I am neu ra  on he proposed amendmen  o he defin on of speed.

Q32.Please add any comments on your position. What aspects do you oppose or support, what amendments do you

seek to the proposal? Feel free to provide as much additional information to support your position.

no  answered

Q33.What is your view of the proposed amendments

relating to a speed uplifting for the Clutha River /

Mata-Au for commercial vessels that operate

under an approved resource consent?  

I am neu ra  on he proposed amendmen  o crea e an add ona

speed up f ng on he C u ha R ver / Ma a-Au.

Q34.Please add any comments on your position. What aspects do you oppose or support, what amendments do you

seek to the proposal? Feel free to provide as much additional information to support your position. 

no  answered

Q35.What is your view of the proposed extension to

the existing Kawarau Dam access lanes?  

I am neu ra  on he proposed amendmen  o he Kawarau Dam

access anes.

Q36.Please add any comments on your position. What aspects do you oppose or support, what amendments do you

seek to the proposal? Feel free to provide as much additional information to support your position. 

no  answered

Q37.What is your view of the proposed requirements

to carry communication devices? 

I suppor  he proposed requ remen s o carry commun ca on

dev ces.

Q38.Please add any comments on your position. What aspects do you oppose or support, what amendments do you

seek to the proposal? Feel free to provide as much additional information to support your position. 

Good for safe y

Q39.What is your view of the other proposed

corrections corrections?  

I oppose a  of he proposed correc ons o he by aw.

Q40.Please add any comments on your position. What aspects do you oppose or support, what amendments do you

seek to the proposal? Feel free to provide as much additional information to support your position.  

You need o engage he res den s and users proper y and no  ry and run h s on he Qu e



Q41.Do you have any final comments you wish to make on the draft Navigation Safety Bylaw 2025?

Engage w h users before com ng up w h ha r bra ned deas





Q17.Please share your comments on Frankton Beach Ski lane location

no  answered

Q18.Please share your comments on Willow Place West Side Ski lane location

no  answered

Q19.Please share your comments on Frankton Arm North Side Ski lane location

no  answered

Q20.Please share your comments on Loop Road Ski lane location

no  answered

Q21.Please share your comments on Roys Bay – Main Beach adjacent to Pembroke Park Ski lane location

no  answered

Q22.Please share your comments on Roys Bay – Eely Point Ski lane location

These are wo easy access b e boa  ramp and sk  ane areas. I  seems absurd ha  he on y proposed sk  ane from he ake

s go ng o be a  G endhu, wh ch has m ed park ng no  o men on an ncrease n he raffic on ha  p ece of road.

Q23.Please share your comments on Roys Bay – Waterfall Creek Ski lane location

These are wo easy access b e boa  ramp and sk  ane areas. I  seems absurd ha  he on y proposed sk  ane from he ake

s go ng o be a  G endhu, wh ch has m ed park ng no  o men on an ncrease n he raffic on ha  p ece of road.

Q24.Please share your comments on Glendhu Bay – East Ski lane location

no  answered

Q25.What is your view of the proposed amendments

to manage the navigation safety risk associated

with recreational jumping from the Albert Town

Bridge?

no  answered

Q26.Please add any comments on your position. What aspects do you oppose or support, what amendments do you

seek to the proposal? Feel free to provide as much additional information to support your position.

no  answered

Q27.What is your view of the proposed amendments

that require vessel identification? 

no  answered

Q28.Please add any comments on your position. What aspects do you oppose or support, what amendments do you

seek to the proposal? Feel free to provide as much additional information to support your position.  

no  answered

Q29.What is your view of the proposed amendments

relating to temporary  waterway events? 

no  answered



Q30.Please add any comments on your position. What aspects do you oppose or support, what amendments do you

seek to the proposal? Feel free to provide as much additional information to support your position. 

no  answered

Q31.What is your view of the proposed amendment

relating to the definition of speed? 

no  answered

Q32.Please add any comments on your position. What aspects do you oppose or support, what amendments do you

seek to the proposal? Feel free to provide as much additional information to support your position.

no  answered

Q33.What is your view of the proposed amendments

relating to a speed uplifting for the Clutha River /

Mata-Au for commercial vessels that operate

under an approved resource consent?  

no  answered

Q34.Please add any comments on your position. What aspects do you oppose or support, what amendments do you

seek to the proposal? Feel free to provide as much additional information to support your position. 

no  answered

Q35.What is your view of the proposed extension to

the existing Kawarau Dam access lanes?  

no  answered

Q36.Please add any comments on your position. What aspects do you oppose or support, what amendments do you

seek to the proposal? Feel free to provide as much additional information to support your position. 

no  answered

Q37.What is your view of the proposed requirements

to carry communication devices? 

no  answered

Q38.Please add any comments on your position. What aspects do you oppose or support, what amendments do you

seek to the proposal? Feel free to provide as much additional information to support your position. 

no  answered

Q39.What is your view of the other proposed

corrections corrections?  

no  answered

Q40.Please add any comments on your position. What aspects do you oppose or support, what amendments do you

seek to the proposal? Feel free to provide as much additional information to support your position.  

no  answered

Q41.Do you have any final comments you wish to make on the draft Navigation Safety Bylaw 2025?

P ease cons der he effec s of he proposed sk  ane changes. I m concerned abou  he arge number of sk  ane users

end ng up n one area ha  w  no  cope w h he raffic.





Q11.Please explain your view on the proposed amendments? 

Wh e I suppor  many of he proposed changes o he Nav ga on Safe y By aw, I oppose he changes proposed o Lake

Wanaka wa ersk  anes, and spec fica y he c osure of a  Roys Bay sk s anes, wh e eav ng he Dub n Bay ane unchanged.

My reasons for oppos ng h s aspec  of he proposed change o he By aw: (1)  confl c s w h he purpose of he by aw o

ensure mar me safe y s ach eved: - reduc ng he ava ab e sk  anes (and n par cu ar a  n Roys Bay) w  ead o more

wa ersk ers concen ra ng n Dub n Bay, a oca on w h a o  of sw mmers, nc ud ng fam es and young ch dren. Dub n

Bay, w h s sha ow wa er, s renowned as he bes  sw mm ng &amp; ba h ng beach on he ake. More wa ersk ers and ow

boa s w  ncrease he r sk of acc den s w h he sw mmers/ba hers. The re a ve y un que sha ow bay means peop e can

of en wa k up o 200m ou  n o he ake (un ke o her bays n he ake). Th s aga n ncreases he r sk of acc den s be ween he

wa ersk ers and ba hers (I acknow edge ha  he sw mmers shou d no  be us ng he wa ersk  ane, bu  h s of en happens and

s ac ua y usua y he case dur ng he busy summer per ods). (2) The concen ra on of more boa s/.wa ersk ers w  reduce

he enjoymen  of non-wa ersk ers n Dub n Bay: - as men oned Dub n Bay, w h s sha ow wa er, s renowned as he bes

sw mm ng &amp; ba h ng beach on he ake. O her bays and areas are more su ed o wa ersk ng. Concen ra ng more

wa ersk ers n Dub n Bay w  reduce he appea  and enjoymen  of h s superb ba h ng beach. My recommenda on: (a)

re a n a  eas  one wa ersk  ane n Roys Bay - I accep  Ee y Po n  has a o  of confl c ng users, so wou d recommend e her

or bo h of he ma n Roys Bay and Wa erfa  Creek anes are ef  open. If on y one I wou d sugges  Wa erfa  Creek, g ven he

be er oca on for wa ersk ng g ven ( ) ess sw mmer users and ( ) a more she ered oca on more conduc ve o wa ersk ng.

Q12.Are there any specific ski lane amendments you

wish to share further comment on? 

no  answered

Q13.Please share your comments on Kelvin Grove ski lane location.

no  answered

Q14.Please share your comments on Wilsons Bay ski lane location.

no  answered

Q15.Please share your comments on Sunshine Bay Ski lane location

no  answered

Q16.Please share your comments on Kinloch Main Beach Ski lane location

no  answered

Q17.Please share your comments on Frankton Beach Ski lane location

no  answered

Q18.Please share your comments on Willow Place West Side Ski lane location

no  answered

Q19.Please share your comments on Frankton Arm North Side Ski lane location

no  answered

Q20.Please share your comments on Loop Road Ski lane location

no  answered

Q21.Please share your comments on Roys Bay – Main Beach adjacent to Pembroke Park Ski lane location

no  answered



Q22.Please share your comments on Roys Bay – Eely Point Ski lane location

no  answered

Q23.Please share your comments on Roys Bay – Waterfall Creek Ski lane location

no  answered

Q24.Please share your comments on Glendhu Bay – East Ski lane location

no  answered

Q25.What is your view of the proposed amendments

to manage the navigation safety risk associated

with recreational jumping from the Albert Town

Bridge?

I suppor  a  of he proposed amendmen s o manage nav ga on

safe y r sk a  he A ber  Town Br dge.

Q26.Please add any comments on your position. What aspects do you oppose or support, what amendments do you

seek to the proposal? Feel free to provide as much additional information to support your position.

I suppor  re a n ng he r gh  of peop e o jump from he br dge. I suppor  he proposa  o ns a  d rec ona  anes under cer a n

arches of he br dge

Q27.What is your view of the proposed amendments

that require vessel identification? 

I am neu ra  on he proposed amendmen s o requ re vesse

den fica on.

Q28.Please add any comments on your position. What aspects do you oppose or support, what amendments do you

seek to the proposal? Feel free to provide as much additional information to support your position.  

Cos  and effor  for sma  (& ;6 me res) powered boa  users o ns a  he den fica on

Q29.What is your view of the proposed amendments

relating to temporary  waterway events? 

I am neu ra  on he proposed amendmen s o he way ha

emporary wa erway even s are managed.

Q30.Please add any comments on your position. What aspects do you oppose or support, what amendments do you

seek to the proposal? Feel free to provide as much additional information to support your position. 

no  answered

Q31.What is your view of the proposed amendment

relating to the definition of speed? 

I suppor  he proposed amendmen  o he defin on of speed.

Q32.Please add any comments on your position. What aspects do you oppose or support, what amendments do you

seek to the proposal? Feel free to provide as much additional information to support your position.

no  answered

Q33.What is your view of the proposed amendments

relating to a speed uplifting for the Clutha River /

Mata-Au for commercial vessels that operate

under an approved resource consent?  

I suppor  he proposed amendmen  o crea e an add ona  speed

up f ng on he C u ha R ver / Ma a-Au.



Q34.Please add any comments on your position. What aspects do you oppose or support, what amendments do you

seek to the proposal? Feel free to provide as much additional information to support your position. 

no  answered

Q35.What is your view of the proposed extension to

the existing Kawarau Dam access lanes?  

I am neu ra  on he proposed amendmen  o he Kawarau Dam

access anes.

Q36.Please add any comments on your position. What aspects do you oppose or support, what amendments do you

seek to the proposal? Feel free to provide as much additional information to support your position. 

no  answered

Q37.What is your view of the proposed requirements

to carry communication devices? 

I am neu ra  on he proposed requ remen s o carry commun ca on

dev ces.

Q38.Please add any comments on your position. What aspects do you oppose or support, what amendments do you

seek to the proposal? Feel free to provide as much additional information to support your position. 

no  answered

Q39.What is your view of the other proposed

corrections corrections?  

I am neu ra  on he proposed correc ons o he by aw.

Q40.Please add any comments on your position. What aspects do you oppose or support, what amendments do you

seek to the proposal? Feel free to provide as much additional information to support your position.  

no  answered

Q41.Do you have any final comments you wish to make on the draft Navigation Safety Bylaw 2025?

no  answered





Q16.Please share your comments on Kinloch Main Beach Ski lane location

no  answered

Q17.Please share your comments on Frankton Beach Ski lane location

no  answered

Q18.Please share your comments on Willow Place West Side Ski lane location

no  answered

Q19.Please share your comments on Frankton Arm North Side Ski lane location

no  answered

Q20.Please share your comments on Loop Road Ski lane location

no  answered

Q21.Please share your comments on Roys Bay – Main Beach adjacent to Pembroke Park Ski lane location

There s no ssue a  presen  w h sk  anes. So no need o change. W  cause more conges on f anes are aken away

Q22.Please share your comments on Roys Bay – Eely Point Ski lane location

There s no ssue a  presen  w h sk  anes. So no need o change. W  cause more conges on f anes are aken away

Q23.Please share your comments on Roys Bay – Waterfall Creek Ski lane location

There s no ssue a  presen  w h sk  anes. So no need o change. W  cause more conges on f anes are aken away

Q24.Please share your comments on Glendhu Bay – East Ski lane location

There s no ssue a  presen  w h sk  anes. So no need o change. W  cause more conges on f anes are aken away

Q25.What is your view of the proposed amendments

to manage the navigation safety risk associated

with recreational jumping from the Albert Town

Bridge?

I suppor  a  of he proposed amendmen s o manage nav ga on

safe y r sk a  he A ber  Town Br dge.

Q26.Please add any comments on your position. What aspects do you oppose or support, what amendments do you

seek to the proposal? Feel free to provide as much additional information to support your position.

no  answered

Q27.What is your view of the proposed amendments

that require vessel identification? 

I am neu ra  on he proposed amendmen s o requ re vesse

den fica on.

Q28.Please add any comments on your position. What aspects do you oppose or support, what amendments do you

seek to the proposal? Feel free to provide as much additional information to support your position.  

no  answered

Q29.What is your view of the proposed amendments

relating to temporary  waterway events? 

I am neu ra  on he proposed amendmen s o he way ha

emporary wa erway even s are managed.



Q30.Please add any comments on your position. What aspects do you oppose or support, what amendments do you

seek to the proposal? Feel free to provide as much additional information to support your position. 

no  answered

Q31.What is your view of the proposed amendment

relating to the definition of speed? 

I am neu ra  on he proposed amendmen  o he defin on of speed.

Q32.Please add any comments on your position. What aspects do you oppose or support, what amendments do you

seek to the proposal? Feel free to provide as much additional information to support your position.

no  answered

Q33.What is your view of the proposed amendments

relating to a speed uplifting for the Clutha River /

Mata-Au for commercial vessels that operate

under an approved resource consent?  

I am neu ra  on he proposed amendmen  o crea e an add ona

speed up f ng on he C u ha R ver / Ma a-Au.

Q34.Please add any comments on your position. What aspects do you oppose or support, what amendments do you

seek to the proposal? Feel free to provide as much additional information to support your position. 

no  answered

Q35.What is your view of the proposed extension to

the existing Kawarau Dam access lanes?  

I am neu ra  on he proposed amendmen  o he Kawarau Dam

access anes.

Q36.Please add any comments on your position. What aspects do you oppose or support, what amendments do you

seek to the proposal? Feel free to provide as much additional information to support your position. 

no  answered

Q37.What is your view of the proposed requirements

to carry communication devices? 

I suppor  he proposed requ remen s o carry commun ca on

dev ces.

Q38.Please add any comments on your position. What aspects do you oppose or support, what amendments do you

seek to the proposal? Feel free to provide as much additional information to support your position. 

no  answered

Q39.What is your view of the other proposed

corrections corrections?  

I am neu ra  on he proposed correc ons o he by aw.

Q40.Please add any comments on your position. What aspects do you oppose or support, what amendments do you

seek to the proposal? Feel free to provide as much additional information to support your position.  

no  answered

Q41.Do you have any final comments you wish to make on the draft Navigation Safety Bylaw 2025?

no  answered





Q17.Please share your comments on Frankton Beach Ski lane location

no  answered

Q18.Please share your comments on Willow Place West Side Ski lane location

no  answered

Q19.Please share your comments on Frankton Arm North Side Ski lane location

no  answered

Q20.Please share your comments on Loop Road Ski lane location

no  answered

Q21.Please share your comments on Roys Bay – Main Beach adjacent to Pembroke Park Ski lane location

no  answered

Q22.Please share your comments on Roys Bay – Eely Point Ski lane location

no  answered

Q23.Please share your comments on Roys Bay – Waterfall Creek Ski lane location

no  answered

Q24.Please share your comments on Glendhu Bay – East Ski lane location

no  answered

Q25.What is your view of the proposed amendments

to manage the navigation safety risk associated

with recreational jumping from the Albert Town

Bridge?

I suppor  a  of he proposed amendmen s o manage nav ga on

safe y r sk a  he A ber  Town Br dge.

Q26.Please add any comments on your position. What aspects do you oppose or support, what amendments do you

seek to the proposal? Feel free to provide as much additional information to support your position.

no  answered

Q27.What is your view of the proposed amendments

that require vessel identification? 

I oppose a  of he proposed amendmen s o requ re vesse

den fica on.

Q28.Please add any comments on your position. What aspects do you oppose or support, what amendments do you

seek to the proposal? Feel free to provide as much additional information to support your position.  

no  answered

Q29.What is your view of the proposed amendments

relating to temporary  waterway events? 

I am neu ra  on he proposed amendmen s o he way ha

emporary wa erway even s are managed.

Q30.Please add any comments on your position. What aspects do you oppose or support, what amendments do you

seek to the proposal? Feel free to provide as much additional information to support your position. 

no  answered



Q31.What is your view of the proposed amendment

relating to the definition of speed? 

I suppor  he proposed amendmen  o he defin on of speed.

Q32.Please add any comments on your position. What aspects do you oppose or support, what amendments do you

seek to the proposal? Feel free to provide as much additional information to support your position.

no  answered

Q33.What is your view of the proposed amendments

relating to a speed uplifting for the Clutha River /

Mata-Au for commercial vessels that operate

under an approved resource consent?  

I am neu ra  on he proposed amendmen  o crea e an add ona

speed up f ng on he C u ha R ver / Ma a-Au.

Q34.Please add any comments on your position. What aspects do you oppose or support, what amendments do you

seek to the proposal? Feel free to provide as much additional information to support your position. 

no  answered

Q35.What is your view of the proposed extension to

the existing Kawarau Dam access lanes?  

I am neu ra  on he proposed amendmen  o he Kawarau Dam

access anes.

Q36.Please add any comments on your position. What aspects do you oppose or support, what amendments do you

seek to the proposal? Feel free to provide as much additional information to support your position. 

no  answered

Q37.What is your view of the proposed requirements

to carry communication devices? 

I am neu ra  on he proposed requ remen s o carry commun ca on

dev ces.

Q38.Please add any comments on your position. What aspects do you oppose or support, what amendments do you

seek to the proposal? Feel free to provide as much additional information to support your position. 

no  answered

Q39.What is your view of the other proposed

corrections corrections?  

I suppor  some bu  no  a  of he proposed correc ons o he by aw.

Q40.Please add any comments on your position. What aspects do you oppose or support, what amendments do you

seek to the proposal? Feel free to provide as much additional information to support your position.  

no  answered

Q41.Do you have any final comments you wish to make on the draft Navigation Safety Bylaw 2025?

no  answered



































































Q41.Do you have any final comments you wish to make on the draft Navigation Safety Bylaw 2025?

In he proposa  gu dance he amendmen  of sk  anes has been prefaced as amendmen  o oca ons and den fica on. The

proposed reduc on of w d hs has been om ed wh ch s on y presen ed dur ng he feedback survey. Th s s a s gn fican

change o ex s ng ammen es and herefore decep ve o readers who don  proceed w h he forma  feedback.























Q41.Do you have any final comments you wish to make on the draft Navigation Safety Bylaw 2025?

P ease cons der whe her you are genu ne y ry ng o make he akes safer for everyone. Conges ng more power boa s n o

fewer spaces crea es conges on and s dangerous! We were n Te Anau when exac y h s happened a  one of he wo

pub c sk  anes, wh ch was over popu a ed on a ho day weekend, and a ch d was run over and k ed. P ease don  a ow

h s o be repea ed.





















































Q41.Do you have any final comments you wish to make on the draft Navigation Safety Bylaw 2025?

no  answered









Q41.Do you have any final comments you wish to make on the draft Navigation Safety Bylaw 2025?

no  answered





















Q41.Do you have any final comments you wish to make on the draft Navigation Safety Bylaw 2025?

Para 17 Refue ng. I See no defin on of Passenger - norma y he Person n Charge s no  a passenger. Defin on requ red

Some Commerc a  vesse s on he Lake requ re 2 persons on he vesse  o refue  - hey are break ng he bye aw?

























































Q41.Do you have any final comments you wish to make on the draft Navigation Safety Bylaw 2025?

no  answered



























































Q41.Do you have any final comments you wish to make on the draft Navigation Safety Bylaw 2025?

Safe y w  ncrease w h a reduced number of vesse s and ower speeds, wh ch n fac  rans a es o ess po u on. In

acdd on, mon or ng comp ance wou d be key as, n many occas ons, vesse s have been c oser han 200m o ake shores.









Q41.Do you have any final comments you wish to make on the draft Navigation Safety Bylaw 2025?

no  answered















Q41.Do you have any final comments you wish to make on the draft Navigation Safety Bylaw 2025?

Thank you for he oppor un y o prov de feedback. The Wānaka Lake Sw mmers (WLS) we comes he proposed

amendmen s o he Nav ga on Safe y By aw. As par  of he Loca  Governmen  Ac  requ remen  o pro ec , promo e and

ma n a n pub c hea h and safe y, he WLS reques s ha  he sw mm ng ne n Roy's Bay s ma n a ned by counc . The

sw mm ng ne compr ses a 500m ne of round reds buoys roped be ween four red r ang e buoys wh ch are we gh ed o he

ake bed. From a po n  approx ma e y 200m ou  from he Wānaka Wa erspor s Fac y, he ne runs para e  o he shore ne

o a po n  200m from he carpark adjacen  o he Ardmore S / McDouga  S  n ersec on. The sw mm ng ne was ns a ed by

ex- arbourmas er Mar y B ack, and subsequen y ma n a ned by ex- arbourmas er Cra g B ake and Cougar secur y. I  s

used by ncreas ng numbers of pass ve/non-mo or sed ake users, n add on o members of he 70-80 WLS sw mmers.

A hough WLS members wear h gh y v s b e safe y buoys, sw m caps and/ or we su s, many non-members and v s ors do

no . Therefore he sw mm ng ne s a v a  safe y resource ha  den fies a safe sw mm ng area for o her ake users. The

WLS has been adv sed ha  counc  w  no onger repa r rou ne damage o he sw mm ng ne, wh ch s frequen y adr f .

Ma n a n ng h s v a  nav ga ona  and safe y a d wou d suppor  counc 's effor s o promo e safe y and v s b y n h s popu ar

area, as per he Nav ga ona  Safe y By aw. The WLS reques s ha  Counc  con nues o ma n a n h s ne, for he safe y of

he genera  pub c on he ake fron .









Q41.Do you have any final comments you wish to make on the draft Navigation Safety Bylaw 2025?

Thank you for he oppor un y o prov de feedback. As par  of he Loca  Governmen  Ac  requ remen  o pro ec , promo e and

ma n a n pub c hea h and safe y, he WLS reques s ha  he sw mm ng ne n Roy's Bay s ma n a ned by counc . The

sw mm ng ne compr ses a 500m ne of round reds buoys roped be ween four red r ang e buoys wh ch are we gh ed o he

ake bed. From a po n  approx ma e y 200m ou  from he Wānaka Wa erspor s Fac y, he ne runs para e  o he shore ne

o a po n  200m from he carpark adjacen  o he Ardmore S / McDouga  S  n ersec on. The sw mm ng ne was ns a ed by

ex- arbourmas er Mar y B ack, and subsequen y ma n a ned by ex- arbourmas er Cra g B ake and Cougar secur y. I  s

used by ncreas ng numbers of pass ve/non-mo or sed ake users, n add on o members of he 70-80 WLS sw mmers.

A hough WLS members wear h gh y v s b e safe y buoys, sw m caps and/ or we su s, many non-members and v s ors do

no . Therefore he sw mm ng ne s a v a  safe y resource ha  den fies a safe sw mm ng area for o her ake users. The

WLS has been adv sed ha  counc  w  no onger repa r rou ne damage o he sw mm ng ne, wh ch s frequen y adr f .

Ma n a n ng h s v a  nav ga ona  and safe y a d wou d suppor  counc 's effor s o promo e safe y and v s b y n h s popu ar

area, as per he Nav ga ona  Safe y By aw. The WLS reques s ha  Counc  con nues o ma n a n h s ne, for he safe y of

he genera  pub c on he ake fron .















































Q41.Do you have any final comments you wish to make on the draft Navigation Safety Bylaw 2025?

Do you homework firs .









Q41.Do you have any final comments you wish to make on the draft Navigation Safety Bylaw 2025?

no  answered

















Q41.Do you have any final comments you wish to make on the draft Navigation Safety Bylaw 2025?

Padd ng a kayak s s ow, w h a max mum of abou  5 kno s. Cross ng Queens own Bay commerc a  vesse s may no  see us

ow n he wa er. I wou d ke o see compu sory rad o ca s on en ry and ex  from Queens own Bay. So far I haven'  heard a

rad o ca  anywhere on Lake Whaka p , ever! Boa es are grea  a  fo ow ng speed res r c ons, spo ng wh e sk ng, g v ng

o hers p en y of room. Je  sk ers of en ex  and en er beaches for above he 5 kno  res r c ons. QLDC needs a p an o

educa e and enforce hese m s. I wou d ra her see pos ve ac on n h s area han any changes o sk  anes. On educa on

I am ye  o find a s ng e s gn w h he oca  work Channe . I  ook ha f an hour of search ng on ne o find  and confirm . I 's

a  every aunch s e n Te Anau and Manapour . There's no po n  n ask ng peop e o carry vomms f he channe s aren'

adver sed. Thanks

























Q41.Do you have any final comments you wish to make on the draft Navigation Safety Bylaw 2025?

We wou d ke o make sw mm ng anes par  of he Nav ga on Safe y by aw. Th s seems o be he on y ega  mechan sm o do

h s. There s a sw mm ng ane n he Frank on Arm, and a sw mm ng ane n Lake Wanaka. These shou d be marked and

g ven he same des gna on as he 5 kno  areas. We wou d a so ke o address spec fic drow ng r sk areas (GY r ver mou h,

Kawarau Dam e c). If he mapp ng produced by QLDC cou d address 'no sw mm ng' and 'sw mm ng' areas hen ha  wou d

ke y mprove safe ou comes on he akes

















Q41.Do you have any final comments you wish to make on the draft Navigation Safety Bylaw 2025?

no  answered





















































Q41.Do you have any final comments you wish to make on the draft Navigation Safety Bylaw 2025?

no  answered

























































































































































































































Q41.Do you have any final comments you wish to make on the draft Navigation Safety Bylaw 2025?

no  answered

















Q41.Do you have any final comments you wish to make on the draft Navigation Safety Bylaw 2025?

I am concerned ha  he proposed changes o Roy s Bay may s gna  he beg nn ng of broader res r c ons on recrea ona

boa ng n h s area. The counc 's n en ons regard ng he ong- erm fu ure of recrea ona  boa ng n QLDC akes,

par cu ar y n re a on o sk  anes, have no  been made fu y ransparen . I urge he counc  o prov de c ear, de a ed

nforma on on bo h he mmed a e mpac s of hese changes and any po en a  ong- erm p ans for recrea ona  boa ng n

Roy s Bay and o her areas.















Q41.Do you have any final comments you wish to make on the draft Navigation Safety Bylaw 2025?

More s gnage around he ake fron  for ake users, on ru es e c.



























































Q41.Do you have any final comments you wish to make on the draft Navigation Safety Bylaw 2025?

no  answered











From: Annabel Wilson
To: Let"s Talk
Cc: Ben Wilson; Angus Wilson; MartyBurns
Subject: Navigation safety bylaw
Date: Tuesday, 22 October 2024 3:09:16 PM

The draft plan is a daft plan.

Removal of dedicated ski lanes from Roys bay will result in boats/people trying to ski from
swimming areas. It makes sense to maintain the status quo so people know where to swim
and ski safely.

Noted the ski lane has NOT been removed from Dublin Bay. Dublin Bay is typically too
shallow for ski boats and is largely used by people with young kids. (For the reason it is
very shallow, especially in summer). 

Moving ski boats out of Roys bay into Dublin bay makes no sense. 

Submission to maintain all ski lanes as they are.

Ngā mihi nui

Annabel Wilson

Annabel Wilson
Writer / Editor / Educator
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Feedback form on QLDC Dra� Naviga�on Safety Bylaw 2025  

 

 

 

Name of 
organisa�on or 
person providing 
feedback: 

 

Land Informa�on New Zealand Limited (LINZ), 

 

 Wellington 6145, New Zealand 

Aten�on: J Percival/ J Lasenby. 

 

 

 

Contact person (if 
different from the 
one above): 

Chris�ne Hetherington, Planner, Boffa Miskell Limited (as agent for LINZ)  

Telephone: 

 

 

Email: 

 

 

 

Presenta�on of 
Oral Submission: 

 

 

 

 

 

LINZ wish to present an oral submission at any hearings held. 
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LINZ’s feedback on QLDC Dra� Naviga�onal Safety Bylaw 2025 

 

Sec�on A.  Ra�onale for LINZ Feedback 
 

Background informa�on on LINZ, its responsibili�es and biosecurity related work undertaken in the 
Queenstown Lakes District is contained as Appendix A. The following informa�on summarises the 
basis upon which LINZ have submited on this bylaw, and the reasons for seeking the inclusion of 
provisions to reduce or eliminate biosecurity risk within the District. 

LINZ considers that the opera�on of vessels within various waterbodies within the Queenstown 
Lakes District has the poten�al to spread aqua�c pest species, such as lagarosiphon.  Lagarosiphon, if 
allowed to spread, can form dense surface-reaching weed beds. Aqua�c weeds such as lagarosiphon 
cons�tute a pest species under the provisions of the Otago Regional Pest Management Plan.   

These weed beds can create a nuisance by significantly interfering with the ability to safely navigate 
waterways in vessels and cause significant hazards for people swimming or undertaking recrea�on 
ac�vi�es in waterbodies where lagarosiphon is present.  In addi�on, LINZ considers that the spread 
of aqua�c weed species has the poten�al to reduce not only the recrea�onal, values of the 
waterways within the District, but also their associated natural character, aesthe�c and ecological 
values.   

LINZ currently undertakes aqua�c weed programmes in Lakes Wanaka and Whaka�pu, as well as in 
the Kawarau River, to reduce/ eliminate the spread of these pests. The annual cost of these 
programmes is an average of $1.5 million per year.  QLDC ac�vely fund lagarosiphon control work in 
Lake Whaka�pu, Lake Wānaka and Kawarau River to the value of approximately $40K per year.  

The aqua�c biosecurity control programs funded by LINZ, QLDC, and other partners over the past 20 
years have significantly invested in controlling lagarosiphon infesta�ons. One of the key control 
methods in recent years involves having qualified divers laying hessian ma�ng on the lakebed to 
smother lagarosiphon. This method is highly effec�ve but requires a significant investment of �me 
and money to lay and maintain the hessian. The hessian must remain undisturbed for 6 to 12 months 
to allow natural sediment buildup, which prevents photosynthesis in the lagarosiphon.  

If vessels travel at high speeds near areas where hessian ma�ng has been laid, the resul�ng 
underwater currents can displace the sediment by pushing water and air under the ma�ng, crea�ng 
large billows. These disturbances compromise the effec�veness of the ma�ng, rendering the 
substan�al investment in control efforts ineffec�ve. Addi�onally, this disrup�on can lead to the 
further spread of lagarosiphon into areas already under control, diver�ng resources away from other 
waterbodies and necessita�ng remedia�on efforts in previously treated areas. 

This disrup�on could be reduced by ac�ons such as:  

• Establishing an engine switch-off zone on the Kawarau River for vessels entering Frankton Arm to 
reduce the risk of lagarosiphon reinfesta�on. This proposed zone could mandate that all vessels 
travelling from the Kawarau River into Frankton Arm turn off their engines downstream of 
Remarkables Beach, allowing any weed trapped on intakes to release due to the reduc�on in 
suc�on pressure.  

 
Currently, an informal agreement exists on the Kawarau River, primarily targe�ng jet boat 
operators to voluntarily switch off their engines when travelling upstream into Frankton Arm (in 
the area shown on the map contained as Appendix D). At present, there is a sign jointly erected 
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Similarly, if as a result of the issues raised by LINZ QLDC consider that addi�onal maters should be 
included in the bylaw LINZ is also happy to discuss these in further detail. 
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Appendix A. 

 

 

Toitū te Whenua | Land Informa�on New Zealand (LINZ) is the Government agency responsible for 
the management of large areas of land including the beds of many waterbodies throughout 
Aotearoa New Zealand and manages associated weed and pest control programmes in these 
systems. LINZ represents the Crown as the owner of the land, lake beds and riverbeds pursuant to 
the Land Act 1948. 

LINZ undertakes both terrestrial and aqua�c weed and pest control ac�vi�es as part of the wider 
LINZ biosecurity programme, within the Otago Region.  Biosecurity is defined in the Na�onal Policy 
Statement for Freshwater Management as ‘activities to eliminate pests and unwanted organisms 
(as those terms are defined in the Biosecurity Act 1993)’.  The role of the biosecurity programme is 
to manage the control of pest species, both fauna and flora, on Crown land. This land contains 
some of Aotearoa New Zealand's most threatened species and habitats, is of significant economic 
and cultural value, and atracts high recrea�onal use and tourist numbers. 

The programme is focused on managing the species listed in the Regional Pest Management Plan or 
plans or programmes prepared in accordance with the Otago Biosecurity Strategy (2019).  The 
aqua�c weed programme focuses on Lagarosiphon major (“lagarosiphon”), and the terrestrial 
programme focuses on a range of weed and pest animal species, including rabbits, broom, gorse 
and old man’s beard.  Funding is also provided to Community Trusts that manage wilding pines 
within the region.   

The primary focus of the aqua�c weed programme is the control of lagarosiphon in various 
waterbodies across the region (lagarosiphon is iden�fied as a pest in the Otago Regional Pest 
Management Plan 2019). By way of example, the effects of lagarosiphon on water quality, and 
ecological, and recrea�onal values is summarised in Appendix B.   

LINZ undertake an annual control programme, developed in line with a 10-year lake weed 
management plan.  The plan provides a shared, long-term view of weed management, and is 
developed in collabora�on with mul�-agency weed management/ stakeholder groups (including 
District and Regional Councils, Department of Conserva�on, statutory bodies (such as Fish and 
Game, Guardians of Lake Wānaka), as well as various community groups (such as WAI Wānaka).  
NIWA provide overall scien�fic advice to the programme and undertakes independent inspec�ons 
at key sites on the effec�veness of the control works.  

The current ac�vi�es undertaken by LINZ in the Queenstown Lakes District are: 

• Lake Wānaka, Whaka�pu and Kawarau River - currently being managed for the control of 
lagarosiphon by methods including use of hessian ma�ng, agrichemicals (diquat), hand 
removal and cu�ng of weeds, suc�on dredging.  

Control programmes are undertaken over varying periods – o�en on an annual basis and usually 
seasonally to maximise efficiency.  The extent of the individual programmes is based on the success 
of work undertaken in previous seasons, site and weather condi�ons, contractor availability, and 
budget constraints.   
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Appendix B 

Effects of Lagarosiphon 

 

Lagarosiphon is considered to have a compe��ve advantage over na�ve submerged plants in 
colonising new habitats easily, by shading na�ve plants through the development of an extremely 
dense subsurface canopy and by having a physiological advantage over poten�al compe�tors. 
Consequently, lagarosiphon displaces and excludes na�ve vegeta�on leading to monospecific beds 
of low diversity. It is also thought that lagarosiphon may reduce fish access to macroinvertebrate 
food, whereas harvested channels within large weed beds may enhance fish access and feeding.  
Dense lagarosiphon beds restrict water movement, reduce light and may locally modify water 
chemistry.  

The high water transparency of Lake Wanaka supports interna�onally important examples of the 
deep-growing plants, charophytes and bryophytes. The lake also has a high biodiversity of na�ve 
submerged plants, which at 26 species represents approximately half the submerged plant species 
known from New Zealand.  

Large beds of canopy-forming weeds are associated with a reduc�on in hydropower produc�on 
capacity, depressed quan�ty and quality of boa�ng, swimming, angling, visual amenity issues and 
nearshore recrea�on. Entanglement and drownings have been 
linked to invasive weed beds, while dense mats of weed provide 
good habitat for the snail hosts of parasites that cause ‘swimmer’s 
(duck) itch’.  

Currently in the Otago Region, lagarosiphon is present in the 
upper Kawarau River, Lake Wanaka, the Clutha River and Lake 
Dunstan and downstream, with records also in Canterbury, West 
Coast and Southland Regions. However, there remain numerous 
lakes in the Otago Region that have not been invaded by 
lagarosiphon. 

A number of methods are u�lised to control lagarosiphon.  These 
are detailed in Sec�on 1.2 of this feedback, and include the use of 
a benthic barrier (such as hessian ma�ng).  The use of this 
technique is outlined in a fact sheet prepared by NIWA: 
htps://niwa.co.nz/sites/niwa.co.nz/files/Botom%20lining%20FAQs A4.pdf.  

 

(Figure source: modified from de Winton, M.D., Champion, P.D., Clayton, J.S., Wells, R.D.S. (2009) 
Spread and status of seven submerged pest plants in New Zealand lakes. New Zealand Journal of 
Marine & Freshwater Research, 43: 547–561) 
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Appendix C 

Extract from Otago Regional Pest Management Plan. 
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Appendix D 

 

[Proposed new map iden�fying the loca�on of the proposed engine switch off area in the lower 
reaches of the Kawarau River downstream of Remarkables Beach (as referred to in proposed 

new clause 38.5)] 

 





1

Sarah Hitchings

From: David Allard < >
Sent: Wednesday, 30 October 2024 12:05 PM
To: Let's Talk
Subject: Re: Waterways

Dear Hitch, 
 
I do not wish to speak to my submission. It’s pre y simple and I don’t think that I can add anything. 
Regards, 
David 
 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
 
> On 30 Oct 2024, at 10:27, Let's Talk <letstalk@qldc.govt.nz> wrote: 
>  
> Kia ora David, 
>  
> Thanks again for your submission. I am emailing to ask whether you'd like to speak to your submission at a hearing 
for the dra  Naviga on Safety Bylaw 2025? 
>  
> Kind regards, 
>  
> Hitch 
>   
> -----Original Message----- 
> From: David Allard < > 
> Sent: Thursday, October 3, 2024 7:54 AM 
> To: Let's Talk <letstalk@qldc.govt.nz> 
> Subject: Waterways 
>  
> I wish to register my opposi on to the proposed reduc ons in water ski lanes. 
> I am not a user of these facili es but consider that water skiers need to be be er catered for than is proposed. By 
spreading the lanes around the shoreline there is less chance of conges on and possible harm. 
> Regards 
> David Allard 

> Sent from my iPhone 
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SUBMISSION TO QLDC  -  PROPOSED SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS FOR 

WATERWAYS 

 

 

Glen & Lea Rudhall –  

 

Have filed an electronic feedback form through Lets Talk referencing this submission 

 

 

BACKGROUND 

 

The key reasons for this proposal are to:  

address issues related to navigation safety, including:  

• Ski lane locations and identification – We Oppose based on the attached. 

• Navigation safety risk associated with recreational jumping from the Albert Town 

Bridge – We support and commend a well reported and considered series of 

solutions. 

• Vessel identification – We support – And our vessel in identified. 

• Temporary events on the water – We support based on commentary. 

• Vessel speed interpretation – We support. Common-sense. 

• Kawarau Dam access lanes – We are neutral – Do not know enough about this 

specifically. 

• Carriage of communication devices – We support. We carry Cell phones and VHF. 

• Other miscellaneous minor corrections to improve the clarity, legibility and overall 

accessibility of the bylaw. – We support 

 

OUR POSITION – Waterski Lanes 

We strongly oppose the proposals around Ski lane removal for many of the reasons we 

raised in our initial submission dated Oct 2022  

We believe the proposals remain are unrealistic, unmanageable, are poorly considered and 

proposed.  

We require further information and will be expecting real data and analysis and will insist on 

being heard in a full and proper consultation process. 



Our opposition relates to all proposed Ski Lane changes in Lake Wanaka. 

We provide some commentary on restriction aspects we feel may be workable but not 

before all avenues of information, education and enforcement are exhausted. 

In your proposal there is little supporting data on conflicts, incidents, and accidents and or 

any study, analysis or cost benefits analysis. [ A fact amplified by the well prepared report 

from Drowning Prevention Aotearoa in respect of the Albert Town bridge] 

I have no doubt there are some conflicts but until we can rationalise them and assemble 

them into some data we are basing decisions on someone’s thoughts or views. Not 

sufficient to stand the scrutiny of Judicious. 

Where is the data & evidence based information? Where can a reasonable person get the 

info they need for how to use a Ski Lane.  

Ski Lanes have existed in NZ for decades and typically have reflected the amount of natural 

resource available and had historically been established buy water-ski clubs, local 

authorities and community groups.  

The mere existence of ski lanes has undoubtedly contributed to a safer environment rather 

than a less safe environment. The lanes currently allow a flow of movement, assist other 

boaters in educating others, the majority stick to the rules and makes the monitoring of 

activity easier. 

Your reference (Full Council Report 19th Sept 2024) makes the following statement: 

7.1.2. It is important to note that the existence of a ski lane in a location, prevents the area 

from being used by recreational swimmers. Judicious placement of ski lane locations is 

therefore important to ensure equitable enjoyment of lakes and rivers. 

Judicious does not mean few or reduced, smaller or NONE, it means sensible, carefully 

considered and equitable means balanced, fair and reasonable.  

Removal of all 3 ski lanes out of Roys bay can not be reconciled to carefully considered, 

balanced and reasonable. 

 

ENFORCEMENT AND CONTROL 

The presence of Ski Lanes provides the very basis for Enforcement and Control. We have a 

defined area, rules around direction, beaching, spotters and a “common cause” mentality 

with users (probably the bit that does more to control the situation than any other practical 

means)  

Removal of these areas turns the rest of the lake into an open season of please yourself, no 

consistent direction or flow, no presence of buoys or a beach to assist in regulating speed 

and a sense that with “no white lines” I can do whatever I like. 



Enforcement will become a bigger problem not a smaller issue and there is reduced scope 

for education. 

Have we actually stopped to consider the proposals mean there will be NO Ski Lanes in Roys 

Bay area at all. The closest Ski lane will be Dublin Bay (which isn’t marked and then Glendhu 

Bay), do we realistically think that all the visitors over Christmas New Year are simply going 

to “move on”. 

The proposal removes over 50% of the current remaining ski lanes in Lake Wanaka. 

The proposals have a knee jerk reaction feel to them, to Removal and Closure, solutions 

before full and proper avenues employed and utilised. In our previous submissions we 

identified significant shortcomings in signage, delineation and education and in the ensuring 

timeframes little has improved and in some cases less it is less evident. 

As regular lake users in many capacities over the last two years in particular we have taken 

notice of the assets employed to assist in: 

• Education 

• Administration 

• Enforcement  

• Information 

The silence is deafening, the signage is woefully inadequate, in wrong locations and in some 

cases simply does not exist. The options for users is not evident, guidance and explanations 

simplistic and compared to other “education and enforcement” signage in and around 

Wanaka is invisible. The examples I cite are: 

Main Beach Roys Bay (A key site). Taking the statement from 

Attachment B – Ski lanes: Summary of feedback from 2022 ski lane engagement and analysis 

of known issues, options and recommended options 

Throughout the last summer period (22/23), a Harbourmaster or waterways officer was 

stationed at Roys Bay and observed an influx of the community and tourists actively 

accessing the lakefront for swimming. In many cases people parked their vehicle in the new 

spaces provided and walked straight down to the waters edge. As the Roys Bay ski lane is 

situated directly in front of these new parks, there were swimmers constantly entering the 

water within the ski lane throughout this period creating a navigation safety risk. 

Addressing the above -  visitors/users simply accessing the beach front from the adjacent carparks, 

this is hardly surprising given the complete lack of signage and or barriers facing the carparks, we 

can hardly blame users when we provide unencumbered access and one of the best vistas around. 

Who could blame someone for pulling up, stripping off and plunging in!! Certainly not based on the 

lack of information available. The websites and brochures with “guidelines” are safely tucked away 

and exuberance takes over and all of a sudden we have swimmers in the ski lane. I am not surprised. 

Counterpoint – In the same space as the two lonely ski lane poles in Roys bay there are no less than 

13 Parking signs in less than 200m . How come it takes 13 signs to gain parking compliance, together 

with enforcement, to manage this space when everyone who has a licence has passed a test to 



indicate they at least understand the message even if they don’t comply. When we expect people to 

intuitively know not to swim in a ski lane having supposedly sought out a small A4 size sign facing 

the lake. 

It doesn’t bear up under the common sense test and certainly allows a conclusion to be drawn that 

without proper education and enforcement we haven’t actually tried very hard to solve the 

perceived issues. 

If car parking and other compliance issues require full signage, education and enforcement why does 

the same not apply to Water users. 

It is noticeable that signage for Scientific buoys, Diddymo, Ramp charges, Parking issues, River access 

all are larger and significantly outsize and out number Ski Lane signs. 

It is our opinion QLDC are not entitled to anticipate or expect compliance or expect to not have 

conflicts and non compliance where there is no pathway to support this. Lake users are not 

responsible for this situation. QLDC through indifference and lack of commitment to basic measures 

to address issues hasn’t advanced this in any meaningful way in 2 years! 

As heavy/very regular users of the area for Boating, Waterskiing, Swimming, Paddle Boarding, School 

Events and general beach activities we have carefully observed the interaction of users and 

authorities alike. We have experienced NO interaction from authorities based on engagement, 

education, discussion, enforcement or improving outcomes. Surprising given the amount of time we 

spend in and around the water, concerning in that we could easily draw a conclusion that casual 

users might be even less likely to be engaged in any form. 

We have on several occasions almost every season advised & directed swimmers and jet skiers of 

the protocols around ski lanes and almost without exception they were unaware and after an 

explanation they appreciated the clarity and moved to a more suitable area. In almost all cases 

effectively between 50 & 100m down the beach. 

SPECIFIC COMMENT ON GLENDHU EAST 

The recommendation borders on a conflict in suggesting that  

By shifting the western pole (50 m East) , there are a number of benefits: - The existing boat ramp 

would no longer be in the ski lane - A larger area for swimmers to lawfully occupy - Boats are not 

permitted to beach within a ski lane. Shifting the pole would allow for beaching to be permitted in a 

larger area along the foreshore 

The suggestion that the increased area would provide a larger area for swimmers is perhaps a little 

misguided. Swimmers in and around a launching site are quite possibly a greater hazard than in a ski 

lane. Boats are being manoeuvred, warmed up (they stall, and then lack manoeuvrability), drivers 

are distracted by trailers, ropes, boarding passengers and more. I wouldn’t swim in this area. 

In our submission dated Oct 2022 we provided extensive data based on size, boats movements and 

how speeds of skiers etc impact on the required size of the ski lane. We noted also that Glendhu East 

was the “Narrowest Ski Lane” we use and at 170 m is pretty much the min for busy times.  

Moving it 50m east results in a ski lane of 120m. Yet ignores the more than 300m of swimmable 

beach immediately to the East of the existing Ski Lane. Which we also use extensively for swimming, 

paddle boarding etc, it is the more sheltered part of the beach. 



The “boat ramp” is an unformed gravel track, rutted and full of tree roots, suitable only for 4WD 

vehicles and pretty much only services the camp based boats. It is shallow and often is only 

accessible to Jetboats or Shallow draft vessels. We don’t use it by choice. 

This one is a tricky situation.  

Our thoughts: 

The beach area is very unattractive to swimming or activities given it is a shallow shelf to the 

immediate West and it is rocky and lacks the sand and appeal of the beach further to the East.  

We would support the moving of the beach marker up to 50m to the East if that the Ski lane markers 

remain allowing an appropriate entry angle to the beach as now exists. The space created for 

launching outside the Ski Lane could then be marked with buoys to provide a “channel “ out into the 

lake. 

Given the location, lack of formed track and shallow draft this “ramp” is a minor issue and users are 

well aware of the limitations. 

SOLUTIONS 

Wanaka can account for its success based on the very presence of the Lake, the body of Water is the 

key factor in the growth and development of the Town area and we have got to do a better job at 

being actively engaged in managing the asset. A general erosion of facilities doesn’t add value nor 

prepare us for the future.  

We do not accept the QLDC have exhausted all efforts to manage the issues and recommend the 

following: 

• Full and proper signage be implemented in all ski lanes. Including Info on Life jackets, QR 

codes for additional info and contact details, references to the relevant markers and 

distances. 

• Additional “barrier” based demarcation utilised on beach areas, ie ground level lines of 

floats, flags or markers (perhaps a line of coloured concrete cubes that can be used for 

additional seating or similar) (Orange and Black) used to delineate the ski lanes (start with 

Roys bay & Eeely Point). 

• Carpark based signage fronting the areas immediately in line with ski lanes. 

• Visitor support signs in strategic places along main beachfront. In the area between the 

West most Ski Lane pole and the Bullock creek outlet there are NIL, Zero, not one items of 

signage that advise users of the options, preferred areas, safe zones, consequences of 

swimming in any zone. IE. Its is completed unregulated and supported by any information. It 

is not possible to reconcile the recommendations made with clear evidence little has been 

done to address the basic issues. 

• Ensure the water based markers and buoys actually reflect the ski lane, ie the buoys on the 

West end of the Roys Bay lane actually rake the wrong way, ie they form an acute angle into 

the beach rather than an obtuse angle as specified in the ski lane regulations. As do the ones 

on the south end of Eely point.  

• Eely point has a sign warning swimmers to identify hazards before “jumping in”, Including 

Rivers, Soft Sand, Logs & Currents despite being Kilometres from a river (well in fact almost 

any of those Hazards) and yet less that 50m from a Ski Lane, and no reference to this. I 

would be interested to know why. Ski Lane and adjacent signage needs to accurately 



represent the actual area and real and present hazards and the steps required to be safe and 

comply. 

• Upgrade ALL Boat Ramp signage to include locations of Ski lanes, rules and terms of use of 

Ski Lanes. Show designated swim zones etc 

• All signs to have contact numbers for the Harbour Master 

• Cut and trim overhanging tress and foliage obscuring signs. 

• On balance, if FULL measures are taken as above we would accept there may be some 

argument and or benefit for restrictions to apply to Roys Bay or Eely point at the height of 

the busiest season, perhaps say Late Dec to End Jan. Given the extreme volumes of visitors 

to Wanaka. 

 

TEMPORAY EVENTS  

We conditionally support the proposal – Based on applicants having a simple and straight forward 

appeals process in the event the authorised Harbour Master declines an event. We appreciate the 

Harbour Master and team have a pretty full on job managing the varied and changing aspect of the 

role and expect like in any structure there would be a process for escalation given the commercial 

nature of the appointment. 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 

Although not perfectly happy with the engagement process given we submitted extensively last time 

and asked to be kept informed, we do appreciate the opportunity to engage and provide feedback 

and believe it is a critical part of the democratic process. 

We invited QLDC and interested parties to question us and extended the invitation to spend some 

time with us on the water. This invitation remains open and we would welcome the opportunity. 

Thank you. 

Glen Rudhall 

 

 

 













 





Hamish Rudhall

Formal Submission - draft Navigation Safety
Bylaw 2025
26th October 2024

BACKGROUND

In October 2022, myself and other members of my family made formal submissions to the QLDC

on the proposed changes to the location and size of existing ski lanes during the 2022 ski lane

engagement. Being avid waterski enthusiasts, as well as passive lake users, we were opposed to

the changes and conducted our own research to demonstrate the effectiveness of retaining

waterski access lanes within the existing locations and the existing sizes.

FEEDBACK

We are extremely disappointed we were not contacted personally about the reintroduction of this

proposal as it was agreed we would be, at the summarisation of the previous proposal. The

outcome of the previous proposal was that there is in fact, no good reason to change the size or

location of any of the ski lanes.

PROPOSED BYLAW AMENDMENTS - EVIDENCE

The results of the feedback received from the Summary of feedback from 2022 ski lane

engagement seems a bit inconclusive - the table that identifies potential issues states the

harbourmaster has received feedback around the concerns of safety for swimmers and other

non-powered recreational users and that conflict has increased due to improvements to the

parking areas. Where is the data for that! The current harbourmaster has only had the contract for

one summer!

Previously there were informal parking areas along the lakefront of Roy’s Bay, so I don’t see how

the spending of millions of dollars for a rearrangement of the lakefront parking has increased

conflict between swimmers and waterskiers. I don’t think there is any data that shows there is

now more conflict between passive lake users and waterskiers correctly using the waterski

access lanes as intended.



There is always going to be conflict between lake users, considering how many holiday makers

visit this region during the summer holiday season, with the intention of utilising the lake for their

preferred activity. Have there really been that many issues with the use of these waterski lanes

that would warrant removing them? Sure the council has done a very poor job of updating the

signage and demarcation for the waterski lanes, and have they really done much in the way of

educating lake users in the safe practices of entering and navigating our lakes? No.

SIGNAGE AND EDUCATION

Effective signage

The signage and information needs to be at the point of entry to the ski lanes, not at the boat

ramp. Most swimmers don’t enter the water at the boat ramp.

Clear, concise signage that visibly indicates that you are entering a waterski access lane, what

the extents of the waterski lane are, and the rules for their use.

The boat ramps in question are only formalised by the ability to launch and retrieve in these

areas and the provision for parking of both cars and boat trailers. Wasn’t Eely point part 5 of the

lakefront development plan? Wasn’t there plans to reseal the road and put in a decent boat

ramp? Not that it really needs it, the current set up actually works really well. Even with the influx

of thousands of boats and jet skis every summer. We still have the ability to all use the lake and

its amenities cooperatively.

Education

Lakes Wānaka and Whakatipu have many kilometers of foreshore, and swimmers can access the

lake and swim almost anywhere. In lakeWānaka there are only 3 waterski lanes in Roys bay and

only 3 others in the whole of the rest of the lake. The locations of Eely point and Waterfall creek

waterski lanes are really the only sheltered spots when the wind is up, and allow families to

continue watersports activities, when otherwise the wind would make it too challenging. It makes

good sense to have the ski lanes in these areas, next to the boat ramp, picnic areas and

swimming areas. I think it is fairly obvious how the ski lanes work, and for families who will also

be both active waterskiers and swimmers, it is known, especially with kids, that you use the

swimming area for swimming and the waterski lane for launching and retrieving active

watersports participants. Education needs to be aimed at those that aren’t familiar with the area,

or familiar with the operation of waterski lanes and how they work.



ROYS BAY - MAIN BEACH

I OPPOSE THE REMOVAL OF THIS SKI LANE

I would not be opposed to a temporary closure at this location during the busy summer peak

period, but I do oppose the permanent removal of this ski access lane. Better signage and

education. - currently the signs are facing the wrong way and are not visible when you are

approaching the area. Better demarcation with buoys. The swimming areas need to be clearly

marked in the water. I think the whole southern end of Roys bay needs to be designated

swimming only. The lake swimmers buoy line needs another buoy line further out excluding

powered vessels from that area.

EELY POINT

I OPPOSE THE REMOVAL OF THIS SKI LANE

The waterski lane at Eely point has the advantage of the geographical features which shelter it

from many wind directions, it has a natural boat access area, parking, and a well defined

swimming area, great for children and families. The waterski lane actually works really well here.

The contention, I believe, is that it’s a great picnic area. I personally use this waterski access lane

on a regular basis and have never seen any serious incidents between waterskiers and

swimmers. Sure there is congestion, but that has to be expected and managed.

The suggestion that the commercial use of this stretch of water between the main boat ramp and

the passage past Eely point is a cause of conflict involves what 3 commercial operators? There is

so much room across the passage to accommodate a couple of sailings of commercial boats, and

I’m sure certified skippers should be well aware of the navigational aspects of the various access

lanes present on our lakes.

WATERFALL CREEK

I OPPOSE THE REMOVAL OF THIS SKI LANE

Another ideal location for a waterski access lane as it is also sheltered from many wind directions.

The boat ramp is another informal launching area that provides ample parking. The numbers of

waterskiers, wakeboarders, tubers and foilers really confirms the need to have properly working

ski lanes to ensure the safety of both active and passive lake users. Signage and education is

very poor at this area, and very little demarcation by buoys on the water.



GLENDU BAY - EAST

I OPPOSE THE REMOVAL OF THIS SKI LANE

Glendu Bay is very unique and camping and boating in this area is almost a rite of passage for

some. The geographical features make it extremely popular for both active and passive lake

users. The boat ramp in question is another informal boat launching area. It probably makes

sense to move the ski lane pole to the other side of the ramp. The 2 ski lanes at Glendu Bay also

lack adequate signage and education, and the demarcation of the swimming areas is almost

non-existent.

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, I have first hand knowledge and experience of the waterski access lanes on Lake

Wānaka, and know the importance of having them. The way to increase safety of all lake users is

to make sure the waterski lanes are used correctly, lake users know where they are and what

their purpose is and the rules that apply to using them. I think the limited data QLDC has

presented is flawed with no acknowledgment of a source. Managing their use through more

effective signage, education and enforcement would be the sensible course of action, rather than

just removing them because it’s in the too hard basket. I oppose the removal of any waterski

access lanes and think the QLDC needs to do better to manage our waterways.





To Queenstown Lakes District Council 
 

Re: Draft Navigation Safety Bylaw 2025 
 

Submitter FLOWT 
 

General 
 
The submitter has applied for resource consent to utilise several existing berths on the 
western side of the St. Omer Wharf for the purpose of a floating sauna.  The sauna will 
be located on a pontoon fixed to piles and will not be motorised or movable except for 
occasional maintenance purposes, where it will be towed by a separate vessel. 
 
The purpose of the Bylaw relates to vessels that are navigable and the associated 
safety of passengers and other lake/ river users. 
 
From our review of the Bylaw, it does not appear that it is intended to apply to fixed 
pontoons. 
 
This submission seeks minor amendments to the Navigation Safety Bylaw to avoid 
unintentional regulation and associated administrative costs, by introducing the term 
‘Fixed Structure’ as an exemption to the term ‘Vessel’, and similar points of 
clarification. 
 
The following submission points reflect the matters that are of concern to FLOWT.   
 
The matters identified in the grey shaded text identify the suggested changes to the 
Bylaw.  
 
Submission 1 
 

Amend Clause 6 – Interpretation 
 
Add new term ‘Fixed Structure’  to ensure that structures such as the 
FLOWT pontoon are not unintentionally subject to the various 
restrictions that apply to vessels. 
 

Fixed Structure 
A pontoon or similar floating platform that is permanently  
affixed to the bed of the lake. 
 

Submission 2 Amend Clause 6 - Interpretation 
 
Add an exemption to the term ‘vessel’ to include ‘fixed structure’ 

Vessel means every description of boat or craft used in 
navigation, whether or not it has any means of propulsion, and 
includes….. 
(a) to (j) 
 



 But does not include a surfboard, or a Fixed Structure. 
 

Submission 3 Amend Clause 24 – Exemptions to requirements to carry or wear life 
jackets. 
 
To ensure consistency and avoid confusion, it is appropriate to add an 
additional exemption to include the use of a ‘fixed structure’. 
 
24.1 Clauses 20, 21, and 22 do not apply to: 

(g)  a Fixed Structure 
 

Submission 4 Amend Clause 30 – Swimming or diving around wharves or jetties  
 
The FLOWT proposal includes a small plunge pool that is incorporated 
within the ponton. 
 
To avoid any confusion or misinterpretation of the Bylaw it is 
appropriate to include an exemption. 
 
30.1 (c) this clause does not apply to swimming or bathing with

 in a Fixed Structure. 
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To Queenstown Lakes District Council 
 

Re: Draft Navigation Safety Bylaw 2025 
 

Submitter Million Dollar Cruise Limited 
 

General 
 
The submitter is the owner and operator of Million Dollar Cruise Limited, which 
operates the only scheduled sight-seeing cruises in Frankton Arm and is one of two 
scheduled sight-seeing cruises on Lake Wakatipu generally (the other being the 
Earnslaw). 
 
Million Dollar Cruise Limited activities are authorised under resource consents 
RM070854 and RM100573 to conduct sight-seeing cruises along the length of the 
Frankton Arm as far as the old Kawarau River Bridge.  Currently the day-to-day 
operations implements RM100573.  A full copy of the two resource consents are 
appended to this submission, together with the conditions that pertain to both 
consents. 
 
The resource consents include a variety of operational conditions that include 
(amongst other things) a requirement to comply with the 2009 Bylaw, and for Council 
to review and impose new limits  or refuse access in to the access lanes in the vicinity 
of the Kawarau Bridge at any time. 
 
In addition to complying with conditions of the resource consents, Million Dollar Cruise 
Limited is also required to conduct the day-to-day operation of the vessels in 
accordance with an approved Maritime Transport Operator Plan (MTOP). 
 
The MTOP was approved by the Maritime New Zealand.  A copy of the MTOP is 
appended to this submission. 
 
The MTOP is a live document and audited regularly and is effectively the day-to-day 
operational safety plans. 
 
A copy of the MTOP is maintained on-board the Million Dollar vessels at all times. 
 
The Typical Daily Route 
Million Dollar Cruise Limited is the only approved and scheduled sight-seeing trip in 
the Frankton Arm.  It operates up to 4 sight-seeing trips per day, with each trip following 
the same route. The route in the vicinity of the Kawarau Dam is depicted in a series of 
four hand-drawn images that form part of the approved MTOP (as attached to this 
submission).  It is the potential restrictions that apply to this part of the lake that this 
submission relates to. 
 
At the eastern end of the Frankton Arm, in the vicinity of the Hilton Hotel the lake is 
relatively shallow, as a result of previous damming of the Lake outlet that occurred in 
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conjunction with the old Kawarau River Bridge.  There are defined deep water channels 
that extend upstream of the bridge and weave between the Willow Islands.  
 
Million Dollar Cruise vessels follow the Kawarau Dam Downstream Access Lane in to 
that area upstream of the Kawarau Bridge/ Dam.  The vessels pause in this area for 
commentary and photographs.  After several minutes, the vessels exit this area, by 
following the same downstream access lane back in to Frankton Arm. 
 
Unlike jet boats, that can traverse shallow water, the Million Dollar Cruise vessels need 
to remain in deep water, including the access lane channels.  These vessels are less 
manoeuvrable than jet boats and other recreation craft. 
 
The ‘Kawarau Dam Access Lane’ plans at pages 41 and 42 of the proposed Bylaw 
identify a down-stream and up-stream access lane.  The deep water channels are 
visible in these maps/ photographs. 
 
The proposed Map 3 includes an additional area that is also referred to as the ‘Kawarau 
River/ Lake Whakatipu Access Lane’, and the amended text of the Bylaw prevents 
vessels from either resting or stopping in these areas.  This additional area includes 
parts of the lake that are used by Million Dollar Cruise vessels for sightseeing and 
manoeuvring vessels at slow speed. 
 
The following submission points reflect the matters that are of concern to Million Dollar 
Cruise Limited.   
 
The matters identified in the grey shaded text identify the suggested changes to the 
Bylaw.  
 
Submission 1 
 

Amend Clause 9.2  
Clause 9 is titled ‘Speed of vessels’. 
 
Clause 9.1(a) sets out the rules for the speed of vessels, whilst 
Clauses 9.2 and 9.3 provide for exemptions. 
 
It is submitted that Clause 9.2 be amended to include the same 
exemption at Clause 9.3(a). 
  
9.2 Clause 9.1(a) does not apply to: 

(e) a vessel operating in an access lane or a reserved area 
for the purposes for which the access lane or reserved 
area was declared, unless in the case of the reserved 
area, this bylaw provides otherwise. 

 
Submission 2 Amend Clause 18.1 

Clause 18 is titled ‘Vessels to be identified’. 
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Clause 18.1(c) requires that vessels be identified with a minimum 
lettering height of 90mm, and capable of being read at a distance of 
50m by certain Council officers. 
 
It is submitted that specifying the minimum lettering height is 
adequate.   
 
18.1 No person shall navigate a vessel (excluding vessels listed in 

clause 18.3) unless it displays an identifying name or number 
above the waterline on each side of the vessel that is 
recognised under clause 18.2, and satisfies the following 
criteria: 
(c) unless it is a type recognised by an organisation listed in 

clause 18.2(a), is a minimum height of 90 millimetres. 
and is capable of being read by the Harbourmaster or an 
enforcement officer from a distance of at least 
50metres. 

 
Submission 3 Amend Clause 38 – Kawarau River 

Clauses 38.1 to 38.4 apply to the Kawarau River, and also relates to 
Clause 42 and 43 and Schedule 2 – Table 2 and the associated map at 
pages 41/42 (noting that page numbering recommences from page 40 
onwards). 
 
Clause 38.1 states that “no person may rest or stop a vessel in the 
areas immediately below the “downstream” gate and above the 
“upstream” gate at the Kawarau Falls Dam.” 
 
It is submitted that Clause 38.1 be amended to clarify that vessels 
should not stop either within an access lane nor immediately 
downstream of the Dam/ Bridge. 
  
38.1 No person may rest or stop a vessel in the areas immediately 

below the “downstream” gate and above the “upstream” gate 
at the Kawarau Falls Dam. 

 
38.1 No person may rest or stop a vessel: 

o immediately below the “downstream” gate;  
o within the Kawarau Dam  Downstream Access Lane:  
o immediately below the “upstream” gate at the Kawarau 

Falls Dam. 
o within the Kawarau Dam Upstream Access Lane 

 
Submission 4 Amend Clause 38 – Kawarau River 

The Million Dollar Cruise vessels are the only sight-seeing vessels 
authorised to access the deep water area that is immediately 
upstream of the Kawarau Falls Dam/ Bridge. 
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It is appropriate for these craft to be recognised in the Bylaw in the 
same way that the TSS Earnslaw is recognised and provided for. 
 
38.5 the Million Dollar Cruise vessels may use the downstream 

access lane to both access and depart the deep water area 
located upstream of the Kawarau Falls Dam/ Bridge, in 
accordance with the certified Maritime Transport Operator 
Plan. 

 
Submission 5 Amend Clause 43 – Conduct in Access Lane 

 
Clause 43.5 states that “If one or more persons are using an access 
lane for the purpose for which it has been declared, no person may 
enter, remain in or use the lane for any other purpose”. 
 
The access lanes at the Kawarau Dam/ Bridge are shown on an 
amended map at page 42.  This map replaces the current map shown 
on page 41, which identifies two access lanes that extend upstream 
of the Kawarau Falls Dam/ Bridge as far as the Willow Islands. 
 
The proposed map reproduces those same access lanes, and 
includes an additional area shaded light grey that is denoted as 
‘Kawarau River/ Lake Whakatipu Access Lane’.  This new area includes 
a large area of Lake Wakatipu north of Willow Place and the Hilton 
Hotel and includes approximately half of that part of the lake located 
in between the two access lanes. 
 
This new ‘Kawarau River/ Lake Whakatipu Access Lane’ is not 
referenced anywhere within the Bylaw, and it is unclear what 
restrictions apply to this space. 
 
The Million Dollar Cruise vessels pass through the new ‘Kawarau 
River/ Lake Whakatipu Access Lane’ and will often pause in the 
general area between the two access lanes for commentary and 
photographs. 
 
It is necessary to preserve the opportunity to use this part of the lake 
between the two access lanes by the Million Dollar Cruise vessels. 
 
43.1 If one or more persons are using an access lane for the purpose 

for which it has been declared, no person may enter, remain in 
or use the lane for any other purpose, except where the Million 
Dollar Cruise vessels are operating in the ‘Kawarau River/ Lake 
Whakatipu Access Lane’ or the ‘Kawarau Dam Access Lane - 
downstream’ 
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Alternatively –  
Amend the Access Lane map at page 42 and delete any reference to 
the ‘Kawarau River/ Lake Whakatipu Access Lane’, and 
 
43.1 If one or more persons are using an access lane for the purpose 

for which it has been declared, no person may enter, remain in 
or use the lane for any other purpose, except where the Million 
Dollar Cruise vessels are operating in the ‘Kawarau Dam 
Access Lane - downstream’ 

 
Submission 6 Schedule 2 - Speed Upliftings and Access Lanes and Map 3 – Kawarau 

Dam 
 
Schedule 2, Table 2 (page 39) is titled ‘Access Lanes’ and includes 
descriptions of ‘High Speed Access Lanes on Lake Whakatipu’ at page 
40. 
 
The Kawarau Dam access lanes are described (downstream and 
upstream) at the bottom of page 40. 
 
There is no mention of the proposed ‘Kawarau River/ Lake Whakatipu 
Access Lane’ shown on proposed map 3 at page 42. 
 
Proposed Map 3 includes an unreferenced blue text box below the 
map that references the Access Lanes and provides partial 
description and use restrictions. 
 
This text box includes additional directions on the use of the access 
lanes, and  unnecessary cross-references to clause 36. 
 
Amend Map 3 – Kawarau Dam 
 
Include map title on page 42 (the proposed replacement map). 
 
Delete the ‘Kawarau River/ Lake Whakatipu Access Lane’ from the 
map. 
 
Delete the blue text box from below the proposed map and include any 
necessary references or restrictions from that blue text within Table 2 
– High Speed Access Lanes – Lake Whakatipu. 
 
Add the same exclusions identified in Submission 5. 
 

 



QUEENSTOWN 
LAKES DISTRICT 

COUNCIL 
File: RM070854 

1 February 2008 

Million Dollar Cruise 
C/- John Edmonds & Associates 
P O Box 95 
QUEENSTOWN 

Dear Anna 

DECISION OFTHE QUEENSTOWN LAKES DISTRICT COUNCIL 

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 

MILLION DOLLAR CRUISE - RM070854.357 

I refer to your objection to Conditions 4, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11 and 12 of RM070854. The objection was 
considered under delegated authority pursuant to Section 34 of the Resource Management Act 1991 
on 1 February 2008. 

The subject site is Lake Wakatipu. The site is zoned Rural General in the Partially Operative District 
Plan. 

The objection relates to the matters as detailed in the table below: 

Condition Objection 
It is unnecessary to restate section 16, as it applies anyway. 
The application did not volunteer this. 

7,8,9, 10 Real Journeys and the harbourmaster gave their written approvals and did not 
require these conditions to be included. 

11 It is not considered anchoring, tying up or othenwise remaining in one position 
will result in any adverse effects. 

12 It is not considered there will be any adverse effects associated with the taking 
on board of supplies 

The objection was determined on a non-notified basis in terms of Section 357 of the Resource 
Management Act 1991. 

Lakes Environmental Limited, Private Bag 50077, Queenstown 9348, Tel 03-450 0300, Fax 03-442 4778. 



Decision 

The objection to condition(s) is upheld in part pursuant to section 357 of the Resource Management 
Act 1991 such that. 

Conditions 4, 6, 7, 8, 9 and 10 of RM070854 are deleted. Condition 11 of RM 070854 is amended to 
read as follows: 

11a. The vessel will generally tie up at the berth approved by way of this consent with the following 
exceptions: 

a) In emergency circumstances the vessel may anchor, berth or tie up at any other 
place around Lake Wakatipu. 

b) Pick ups and drop offs of an occasional nature are permitted, whereby occasional is 
considered to be a maximum of twelve times in any year. 

11 b. Refuelling will take place at legally established refuelling stations only. 

Reasons for Decision 

Condition Objection 
Upheld in part, the applicant correctly states that Section 16 of the Resource 
Management Act applies in any event and any unreasonable noise can be dealt 
with under this section regardless of whether this condition is included. The 
applicant volunteers a condition as follows: 

Queenstown Town Centre Waterfront Zone 

Daytime (0800-2200 hours) 
Nighttime (2200-0800 hours) 

Surface of Lake 

Daytime (0800-2200 hours) 
Nighttime (2200-0800 hours) 

60 dBA L,o 
50 dBA Lw and 70 dBA Lmax 

77dBALmax 
67dBALmax 

For the Town Centre these values are equivalent to those in Zone Standard 
10.6.5.2. For the Surface of the Lake is in unclear why these values have been 
volunteered as the District Plan Zone standards are different. 

In any event it is considered unnecessary to re-iterate the standards set out in 
the District Plan for the same reason it is unnecessary to re-affirm Section 16 of 
the Resource Management Act; namely that the applicant must comply 
regardless of whether the condition is included in the consent. 

Upheld. From the email correspondence on file it appears the applicant initially 
volunteered a restriction of 52 charter trips and later amended this to 100 
charter trips. It is noted that this does not include the scheduled trips. It is 
considered that it is appropriate to place some restriction on the number of trips 
the applicant can make as a large scale operation may not be appropriate. 
However, on consideration it is deemed that as the application is restricted to 
one boat only, the Ngaroto, this will sufficiently restrict the number of trips and 
there is no need to restrict the operation further. 

7,8,9,10 Upheld. These conditions were carried over from a similar consent where Real 
Journeys and the harbourmaster required them to be included. It is agreed that 
no such request was made on this occasion and it is therefore considered 
appropriate to remove them. 

11 Upheld in part. The boat will remain tied up for a fair amount of time. It is 
considered that the location where it will be is generally located needs to be 

RM070854.354 



assessed. The effects on character, amenity and visual impact are likely to be 
greater in some locations than in others. During the conversation the applicant 
(Mr Perkins) had with the Lakes Environmental Resource Consents manager, 
Mr Perkins raised that for safety reasons he may be required to temporarily tie 
up due to weather, malfunction of the vessel or to allow an unwell person off the 
vessel. It is considered that this point is valid and that the condition should be 
amended to reflect to possibility of an emergency. In later discussions Mr 
Perkins addressed the matter of picking up passengers as a charter sen/ice 
from for example Mount Nicolas Station. This is also considered to be 
appropriate assuming that the boat does not remain tied up at that location for 
any length of time. Mr Perkins indicated he would not be frequenting any one 
pick up point more than 12 times in any given year. It is deemed appropriate to 
amend the condition to enable the boat to pick charter customers up in the 
manner suggested by Mr Perkins. During one of these meetings the matter of 
refuelling was also raised. Although the intention is to refuel at the Queenstown 
Bay refuelling station, it may be necessary to refuel at the Frankton refuelling 
station due to the Queenstown Bay one being unavailable from time to time. It is 
considered that it is important refuelling takes place at an approved fuelling 
station, however which particular station is used in immaterial therefore it is 
considered appropriate to amend this in the condition also. 

12 Upheld. The applicant was requested to indicate the amount of time taking on 
board of supplies might take. Given the small amount of time this is believed to 
take, it is not going to have a significant effect on the Queenstown Town Centre 
Zone, even if the time is slightly exceeded. 

Other Matters 

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

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

If you have any enquiries please contact Wendy Rolls at Lakes Environmental Limited on phone (03) 
4500356 or email wendy.rolls@lakesenv.co.nz. 

Prepared by 
LAKES ENVIRONMENTAL LIMITED 

Reviewed and Approved by 
LAKES ENVIRONMENTAL LIMITED 

.\jsft4^Q ^AAl , ^4^U2^ 

Wendy Rolls 
PLANNER 

Paula Costello 
PLANNER 

RM070854.354 
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QUEENSTOWN 
LAKES DISTRICT 

File: RM070854 COUNCIL 

4 December 2007 

Million Dollar Cruise Limited 
Cl- John Edmonds and Associates Limited 
Attn Anna Cameron 
Po Box 95 
QUEENSTOWN 9348 

Dear Anna 

DECISION OF THE QUEENSTOWN LAKES DISTRICT COUNCIL 

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 

MILLION DOLLAR CRUISE LIMITED- RM070854 

We refer to your application for land use consent under Section 88 of the Resource Management Act 
1991 to establish a launch/charter operation on Lake Wakatipu. The application was considered 
under delegated authority pursuant to Section 34 of the Resource Management Act 1991 on 3 
December 2007. This decision was made and its issue authorised by Jane Sinclair, Independent 
Commissioner, as delegate for the Council. 

Under the Partially Operative District Plan the site is zoned Rural General and the proposed activity 
requires: 

• A discretionary, activity consent pursuant to Rule 5.3.3.3 (iv) (b) regarding any commercial 
boating activity oh the surface of lakes and rivers in the Rural General zone. 

• A discretionary activity consent pursuant to Rule 10.6.3.3.(i) (b) regarding any commercial 
surface of water activity in the Queenstown Town Centre zone. 

Overall, the application is considered to be a discretionary activity. 

The application was considered on a non-notified basis in terms of Section 93(1 )(b) whereby the 
consent authority were satisfied that the adverse effects of the activity on the environment will be 
minor and in terms of Section 94(2) whereby all persons who, in the opinion of the consent authority 
may be adversely affected by the activity, have given their written approval to the activity. 

Decision 

Consent is GRANTED pursuant to Section 104 of the Act, subject to the following conditions imposed 
pursuant to Section 108 of the Act: 

i Lakes Environmental Limited, Private Bag 50077, Queenstown 9348, Tel 03-450 0300, Fax 03-442 4778. 



General Conditions 

1 That the development be carried out in accordance with the application as submitted, with the 
exception of the amendments required by the following conditions of consent. 

2 That unless it is otherwise specified in the conditions of this consent, compliance with any 
monitoring requirement imposed by this consent shall be at the consent holder's own expense. 

3 The consent holder shall pay to the Council an initial fee of $100 for the costs associated with 
the monitoring of this resource consent in accordance with Section 35 of the Act. 

Noise 

4 In the event of Council or any elected member receiving any justifiable complaint regarding 
unreasonable noise caused by this proposal, the consent holder shall be required to 
commission a noise report by a suitably qualified expert. The noise report shall set out the 
manner in which the noise levels emitted from the vessel will be contained at a reasonable level 
in accordance with Section 16 of the Resource Management Act. The consent holder will then 
be required to comply with this report. The Council may, at the consent holder's expense 
commission a peer review of the noise report. 

Hours of operation 

5 The vessel will pass through the narrows out of the Frankton Arm prior to 10 pm. 

6 A maximum of 100 charter trip per annum are permitted. 

7 Prior to the commencement of scheduled sailings, the consent holder shall provide the 
Queenstown Lakes District Council Harbourmaster with a timetable of departure and arrival 
times from and to Queenstown Bay. 

8 Any significant variations from the proposed schedule in respect of timetable or the use of other 
berthing facilities are to be advised to the Harbourmaster not less than one hour before the 
change is implemented. 

9 Where immediate changes to the timetable are required in the operation of the vessel, the 
skipper shall advise the skipper of the TSS Earnslaw and the Harbourmaster via VHF radio 
accordingly. 

10 While the yacht is within Queenstown Bay as defined by a line between the beacon on the 
south side of the bay and the mouth of One Mile Creek, the following conditions shall apply: 

a) The times of the vessel's arrival and departure at the berth in Queenstown Bay shall be 
subject to the approval of the Harbourmaster and shall be arranged so that the vessel 
and the Earnslaw are not manoeuvring in the vicinity of the berths at the same time. 

b) The vessel shall not enter Queenstown Bay for a period of 5 minutes prior to the return 
berthing time of the TSS Earnslaw and shall not depart for a period of 5 minutes prior to 
the departure of the TSS Earnslaw. 

Anchoring 

11 The vessel will not anchor, tie up or otherwise remain in one position other than at the approved 
berth in Queenstown Bay and at the refuelling station in Queenstown Bay whilst fuel is being 
taken on board. 



Loading of Goods 

12 Loading of goods will be kept to a minimum. At most it is to be undertaken once on any given 
day for a period of 10 minutes. 

Waste disposal 

13 Adequate provision should be made for the storage and collection of recyclables, litter and 
refuse. These are to be disposed of in an appropriate manner to a Council approved refuse 
disposal (treatment) service and recycling facility. 

14 That all liquid waste products (waste water, effluent and bilge water) be disposed of to the 
Council's sewer reticulation in an appropriate manner. 

Boat cleaning 

15 That standard practices for boat cleaning are adhered to, including but not limited to 
undertaking all possible measures to ensure Didymo is not spread. 

Cultural 

16 The consent holder and its staff will not provide information to its clients about any historical, 
spiritual or cultural matters relating to the Takata Whenua of the area without first consulting 
with the local Papatipu Runanga and obtaining their agreement that the information to be 
provided is both appropriate and accurate. 

17 The applicant and/or appropriate employees shall attend a cultural awareness wananga in the 
future facilitated by Ngai Tahu. 

Review 

18 Within ten working days of each anniversary of the date of this decision the Council may, in 
accordance with Sections 128 and 129 of the Resource Management Act 1991, serve notice on 
the consent holder of its intention to review the conditions of this resource consent for any of the 
following purposes: 

(a) To deal with any adverse effects on the environment that may arise from the exercise of 
the consent which were not foreseen at the time the application was considered and 
which it is appropriate to deal with at a later stage. 

(b) To deal with any adverse effects on the environment which may arise from the exercise of 
the consent and which could not be properly assessed at the time the application was 
considered. 

(c) To avoid, remedy and mitigate any adverse effects on the environment which may arise 
from the exercise of the consent and which have been caused by a change in 
circumstances or which may be more appropriately addressed as a result of a change in 
circumstances, such that the conditions of this resource consent are no longer 
appropriate in terms of the purpose of the Resource Management Act 1991. 

Advice Note 

The Council may elect to exercise its functions and duties through the employment of independent 
consultants. 



Reasons for the Decision 

Proposa/ 

Consent is sought to establish a launch/charter operation on Lake Wakatipu. The applicant proposed 
to take clients cruising on Lake Wakatipu, for the purposes of sightseeing and general recreation. The 
vessel used will be a steel hulled launch called the Ngaroto with a maximum space for 55 passengers 
and 3 crew. She has been in service on Lake Rotorua for the last 50 years and is classed as an iconic 
heritage vessel. 

The proposal includes two parts: 

1. A scheduled service of 1.5 hour cruises around the Frankton Arm, initially two per day, 
expanding to four per day at 7 am, 10 am, 2 pm and 6 pm. 

2. The other part of the proposal is for chartered trips of any duration and location as required by 
the client in the Queenstown Bay, Frankton Arm and the open rural environment of the Lake, 
towards the wider Cecil Peak, Kingston and Glenorchy areas. 

Originally fishing was also proposed as an option; however the applicant has withdrawn that part of 
the application. 

The applicant proposes to operate 365 days a year 7 days a week 24 hours a day, except within the 
Frankton arm where the hours of operation will be restricted to 7am to 10pm. 

On board the vessel the applicant proposes to serve alcoholic and non-alcoholic drinks as well as hot 
drinks and light meals and snacks. 

Departures will generally be from the vessel's proposed berth in Queenstown Bay. An agreement for 
use of this berth has been established for 1 year only. After this time the applicant has a right of 
renewal. Refuelling and effluent disposal is proposed to take place at the Queenstown Bay jetty. 

The lease of the berth includes the use of the kiosk that is located on the wharf. This application does 
not include any signage on either the kiosk or anywhere else on the shore. The boat will have the text 
"Ngaroto - Million Dollar Cruise" on the back. 

The berth for the Ngaroto is located within Queenstown Bay. Within the Bay there are five largish 
jetties, one of which is used for jetboating activities and there is a berth alongside the Steamer Wharf 
for the historic steamship, The TSS Earnslaw. At any one time three to ten boats are tied up to the 
remainder of the jetties, mostly boats for tourist activities such as sightseeing and fishing. A past 
Americas Cup sailing boat also operates from one of these jetties. 

Along the adjoining lakefront there are two kiosks and a couple of sandwich boards promoting a 
number of the trips. 

Frankton Arm is surrounded on all three sides by low and high density residential development. Large 
numbers of the residential properties have extensive views over the arm. At the western end of the 
arm there is a yacht club and on the southern side a new marina is proposed. 

The remainder of Lake Wakatipu is more deserted. There are a some private jetties associated with 
the various Stations and public boating ramps. At Cecil Peak there is a jetty for the TSS Earnslaw to 
dock and at Glenorchy a small marina has been established. 

The closest road access to the wharf is Beach Street, is a single lane egress backing onto the 
Queenstown Town Centre Waterfront zone in the heart of Queenstown. Within the Waterfront zone is 
Earnslaw Park - an area that is used by a significant number of pedestrians, particularly during local 
events such as the market day and the Winter Festival. The Beach Street locality is known for its 
range of shops and restaurants, and outlook over Queenstown Bay and towards the Queenstown 
Gardens and the Remarkables to the east. To the west the township is predominantly mixed use with 
visitor accommodation, residential dwellings and commercial activity spread in a linear fashion over 
the lower reaches of Ben Lomond. 



The future development of the Queenstown Town Centre Waterfront zone has been addressed within 
the Queenstown Bay Development Plan a document that was issued as the result of the Queenstown 
Bay Design Workshop held Saturday 11 December 1993. While the Queenstown Bay Development 
Plan acknowledges under Section 6.3 Commercial Uses/Activities on Water Area 2 (a) that 
commercial activity must be catered for within the wharf area it anticipates that vessels will not exceed 
15m in length so as to allow for vessels 22.18m in length. Reasoning for this is not specifically 
outlined in the plan. 

As the proposed vessel will be a transient body upon the Lake, classification of the surrounding 
landscape is also required. Lake Wakatipu has been classified through Environment Court decision 
C180/99, as an outstanding natural landscape1. The decision further defines the Wakatipu Basin from 
District Wide outstanding natural landscape as a line from Kelvin Heights Golf Course to Sunshine 
Bay2. 

Additionally, Lake Wakatipu is identified in the Ngai Tahu Claims Settlement Act 1998 as an area of 
statutory acknowledgement. 

Therefore the proposed activity shall be addressed as an activity that operates at the interface 
between an outstanding natural landscape within the Rural General zone and the Queenstown Centre 
Waterfront zone. 

Effects on the Environment 

Land, Flora and Fauna: 
The proposed charter does not entail disturbance to aquatic vegetation, however the applicant 
proposes to transport the vessel from Lake Rotorua to Lake Wakatipu. There is the potential for 
transfer of aquatic species that would adversely affect the lake's ecosystem through competition for 
habitat and resources, and the accumulation of organic debris. The applicant has included a cleaning 
programme for avoiding this which is considered adequate to avoid any significant effects. 

The proposal will not entail commercial or recreational fishing of any nature and therefore the faunal 
resources and their habitats will remain undisturbed. However the introduction of foreign organic 
matter may have significant adverse effect to the lake ecosystem. The introduction of foreign species 
such as lake weed or other organisms that may enter the country upon transportation of the vessel 
would potentially impede the natural ecosystem of the lake such that the life supporting capacity of 
the water is depleted. This can easily be remedied through cleaning and spraying of the boat prior to 
being launched and the applicant has included details of this within the application which are 
considered sufficient to avoid any transfer of foreign matter. 

The addition of a boat to the Queenstown Bay wharf area will have very little effect to the surface 
water or the lake. Should diesel spillage occur the adverse and potential effects to the quality of the 
water would be detrimental to the waterway. Potential diesel spill at the wharf would pond within the 
vicinity and create a film on the surface of the water making it inhabitable. Thus a management plan 
for accidental diesel spillage is considered necessary. 

Infrastructure: 
The applicant proposes that there will not be any discharges to the water from the vessel. Only the 
engine's cooling water will be circulated. The Ngaroto is fitted with a sewage holding tank and pump-
out facility is located at the refuelling station in Queenstown Bay. Any rubbish will be kept on board 
the vessel's rubbish bins until it is transferred to a wheelie bin on shore and then disposed of by a 
contractor. Given the management of the resulting waste, it is not anticipated that the vessel will 
produce a significant amount of waste to warrant further mitigation. 

Natural Hazards: 
There are no known natural hazards associated with Lake Wakatipu. 

People and Built Form: 

1 Environment Court, Decision No: Cl 80/99, Paragraph 107(2), Pg60. 
2 Environment Court, Decision No: Cl 80/99, Paragraph 108(d), Pg61. 



The vessel Ngaroto is proposed to be berthed in Queenstown Bay and run trips around the Bay, 
Frankton Arm and up Lake Wakatipu towards Glenorchy. The presence of the boat on the lake will 
generate some water movement, noise, pollution and visual impact on views over the Lake. As the 
vessel proposes to use three distinct parts of the Lake, these are considered independently. 

Queenstown Bay. 
It is anticipated the boat will be berthed here a large proportion of the time. This will add to the 
cumulative effect of vessels berthed and will contribute to commercialising and domesticating the 
impression when viewing the Bay. The area of the Bay where the boat is to be berthed is zoned 
Queenstown Town Centre Waterfront zone and commercial activity is anticipated in the Town Centre. 
It is a busy urban environment in which domestication and evidence of the presence of businesses 
and people contribute to the vibrancy of the area. It is therefore considered that the berthing of the 
boat in the Bay will not have any significant adverse effects on the environment. 

Frankton Arm 

The only adverse effect on the properties located around the arm is the visual impact of the boat on 
the lake. It is considered that a vessel of the size of the Ngaroto is unlikely to be used on the lake for 
private recreational purposes and that the only reason for such a boat to be cruising on the Arm is as 
part of a commercial activity. Although it is not entirely fictitious that an individual would choose to 
own a boat of this nature and size it is considered fanciful. However, assuming again the boat 
remains in open water and does not cruise along the margins of the lake, the distance from which it 
will be viewed will render it difficult to determine the exact size of the boat. It is therefore considered 
that the boat will look like any other sizable boat on the lake and the visual impacts will be comparable 
to a large private boat. The noticeable point about the Ngaroto will be the regularity with which it 
travels, both in terms of times - to a timetable - and in terms of the route - the same route all the 
time. This will distinguish Ngaroto from a private vessel. This will detract from the remote and 
deserted feeling of the lake, however considering the level of domestication around the peripheries of 
the lake and the number of vessels on the lake it is not considered that these distractions will be 
significant. 

Wider Lake Wakatipu 

With regards to the nature of the vessel and the effects compared to a private vessel reference is 
made to the discussion under the heading Frankton Arm above. However, only incidental cruises over 
the wider lake are proposed up towards Glenorchy. The application does not specify the anticipated 
number or route of the cruises for the understandable reason that they are to be charter cruises 
determined by customer demand. It is assumed the number will be such that the sailings will not 
create the impression of following a timetable and will be more in keeping with the use of a private 
vessel. It is considered that a condition needs to be included restricting the vessels' trips to a number 
that will retain this feeling. The applicant has volunteered a maximum of 100 charter trips per annum 
and then it is considered that the adverse effects will be only de minimus. 

Culture: 
The antique steam vessel The TSS Earnslaw is berthed in Queenstown Bay and is given protected 
status under the District Plan. Consultation has been undertaken with the owners of the TSS 
Earnslaw, Real Journeys, and as a result the applicant has volunteered a number of conditions which 
aim to avoid potential conflict with the steam vessel. Consequently, Real Journeys have given there 
affected party approval to the proposal and therefore any effects on this party are not considered. 

The applicant has obtained written approval for the proposal from Ngai Tahu Development and Kai 
Tahu ki Otago. The proposed activity will not be detrimental to any areas of cultural significance 
within the Lake Wakatipu vicinity. 

Traffic Generation and Vehicle Movements: 
Passengers and goods will be loaded onto the boat at the berth. The maximum number of 
passengers and crew is 58, and potentially food and drink for this number will need to be loaded. 
There is no vehicle access to the berth, with the closest vehicle point being Beach Street. Goods will 
need to be transported by trolley or be carried from this point. In practical terms this is not ideal as this 



involves crossing Earnslaw Park, an area used by visitors and residents for pic-nics and relaxing. 
Unloading and further transportation of goods is a common sight in the CBD of Queenstown, however 
it is generally not a visually attractive activity and it does not enhance the surroundings. The applicant 
has not submitted any details of the manner of loading of goods, but from the application it appears 
food and drink supplies will be incidental and it is thought these will only need to be loaded onto the 
boat once or twice a day and would only take 10 minutes. This level of loading would not have any 
significant adverse effects on the environment activity. As at this stage it is unclear how much loading 
and unloading will take place it is considered appropriate to place a condition on the consent 
restricting this. The applicant has volunteered a condition restricting loading to 10 minutes per day 
which is considered to adequately avoid any effects associated with lengthy loading and unloading. 

The Maritime Safety Authority was approached for comment, but none was received. It is therefore 
assumed it had no concerns regarding the proposal. 

Nuisance: 
Noise from the boat leaving the berth will be audible on the waterfront. However the applicant has 
stated there is no requirement for a consent to breach the noise standards and therefore it is 
considered the adverse effects of the noise are not significant. 

The applicant has advised that the vessel will remain at minimum 100m from the shoreline at all 
times. It is then unlikely that the noise of either the boat's engine or the boat's occupants will travel 
into the residential and commercial sites located along around the arm. Additionally, the applicant has 
stated that no consent is required for the breach of the noise restrictions as detailed in the District 
Plan. Section 16 of the Resource Management Act deals with unreasonable noise and to further 
ensure no inappropriate noise emits from the vessel and causes a nuisance the applicant has 
volunteered that the vessel will leave the Frankton Arm by 10 pm and that the vessel will not anchor 
at any point during the cruises or charters. To ensure any noise issues avoided, a condition of 
consent will be included requiring the activity to be halted if any justifiable complaints are received. 

Summary of Effects 

Overall, the adverse effects on the environment of the activity for which consent is sought will be de 
minimus. 

Policies and Objectives 

The policies and objectives most relevant to this application are contained with Part X of the Partially 
Operative District Plan and read as follows: 

4.3.4 Objective - 2 Cultural Proprietary Rights 

The use and interpretation of Tribal history remaining under kaitiakitanga of iwi, Kai 
Tahu. 

Policies: 

a. To undertake consultation with the appropriate Kai Tahu authority or Runanga, when 
matters of interpretation of Kai Tahu histories for either commercial or public use are 
being considered. 

4.6.3 Objective 1 - Surface of Lakes and Rivers 

Recreational activities undertaken in a manner which avoids, remedies or mitigates 
their potential adverse effects on: 

• Natural conservation values and wildlife habitats; 
• Other recreation values; 
• Public health and safety; 
• Takata Whenua values; and 



• General amenity values. 

Policies: 

2 To enable people to have access to a wide range of recreation experiences on the lakes 
and rivers, based on the identified characteristics and environmental limits of the various 
parts of each lake and river. 

3 On each lake and river, to provide for the range of recreational experiences and activities 
which are most suited to and benefit from the particular natural characteristics. 

4 To avoid or mitigate the adverse effects of frequent, large-scale or intrusive activities such 
as those with high levels of noise, vibration, speed and wash. 

5 To avoid the adverse effects of motorised craft in areas of high passive recreational use, 
significant nature conservation values and wildlife habitat. 

7 To avoid and protect the environment from the adverse noise effects of motorised water 
craft. 

12 To avoid adverse effects on the public availability and enjoyment of the margins of lakes 
and rivers. 

Objective - 3 Land and Water Interface - Queenstown Bay 

Integrated management of the land-water interface, the activities about this interface 
and the establishment of a dynamic and aesthetically pleasing environment for the 
benefit of the community and visitors. 

Policies: 

3.1 To encourage the development of an exciting and vibrant waterfront which maximises the 
opportunities and attractions inherent in its location and setting as part of the town centre. 

3.4 To identify the important amenity and visual values, and to establish external appearance 
standards to help secure and implement these values and implement those through the 
District Plan. 

3.6 To conserve and enhance, where appropriate, the natural qualities and amenity values of 
the foreshore and adjoining waters. 

The proposed activity is consistent with the objectives and policies of the Partially Operative District 
Plan. 

Conditions 

Conditions 1, 2 and 3 have been imposed to ensure the proposal is carried out in accordance with the 
proposal. Conditions 5, 6 and 11 have been imposed to mitigate the visual effects of the boat on the 
lake. Conditions 7, 8, 9 and 10 are intended to avoid any conflicts within Queenstown Bay of the 
subject vessel with the heritage steamship The Earnslaw and any other vessels. Condition 12 is 
imposed to mitigate the effects of loading on the amenity of the waterfront area. Conditions 13 and 14 
ensure rubbish and waste is appropriately disposed of. Condition 15 is imposed to avoid the transfer 
of pests on the boat. Conditions 16 and 17 ensure any cultural information provided is appropriate. 
Condition 17 enables the Council to review this consent in the event unanticipated effects occur as a 
result of its granting. 

Other Matters 

Local Government Act 2002: Development Contributions 

In granting this resource consent reference was made to Part 8 Subpart 5 Schedule 13 of the Local 
Government Act 2002 and the Council's Policy on Development Contributions contained in Long 
Term Council Community Plan (adopted by the Council on 25 June 2004). 



This proposal is not considered a "Development" in terms of the Local Government Act 2002 as it will 
not generate a demand for network infrastructure and resen/es and community facilities. 

For the forgoing reasons a Development Contribution is not required. 

Administrative Matters 

The costs of processing the application are currently being assessed and you will be advised under 
separate cover whether further costs have been incurred. 

Should you not be satisfied with the decision of the Council, or certain conditions, an objection may be 
lodged in writing to the Council setting out the reasons for the objection under Section 357 of the 
Resource Management Act 1991 no later than 15 working days from the date this decision is 
received. 

You are responsible for ensuring compliance with the conditions of this resource consent. The Council 
will contact you in due course to arrange the required monitoring. It is suggested that you contact the 
Council if you intend to delay implementation of this consent or reschedule its completion. 

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

Please contact the Council when the conditions have been met or if you have any queries with regard 
to the monitoring of your consent. 

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

If you have any enquiries please contact Wendy Rolls on phone (03) 4500356 or email 
wendy.rolls@lakesenv.co.nz. 

Prepared by Reviewed by 
LAKES ENVIRONMENTAL LTD LAKES ENVIRONMENTAL LTD 

Wendy Rolls Paula Costello 
PLANNER PLANNER 

mailto:wendy.rolls@lakesenv.co.nz
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This is an application for resource consent under Section 88 of the Resource Management Act 1991 
to establish a new commercial boating (cruise/charter) operation on Lake Wakatipu to run alongside 
an existing business. The application was considered under delegated authority pursuant to Section 
34 of the Resource Management Act 1991 on 16 November 2010. This decision was made and its 
issue authorised by Jane Sinclair, Independent Commissioner, as delegate for the Council. 

The activity will be operated on the surface of Lake Wakatipu and berthed within Queenstown Bay. 

The subject site is zoned Rural General and Queenstown Town Centre Waterfront and requires 
resource consent for the following reasons: 

• A discretionary activity consent pursuant to Rule 5.3.3.3 (iv) (b) regarding any commercial 
boating activity on the surface of the lake in the Rural General zone. 

• A discretionary activity consent pursuant to Rule 10.6.3.3.(i) (b) regarding any commercial 
surface of water activity in the Queenstown Town Centre zone. 

Overall, the proposal was considered as a discretionary activity. 

Notification Determination 

The application was considered on a non-notified basis in terms of Section 95A and 95B whereby the 
consent authority was satisfied that the adverse effects of the activity on the environment are not 
likely to be more than minor and whereby all persons who, in the opinion of the consent authority, 
may be adversely affected by the activity, have given their written approval to the activity. 

Decision 
Consent is GRANTED pursuant to Section 104 of the Act, subject to the following conditions imposed 
pursuant to Section 108 of the Act: 

General Conditions 

1. That the development must be undertaken/carried out in accordance with the plans (Location 
of Access for MD2 - stamped as approved 12 November 2010) and the application as 
submitted, with the exception of the amendments required by the following conditions of 
consent.The consent holder is liable for costs associated with the monitoring of this resource 
consent under Section 35 of the Resource Management Act 1991 and shall pay to Council an 
initial fee of $100. 

2. In the event of Council receiving any justifiable complaint regarding unreasonable noise caused 
by this proposal, the consent holder shall be required to commission a noise report by a 
suitably qualified expert. The noise report shall set out the manner in which the noise levels 
emitted from the vessel will be contained at a reasonable level in accordance with Section 16 of 
the Resource Management Act. The consent holder will then be required to comply with this 
report. The Council may, at the consent holder's expense commission a peer review of the 
noise report. 

3. The activity shall be carried out in accordance with the Queenstown Lakes District Navigation 
Safety Bylaw 2009. 

4. When operating in the Frankton arm the vessel shall at all times maintain a minimum distance 
of 50 metres from the shore. The only exception is that, during the course of each cruise or trip, 
the vessel may make a single excursion to within 50 m of the shore for the purpose of passive 
viewing of wildlife. 

5. When operating within 200 m of the shore vessel speed shall not exceed five knots. 
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6. When operating within 50 m of the shore vessel speed shall not exceed two knots. 

7. The above speed limits are to be strictly observed at all times. 

8. The vessel will not operate within the Frankton Arm after 10.00 PM or before 7.00 AM on any 
day. 

9. When operating in the Frankton Arm the Million Dollar 2 vessel shall not operate in tandem with 
Million Dollar 1 vessel or any other vessel. Vessels operating more than 10 minutes apart shall 
not be deemed to be operating in tandem 

10. When travelling down to the area opposite Kawarau Falls Station, the Million Dollar 2 vessel 
shall operate in accordance with the approved plan (Location of Access for MD2). The vessel 
shall access down the Kawarau River Access Lane as detailed in Queenstown Lakes District 
Navigation and Safety Bylaw, uplifting schedule section 13, F & H, then travel back up the 
south side of the black marker buoys in the 5 knot area (as indicated by the black arrow on the 
approved plan). 

11. The vessel shall operate with a maximum of 60 passengers. 

12. While the vessel is within Queenstown Bay as defined by a line between the beacon on the 
south side of the bay and the mouth of One Mile Creek, the following conditions shall apply: 

a) The vessel shall give way to the TSS Earnslaw at all times and in all conditions. 

14. The vessel when moored at Convelle Wharf in Queenstown Bay shall be positioned so that no 
part of the vessel extends over either end of its berth. 

15. The vessel will generally tie up at the berth approved by way of this consent with the following 
exceptions: 

a) In emergency circumstances the vessel may anchor, berth or tie up at any other place 
around Lake Wakatipu. 

b) Pick ups and drop offs of an occasional nature are permitted, whereby occasional is 
considered to be a maximum of twelve times in any year. 

16. Refuelling will take place at legally established refuelling stations only. 

17. Adequate provision should be made for the storage and collection of recyclables, litter and 
refuse. These are to be disposed of in an appropriate manner to a Council approved refuse 
disposal (treatment) service and recycling facility. 

18. That all liquid waste products (waste water, effluent and bilge water) be disposed of to the 
Council's sewer reticulation in an appropriate manner. 

19. That standard practices for boat cleaning are adhered to, including but not limited to 
undertaking all possible measures to ensure Didymo is not spread. 

20. The consent holder and its staff will not provide information to its clients about any historical, 
spiritual or cultural matters relating to the Takata Whenua of the area without first consulting 
with the local Papatipu Runanga and obtaining their agreement that the information to be 
provided is both appropriate and accurate. 

21. The applicant and/or appropriate employees shall attend a cultural awareness wananga in the 
future facilitated by Ngai Tahu. 

Review 

22. Within ten working days of each anniversary of the date of this decision the Council may, in 
accordance with Sections 128 and 129 of the Resource Management Act 1991, serve notice on 
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the consent holder of its intention to review the conditions of this resource consent for any of 
the following purposes: 

(a) To deal with any adverse effects on the environment that may arise from the exercise of 
the consent which were not foreseen at the time the application was considered and 
which it is appropriate to deal with at a later stage. 

(b) To deal with any adverse effects on the environment which may arise from the exercise of 
the consent and which could not be properly assessed at the time the application was 
considered. 

(c) To avoid, remedy and mitigate any adverse effects on the environment which may arise 
from the exercise of the consent and which have been caused by a change in 
circumstances or which may be more appropriately addressed as a result of a change in 
circumstances, such that the conditions of this resource consent are no longer 
appropriate in terms of the purpose of the Resource Management Act 1991. 

23. If there is an increase in the number of vessels operating in or through the area above the 
Kawarau Dam bridge or a change to the access lanes in this vicinity, the Council may serve 
notice of its intention to review the conditions of this consent and may limit or refuse access by 
the vessel to this area. This review condition has been offered and agreed by the applicant. 

Reasons for the Decision 

Site History 

Million Dollar Cruise Limited currently holds resource consent (RM070854) to operate an existing 
boating operation on Lake Wakatipu. This current resource consent allows them to operate a 
launch/charter boat on Lake Wakatipu for up to 55 passengers and 3 crew members. The activity 
ajlows the boat to operate 365 days a year, 7 days a week and 24 hours a day with the exception of 
the Frankton Arm where the hours of operation are restricted to 7am to 10pm. 

It is noted that Sail Queenstown Limited hold a current resource consent which was approved 25 
October 2005 to establish a commercial sailing vessel offering chartered scenic cruises on Lake 
Wakatipu. This consented activity currently operates from the Convelle wharf where it is proposed 
that Million Dollar Cruises will operate the proposed second boat from. 

Proposal 

Resource consent is sought to establish a commercial launch cruise/character operation on Lake 
Wakatipu to run alongside an existing boating business for the same company. 

The applicant proposes to take a maximum number of 60 passengers on the boat to cruise on the 
surface of Lake Wakatipu for the primary purpose of sightseeing and general recreation. The trips will 
operate initially as scheduled cruises during the day and into the early evening. It is proposed that the 
trips will operate as follows: 

• October through till April - three scheduled trips at 11am, 2pm and 4pm which will eventually 
extend to another 6pm evening trip; 

• May through till September - two schedules trips at 11 am and 2pm 

The schedules trips will be for a duration of 1.5 hours, operating seven days a week, 365 days a year 

The applicant states that the proposed vessel, which will be named "Million Dollar 2" is a steel hulled 
launch, which was custom built as a tourist launch in 1975 for the Milford Sound Red Boat Feet, and 
has been in service since then. 

The proposed vessel will be berthed at the Convelle jetty or alternatively the Butson/Lapsley jetty. 
Passengers will be loaded and unloaded from either jetty. It is proposed that periodically other jetties 
may be used throughout Queenstown Bay, Frankton Arm and the remainder of Lake Wakatipu. 
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Due to the sometimes unsettled weather conditions, the applicant does not wish to be limited to any 
specific routes. The applicant seeks to have the opportunity to operate over the entire surface of Lake 
Wakatipu, which will include the following locations: 

• The semi-urban sheltered environment of Frankton Arm; 
• The built urban environment of Queenstown Bay; 
• The open rural environment of the lake, toward the wider Cecil peak, Kingston and Glenorchy 

area. 

It is proposed that the majority of the trips will be operated within the Frankton Arm and Queenstown 
Bay. 

An on-board fully licensed bar will be available on board, serving both alcoholic and non-alcoholic 
drinks. Food will also be provided. Potable water from the town supply will also be provided for on 
board clients. 

Site & Locality Description 

The proposed berth for the "Million Dollar 2" is to be located on the Convelle Wharf, within 
Queenstown Bay. Queenstown Bay is made up of a number of wharfs which are located on the 
western side of the bay. The applicant current occupies one of the berths on the Buston/Lapsley Jetty 
with the existing cruise boat. The area contains a number of jetties with approximately five jetties, 
which are utilised for tourism activities including jet-boating, fishing and charter boats. At any one time 
there could be up to ten boats berthed within Queenstown Bay. 

Currently a sailing yacht berths at the Covelle Wharf, but it is understood that the yacht will be 
relocating from the Covelle Wharf, and therefore freeing up the space for the proposed launch/cruise 
boat. 

Along the wharf there are two kiosks of which tickets for the boating activities are sold from. The 
existing Million Dollar booth is within the northern most booth on the wharf. 

The TSS Earnslaw berths at Steamer Wharf, and has historic rights under the District Plan. 

Effects on the Environment 

Land, Flora and Fauna 
The proposal does not include any commercial or recreational fishing of any nature; therefore there 
will be no disturbance on the faunal resources and their habitats. 

The proposed vessel will be transferred from Nelson (where it is being refurbished) to Queenstown. It 
is considered that adequate cleaning will have been undertaken prior to launching into Lake Wakatipu 
to prevent any potential spread of aquatic species. To ensure this, a condition of consent will be 
imposed to ensure that appropriate measures are undertaken. 

Another boat operating on Lake Wakatipu will not have an impact in terms of effects on the lake. It is 
considered that if there is a diesel spill, then appropriate measures will be taken to remedy the 
situation, which will require QLDC will be advised. In comparison there would be little difference from 
the proposed boat, to a recreational boat which would be permitted on the lake. 

Overall, subject to the recommended conditions of consent, the addition of the new vessel on to the 
lake will result in adverse effects which will be less than minor in terms of effects on waterbodies. 

Infrastructure 
Refuelling is to take place at the Jetty in Queenstown Bay, with effluent being disposed of at an 
approved discharge outlet the Queenstown Bay jetty. Waste is to be either recycled or placed in 
QLDC blue bags for pick up. No waste or effluent will be deposited into Lake Wakatipu. The proposed 
vessel has an onboard toilet with holding tanks. 
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It is proposed that the waste management will be undertaken in accordance with the existing 
operation (Million Dollar Cruise RM070854). To date there does not appear to have been any issues 
with this current system, and therefore it is considered that the proposed activity will be operated in 
conjunction with this. Conditions of consent have been imposed to ensure appropriate measures are 
undertaken. 

People and Built Form 
The proposed boat will add another element to the already existing marine character that both 
Queenstown Bay and Lake Wakatipu current have. The proposed vessel will be berthed within 
Queenstown Bay and will run trips out onto the wider Lake Wakatipu and Frankton Arm. The 
presence of the boat on the lake will result in potentially a visual impact on views over the lake and 
within Queenstown Bay when it is berthed. 

The visibility of the proposed vessel will be adequately absorbed into the existing activities within 
Queenstown Bay. It can be anticipated that as there is an existing berth available within the bay that 
there is capacity for another boat to be located within this area. The smaller scale of the proposed 
boat will ensure that it will not be visually prominent within the bay. 

Additionally, it is considered that the visibility of the proposed vessel within the Frankton Arm and 
within the wider Lake Wakatipu area will be adequately absorbed, given the existing activities, both 
with commercial and permitted boating activities. 

The scheduled timetable will result in a continuous operation occurring on a regular basis in and 
around the lake. This will alter the character of the bay given the commercial nature of the activity. 
However, when viewed in the context of the entire lake, and all its activities, the slight alteration will 
not result in significant changes to the existing character of the lake. 

Consideration must be given to those residents residing along the Frankton Arm, in terms of noise 
generated from the boat, and distance that the boat travels from the shore. QLDC's Harbourmaster 
recommends that conditions of consent be imposed which would ensure that the vessel operates 200 
metres from the shore at all times, regardless of what speed the vessel is travelling. Additionally, no 
operations should occur within the Frankton Arm after 10pm at night. 

With the proposed boat holding up to a maximum of 60 passengers, consideration must be given to 
effects on Earnslaw Park and the surrounding waterfront area. This existing vibrant area along the 
waterfront is where the majority of people come and go from water based activities. Bringing with this 
is an increase in pedestrians to the area. However given the size and existing character of Earnslaw 
Park and the surrounding wharf area, the increase in pedestrian numbers will be adequately 
absorbed, and will not result in a change to the existing character of the area. Additionally, the Sail QT 
boat will no longer be berthed at the wharf (while this consent is active), and therefore be unable to 
operate under its current resource consent. This will reduce the numbers of people coming and going 
from the wharf, and will reduce the overall number of clients utilising the Queenstown Bay area. 

Overall, the proposed vessel will add vibrancy to the existing commercial activities on the surface of 
the lake, and provide additional tourism activities to the growing demand sought by visitors to 
Queenstown. Adverse effects resulting from the proposed activity in terms of people and built form, 
will be no more than minor. 

Written approval has been obtained from both Kai Tahu and Ngai Tahu with respect to the customary 
rights that they hold of the lake. Written approval has also been received from the owners of the 
Convelle Wharf, and from Sail Queenstown Limited who hold c current resource consent to use the 
wharf. Effects on all parties can be disregarded. 

Conditions have been imposed with respect to The Earnslaw in terms of safe operation of the boat 
within Queenstown Bay. It is not considered that they are specifically affected, but in terms of the 
historic rights that they have over the bay then it is appropriate to impose conditions which would 
ensure a functioning operation on the Lake. 
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Culture 
Consultation by the applicant has been undertaken with Kai Tahu ki Otago Ltd and Te Runauga o 
Ngai Tahu. Neither party specifically raised any concerns about the proposal; therefore there will be 
no adverse effects on Takata Whenua. 

The Earnslaw vessel is berthed in Queenstown Bay and is given protected status under the District 
Plan. Given the size and existing rights that the boat has within Queenstown Bay is it is considered 
important to take a consistent approach when it comes to conditioning activities in accordance with 
The Earnslaw. Although consultation has not been engaged between the owners of the Earnslaw, 
Real Journeys, and the applicant, a letter has been received outlining existing conditions of consent 
which has been imposed on numerous water based activities within the Bay. Full discretion has been 
exercised in this situation, and the conditions suggested by Real Journeys have been adopted. 

The proposed activity will not be detrimental to any areas of cultural significance within the Lake 
Wakatipu vicinity. 

Traffic Generation and Vehicle Movements 
The proposed activity will result in additional commercial boat movements on Lake Wakatipu, and 
more specifically within Queenstown Bay. Currently there are a number of commercial boating 
activities operating from the bay. The number of berths, and mooring within the bay generally 
anticipates the number of boats that can dock, and utilise the area. Given that there is an available 
berth for the proposed vessel, it is not considered to take the number of boats over the threshold for 
the bay. The existing Sail Queenstown Yacht will be relocated from its existing berth on the Convelle 
Wharf to make space for the proposed Million Dollar 2 vessel. This has been confirmed by way of a 
signed lease agreement for the use of the wharf. This will ensure that no double up occurs on this 
wharf. 

A letter was received from Mr Keith Hovell, on behalf of Real Journeys with respect to the proposed 
activity. Although Real Journeys have not been identified as being specifically affected, it is 
considered in terms of safety on the lake (specifically Queenstown Bay) that consideration must be 
given to the TSS Earnslaw. Assessment Matter 5.4.2.3 (xi) (h) requires that Council take into account 
any effect from the activity on the operation, safety and navigation of the TSS Earnslaw. 
Consideration has been given to the existing use of the Earnslaw and it is appropriate to impose a 
condition of consent requiring the proposed Million Dollar 2 vessel to give way to the Earnslaw at all 
times when within the confines of Queenstown Bay. 

The above considerations will be appropriate to reduce safety concerns with regard to the Earnslaw, 
and will adequately address potential congestion issues within Queenstown Bay. 

The application has been reviewed by Queenstown Lakes District Council's Harbourmaster, Mr Marty 
Black. Recommendations made by Mr Black included a restriction of 7 to 10 knot speed limit when 
travelling into and out of Queenstown Bay. This is to reduce the overall wake effects on other users 
within the Bay. 

Mr Black has also recommended that when the boat is operating within 200 metres of the shore, the 
vessel speed shall not exceed 5 knots. When operating within 50 metres of the shore, the vessel 
speed shall not exceed 2 knots. This will ensure appropriate safety measures are taken to avoid water 
user conflict and effects from the wake of the boat. Condition of consent can be imposed to ensure 
these speeds are adhered to. 

Following discussions with both the Harbourmaster and the applicant, a revised access plan has been 
prepared to address access issues at the lake outlet near the Kawarau Dam/Bridge. This plan shows 
where the boat may travel in this area, to avoid unnecessary conflict with other users in this area. Due 
to the size and weight of the boat, it cannot access up the 'up' access, therefore it will swing back 
around and travel between the marked buoy and the existing willow trees on the true right of the 
lake/river. A condition will be imposed reflecting the intention of this plan to ensure that potential 
dangers are avoided. This will ensure that adverse effects on safety will be no more than minor. 

The Maritime Safety Authority has been sent a copy of the application. However, as there was no 
response received, it can be assumed that they had no concerns regarding the proposal. 
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Overall, the activity as proposed, and with the conditions of consent recommended by the 
Harbourmaster, it is considered that adverse effects from the increased boat traffic generated on the 
lake, and specifically within Queenstown Bay, will be appropriately mitigated to ensure that adverse 
effects are no more than minor. 

Nuisance 
The applicant has confirmed that they have made substantial exhaust modifications to the boat by 
fitting two large 200 litres drum size mufflers with sound proofing, and have also fitted downward 
facing stainless steel pipes, to further reduce noise to an absolute minimum. With these amendments, 
it is anticipated that the daytime noise will not exceed 77dBA, and night time noise not exceeding 
67dBA. Further to this, the applicant states that they will not operate within Queenstown Bay at more 
than 60dBA during the day and 50dBA during the night. QLDC's Harbourmaster, Mr Black, has also 
confirmed that the new larger mufflers on the vessel will reduce the overall noise generated from the 
boat. 

Passenger noise may result from charter groups, especially during the summer months when the 
applicant states that 90% of the work during the summer months charter work is undertaken, including 
work Christmas parties, wedding anniversaries, engagements parties and conference cocktail cruise 
etc. To ensure the noise effects are appropriately mitigated, the application states that they: 

• do not allow loud music to be played outside under any circumstance; 
• do not allow guests to bring their own alcohol to ensure that intake is controlled; 
• do not undertake evening charter work for longer than three hours and all charters of two 

hours or more must have substantial food packages to mitigate the effects of alcohol and the 
follow on noise results; 

• do not undertake alcohol related charters on Lake Wakatipu after 10pm. 

The only visible lighting at night will be four navigational lights, mast head (white) port (red) and 
Starboard (green) and stern (white). The boat will have discreet downward facing lights which for 
safety reasons light some desk areas. The applicant states that the windows of the Million Dollar 2 
have been heavily tinted, so at night the vessel should only emanate a very dull glow. 

The proposed mitigation measures described above will be adequate in ensuring that associated 
nuisance is reduced to ensure that adverse effects will be less than minor. The mitigating factors will 
be confirmed by way of conditions of consent to ensure that the activity is undertaken in this manner. 

Summarv 
Overall, the proposed mitigation measures proposed with the activity will ensure that adverse effects 
on the environment will be no more than minor. 

Policies and Objectives 

The policies and objectives contained in Parts 4, 5 and 10 of the District Plan are relevant to this 
application. 

Part 4 - District Wide Issues 

Part 4.3 Takata Whenua 

Objective 1 seeks to achieve recognition and provisions for the role of Kai Tahu as customary Kaitiaki 
in the District. The applicant has undertaken appropriate consultation with the relevant authorities. 
Objective 2 requires activities to use and interpret Tribal history remaining under the kaitiakitanga of 
iwi, Kai Tahu. Appropriate consideration has been given to this. Objective 5 seeks to manage land 
resources and associated waste discharges in such a way to protect the quality and quantity of water 
in the District to a standard consistent with the human consumption offish, swimming and protects the 
mauri (life force) ofthe lakes and rivers. Appropriate conditions of consent have been imposed which 
will ensure these standards will be maintained. 
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Part 4.6 Surface of Lakes and Rivers 

Objective 1 seeks to ensure recreational activities are undertaken in a manner which avoids, 
remedies and mitigates potential adverse effects on: 

• Natural conservation values and wildlife habitats; 
• Other recreation values; 
• Public health and safety; 
• Takata Whenua values; and 
• General amenity values. 

The proposal will ensure that a wide range of recreational activities can be undertaken on the lakes 
which are suited and benefit from the natural characteristics of the lake. The proposed schedule and 
operating times will ensure that the adverse effects are mitigated in terms of high levels of noise, 
vibration, speed and wash. Conditions of consent have been imposed in order to ensure that these 
restrictions are in place so that the proposed activity does not adversely affect other users of the lake. 

Part 5.2 Rural General 

Objective 1 seeks to protect the character and landscape value of the rural area by promoting 
sustainable management of natural and physical resources and the control of adverse effects caused 
through inappropriate activities. Policy 1.6 requires that adverse effects on landscape values are 
appropriately avoided, remedied or mitigated. The proposal will ensure that landscape values are 
protected, by ensuring that the vessel maintained appropriate speeds, and distances from the shore. 
The character of the boat will be adequately absorbed within the existing environment to ensure that 
visual effects are avoided. 

Objective 3 requires that adverse effects of activities within rural areas are avoided, remedied or 
mitigated on rural amenity. Policy 3.1 requires that permitted activities may result in noise, and 
additional boating movements. Effects from these activities may be noticeable from residents within 
Frankton Arm. The proposal, with restricted times, and distances from the shore will ensure that 
potential effects, combined with permitted activities mitigate adverse effects. Policy 3.3 seeks to 
avoid, remedy and mitigate adverse effects of activities located in rural areas. The location of the 
vessel within the wider Lake Wakatipu area will be adequately absorbed to ensure that effects are 
minimised on the rural area. 

Objective 4 seeks to safeguard the life supporting capacity of water through the integrated 
management of the effects of activities. The proposed activity will not adversely affect the life 
supporting capacity of the water body as appropriate measures will be put in place to ensure this. The 
operation of a vessel on the surface of the water will has insignificant adverse effects in terms of 
water quality. 

Part 10 Town Centres 

Objective 3 seeks to integrate the management of the land-water interface, the activities about this 
interface and the establishment of a dynamic and aesthetically pleasing environment for the benefit of 
the community and visitors. The proposal will be consistent with policies 3.1, 3.4 and 3.6 which 
encourage the development of an exciting and vibrant waterfront. The proposal will maximise the 
opportunities and attractions inherent in its location and setting as part of the town centre. Policy 3.4 
identifies the importance of amenity and visual values, and to establish external appearance 
standards to help implement these values. The proposal activity will not significantly alter the existing 
character and amenity within Earnslaw Park, as the proposed increase in people numbers utilising the 
service, will be adequately absorbed into the existing environment and surrounds. The proposed 
vessel will be consistent with other vessels within Queenstown Bay and the wider Lake Wakatipu. The 
vessel portrays typical marine style will appropriate colours to ensure that the amenity and visual 
values are not adversely affected. Policy 3.6 seeks to conserve and enhance the natural qualities and 
amenity values of the foreshore and adjoining waters. With a restriction of 200 metres imposed off the 
shores within Frankton Arm, it is considered that this can be achieved. The nature of the vessel will 
prevent it from berthing on beaches around the lake. 
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Overall, it is the proposal is consistent with the relevant objectives and policies as set out above. 

Other Matters 

Local Government Act 2002: Development Contributions 

In granting this resource consent reference was made to Part 8 Subpart 5 Schedule 13 of the Local 
Government Act 2002 and the Council's Policy on Development Contributions contained in Long 
Term Council Community Plan (adopted by the Council on 25 June 2004). 

This proposal is not considered a "Development" in terms of the Local Government Act 2002 as it will 
not generate a demand for network infrastructure and reserves and community facilities. 

For the forgoing reasons a Development Contribution is not required. 

Administrative Matters 

The costs of processing the application are currently being assessed and you will be advised under 
separate cover whether further costs have been incurred. 

Should you not be satisfied with the decision ofthe Council, or certain conditions, an objection may be 
lodged under Section 357 of the Resource Management Act 1991. Any objection must be in writing to 
the Council setting out the reasons for the objection, and must be lodged no later than 15 working 
days from the date this decision is received. 

You are responsible for ensuring compliance with the conditions of this resource consent. The Council 
will contact you in due course to arrange the required monitoring. It is suggested that you contact the 
Council ifyou intend to delay implementation ofthis consent or reschedule its completion. 

This resource consent is not a consent to build under the Building Act 2004. A consent under this Act 
must be obtained before construction can begin. 

Please contact the Council when the conditions have been met or if you have any queries with regard 
to the monitoring of your consent. 

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

If you have any enquiries please contact Lucy Millton on phone (03) 450 0350. 

Prepared by Reviewed by 
LAKES ENVIRONMENTAL LTD LAKES ENVIRONMENTAL LTD 

LUkAWlllUfc^-

Lucy Millton Hanna Afifi 
PLANNER PLANNING TEAM LEADER 
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Million Dollar Cruise Limited –  

Resource Consent Conditions 

RM070854 RM100573 
1 That the development be carried out in 

accordance with the application as submitted, 
with the exception of the amendments 
required by the following conditions of 
consent. 

1 That the development must be 
undertaken/carried out in accordance with 
the plans (Location of Access for MD2 - 
stamped as approved 12 November 2010) 
and the application as submitted, with the 
exception of the amendments required by 
the following conditions of consent.  The 
consent holder is liable for costs associated 
with the monitoring of this resource consent 
under Section 35 of the Resource 
Management Act 1991 and shall pay to 
Council an initial fee of $100. 

2 That unless it is otherwise specified in the 
conditions of this consent, compliance with 
any monitoring requirement imposed by this 
consent shall be at the consent holder's own 
expense. 

  

3 The consent holder shall pay to the Council an 
initial fee of $100 for the costs associated with 
the monitoring of this resource consent in 
accordance with Section 35 of the Act. 

  

4 In the event of Council or any elected member 
receiving any justifiable complaint regarding 
unreasonable noise caused by this proposal, 
the consent holder shall be required to 
commission a noise report by a suitably 
qualified expert. The noise report shall set out 
the manner in which the noise levels emitted 
from the vessel will be contained at a 
reasonable level in accordance with Section 
16 of the Resource Management Act. The 
consent holder will then be required to 
comply with this report. The Council may, at 
the consent holder's expense commission a 
peer review of the noise report. 

2 In the event of Council receiving any 
justifiable complaint regarding 
unreasonable noise caused by this proposal, 
the consent holder shall be required to 
commission a noise report by a suitably 
qualified expert. The noise report shall set 
out the manner in which the noise levels 
emitted from the vessel will be contained at 
a reasonable level in accordance with 
Section 16 of the Resource Management 
Act. The consent holder will then be 
required to comply with this report. The 
Council may, at the consent holder's 
expense commission a peer review of the 
noise report. 

  3 The activity shall be carried out in 
accordance with the Queenstown Lakes 
District Navigation Safety Bylaw 2009. 

  4 When operating in the Frankton arm the 
vessel shall at all times maintain a minimum 
distance of 50 metres from the shore. The 
only exception is that, during the course of 
each cruise or trip, the vessel may make a 
single excursion to within 50 m of the 7shore 
for the purpose of passive v8iewing of 
wildlife. 

  5 When operating within 200 m of the shore 
vessel speed shall not exceed five knots. 

  6 When operating within 50 m of the shore 
vessel speed shall not exceed two knots 



  7 The above speed limits are to be strictly 
observed at all times. 

5 The vessel will pass through the narrows out 
of the Frankton Arm prior to 10 pm. 

8 The vessel will not operate within the 
Frankton Arm after 10.00 PM or before 7.00 
AM on any day. 

6 A maximum of 100 charter trip per annum are 
permitted. 

  

7 Prior to the commencement of scheduled 
sailings, the consent holder shall provide the 
Queenstown Lakes District Council 
Harbourmaster with a timetable of departure 
and arrival times from and to Queenstown 
Bay. 

  

8 Any significant variations from the proposed 
schedule in respect of timetable or the use of 
other berthing facilities are to be advised to 
the Harbourmaster not less than one hour 
before the change is implemented. 

  

9 Where immediate changes to the timetable 
are required in the operation of the vessel, 
the skipper shall advise the skipper of the TSS 
Earnslaw and the Harbourmaster via VHF 
radio accordingly. 

  

10 While the yacht is within Queenstown Bay as 
defined by a line between the beacon on the 
south side of the bay and the mouth of One 
Mile Creek, the following conditions shall 
apply:  
 
a) The times of the vessel's arrival and 

departure at the berth in Queenstown 
Bay shall be subject to the approval of 
the Harbourmaster and shall be 
arranged so that the vessel and the 
Earnslaw are not manoeuvring in the 
vicinity of the berths at the same time. 

  
b) The vessel shall not enter Queenstown 

Bay for a period of 5 minutes prior to 
the return berthing time of the TSS 
Earnslaw and shall not depart for a 
period of 5 minutes prior to the 
departure of the TSS Earnslaw. 

  

11 The vessel will not anchor, tie up or otherwise 
remain in one position other than at the 
approved berth in Queenstown Bay and at the 
refuelling station in Queenstown Bay whilst 
fuel is being taken on board. 

  

  9 n operating in the Frankton Arm the Million 
Dollar 2 vessel shall not operate in tandem 
with Million Dollar 1 vessel or any other 
vessel. Vessels operating more than 10 
minutes apart shall not be deemed to be 
operating in tandem 

  10 When travelling down to the area opposite 
Kawarau Falls Station, the Million Dollar 2 



vessel shall operate in accordance with the 
approved plan (Location of Access for MD2). 
The vessel shall access down the Kawarau 
River Access Lane as detailed in 
Queenstown Lakes District Navigation and 
Safety Bylaw, uplifting schedule section 13, F 
& H, then travel back up the south side of 
the black marker buoys in the 5 knot area (as 
indicated by the black arrow on the 
approved plan). 

  11 The vessel shall operate with a maximum of 
60 passengers 

  12 While the vessel is within Queenstown Bay 
as defined by a line between the beacon on 
the south side of the bay and the mouth of 
One Mile Creek, the following conditions 
shall apply:  
 
a)  The vessel shall give way to the TSS 

Earnslaw at all times and in all 
conditions. 

  14 The vessel when moored at Convelle Wharf 
in Queenstown Bay shall be positioned so 
that no part of the vessel extends over 
either end of its berth. 

11a The vessel will generally tie up at the berth 
approved by way of this consent with the 
following exceptions:  
 
a) In emergency circumstances the vessel 

may anchor, berth or tie up at any 
other place around Lake Wakatipu.  

 
b) Pick ups and drop offs of an occasional 

nature are permitted, whereby 
occasional is considered to be a 
maximum of twelve times in any year. 

15 The vessel will generally tie up at the berth 
approved by way of this consent with the 
following exceptions:  
 
a) In emergency circumstances the 

vessel may anchor, berth or tie up at 
any other place around Lake 
Wakatipu.  

 
b)  Pick ups and drop offs of an 

occasional nature are permitted, 
whereby occasional is considered to 
be a maximum of twelve times in any 
year. 

11b Refuelling will take place at legally established 
refuelling stations only. 

16 Refuelling will take place at legally 
established refuelling stations only. 

12 Loading of goods will be kept to a minimum. 
At most it is to be undertaken once on any 
given day for a period of 10 minutes. 

  

13 Adequate provision should be made for the 
storage and collection of recyclables, litter 
and refuse. These are to be disposed of in an 
appropriate manner to a Council approved 
refuse disposal (treatment) service and 
recycling facility. 

17 Adequate provision should be made for the 
storage and collection of recyclables, litter 
and refuse. These are to be disposed of in an 
appropriate manner to a Council approved 
refuse disposal (treatment) service and 
recycling facility. 

14 That all liquid waste products (waste water, 
effluent and bilge water) be disposed of to the 
Council's sewer reticulation in an appropriate 
manner. 

18 That all liquid waste products (waste water, 
effluent and bilge water) be disposed of to 
the Council's sewer reticulation in an 
appropriate manner. 

15 That standard practices for boat cleaning are 
adhered to, including but not limited to 

19 That standard practices for boat cleaning are 
adhered to, including but not limited to 



undertaking all possible measures to ensure 
Didymo is not spread. 

undertaking all possible measures to ensure 
Didymo is not spread. 

16 The consent holder and its staff will not 
provide information to its clients about any 
historical, spiritual or cultural matters relating 
to the Takata Whenua of the area without first 
consulting with the local Papatipu Runanga 
and obtaining their agreement that the 
information to be provided is both 
appropriate and accurate. 

20 The consent holder and its staff will not 
provide information to its clients about any 
historical, spiritual or cultural matters 
relating to the Takata Whenua of the area 
without first consulting with the local 
Papatipu Runanga and obtaining their 
agreement that the information to be 
provided is both appropriate and accurate. 

17 The applicant and/or appropriate employees 
shall attend a cultural awareness wananga in 
the future facilitated by Ngai Tahu. 

21 The applicant and/or appropriate 
employees shall attend a cultural awareness 
wananga in the future facilitated by Ngai 
Tahu. 

18 Within ten working days of each anniversary 
of the date of this decision the Council may, 
in accordance with Sections 128 and 129 of 
the Resource Management Act 1991, serve 
notice on the consent holder of its intention 
to review the conditions of this resource 
consent for any of the following purposes:  
 

(a) To deal with any adverse effects on the 
environment that may arise from the 
exercise of the consent which were not 
foreseen at the time the application 
was considered and which it is 
appropriate to deal with at a later 
stage.  

 
(b) To deal with any adverse effects on the 

environment which may arise from the 
exercise of the consent and which 
could not be properly assessed at the 
time the application was considered.  

 
 
(c)  To avoid, remedy and mitigate any 

adverse effects on the environment 
which may arise from the exercise of 
the consent and which have been 
caused by a change in circumstances or 
which may be more appropriately 
addressed as a result of a change in 
circumstances, such that the 
conditions of this resource consent are 
no longer appropriate in terms of the 
purpose of the Resource Management 
Act 1991. 

22 Within ten working days of each anniversary 
of the date of this decision the Council may, 
in accordance with Sections 128 and 129 of 
the Resource Management Act 1991, serve 
notice on the consent holder of its intention 
to review the conditions of this resource 
consent for any of the following purposes:  
 
(a) To deal with any adverse effects on 

the environment that may arise 
from the exercise of the consent 
which were not foreseen at the time 
the application was considered and 
which it is appropriate to deal with 
at a later stage.  
 

(b) To deal with any adverse effects on 
the environment which may arise 
from the exercise of the consent and 
which could not be properly 
assessed at the time the application 
was considered.  

 
(c)  To avoid, remedy and mitigate any 

adverse effects on the environment 
which may arise from the exercise of 
the consent and which have been 
caused by a change in circumstances 
or which may be more appropriately 
addressed as a result of a change in 
circumstances, such that the 
conditions of this resource consent 
are no longer appropriate in terms of 
the purpose of the Resource 
Management Act 1991. 

  23 If there is an increase in the number of 
vessels operating in or through the area 
above the Kawarau Dam bridge or a change 
to the access lanes in this vicinity, the 
Council may serve notice of its intention to 
review the conditions of this consent and 
may limit or refuse access by the vessel to 



this area. This review condition has been 
offered and agreed by the applicant. 
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SUBMISSION ON NAVIGATION SAFETY BYLAW 2025 

 

 

 

Name or representative:   Katherine Walker 

Organisational name (if applicable):  Real Journeys Limited T/A Realnz 

Address:      

Business hours telephone:    

 

Date: 31 October 2024 

 

Real Journeys DO wish to be heard in support of our submission at any hearings on these 
submissions. 

 

 

SUBMISSION ON NAVIGATION SAFETY BYLAW 2025 

Note: 

We have submitted via the online survey. However we were unable to attach relevant images to 
support our submission so these can be found in the table below. 

 

Real Journeys Submission on QLDC Navigation Safety Bylaws 
 

Page 
# 

Secti
on 

Submission Comment 

42  Page 42, Kawarau River/ Lake Whakatipu Access Lane.  

a) We support the proposed speed uplift area near the Kawerau bridge. This 
would work well for our jetboats and water taxi movements. 

 

However, we understand from attending the drop-in sessions. that the QLDC is 
considering further amendments to this new uplift area for the Kawerau 
River/Lake Wakatipu access. 

If the Council does look to change or reduce the proposed uplift area further, we 
propose that the council consider amending the limits as detailed on the map 
below.  

We have fully discussed our proposal with the Harbour Master. The reason for 
this is to ensure:  



 
 

2 
 

a) that the jetboats don’t have to immediately drop to 5 knots once they leave 
the access lane and, 

b) the water taxis are able to get up on the plane once they leave the Hilton, and 
are also able to remain up on the plane as they approach the Hilton, where the 
water can become very shallow when lake levels drop.  

Our submission is that the access lanes are both extended, and that there is a 
separate lane to the west of the islands for the water taxi approach and departure 
to and from the Hilton. 

This map has been sent to the Harbour Master’s office, who we understand has 
forwarded it to the QLDC planning team. 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

3 
 

36.4
38 

 QLDC proposed wording: 

36.438.4 No powered vessels may operate on that part of the Kawarau River 
located downstream from the confluence between the Kawarau River and below 
the Arrow River 

We submit that this should instead say: 

No powered vessel may operate past 45°00'30.7"S 168°52'59.1"E.  

 

This is the GPS reference point downstream of the Kawarau/ Arrow Confluence, 
near the sign stopping vessels has been placed. 

 

The reason for this is that Realnz currently drops off rafting passengers near the 
arrow River confluence, which does change). This would provide more flexibility 
for safe disembarkation of passengers. 
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I am writing to make a submission on the proposed QLDC Navigational Safety Bylaw. There are parts of

the QLDC Navigational Safety Bylaw review I support and parts I do not support.

Overview

1) I support the addition of vessel identification.

This is long overdue to ensure the compliance of the Navigational Safety Bylaw allowing the

identification of problem users and complaints of vessels to be tracked to QLDC.

2) I do not support the removal of water ski lanes especially on Lake Wanaka in Roy’s Bay.

The general theme of the waterways team is a conflict between water ski users and other

passive users (kayaks, swimmings etc). The issues stated are more around these other passive

users being in these water ski lanes using them incorrectly. Why punish the users who used

these water ski lanes correctly instead of educating the incorrect users or adding signage ie No

Swimming in the water ski lane.

3) I do not support the addition of carriage of communication devices as a bylaw.

This is already covered as a best practice from Maritime NZ and does not need to be a specific

bylaw. If it is passed how are you proposing to enforce this? Are you planning on checking every

vessel that goes on the water?

The wording also means some of our waters cannot be boated; ie there is not VHF and mobile

service in some parts of a river and no one to see flares. So only located beacons are viable,

leading to only one form of communication able to ”perform communication functions from any

area where the vessel is intended to be operated.” As written a vessel (includes kayak and

paddleboard) must carry 2 forms of communication, is this practical for a child on a paddle board

100m from shore with parents supervising?

4) I do not support the addition of passageways under the Albert Town Bridge

This is being added due to navigation safety risk associated with recreational jumping from the

Albert Town Bridge; this is currently an illegal activity from NZTA so why add provisions for an

illegal activity? Also the time of year people are jumping from the bridge is summer when

vessels are banned from traveling under the Albert Town Bridge (except harbourmaster, consent

holders etc) so why is this required when vessels going under the bridge and jumpers happen at

different times of the year?

5) I do not support the wording of type 406 Life Jackets



The wording of “type 406” should be removed and make the definition as any buoyancy aid that

meets NZ Standard 5823:2005.

Currently you are making anyone with a higher quality life jacket ie 401,402 etc have to sell these

to replace with a type 406 which is not suitable for all conditions.

Further information

1) I do not support the removal of water ski lanes especially on Lake Wanaka in Roy’s Bay.

In 2022 QLDC proposed to alter and narrow water ski lanes with a lot of public backlash; Now

QLDC have proposed to remove a large number of popular water ski lanes especially in lake

Wanaka’s Roys Bay. In Wanaka there is a total of around 1.2km of ski lanes via 6 water ski lanes

across the whole lake; the proposal reduces this area to a total area of around 500m across 3

water ski lanes of Lake Wanaka’s shores that can be water skied from. Looking at attachment B it

seems most of the issues observed by the waterways team comes from conflict between passive,

non-passive and swimmers not using these water ski lanes correctly..

a) In Roys Bay – Main Beach adjacent to Pembroke Park the issues listed are “This ski lane

is located within a high use area with a combination of passive and non-passive users.

Harbourmasters have observed and received feedback from commercial and

recreational users expressing high concern for the safety of various users, particularly

due to the increase of swimmers and non-powered recreational users along the

Ardmore Street waterfront in which the ski lane is situated. There are particular

concerns during the peak summer holiday period. Conflict between passive and

non-passive users has increased since the Wānaka Lakefront Development Plan

improvements were undertaken and resulted in further carparks across the stretch of

the Roys Bay lakefront adjacent to the ski lane. Throughout the last summer period

(22/23), a Harbourmaster or waterways officer was stationed at Roys Bay and observed

an influx of the community and tourists actively accessing the lakefront for swimming. In

many cases people parked their vehicle in the new spaces provided and walked straight

down to the waters edge. As the Roys Bay ski lane is situated directly in front of these

new parks, there were swimmers constantly entering the water within the ski lane

throughout this period creating a navigation safety risk.” I agree this is a high use area

and I am not opposed to a temporary closure (mid December through January) when

large numbers are in this area. But to remove a water ski lane due to swimmers and

non-passive users not using this area correctly is ridiculous. These users could move

100m to the East and have no conflict at all. This seems to be an area where educating



the incorrect users of the water ski lane could fix the issue, why not have not swimming

between the pole signs?

b) In Roys Bay - Eely Point the issues listed are “This ski lane has been identified as a high

conflict area. There are a number of elements contributing to user conflict and a

navigation safety risk in this area, including: - A launch area located beside the ski lane -

Popular swimming spot - Boats beaching along the lakefront in this area There is an

informal swim area to the east of the ski lane. The water is too shallow to move the ski

lane west.” This is the only shelter ski lane on Lake Wanaka in the prevailing NW winds.

The listed conflicts above don't come from vessels using the water ski lane correctly,

they come from users who are not meant to be using the water ski lane ie swimmings,

boats parked on beaches. Why are we punishing users following the rules of a ski lane

instead of enforcing the rules on those who don’t? The recommendation even states by

removing the ski lane “This would remove the continued non-compliance of swimmers

entering the ski lane, and nearby conflict with boats launching into the lake.” Why not

just educate these incorrect users. There is Bremnier Bay in the area that is not used for

boating at all so why not have the swimmers here?

c) In Roys Bay - Waterfall Creek the issues listed are “This ski lane is not currently

demarcated by ski lane poles on the foreshore or buoys. The location of the ski lane as

indicated in the bylaw is 400 meters from Ruby Island. If vessels are using the ski lane for

its designated purpose, when exiting the ski lane, they will likely come into conflict with

vessels traveling between Ruby Island and the ski lane. Compliance with the 5 knot

within 200 meters of the shore requirement also affects vessels leaving the ski lane and

their ability to comply with the bylaw.” This ski lane is currently located in the incorrect

place and the issues arise from it being in the wrong place. As per QLDC maps the water

ski lane is meant to face NW, not NE where it is currently located; this would mean

vessels would travel North and not towards Ruby Island as stated as an issue. If it was

located in the correct position the issues listed would not exist.

With all the proposed water ski lanes above the main issues stem from users who are not water

skiing using these water ski lanes incorrectly. There needs to be a push on educating the correct

use of these water ski lanes as the vessels using them for their intended purpose don’t seem to

be the issue.

We can swim/kayak etc on 99% of the lakes beaches, however there is only a small area where

water skiing is permitted, this proposal looks to shrink these areas further.

Furthermore are you not creating a higher risk at other water ski lanes like Glendhu Bay for

example by removing these water ski lanes in Roys Bay. It is already stated the Glendhu bay ski

lanes are popular and busy; by removing these Roy’s Bay water ski lanes you are pushing even

more users out to these water ski lanes creating safety concerns around the number of users.



Note : Dublin Bay is not a highly used water ski lane due to the shallow water often not

accessible by vessels.

2) I do not support the current introduction of passageways under the Albert town Bridge

I have multiple concerns with the introduction of rule 37.1

“No person may navigate a power-driven vessel under the Albert Town Bridge except in

accordance with the following rules (or as may be directed by the Harbourmaster):

power-driven vessels proceeding downstream must be navigated through the

third arch of the Albert Town Bridge from the true right of the bank of the Clutha

River / MataAu;

power-driven vessels proceeding upstream must be navigated through the fourth

arch of the Albert Town Bridge from the true right of the bank of the Clutha

River/MataAu.”

a) Vessels are already governed by Rule 34.1 in regards to their travel on the starboard

(right) side of the river channel. I can only assume that this rule is being added to

address risk with recreational jumping from the Albert Town Bridge; by adding this rule

is QLDC suggesting this illegal activity is now okay as you want to restrict vessels from

traveling down the fifth arc (far right) where people are jumping.

b) The proposed upstream and downstream channel is also pushing vessels closer to the

Albert Town boat ramp by the first arc creating possible safety risks.

c) The rule also is written to only apply to power driven vessels; will this not create a

conflict where a power driven vessel must travel upstream through the fourth arc but a

non powered vessel may also travel downstream through this same arc.

d) If this rule is to improve safety associated with recreational jumping would it not be best

to govern where these jumpers are jumping?

i) Ie jumping is only permitted above the fifth arc

ii) and swimmers must not swim through the third or fourth arc?

e) At least with the current lack of bylaw around passageways, vessels are able to travel

where jumpers/swimmers are not; I know myself I would not be comfortable driving

under the fourth arc if there is a jumping standing on the edge of the fourth arc or a

swimmer in the water of the fourth arc.

f) These is already a responsibility on all skippers of vessels to operate safety by keeping a

proper lookout, travel on the right, travel at a safe speed etc; by forcing a skipper to

travel through a specific passageway you are potentially creating risks when at certain

times a different passageway could be much safety depending where other

vessels/swimming/kayaks etc are.



g) If you want to add bylaw rules to aid any safety risk associated with recreational jumping

at the Albert Town Bridge should you not deal with all the risks

i) where people can jump from; only the fifth arc?

ii) no swimmer is to cross through the passageways of the third and fourth arc?

iii) No one should jump while vessels are approaching the passageways.

3) I do not support the bylaw requirement around the carriage of communication devices

“The person in charge of a vessel must ensure two independent forms Deleted: 2018 of

communication equipment that are either waterproof or carried in a waterproof bag or container

are on board for the duration of any intended voyage. The equipment must be able to perform

communication functions from any area where the vessel is intended to be operated.”

`This is the recommendation/best practice by Maritime NZ, however by making this a bylaw I see

2 issues especially operating in valley areas like Central Otago.

a) Firstly, how is this possibly going to be enforced? Are you going to check every boat on

the water? How are you going to check the coverage in their intended area of operation?

b) Secondly in areas like the Matukituki River and the North end of Lake Wanaka/Lake

Hawea where VHF and cell phone coverage is limited this bylaw is near impossible to

adhere to. The most common form of communication carried on recreational vessels is

cell phones, and VHF radios. Distress Beacons are more expensive and flares in our

region add fire risk and in remote areas may not be seen. By using the wording “The

equipment must be able to perform communication functions from any area where the

vessel is intended to be operated” you are effectively making some of these remote

areas not accessible.

c) As written vessels (including kayaks and paddleboards) must carry 2 forms of

communication except within 50m of shore.

i) Firstly why 50m from shore when everything maritime related is 200m from

shore including when water becomes higher risk in a kayak.

ii) Secondly, let's propose a few scenarios where this seems impractical and hugely

expensive.

(1) A parent is supervising a child on a paddleboard 100m from shore, they

will require 2 of the following VHF radio, distress beacons (EPIRB or PLB),

mobile phone in a waterproof bag or flares.

(2) A rental kayak that is being supervised by qualified staff must again be

fitted with 2 of the following VHF radio, distress beacons (EPIRB or PLB),

mobile phone in a waterproof bag or flares.

(3) Someone floating on an inflatable 60m from shore must be fitted with 2

of the following VHF radio, distress beacons (EPIRB or PLB), mobile

phone in a waterproof bag or flares.

d) I would suggest removing this line or leaving this as a Maritime Guideline vs a bylaw.



e) If this does become a bylaw requirement as rule 19.1 surely QLDC should provide

effective facilities in line with this requirement ie if most recreational vessels use VHF

QLDC should monitor this VHF and continue to maintain this as an effective form of

communication.

As far as rule 19.2 “A person in charge of a non-powered vessel being operated on a river must

ensure that at least one form of communication equipment that is either waterproof or carried in

a waterproof bag or container is carried on board for the duration of any intended voyage. The

equipment must be able to perform communication functions from any area where the vessel is

intended to be operated.”

f) How is it practical for someone surfing the Hawea wave alone for example to carry a

form of communication? Or someone paddle boarding the Clutha Outlet alone? Both

these wouldnt require a life jacket if wearing a full wetsuit but need to find somewhere

to carry a form of communication.

g) Do you expect a group of 20+ people floating down a river to all carry a form of

communication? Sure someone on shore may be able to hear them if they called from

help within 50m but this is providing there is someone actually on the shore.

4) I do not support the life jacket definition wording amendment

“Lifejacket means any serviceable buoyancy aid that is designed to be worn on the body and that

is certified by a recognised authority as meeting:

(a) type 406 in NZ Standard 5823:2005; or

(b) a national or international standard that the Director is satisfied substantially complies with

type 406 in NZ Standard 5823:2005.”

a) Why do we require the reference of type 406? You have removed reference to all other

types of life jacket except type 406 which is a Specialist PFD not intended for use at night

and not suitable for all conditions. Your wording removes the option to use any lifejacket

other than a type 406; why not remove the “type 406” and just the definition as any

buoyancy aid that meets NZ Standard 5823:2005.

5) I support the addition of vessel identification.

This is long overdue and inline with other regions throughout New Zealand. I believe the

introduction of the this will

a) help ensure the compliance of the Navigational Safety Bylaw



i) allow the identification of offenders by cameras

ii) allow the identification of offenders from community complaints

iii) track repeat offenders

iv) enforce better behavior as users can now be identified easily

b) differentiate non compliant offenders from the general boating community; we see

members of the community complaining about boats doing this or jet skis doing this but

realistically this is probably 10% of the boating community causing issues, by having

vessel identification we can focus on these offenders vs punishing the whole boating

community.





I am writing to make a submission on the proposed QLDC Navigational Safety Bylaw. There are parts of

the QLDC Navigational Safety Bylaw review I support and parts I do not support.

Overview

1) I support the addition of vessel identification.

This is long overdue to ensure the compliance of the Navigational Safety Bylaw allowing the

identification of problem users and complaints of vessels to be tracked to QLDC.

2) I do not support the removal of water ski lanes especially on Lake Wanaka in Roy’s Bay.

The general theme of the waterways team is a conflict between water ski users and other

passive users (kayaks, swimmings etc). The issues stated are more around these other passive

users being in these water ski lanes using them incorrectly. Why punish the users who used

these water ski lanes correctly instead of educating the incorrect users or adding signage ie No

Swimming in the water ski lane.

3) I do not support the addition of carriage of communication devices as a bylaw.

This is already covered as a best practice from Maritime NZ and does not need to be a specific

bylaw. If it is passed how are you proposing to enforce this? Are you planning on checking every

vessel that goes on the water?

The wording also means some of our waters cannot be boated; ie there is not VHF and mobile

service in some parts of a river and no one to see flares. So only located beacons are viable,

leading to only one form of communication able to ”perform communication functions from any

area where the vessel is intended to be operated.” As written a vessel (includes kayak and

paddleboard) must carry 2 forms of communication, is this practical for a child on a paddle board

100m from shore with parents supervising?

4) I do not support the addition of passageways under the Albert Town Bridge

This is being added due to navigation safety risk associated with recreational jumping from the

Albert Town Bridge; this is currently an illegal activity from NZTA so why add provisions for an

illegal activity? Also the time of year people are jumping from the bridge is summer when

vessels are banned from traveling under the Albert Town Bridge (except harbourmaster, consent

holders etc) so why is this required when vessels going under the bridge and jumpers happen at

different times of the year?

5) I do not support the wording of type 406 Life Jackets



The wording of “type 406” should be removed and make the definition as any buoyancy aid that

meets NZ Standard 5823:2005.

Currently you are making anyone with a higher quality life jacket ie 401,402 etc have to sell these

to replace with a type 406 which is not suitable for all conditions.

Further information

1) I do not support the removal of water ski lanes especially on Lake Wanaka in Roy’s Bay.

In 2022 QLDC proposed to alter and narrow water ski lanes with a lot of public backlash; Now

QLDC have proposed to remove a large number of popular water ski lanes especially in lake

Wanaka’s Roys Bay. In Wanaka there is a total of around 1.2km of ski lanes via 6 water ski lanes

across the whole lake; the proposal reduces this area to a total area of around 500m across 3

water ski lanes of Lake Wanaka’s shores that can be water skied from. Looking at attachment B it

seems most of the issues observed by the waterways team comes from conflict between passive,

non-passive and swimmers not using these water ski lanes correctly..

a) In Roys Bay – Main Beach adjacent to Pembroke Park the issues listed are “This ski lane

is located within a high use area with a combination of passive and non-passive users.

Harbourmasters have observed and received feedback from commercial and

recreational users expressing high concern for the safety of various users, particularly

due to the increase of swimmers and non-powered recreational users along the

Ardmore Street waterfront in which the ski lane is situated. There are particular

concerns during the peak summer holiday period. Conflict between passive and

non-passive users has increased since the Wānaka Lakefront Development Plan

improvements were undertaken and resulted in further carparks across the stretch of

the Roys Bay lakefront adjacent to the ski lane. Throughout the last summer period

(22/23), a Harbourmaster or waterways officer was stationed at Roys Bay and observed

an influx of the community and tourists actively accessing the lakefront for swimming. In

many cases people parked their vehicle in the new spaces provided and walked straight

down to the waters edge. As the Roys Bay ski lane is situated directly in front of these

new parks, there were swimmers constantly entering the water within the ski lane

throughout this period creating a navigation safety risk.” I agree this is a high use area

and I am not opposed to a temporary closure (mid December through January) when

large numbers are in this area. But to remove a water ski lane due to swimmers and

non-passive users not using this area correctly is ridiculous. These users could move

100m to the East and have no conflict at all. This seems to be an area where educating



the incorrect users of the water ski lane could fix the issue, why not have not swimming

between the pole signs?

b) In Roys Bay - Eely Point the issues listed are “This ski lane has been identified as a high

conflict area. There are a number of elements contributing to user conflict and a

navigation safety risk in this area, including: - A launch area located beside the ski lane -

Popular swimming spot - Boats beaching along the lakefront in this area There is an

informal swim area to the east of the ski lane. The water is too shallow to move the ski

lane west.” This is the only shelter ski lane on Lake Wanaka in the prevailing NW winds.

The listed conflicts above don't come from vessels using the water ski lane correctly,

they come from users who are not meant to be using the water ski lane ie swimmings,

boats parked on beaches. Why are we punishing users following the rules of a ski lane

instead of enforcing the rules on those who don’t? The recommendation even states by

removing the ski lane “This would remove the continued non-compliance of swimmers

entering the ski lane, and nearby conflict with boats launching into the lake.” Why not

just educate these incorrect users. There is Bremnier Bay in the area that is not used for

boating at all so why not have the swimmers here?

c) In Roys Bay - Waterfall Creek the issues listed are “This ski lane is not currently

demarcated by ski lane poles on the foreshore or buoys. The location of the ski lane as

indicated in the bylaw is 400 meters from Ruby Island. If vessels are using the ski lane for

its designated purpose, when exiting the ski lane, they will likely come into conflict with

vessels traveling between Ruby Island and the ski lane. Compliance with the 5 knot

within 200 meters of the shore requirement also affects vessels leaving the ski lane and

their ability to comply with the bylaw.” This ski lane is currently located in the incorrect

place and the issues arise from it being in the wrong place. As per QLDC maps the water

ski lane is meant to face NW, not NE where it is currently located; this would mean

vessels would travel North and not towards Ruby Island as stated as an issue. If it was

located in the correct position the issues listed would not exist.

With all the proposed water ski lanes above the main issues stem from users who are not water

skiing using these water ski lanes incorrectly. There needs to be a push on educating the correct

use of these water ski lanes as the vessels using them for their intended purpose don’t seem to

be the issue.

We can swim/kayak etc on 99% of the lakes beaches, however there is only a small area where

water skiing is permitted, this proposal looks to shrink these areas further.

Furthermore are you not creating a higher risk at other water ski lanes like Glendhu Bay for

example by removing these water ski lanes in Roys Bay. It is already stated the Glendhu bay ski

lanes are popular and busy; by removing these Roy’s Bay water ski lanes you are pushing even

more users out to these water ski lanes creating safety concerns around the number of users.



Note : Dublin Bay is not a highly used water ski lane due to the shallow water often not

accessible by vessels.

2) I do not support the current introduction of passageways under the Albert town Bridge

I have multiple concerns with the introduction of rule 37.1

“No person may navigate a power-driven vessel under the Albert Town Bridge except in

accordance with the following rules (or as may be directed by the Harbourmaster):

power-driven vessels proceeding downstream must be navigated through the

third arch of the Albert Town Bridge from the true right of the bank of the Clutha

River / MataAu;

power-driven vessels proceeding upstream must be navigated through the fourth

arch of the Albert Town Bridge from the true right of the bank of the Clutha

River/MataAu.”

a) Vessels are already governed by Rule 34.1 in regards to their travel on the starboard

(right) side of the river channel. I can only assume that this rule is being added to

address risk with recreational jumping from the Albert Town Bridge; by adding this rule

is QLDC suggesting this illegal activity is now okay as you want to restrict vessels from

traveling down the fifth arc (far right) where people are jumping.

b) The proposed upstream and downstream channel is also pushing vessels closer to the

Albert Town boat ramp by the first arc creating possible safety risks.

c) The rule also is written to only apply to power driven vessels; will this not create a

conflict where a power driven vessel must travel upstream through the fourth arc but a

non powered vessel may also travel downstream through this same arc.

d) If this rule is to improve safety associated with recreational jumping would it not be best

to govern where these jumpers are jumping?

i) Ie jumping is only permitted above the fifth arc

ii) and swimmers must not swim through the third or fourth arc?

e) At least with the current lack of bylaw around passageways, vessels are able to travel

where jumpers/swimmers are not; I know myself I would not be comfortable driving

under the fourth arc if there is a jumping standing on the edge of the fourth arc or a

swimmer in the water of the fourth arc.

f) These is already a responsibility on all skippers of vessels to operate safety by keeping a

proper lookout, travel on the right, travel at a safe speed etc; by forcing a skipper to

travel through a specific passageway you are potentially creating risks when at certain

times a different passageway could be much safety depending where other

vessels/swimming/kayaks etc are.



g) If you want to add bylaw rules to aid any safety risk associated with recreational jumping

at the Albert Town Bridge should you not deal with all the risks

i) where people can jump from; only the fifth arc?

ii) no swimmer is to cross through the passageways of the third and fourth arc?

iii) No one should jump while vessels are approaching the passageways.

3) I do not support the bylaw requirement around the carriage of communication devices

“The person in charge of a vessel must ensure two independent forms Deleted: 2018 of

communication equipment that are either waterproof or carried in a waterproof bag or container

are on board for the duration of any intended voyage. The equipment must be able to perform

communication functions from any area where the vessel is intended to be operated.”

`This is the recommendation/best practice by Maritime NZ, however by making this a bylaw I see

2 issues especially operating in valley areas like Central Otago.

a) Firstly, how is this possibly going to be enforced? Are you going to check every boat on

the water? How are you going to check the coverage in their intended area of operation?

b) Secondly in areas like the Matukituki River and the North end of Lake Wanaka/Lake

Hawea where VHF and cell phone coverage is limited this bylaw is near impossible to

adhere to. The most common form of communication carried on recreational vessels is

cell phones, and VHF radios. Distress Beacons are more expensive and flares in our

region add fire risk and in remote areas may not be seen. By using the wording “The

equipment must be able to perform communication functions from any area where the

vessel is intended to be operated” you are effectively making some of these remote

areas not accessible.

c) As written vessels (including kayaks and paddleboards) must carry 2 forms of

communication except within 50m of shore.

i) Firstly why 50m from shore when everything maritime related is 200m from

shore including when water becomes higher risk in a kayak.

ii) Secondly, let's propose a few scenarios where this seems impractical and hugely

expensive.

(1) A parent is supervising a child on a paddleboard 100m from shore, they

will require 2 of the following VHF radio, distress beacons (EPIRB or PLB),

mobile phone in a waterproof bag or flares.

(2) A rental kayak that is being supervised by qualified staff must again be

fitted with 2 of the following VHF radio, distress beacons (EPIRB or PLB),

mobile phone in a waterproof bag or flares.

(3) Someone floating on an inflatable 60m from shore must be fitted with 2

of the following VHF radio, distress beacons (EPIRB or PLB), mobile

phone in a waterproof bag or flares.

d) I would suggest removing this line or leaving this as a Maritime Guideline vs a bylaw.



e) If this does become a bylaw requirement as rule 19.1 surely QLDC should provide

effective facilities in line with this requirement ie if most recreational vessels use VHF

QLDC should monitor this VHF and continue to maintain this as an effective form of

communication.

As far as rule 19.2 “A person in charge of a non-powered vessel being operated on a river must

ensure that at least one form of communication equipment that is either waterproof or carried in

a waterproof bag or container is carried on board for the duration of any intended voyage. The

equipment must be able to perform communication functions from any area where the vessel is

intended to be operated.”

f) How is it practical for someone surfing the Hawea wave alone for example to carry a

form of communication? Or someone paddle boarding the Clutha Outlet alone? Both

these wouldnt require a life jacket if wearing a full wetsuit but need to find somewhere

to carry a form of communication.

g) Do you expect a group of 20+ people floating down a river to all carry a form of

communication? Sure someone on shore may be able to hear them if they called from

help within 50m but this is providing there is someone actually on the shore.

4) I do not support the life jacket definition wording amendment

“Lifejacket means any serviceable buoyancy aid that is designed to be worn on the body and that

is certified by a recognised authority as meeting:

(a) type 406 in NZ Standard 5823:2005; or

(b) a national or international standard that the Director is satisfied substantially complies with

type 406 in NZ Standard 5823:2005.”

a) Why do we require the reference of type 406? You have removed reference to all other

types of life jacket except type 406 which is a Specialist PFD not intended for use at night

and not suitable for all conditions. Your wording removes the option to use any lifejacket

other than a type 406; why not remove the “type 406” and just the definition as any

buoyancy aid that meets NZ Standard 5823:2005.

5) I support the addition of vessel identification.

This is long overdue and inline with other regions throughout New Zealand. I believe the

introduction of the this will

a) help ensure the compliance of the Navigational Safety Bylaw



i) allow the identification of offenders by cameras

ii) allow the identification of offenders from community complaints

iii) track repeat offenders

iv) enforce better behavior as users can now be identified easily

b) differentiate non compliant offenders from the general boating community; we see

members of the community complaining about boats doing this or jet skis doing this but

realistically this is probably 10% of the boating community causing issues, by having

vessel identification we can focus on these offenders vs punishing the whole boating

community.
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SUBMISSION ON PROPOSED QUEENSTOWN LAKES DISTRICT COUNCIL NAVIGATION 
SAFETY BYLAW 2025 

 

Name of submitter: Jet Boating NZ Incorporated (JBNZ)  

    Christchurch 8442 

 
By email:  

 

JBNZ does not oppose the making of a bylaw under s 33M Maritime Transport Act 1994 
(Act). 

 
JBNZ is interested in speed upliftings and prohibitions on boating for the section of the 
Upper Clutha from the Lake Wanaka Outlet and downstream to the Albert Town Bridge and 
the Hunter River.  

 
SECTION A – BACKGROUND 

 
Jet Boating New Zealand Inc 

 
JBNZ is a national organisation that represents recreational jet boaters in New Zealand. It was 
formed in 1962 following the early growth in jet boating, and its objectives are: 

 
•  To advocate for our members’ recreational jet boating in New Zealand 

•  To encourage safe jet boating 

•  To foster relationships with other stakeholders 

•  To promote membership of Jet Boating New Zealand 

 
A significant focus of JBNZ is the self-guided recreational use of jet boats. JBNZ performs a key 
role in advising its members of waterways that can be boated safely and lawfully.  JBNZ’s 
membership is currently around 2,600.  
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It is 70 plus years since the 1950’s and  the introduction of jet boats to the rivers of New 
Zealand.  It continues to be a well-supported recreational activity for people who enjoy the 
outdoors and getting into areas that can otherwise be inaccessible, except (in some cases) on 
foot or by air.   

 
Water jet propelled craft are highly manoeuvrable, able to stop within their own length and have 
a reverse thrust that no other propulsion has.  They require a different skill set to other boats, 
particularly “reading” a river.  

 
Jet boat numbers have been fairly static since the 2000s. 

 
Navigation Rules 

 
Wherever shipping and boating takes place in the world, the operation of vessels is managed by 
the “Rules of the Road at Sea” first introduced in 1834 by the Americans.  In New Zealand these 
rules apply to all craft on all waters at all times.  These rules give effect to the Convention on the 
International Regulations for Preventing Collisions at Sea: 1972, to which New Zealand is a part. 

 
Section 33M Maritime Transport Act 1994 (MTA) provides jurisdiction to make navigation safety 
bylaws, undertaken in accordance with the process in the Local Government Act 2002. 

 
The MTA also provides jurisdiction for the making of other rules for the safe operation of vessels 
on the water.  It is important that the Council is aware of these other provisions, so the proposed 
bylaw is not viewed in isolation.  JBNZ recognise the familiarity Council will have with these 
obligations. 

 
At s 36(tb) MTA the Minister of Transport can make rules for safe navigation.  Important rules 
include the Maritime Rules Part 22 - Collision Prevention and Maritime Rules Part 91 – 
Navigation Safety Rules.  Local bylaws cannot be inconsistent with Maritime Rule Part 22 or 
Maritime Rule Part 91. 

 
Part 22 gives effect to the Convention on the International Regulations for Preventing Collisions 
at Sea: 1972.  Subsection 1 of the Maritime Rules Part 22 refers to the conduct of vessels in any 
condition of visibility.  JBNZ emphasises: 

 
Maritime Rules Part 22 Collisions Regulations 

 
22.5 Look out  

 Every vessel must at all times maintain a proper look-out by sight and hearing as well as 
by all available means appropriate in the prevailing circumstances and conditions, so as to 
make full appraisal of the situation and the risk of collision 
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22.6  Safe Speed 

 Every vessel at all times must proceed at a safe speed so that proper and effective 
action to avoid a collision can be taken and the vessel can be stopped within a distance 
appropriate to the prevailing circumstances and conditions. 

 

22.9  Narrow channels 

 A vessel proceeding along the course of a narrow channel or fairway must keep as near 
to the outer limit of the channel or fairway which lies on its starboard side as is safe and 
practicable. 

 
Maritime Rules Part 22 Collision Regulations apply to all craft on all waters at all times, powered 
and unpowered.  Unpowered vessels, kayaks, stand up paddle boards, rafts, dinghies are 
required stay to the starboard side of the river or narrow channel whenever possible. 

 
Maritime Rules Part 91 include an enlargement of the obligations for boats travelling on a river to 
keep starboard (right), give way and operate safely in light of the river and weather conditions. 

 
Maritime Rules Part 91 

 
91.17  River Safety Rules 

 A person in charge of a vessel on a river must 

• Ensure that the vessel keeps to the starboard (right) side of the river channel: and 

• If going upstream, give way to any vessel coming downstream; and 

• Not operate the vessel unless river and weather conditions permit safe operation of the 
vessel. 

 
Thus, it is important to recognise the proposed bylaw is not the only source of legal obligations 
for skippers of watercraft to comply with. 

 
Particularly, it is important for Council to recognise boats travelling on rivers are subject to the 
Maritime Rules Part 22, including obligations to travel at a safe speed.  It would be erroneous to 
view an uplifting as meaning there are no limits on speed of watercraft – consider how one 
operates a motor vehicle in different conditions, notwithstanding speed limits.   

 
JBNZ submit Council should take into account these legal obligations when determining the 
appropriateness of the bylaw generally and the specific provisions JBNZ has an interest in. 
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KEY SUBMISSIONS 

 
Evidential basis –for upliftings for powered crafts 

 
Navigation bylaws can be made under s 33M Maritime Transport Act for the purpose of ensuring 
maritime safety in a region.  A bylaw must be effective at achieving its statutory purpose and not 
used to achieve a collateral purpose beyond that statutory purpose. 

 
Before commencing the process for making a bylaw, a local authority is required to: 

 
• Determine whether a bylaw is the most appropriate way of addressing the 

perceived problem; and if so 

• Whether the proposed bylaw is the most appropriate form of bylaw; 

• Whether the bylaw gives rise to any implications under the New Zealand Bills of 
Rights Act 1990. 

 
JBNZ accept the operation of powered watercraft on some or all of a river is a matter that can be 
properly addressed by a bylaw under s 33M.   

 
However: 

 
• The bylaw may only be for the purpose of ensuring maritime safety. 

• The evidential basis to support the appropriateness of the proposed bylaw is 
questionable. 

• The bylaw must recognise the suite of navigation safety provisions that also 
provide for navigation safety and be proportionate in light of those other 
provisions. 

• The bylaw must recognise there is a lawful right for jet boats to be on rivers. 

• The bylaw must be effective and able to be implemented. 

 
Proper Purpose for the Bylaw 

 
Consideration of environmental concerns is beyond the scope of s 33M MTA and is unlawful.  
Environmental effects are a matter for the Resource Management Act 1991, and district plans 
under that Act.  

 
Council must only consider and determine the bylaw on matters necessary to provide for 
maritime safety. 

Commercial and recreational vessels can operate together safely and have been doing so since 
the 1960s. All river users must expect other users on and around the water all the time, e.g. 
kayakers, rafters, etc. 
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Upliftings are about exceeding 5 knots, steering rules and not the activity.   A river should have a 
speed uplifting and a separation uplifting or a restriction to 5 knots, covering all craft.  

 

Clause 19 – Carriage of communication devices   

JBNZ is concerned about the current drafting of clause 19 for the following reasons: 

• Maritime New Zealand does not require vessels to carry two forms of communication as 
it is inconsistent with Maritime Rules Part 91. 

• Many of the waterways subject to the bylaw do not have communication coverage, 
including the Matukituki, Wilkin, Hunter, parts of the Makarora rivers, and parts of Lakes 
Wanaka and Hawera.  

• JBNZ are concerned how flares could be used during periods of the year where fire bans 
are in place.  

JBNZ considers the draft bylaw at this time to be inappropriate and seeks amendments to cl 19 
to ensure a pragmatic approach to communication devices is adopted for the purposes of 
ensuring maritime safety in accordance with s 33M. 

 
Clutha River / Mata-Au 

 
JBNZ oppose the prohibition of boating on the Upper Clutha / Mata-Au River in clause 37. 

 
The Upper Clutha has been boated since the 1960s and the prohibition was only introduced in 
2018.  JBNZ do not consider that prohibition to have ever been necessary for navigation safety 
reasons contemplated by s 33M. 

 
The prohibition is unnecessary on navigation safety grounds.  It is unclear why that run of the 
River is limited to holders of a resource consent from a navigation safety perspective.  The 
explanation that it is because commercial vessels are primarily assessed and managed by 
Maritime New Zealand is unconvincing and does not explain why commercial and recreational 
vessels cannot safely operate together during the summer months. 

 
The proposed controls on the passage of boats under the Albert Town Bridge, through upstream 
and downstream vehicle passage lances, are sufficient to avoid incidents between powered 
craft and swimmers/divers.  They are supported by JBNZ. 

 
To access the Lower Clutha River boats a launched from just below the Albert Town Bridge.  That 
launch area is not far from a blind corner, where care needs to be taken.  It would be safer to 
already be on the water approaching that corner, which would require the removal of the 
prohibition.  Once on the plane jet boats are more manoeuvrable, thus more speed is not 
always less safe.  Therefore a speed uplifting, alongside the removal of the prohibition is 
proposed by JBNZ. 
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Hunter River 

 
JBNZ opposes the proposed timeframe for the uplifting and seeks it be enlarged to apply from 1 
November to 30 April through the inclusion of a new clause 39A (see below). 

 
As set out above, a bylaw should be read alongside, and be mindful of, the Maritime Rules and 
obligations on skippers to navigate safely.   

 
The Hunter River has been safely boated for many years and JBNZ is unaware of any incidents of 
near misses on the river.   A trial two year uplifting over a period, similar to what JBNZ is 
proposing here, was successful. 

 
It is noted that the isolation of the Hunter River and the need to boat across Lake Hawea, which 
can only be done in flat conditions and limits the number of boats on the river. 

 
Any opposition to an uplift must be on navigation safety grounds, not the interests of other river 
users.  

 
Definition of Lifejacket 

 
It is unclear to JBNZ why the proposed bylaw amends the definition of ‘lifejacket’ from that in 
Maritime Rule 91.   

 
Consistency between the Maritime Rules and the proposed Bylaw is preferred to avoid 
confusion, especially in light of the importance of personal floatation devices (PFD). 

 
Additionally, JBNZ is concerned that the proposed definition would lead to unintended and 
unworkable consequences for no apparent benefit. 

 
Subject to further information and explanation for the change, JBNZ request the definition be 
amended to reinstate the deleted types of PFD. 

 
Relief Sought 

 
Specific submissions  

1. JBNZ seek the following amendments to the Proposed Bylaw with additions underlined 
and deletions shown as struck through: 
 
A. A permanent speed uplifting for the Hunter River between 1 November and 30 April 

inclusive: 
 
Part 5 – Rules relating to specific locations 
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39A  Hunter River  
 
39A.1 A permanent speed uplifting shall apply to the Hunter River from the mouth of the 
River at Lake Hāwea to Ferguson Creek between the months of November to April inclusive.  
 
Table 1 – Speed Upliftings 
 

Hunter River From Lake 
Hāwea Hawea 
to Ferguson 
Creek 

1 
November 
to 12 
December 
inclusive 
and from 
19 March 
to 30 
April. 
1 November to 
30 April 
inclusive 

River Mouth 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

44 18 59 N, 169 
25 58 E-44.28 to 
169.45 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ferguson  
Creek 

44 06 49 N, 169 
33 58 E 44.71 to 
169.21 

 
Plus incidental amendments to Map 10. 
 

B. The proposed clause 37.2 to be removed and replaced or returned to the original  
permanent speed uplifting for the Clutha River as previously gazetted 3 February 
1990.   

37 Clutha River/ Mata-Au  

37.1A Subject to clause 37.4, a permanent speed uplifting shall apply to the Clutha River / 
Mata-Au. 

37.1 No person may navigate a power-driven vessel under the Albert Town Bridge except in 
accordance with the following rules (or as may be directed by the Harbourmaster): 

(a) power-driven vessels proceeding downstream must be navigated through 
the third arch of the Albert Town Bridge from the true right of the bank of the 
Clutha River / Mata-Au; 

(b) power-driven vessels proceeding upstream must be navigated through 
the fourth arch of the Albert Town Bridge from the true right of the bank of the 
Clutha River / Mata-Au. 

37.2  

37.3  

37.2 Between 1 December and 30 April no Commercial Vessel may proceed at any speed 
exceeding 5 knots  in the area between the Outlet Camping Ground (GPS -44 39 45 N, 
169 08 55 E) and the Albert Town Bridge (GPS -44 40 51 N, 169 11 26 E) unless 
expressly authorised to do so by a resource consent issued by Council.  
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Table 1 – Speed Upliftings  

Amendments to Table 1 Clutha River/ Mata- Au to give effect to the relief sought in the 
submission. 

 
C. Subject to clarification of the reasoning behind the proposal, as discussed above, the 

definition of lifejacket reinstated to be consistent with Maritime Rules Part 91: 

 
6 Interpretation 
 
6.1 … 
 

Lifejacket means any serviceable buoyancy aid that is designed to be worn on the 
body and that is certified by a recognised authority as meeting:  

 
(a) type 401, 402, 403, 404, 405, or 408 in NZ Standard 5823:1989 or NZ Standard 

5823:2001 or type 401, 402, 403, 404, 405 or 406 in NZ Standard 5823:2005; or  
 

(b) a national or international standard that the Director is satisfied substantially 
complies with types 401, 402, 403, 404, 405, or 408 of the NZ Standard 5823:1989 
or NZ Standard 5823:2001 or type 401, 402, 403, 404, 405 or 406 in NZ Standard 
5823:2005. 

 
D. Amendments to clause 19 to give effect to the relief sought in the submission. 
 

2. JBNZ also seeks the consequential amendments to the maps and schedules in the Bylaw 
in accordance with the proposed submissions above. 

 

General Submission 

 
JBNZ submit the bylaw will in parts be difficult to enforce and will therefore be ineffective. 

 
JBNZ reserve the right to respond and speak to any other matters raised during the submission 
process that may impact on jet boating on rivers in the region. 

 
Jet Boating NZ reserves the right to speak at the hearing and produce additional information 
supporting the submission set out above.   

 
JBNZ confirms it wishes to present to the Council in support of this submission. 
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Ronald Clearwater  

For  

Jet Boating New Zealand Inc 

October 2024 
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