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1.1.

1.2.

1.3.

1.4.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Operative District Plan (ODP) Townships comprise the settlements of Makarora, Hawea,
Luggate, Albert Town, Glenorchy, Kinloch and Kingston. The townships are scattered throughout
the District, generally located in rural areas and are geographically separate from the main urban
parts of the District (Albert Town being the exception). The predominant activity provided for in
the ODP Townships Zone is residential activity, comprising predominantly detached, single
storey dwellings located on spacious sites with low building coverage. Community activities are
provided for, as well as limited provision for commercial activities to serve the needs of residents,

visitors, and the surrounding rural population.

Significant residential growth has occurred at Albert Town and Hawea (and to a lesser extent
Luggate) in the life of the Operative District Plan (ODP), however rates of growth in the remaining
Townships has been comparatively slow. This in part is due to infrastructure capacity constraints.
The Kingston Township is adjoined by the ODP Kingston Village Special Zone (KVSZ), which
provides for 900 residential allotments as well as non-residential activity areas, and will serve as
an extension to the Kingston Township, albeit via a separate zone with a separate planning
framework. Although the exact content of the next stage of the District Plan review is yet to be
confirmed by Council the KVSZ is intended to be reviewed as part of Stage 4 of the District Plan

review.

The Albert Town and Hawea Townships are located within urban growth boundaries (UGBs)
which were introduced in Stage 1 of the District Plan review. Hawea has its own distinct UGB,
which encircles the ODP Township Zone land as well as land zoned Lower Density Suburban
Residential Zone, Large Lot Residential ‘A’ Zone, Local Shopping Centre Zone and Open Space
and Recreation Zone. Albert Town is located within the edge of the Wanaka UGB which also
encircles urban land of various zones and comprises Wanaka’s main urban area. Various
components of Stage 1 of the District Plan review (including the Hawea UGB) are currently

subject to appeal.

The Operative District Plan Chapter 9 - Townships (ODP Townships chapter) has been used
as a basis for this review. Consideration has also been given to the Government’s recently-
released National Planning Standards 2019 (planning standards). Although the Queenstown
Lakes District Council (the Council) is not required to implement the standards at the present
time, opportunities to implement elements of the planning standards have been considered,
within the scope of this proposal. This proposal also assists with implementing the strategic

directions of the Proposed District Plan (PDP), as set out in PDP Chapter 3: Strategic Directions,



1.5.

Chapter 4: Urban Development, Chapter 5: Tangata Whenua, and Chapter 6: Landscapes and

Rural Character.

The key changes that are recommended, compared against the operative provisions and maps,

are as follows:

a)

b)

d)

e)

f)

h)

)

That the ODP Township zone is renamed Settlement zone in order to implement a
component of the planning standards;

That land at Albert Town that is currently zoned ODP Townships Zone is rezoned to Lower
Density Suburban Residential Zone;

That land at Hawea that is currently zoned ODP Townships zone is rezoned to Lower
Density Suburban Residential Zone, and that a portion of the land zoned Large Lot
Residential ‘A’ (within the Sentinel Park subdivision) is also zoned Lower Density Suburban
Residential Zone;

That the ODP non-complying activity status for residential flats (ODP Rule 9.2.3.4vi) is
discontinued and instead is provided for as a restricted discretionary activity with discretion
restricted to matters relating to on-site servicing;

That the ODP height recession planes for buildings (ODP rules 9.2.5.2ii(a) and
9.2.5.2ii(b)(i)), which currently prescribe a 25 degree plane at all boundaries, is discontinued
and replaced with revised height recession planes that apply to individual boundaries.

That the ODP Visitor Accommodation Sub-zones are retained and an additional Visitor
Accommodation Sub-zone is added to Kinloch;

That the ODP Commercial Precincts are retained, with additional precincts added for
Kingston to formalise existing commercial activities at Kingston;

That limits are placed on the gross floor area of individual retail and office activities to
encourage a diverse range of small scale activities to establish within Commercial Precincts,
limit the impacts on town centres and commercial zones which provide for large scale
retailing, and to encourage the safe and efficient operation of the transport network.

That minor amendments are made to the extent of the zone for Glenorchy and Makarora to
adjust the zone boundaries in order to address known mapping anomalies;

That building heights within the Commercial Precincts are amended to allow for additional
1.5m building height (above the prescribed maximum building height for each Settlement)
within the Commercial Precincts.

That variations are made to various District-wide chapters of the PDP, in order for relevant
district-wide provisions to apply to the Settlement Zone;

That the structure and format of the ODP Township Zone chapter is discontinued and is
replaced by the chapter structure and conventions established in the PDP via Stages 1 & 2

of the District Plan review.



1.6.

2.1.

2.2.

2.3.

24.

These proposals and consequential variations to PDP provisions will assist the Council to fulfil
its statutory functions and responsibilities as required by the Resource Management Act 1991
(‘the Act’ or ‘the RMA’).

INTRODUCTION

Section 32 of the Act requires objectives in proposals to be examined for their appropriateness
in achieving the purpose of the Act, and the policies and methods of those proposals to be

examined for their costs, benefits, efficiency, effectiveness and risk in achieving the objectives.

The purpose of this proposal is to review the ODP Townships Chapter and to introduce a revised
framework that addresses the known resource management issues affecting Townships to the

PDP. This proposal also recommends associated variations to the following PDP Chapters:

a) Chapter 7 — Lower Density Suburban Residential Zone
b) Chapter 25 - Earthworks

c) Chapter 27 — Subdivision and Development

d) Chapter 29 - Transport

e) Chapter 31 - Signs

f)  Chapter 36 - Noise

The ODP Townships Zone has been used as the basis for this review, as well as assessment
against/consideration of the objectives and policies of the PDP Strategic Directions and Urban
Development chapters (contained within the Decisions version of Chapters 3 and 4 of the PDP).

A Monitoring Report for each Township (with Glenorchy and Kinloch combined into one report)

was prepared in 2011 T, Subsequently, using the 2011 reports as a template, the monitoring data

was updated in a 2018 series of Monitoring Reportsz. The results of these Monitoring Reports

have been considered through the course of this assessment.

The following Community Plans have also been considered in this assessment3:
a) Makarora 2020 Community Plan (2004)

b) Hawea 2020 Community Plan (2003)

c) Luggate 2020 Community Plan (2003)

d) Kingston 2020 Community Plan (2003)

1

https://www.qldc.govt.nz/planning/other-planning-information/monitoring/

2

https://www.qldc.govt.nz/planning/district-plan/proposed-district-plan-stage-3/stage-3-township-reports

3 https://www.qldc.govt.nz/council-online/council-documents/small-community-plans/



https://www.qldc.govt.nz/planning/other-planning-information/monitoring/
https://www.qldc.govt.nz/planning/district-plan/proposed-district-plan-stage-3/stage-3-township-reports
https://www.qldc.govt.nz/council-online/council-documents/small-community-plans/

e) Glenorchy — Head of the Lake Community Plan (2001), including the Glenorchy Community
Visioning Report, November 2016.

The evaluation of the appropriateness of the proposal is based upon addressing a number of

The following key resource management issues have been identified:

b) Economic diversification to support the local economy

e) Rural living opportunities (Makarora, Luggate, Glenorchy, Kinloch and Kingston only)

f)  Residential intensification within UGBs (Hawea and Albert Town only)

Addressing the resource management issues set out above will result in a more appropriate
regime of managing the effects of activities in these settlements (compared to the planning

regime that currently applies) and is consistent with achieving the purpose of the Act.

This review of the ODP Township Zones applies to land notified in Stage 3 of the Proposed

District Plan review and is shown on the Planning Maps notified with the Stage 3 bundle.

The review of the ODP is being undertaken in stages. Stage 1 commenced in April 2014 and was
publicly notified on 26 August 2015. Hearings on Stage 1 components comprising ten individual
hearing streams for 33 chapters, 1 variation* and three separate hearing streams for rezoning

requests and mapping annotations® were held from March 2016 to September 2017.

On 29 September 2016 the Council approved the commencement of Stage 2. As part of the
these resolutions, the Council addressed what the plan outcome would be at the end of the partial

review, and approved the separation of the District Plan into two volumes, Volume A and Volume

Volume A (at the point in time of notification of Stage 3) consists of the Proposed District Plan

chapters notified in Stages 1 and 2 of the proposed District Plan.

3. RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ISSUES
3.1.
resource management issues.
3.2.
a) Residential character and amenity
c) Servicing
d) Natural hazards
3.3.
3.4.
4, DISTRICT PLAN REVIEW
4.1.
4.2.
B.
4.3.
4

Variation 1 — Arrowtown Design Guidelines 2016

5 Ski Area Sub Zones, Upper Clutha Area and the Queenstown Area (excluding the Wakatipu Basin).

4



4.4.

4.5.

4.6.

4.7.

5.1.

5.2.

Stage 3 of the District Plan Review comprises the following topics :

¢ Mapping sites of significance to Wahi Tapuna

e  Townships

o Design Guidelines to assist with the implementation of the Residential and Business Mixed
Use Zones (PDP Chapters 7, 8, 9 and 16)

e Industrial A & B Zones

e  Rural Visitor Zones

e Ballantyne Road Mixed Use Zone

e  Three Parks Special Zone

° Various discrete variations

The Stage 3 maps show the land that is subject to Stage 3 of the District Plan Review.

All land that is not subject to Stages 1 — 3 of the District Plan Review currently forms Volume B
of the District Plan. This includes zones that have not yet been reviewed and notified, land that
has been withdrawn from the district plan review (i.e. parts of the land subject to Plan Changes
46 - Ballantyne Road Industrial and Residential extensions, 50 - Queenstown Town Centre
extension and 51 — Peninsula Bay North) and the Frankton Flats B Special Zone and the

Remarkables Park Special Zone. All Volume B land is subject to the Operative District Plan.

At the time of notification of Stage 3, decisions have been made on Stages 1 & 2, and the

subsequent appeal process is in train.

PURPOSE OF THE REPORT

Section 32 of the Resource Management Act 1991 (‘the Act’ or ‘the RMA’) requires objectives
in proposals to amend a District Plan to be examined for their appropriateness in achieving the
purpose of the Act, and the policies and methods of those proposals to be examined for their
efficiency, effectiveness and risk in achieving the objectives (MFE, 2014). This report fulfils the
obligations of the Council under section 32 of the Act. The analysis set out in this report should
be read together with the text of the proposed Settlement zone and accompanying variations

(Appendix 1).

This report provides an analysis of the key resource management issues, objectives and the

policy response in reviewing the ODP Townships Zone under the following headings;

a) The Consultation undertaken, including engagement with iwi authorities on the draft
proposal (Section 6);

b) An overview of the applicable Statutory Policy Context (Section 7);



6.1.

6.2.

c) Description of the Non-Statutory Context (strategies, studies and community plans), which
have informed the proposed provisions (Section 7);

d) A description of the Resource Management Issues, which provide the driver for the
proposed provisions (Sections 3 & 8);

e) A level of detail that corresponds to the scale and significance of the environmental,
economic, social and cultural effects that are anticipated from the implementation of the
proposal (Section 32(1)(c)) (Section 11);

f)  An Evaluation against Section 32(1)(a) and Section 32(1)(b) of the Act (Sections 12 and
13), that is
A. Whether the objectives are the most appropriate way to achieve the RMA's purpose

(Section 32(1)(a)).

B. Whether the provisions (policies and methods) are the most appropriate way to
achieve the objectives (Section 32(1)(b)), including:

i. identifying other reasonably practicable options for achieving the objectives
ii. assessing the efficiency and effectiveness of the provisions in achieving the
objectives, and
iii. summarising the reasons for deciding on the provisions; and

g) Consideration of Risk (Section 15).

CONSULTATION

In March 2019 the Council undertook a series of ‘My Place’ community consultation evenings,
which included a session in each of the Townships (with Glenorchy and Kinloch combined into
one session). Participants were asked key questions in relation to their Township. The questions

were framed in the following ways:

a) What do you like about your Township?
b) What makes your Township special/unique?
c) What would you like to change?

d) What would you like to stay the same?

The sessions had considerable variability in attendance (ranging from approximately 15
attendees in Makarora, to approximately 60 attendees in Hawea), and the topics discussed were
wide-ranging and not always core to District Plan functions. The sessions were, however, a useful
vehicle for discussion about the issues that were ‘live’ to the attendees. In the absence of updated
Community Plans®, the sessions also provided insights into how community sentiment has

evolved or remained the same since the Community Plans were adopted. Reports summarising

6 Noting that the Glenorchy Community Plan was updated in 2016.

6



6.3.

7.1.

7.2.

the views expressed by attendees of the My Place consultation regarding the topics of Townships

and Housing have been compiled and have been considered’.

Consultation with Iwi authorities, required pursuant to Schedule 1, clause 4A of the RMA, was
also undertaken between 9 July and 28 July 2019, whereby a set of draft provisions were
provided to iwi representatives for consideration and comment. The iwi authorities did not request

any changes to the draft provisions and did not provide specific comment.
STATUTORY POLICY CONTEXT
Resource Management Act 1991

Section 5 sets out the purpose of the RMA, which requires an integrated planning approach and
direction to promote the sustainable management of natural and physical resources. Guidance
as to how the overall sustainable management purpose is to be achieved is provided in the other

sections, including sections 6, 7 and 8 of Part 2 of the Act:

5 Purpose

(1) The purpose of this Act is to promote the sustainable management of natural and physical
resources.

(2) In this Act, sustainable management means managing the use, development, and
protection of natural and physical resources in a way, or at a rate, which enables people
and communities to provide for their social, economic, and cultural well-being and for their
health and safety while—

(a) sustaining the potential of natural and physical resources (excluding minerals) to meet
the reasonably foreseeable needs of future generations; and

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

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

environment.

Section 6 of the RMA sets out a number of matters of national importance that are to be

recognised and provided for. The following section 6 matters are applicable go this proposal:

(a) the preservation of the natural character of the coastal environment (including the coastal
marine area), wetlands, and lakes and rivers and their margins, and the protection of them
from inappropriate subdivision, use, and development:

(b) the protection of outstanding natural features and landscapes from inappropriate
subdivision, use, and development: [...]

7 https://www.qldc.govt.nz/planning/district-plan/proposed-district-plan-stage-3/stage-3-township-reports
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7.3.

7.4.

7.5.

(d) the maintenance and enhancement of public access to and along the coastal marine area,
lakes, and rivers:

(e) the relationship of Maori and their culture and traditions with their ancestral lands, water,
sites, waahi tapu, and other taonga: [...]

(h) the management of significant risks from natural hazards.

Section 7 lists “other matters” that Council shall have particular regard to and those most relevant
to this proposal are underlined:

(a) kaitiakitanga:

(aa) the ethic of stewardship:

(b) the efficient use and development of natural and physical resources:

(ba) the efficiency of the end use of energy:

(c) the maintenance and enhancement of amenity values:

(d) intrinsic values of ecosystems:
(e) [repealed]
(f) maintenance and enhancement of the quality of the environment:

(g) any finite characteristics of natural and physical resources:

(h) the protection of the habitat of trout and salmon:

(i) the effects of climate change:

(j) the benefits to be derived from the use and development of renewable energy.

Section 8 requires that Council take into account the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi (Te
Tiriti o Waitangi). The principles as they relate to resource management derive from Te Tiriti o
Waitangi itself and from resource management case law and practice. They can be summarised

as follows:

a) That there must be active protection of the partnership between the two parties;

b) That there is an obligation to act with reasonableness and good faith, with both parties
being prepared to compromise; and

c) That dialogue and consultation will be the main way in which to give effect to the three
principles outlined above.

Section 31 of the RMA prescribes the following Council functions pursuant to the RMA (most
relevant functions in the context of this proposal are underlined). It is noted that s31 was amended

in September 20178 to include the new (aa) below:

31 Functions of territorial authorities under this Act
(1) Every territorial authority shall have the following functions for the purpose of giving effect to

this Act in its district:

8 Resource Management Amendment Act (2017)



7.6.

7.7.

7.8.

(a) the establishment, implementation, and review of objectives, policies, and methods

to achieve integrated management of the effects of the use, development, or

protection of land and associated natural and physical resources of the district:

(aa) the establishment, implementation, and review of objectives, policies, and methods

to ensure that there is sufficient development capacity in respect of housing and

business land to meet the expected demands of the district:

(b) the control of any actual or potential effects of the use, development, or protection

of land, including for the purpose of—

(i) the avoidance or mitigation of natural hazards; and
(i) [Repealed]
(iia) the prevention or mitigation of any adverse effects of the development,

subdivision, or use of contaminated land:

(iii) the maintenance of indigenous biological diversity:
(c) [Repealed]
(d) the control of the emission of noise and the mitigation of the effects of noise:
(e) the control of any actual or potential effects of activities in relation to the surface of

water in rivers and lakes:

() any other functions specified in this Act.

(2) The methods used to carry out any functions under subsection (1) may include the control

of subdivision.

The proposal will assist with achieving the integrated management of natural and physical
resources by identifying the resource management issues and objectives for the Townships and

providing provisions that address the issues and implement the objectives.

Section 32 of the RMA sets out the requirements for preparing this evaluation report. An
evaluation prepared under this section requires objectives in plan change proposals to be
examined for their appropriateness in achieving the purpose of the Act, and the policies and
methods of those proposals to be examined for their costs, benefits, efficiency, effectiveness and

risk in achieving the objectives. This evaluation is undertaken throughout this report.

Section 32 was amended in September 2017 to include changes to Maori participation, to require
that Councils must engage with iwi authorities on draft plans and policy statements prior to
notification (schedule 1, clause 4A), and must consider iwi authority advice in section 32
evaluation reports. The draft proposal (provisions and mapping) was provided to iwi on 9 July

2019, whereby a set of draft provisions were provided to lwi representatives for consideration

9



and comment. The iwi authorities did not request any changes to the draft provisions and did not

provide specific comment in their response dated 28 July 2019.

Other National Legislation or Policy Statements

7.9. When preparing district plans, district councils must give effect to any National Policy Statement
(NPS) or National Environmental Standard (NES). Recently, the National Planning Standards
2019 have also been released and must be implemented within prescribed timeframes

(discussed in more detail below).
7.10. The following NPS are currently in effect:

(@) NPS on Urban Development Capacity (NPS-UDC)

(b) NPS for Freshwater Management (NPS-FW)

(c) NPS for Renewable Electricity Generation (NPS-REG)
(d) NPS on Electricity Transmission (NPS-ET)

(e) New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement

7.11. Work is currently underway on a proposed National Policy Statement for Indigenous

Biodiversity.
7.12. The NES that are currently in effect are:

(a) NES for Air Quality;

(b) NES for Sources of Drinking Water;

(c) NES for Telecommunication Facilities;

(d) NES for Electricity Transmission Activities;

(e) NES for Assessing and Managing Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human Health; and
(f) NES for Plantation Forestry.

7.13. The proposal does not seek to change the overall policy direction of the PDP and does not
introduce provisions that would be inconsistent with any of the NES or NPS. The NPS-UDC is

discussed in detail below.

NPS on Urban Development Capacity 2016 (NPS-UDC)

7.14. The Council prepared a Housing Development Capacity Assessment 2017° (HDCA) in order to
satisfy Policy B1 of the NPS-UDC, which requires all local authorities with a medium or high

9 Housing Development Capacity Assessment 2017 (HDCA 2017), report dated 15 March 2018, which is available at the following
link: https://www.qldc.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/Council-Documents/Committees/Planning-and-Strategy-Committee/10-May-
2018/ltem-1-Attachment-B-Housing-Capacity-Assessment-2017-FINAL-1.5.2018.pdf

10
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7.15.

7.16.

7.17.

growth urban area to carry out a housing and business development capacity assessment on at
least a three-yearly basis'®. The HDCA provides the required capacity assessment for housing
in the urban areas of the District, with a separate assessment addressing urban capacity in

relation to business land".

The NPS-UDC applies to any “urban environment” that is expected to experience growth, and

the urban environment of the District has been defined for the purpose of the HDCA:

“In the Wanaka Ward [the urban environment] encompasses the area within the Wanaka
urban growth boundary (UGB), as well as the Hawea and Luggate townships, and the
Rural Industrial sub-zone in Luggate. In the south of the district (referred to here as the
Wakatipu Ward, which combines both the Queenstown and Arrowtown Wards), the urban
environment includes the area within the Queenstown and Arrowtown UGBs plus the small

area of Low Density Residential zone adjacent to Lake Hayes [...].

The rest of the district — the rural environment — therefore captures the rural zone,
Wakatipu Basin, Gibbston Valley, Cardrona, Hawea Flat and the more remote townships
of Makarora, Glenorchy and Kingston. Several of the District’s special zones sit within the
rural environment. It is accepted that within the rural environment there are some
development areas that are urban in nature and in future, those areas may be included in

the defined urban environment.”’? 3

For the purposes of the HDCA, the townships of Hawea, Luggate and Albert Town therefore form
part of the ‘urban environment’, and the NPS-UDC applies to these areas. It is noteworthy,
however that, whilst the NPS-UDC requires capacity to be provided in the urban environment, it
does not dictate where capacity is required to be provided. Rather, the NPS-UDC directs the
Council to prepare a HDCA that ...“estimates the demand for dwellings, including the demand
for different types of dwellings, locations and price points, and the supply of development capacity

”

to meet that demand, in the short, medium and long-terms™...".

As the HDCA was prepared in 2017, it predates the Decisions version of the PDP provisions

prepared in Stage 1 of the District Plan review (Stage 1)'5. Stage 1 included the residential zones

10 \ps-uDc, Policy PB1

11

Business Development Capacity Assessment 2017, report dated 15 March 2018, which is available at the following link:

https://www.qgldc.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/Council-Documents/Committees/Planning-and-Strategy-Committee/10-May-

2018/Item-1-Attachment-A-Business-Capacity-Assessment-2017-Final-1.5.2018.pdf

2 ibca 2017, p2.

13 This approach to defining the ‘urban environment’ is also confirmed at paragraphs 5.13 and 5.14 of Mr Fairgray’s EIC, attached
as Appendix 5.

14

NPS-UDC, Policy PB1.

15 Decisions on the matters heard in stage 1 of the district plan review were notified on 7 May 2018.

11
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https://www.qldc.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/Council-Documents/Committees/Planning-and-Strategy-Committee/10-May-2018/Item-1-Attachment-A-Business-Capacity-Assessment-2017-Final-1.5.2018.pdf

7.18.

7.19.

which are the key providers of residential capacity'® (due to their location within the UGBs, and
the significant land area included within the respective zones) and, albeit to a comparatively
lesser extent in terms of their role, the Town Centre zones'’, Business Mixed Use Zone and the
Local Shopping Centre Zone. Subsequently, the findings of the HDCA have been updated in
evidence provided by Mr Douglas Fairgray as part of the Stage 1 appeals process, and therefore
require consideration. It is also noteworthy that components of the Stage 1 Decisions version
chapters are subject to live appeals and may be subject to further amendments as a result. Mr

Fairgray’s Evidence in Chief (EIC) is attached in Appendix 5.

Mr Fairgray makes the following observations regarding the requirements of the NPS-UDC, which
in my view are relevant to the Townships review in the context of the range of minimum lot sizes

and density enabled by the PDP residential zones considered as a whole:

“While its requirements apply to all local authorities, the NPS-UDC does not require any
particular authority to provide for sufficient capacity of different dwelling types and at
different price points and for every location within any one district. This means that the
different aspects of demand may be met in aggregate within a district or part of a district,
with plan provisions enabling a mix of options through a range of locations and enabling a
range of dwelling types (typically from apartments to stand-alone houses). This is important
because apart from instances where a certain percentage of affordable dwellings may be
required within a wider development (such as through the HASHAA legislation), district
plans do not require new dwellings to be provided at specific price points, or in particular
locations. District plans are generally enabling, not directing, and the price points of new
dwellings may be influenced only indirectly by providing for a range of locations, site sizes

and/or densities, and dwelling typologies. [...]" '8

Overall, Mr Fairgray summarises the following conclusions at paragraphs 3.4 and 3.5 of his EIC:

“The key findings of the HDCA, and the updated findings for the PDP Decisions version,
show that QLD has sufficient feasible capacity in the urban environment for expected
dwelling growth within the District until at least 2046.

The outcomes of my assessment of rural demand and capacity also indicates that QLD
has sufficient feasible capacity in the rural environment for expected dwelling growth within
the District until at least 2046.” °

16 Specifically the Lower Density Suburban Residential Zone, Medium Density Residential Zone, High Density Residential Zone
and the Arrowtown Residential Historic Management Zone.

1
18

7 Specifically the Queenstown, Wanaka and Arrowtown Town Centres.
ENV-2018-331-000019 Evidence in chief of James Douglas Marshall Fairgray, 23 October 2018, paragraph 4.6, attached as

Appendix 5.
19 Ibid, paragraphs 3.4 — 3.5.
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7.20.

7.21.

7.22.

7.23.

7.24.

As outlined in Mr Fairgray’s evidence?’, in total the HDCA established the following key findings:

a) The District has a long-term urban growth demand of an additional 7,500 (low) to 15,200
(high) dwellings by 2046.

b) The estimated feasibility capacity for 27,500 dwellings (excluding redevelopment) and
37,300 dwellings (including redevelopment) is far above this projected demand.

c) A substantial amount of this capacity is located in greenfield areas.

Mr Fairgray discusses the impact of the Decisions version of the PDP and other changes on the
outcomes of the HDCA in terms of plan-enabled capacity. Of direct relevance to this proposal is
that the amended provisions in the Decisions version will mean an additional plan-enabled
capacity of 354 dwellings within Hawea Township. This additional plan-enabled capacity is a
result of the up-zoning of land within the Hawea UGB from Rural Residential Zone to Lower

Density Suburban Residential Zone and Large Lot Residential ‘A’ Zone.

In total, Mr Fairgray states that the PDP Decisions version enables more housing capacity than
the Notified PDP, primarily through additional development capacity, and in total an additional
1,554 dwellings are enabled through potential redevelopment on lots from zone changes?'. As a
result, the changes resulting from the Decisions version of the PDP are generally positive in

relation to the outcomes of the HDCA.

National Planning Standards 2019

In April 2019 the Government released a set of National Planning Standards?? (planning
standards) that require all regional policy statements, regional plans and district plans to have a
consistent structure and format. The planning standards also prescribe certain definitions, noise
and vibration metrics and requirements for electronic functionality and accessibility. The planning
standards have been introduced to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of the planning

system, rather than seeking to alter the outcomes of policy statements or plans?:.

The planning standards prescribe various timeframes for implementation?*, and QLDC is
required?® to comply with specified planning standards within 7 years (by April 2026), by either
making amendments to the PDP or by notifying an entirely new proposed plan within this

timeframe. As the provisions being reviewed in Stage 3 (including the ODP Townships Zone) are

20

Ibid, paragraphs 8.5 — 8.7.

21 Ibid paragraph 9.20.

22

https://www.mfe.govt.nz/sites/default/files/media/RMA/national-planning-standards.pdf

23 National Planning Standards 2019; part 1: Foundation Standard.

24

Ibid, part 17: Implementation Standard.

25 Ibid, part 17: Implementation Standard; directive 5
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7.25.

7.26.

7.27.

7.28.

7.29.

7.30.

a series of plan change proposals, rather than a full proposed district plan, the planning standards

are not required to be implemented at the present time.

The planning standards that are required to be implemented by April 2026 are the following:

a) Standard 1: Foundation

b) Standard 4: District Plan Structure

c) Standard 6: Introduction and general provisions
d) Standard 7: District-wide matters

e) Standard 8: Zone Framework

f)  Standard 9: Designations

g) Standard 10: Format

h) Standard 12: District spatial layers

i)  Standard 13: Mapping

j)  Standard 15: Noise and vibration metrics

Notably, the above list does not include Standard 14 — Definitions Standard, which is required to
be implemented by QLDC within 9 years (by April 2028).

When reviewing the ODP Townships provisions, the appropriateness of utilising provisions the
initial planning standards have been considered. The most notable of these recommendations,
is the proposal to re-cast the ODP Townships zone as the Settlement Zone, and to continue the
ODP regime of precincts identified on planning maps which comprise the Visitor Accommodation
Sub-zones and the Commercial Precincts which function as activity overlays (providing flexibility
for activities in addition to the activities enabled by the underlying Settlement Zone). These

overlay/precinct mechanisms are provided for by the planning standards.

It would be inefficient to implement all planning standards at this time, particularly those standards
that apply to the entire District Plan (such as the standard definitions and mapping conventions).
To implement such standards in an iterative way would be inefficient and unnecessarily complex,
particularly in the context of the staged review of the Plan. Noting that this is not strictly a

requirement at the present time, planning standards have been implemented where possible.

lwi Management Plans

When preparing or changing a District Plan, Section 74(2A)(a) of the RMA states that Councils
must take into account any relevant planning document recognised by an iwi authority and lodged
with the territorial authority, to the extent that its content has a bearing on the resource

management issues of the District.

Two Iwi Management Plans are relevant and these are discussed in turn below.
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The Cry of the People, Te Tangi a Tauira: Ngai Tahu ki Murihiku Natural Resource and

Environmental lwi Management Plan 20082

7.31. The following table highlights the provisions of the Iwi Management Plan that are relevant to this

proposal, and briefly discusses how the provisions are taken into account.

Table 1

Provision Discussion

3.1 Huringa Ahua a Te | Although the suite of policies in this section of the management
Rangi/ Climate Change plan generally have a broader application than the District Plan
(and relate to coastal issues which are not relevant to this
District), policy 12 seeks to... “Support further development
and improvement of contingency measures to recognise for
increased natural hazards risk as a result of sea level rise

and unpredictable weather patterns ...”.

This policy is taken into account through proposed provisions and
mapping annotations pertaining to known natural hazard risk

from flooding.

3.2 Au Te Pu Hau / Air Section 3.2.1 focusses on discharges to air and also highlights
the issue of visual intrusion of light pollution. Policy 15 seeks the
encouragement of... “techniques to eliminate the effects of
light pollution. Techniques should be introduced during
planning phases for new suburban and coastal

subdivisions...”.

Section 3.2.2 also highlights issues relating to ‘visual amenity and
intrusion’. The following policies are considered to be relevant:

Policy 2: “Ensure where avoidable that impacts from
activities that create effects such as glare, shading, or
electrical disturbance do not interfere with the amenity
values associated with a place, environment or

neighbouring property.”

26

https://www.es.govt.nz/Document%20Library/Plans,%20policies %20and%20strategies/Regional%20plans/lwi%20Manage
ment%20Plan/Te%20Tangi%20a%20Tauira%20-%20The %20Cry%200f%20the %20People.pdf
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Provision Discussion

Policy 3: “Ngai Tahu ki Murihiku shall actively participate in
interagency and cross boundary decision making in respect
to development, design and placement of structures and
where appropriate may provide qualified recommendations

for the protection of amenity values."

Policy 4: “Ngai Tahu ki Murihiku shall provide qualified
recommendations with respect to concerns raised related to
odour and offensive discharge, from rural, urban and

industrial activities.”

Policy 6: “Where there may be visual impacts on the natural
and cultural landscapes as a result of development,
encourage the integration of landscaping techniques which
utilise reserve planting or vegetation screens to soften

intrusion.”

It is considered that the issues highlighted in these policies
(where relevant) are addressed in the proposed provisions that
pertain to adverse effects of glare, shading, non-residential

activities, and maintenance of residential amenity.

3.4 Takitimu Me Ona Uri | This section of the Iwi Management Plan includes the upper
I High Country and | Queenstown/Wanaka catchment including lakes and mountains
Foothills between Whakatipu Waitai (Lake McKerrow) across to the
eastern boundary of the Mata-au (Clutha) River?”. The section
focusses most closely on rural issues, however the following
policies, which relate to ‘access and tourism’ (section 3.4.8) are
considered to have relevance to this proposal:

Policy 2: “Development that includes building activity
should consider specific landscape and geographical
features and the significance of these to Ngai Tahu Whanui.
Activity whereby buildings will protrude above ridgelines or

displace sites of cultural significance should be avoided.”

27 The Cry of the People, Te Tangi a Tauira: Ngai Tahu ki Murihiku Natural Resource and Environmental Iwi Management

Plan 2008, Page 112.
16



Provision Discussion

This policy is addressed via consideration of appropriate
locations for (and extent of) the Townships, in particular where

they adjoin sensitive landscapes.

Kai Tahu ki Otago Natural Resource Management Plan 200528

7.32. The following table highlights the provisions of the Iwi Management Plan that are relevant to this

proposal, and briefly discusses how the provisions are taken into account.

Table 2

Provision

Discussion

Section 5 sets out issues, objectives and
policies for the entire Otago Region, including

the Clutha Mata-au catchment

The issues, objectives and policies in this
section generally relate to rural activities,
however, they have been taken into account
when determining the proposed physical

extent of the Townships.

Section 10 sets out issues, objectives and

policies  specifically relating to the

Clutha/Mata-au catchment.

The following policies, which relate to landuse
(within the Wai Maori policies section 10.2.3),

are directly relevant to this proposal:

Policy 9: To encourage the adoption of
sound environmental practices, adopted

where land use intensification occurs.

Policy 10: To promote sustainable land use
in the Clutha/Mata-Au catchment.

Policy 12: To

community sewerage schemes that have

require reticulated

the capacity to accommodate future
population growth.

28https://www.waitaki.qovt.nz/our-services/planninq-and-resource-
consents/Documents/RMA/Useful/Kai%20Kahu%20Ki%200tago%20Natural%20Resources%20Management%20Plan%2
02005.pdf

17


https://www.waitaki.govt.nz/our-services/planning-and-resource-consents/Documents/RMA/Useful/Kai%20Kahu%20Ki%20Otago%20Natural%20Resources%20Management%20Plan%202005.pdf
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7.33.

7.34.

7.35.

7.36.

Provision Discussion

The above policies have been taken into
account when formulating the proposed

provisions.

In accordance with the above, the relevant provisions of the Iwi Management Plans have been

taken into account in this s32 analysis.

Regional Policy Statements

Section 74 of the Act requires that a District Plan prepared by a territorial authority must “give
effect to” any operative Regional Policy Statement and “have regard to” any proposed Regional

Policy Statement.

The Proposed Otago Regional Policy Statement (PRPS) was notified for public submissions on
23 May 2015, with decisions on submissions released on 1 October 2016. A number of
provisions were appealed. Consent orders have now been issued for most appeals and these
now form the Partially Operative Otago Regional Policy Statement 2019 (PORPS 19). The
provisions that have not been superseded by the PORPS 19 remain in the Partially Operative
Otago Regional Policy Statement 1998 (PORPS 98).

There remains one chapter of relevance that has yet to be made operative (Chapter 3: Otago

has high quality natural resources and ecosystems), however as a consent order has been issued

the appeal process is all but resolved and significant weight can be given to these provisions.
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Table 3: Partially Operative Regional Policy Statement 2019 (PORPS 2019)2°

Provision Detail
Objective Otago’s resources are used sustainably to promote economic, social,
1.13% and cultural wellbeing for its people and communities
Policy 1.1.1 Provide for the economic wellbeing of Otago’s people and communities by
Economic enabling the resilient and sustainable use and development of natural and
wellbeing?®’ physical resources.
Policy 1.1.2 Provide for the social and cultural wellbeing and health and safety of
Social and Otago’s people and communities when undertaking the subdivision, use,
cultural development and protection of natural and physical resources by all of the
wellbeing and | following:
health and a) Recognising and providing for Kai Tahu values;
safety® b) Taking into account the values of other cultures;
c) Taking into account the diverse needs of Otago’s people and
communities;
d) Avoiding significant adverse effects of activities on human health;
e) Promoting community resilience and the need to secure resources
for the reasonable needs for human wellbeing;
Objective Recognise and provide for the integrated management of natural and
1.2%3 physical resources to support the wellbeing of people and
communities in Otago
Policy 1.2.1 Achieve integrated management of Otago’s natural and physical resources,
Integrated by all of the following:
resource a) Coordinating the management of interconnected natural and
management®* physical resources;

b) Taking into account the impacts of management of one natural or
physical resource on the values of another, or on the environment;

c) Recognising that the value and function of a natural or physical
resource may extend beyond the immediate, or directly adjacent,
area of interest;

d) Ensuring that resource management approaches across
administrative boundaries are consistent and complementary;

e) Ensuring that effects of activities on the whole of a natural or
physical resource are considered when that resource is managed
as subunits.

f) Managing adverse effects of activities to give effect to the
objectives and policies of the Regional Policy Statement.

g) Promoting healthy ecosystems and ecosystem services;

h) Promoting methods that reduce or negate the risk of exceeding
sustainable resource limits.

Objective 2.1

The principles of Te Tiriti o Waitangi are taken into account in
resource management processes and decisions

https://www.orc.govt.nz/plans-policies-reports/regional-plans-and-polices/regional-policy-statement

30 Changed by Environment Court consent order — 28 June 2018
31 Changed by Environment Court consent order — 28 June 2018
32 Changed by Environment Court consent order — 28 June 2018
33 Changed by Environment Court consent order — 28 June 2018
34 Changed by Environment Court consent order — 28 June 2018
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Provision

Detail

Policy 2.1.1 Promote awareness and understanding of the obligations of local
Treaty authorities in regard to the principles of Te Tiriti o Waitangi, tikaka Maori
obligations and kaupapa Maori.

Policy 2.1.2 Ensure that local authorities exercise their functions and powers, by:
Treaty a) Recognising Kai Tahu’s status as a Treaty partner; and

principles b) Involving Kai Tahu in resource management processes

implementation;

c¢) Taking into account Kai Tahu values in resource management
decision-making processes and implementation;

d) Recognising and providing for the relationship of Kai Tahu’s culture
and traditions with their ancestral lands, water, sites, wahi tapu, and
other taoka;

e) Ensuring Kai Tahu have the ability to:

i. Identify their relationship with their ancestral lands, water, sites,
wahi tapu, and other taoka;
ii. Determine how best to express that relationship;
f)  Having particular regard to the exercise of kaitiakitaka;
g) Ensuring that district and regional plans:
i. Give effect to the Ngai Tahu Claims Settlement Act 1998;
ii. Recognise and provide for statutory acknowledgement areas in
Schedule 2;
iii. Provide for other areas in Otago that are recognised as significant
to Kai Tahu;
h)  Taking into account iwi management plans.

Objective 2.2

Kai Tahu values, interests and customary resources are recognised
and provided for

Policy 2.2.1 Manage the natural environment to support Kai Tahu wellbeing by all of the
Kai Tahu following:
wellbeing®® a) Recognising and providing for their customary uses and cultural
values in Schedules 1A and B; and;
b) Safe-guarding the life-supporting capacity of natural resources.
Policy 2.2.2 Recognise and provide for the protection of wahi tipuna, by all of the
Recognising following:

sites of cultural
significance®

a) Avoiding significant adverse effects on those values that contribute
to the identified wahi tGpuna being significant;

b) Avoiding, remedying, or mitigating other adverse effects on the
identified wahi tlpuna;

¢) Managing the identified wahi tipuna sites in a culturally
appropriate manner.

Objective 4.1

Risks that natural hazards pose to Otago’s communities are
minimised

Policy 4.1.1
Identifying
natural
hazards

Identify natural hazards that may adversely affect Otago’s communities,
including hazards of low
likelihood and high consequence by considering all of the following:

a) Hazard type and characteristics;

b) Multiple and cascading hazards;

c) Cumulative effects, including from multiple hazards with different

risks;
d) Effects of climate change;

35 Changed by Environment Court consent order — 28 June 2018
36 Changed by Environment Court consent order — 28 June 2018
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Provision

Detail

e) Using the best available information for calculating likelihood;
f) Exacerbating factors.

Policy 4.1.3 Assess the consequences of natural hazard events, by considering all of
Natural hazard | the following:
consequence a) The nature of activities in the area;
b) Individual and community vulnerability;
¢) Impacts on individual and community health and safety;
d) Impacts on social, cultural and economic wellbeing;
e) Impacts on infrastructure and property, including access and
services;
f) Risk reduction and hazard mitigation measures;
g) Lifeline utilities, essential and emergency services, and their co-
dependence;
h) Implications for civil defence agencies and emergency services;
i) Cumulative effects;
j)  Factors that may exacerbate a hazard event.
Policy 4.1.4 Assess activities for natural hazard risk to people, property and
Assessing communities, by considering all of

activities for
natural hazard
risk37

the following:

a) The natural hazard risk identified, including residual risk;

b) Any measures to avoid, remedy or mitigate those risks, including
relocation and recovery methods;

c) The long-term viability and affordability of those measures;

d) Flow-on effects of the risk to other activities, individuals and
communities;

e) The availability of, and ability to provide, lifeline utilities, and
essential and emergency services, during and after a natural
hazard event.

Policy 4.1.5
Natural hazard
risk38

Manage natural hazard risk to people, property and communities, with
particular regard to all of the
following:

a) The risk posed, considering the likelihood and consequences of
natural hazard events;

b) The implications of residual risk;

c) The community’s tolerance of that risk, now and in the future,
including the community’s ability and willingness to prepare for and
adapt to that risk, and respond to an event;

d) Sensitivity of activities to risk;

e) The need to encourage system resilience;

f) The social costs of recovery.

Policy 4.1.6
Minimising
increase in
natural hazard
risk3®

Minimise natural hazard risk to people, communities, property and other
aspects of the
environment by:
a) Avoiding activities that result in significant risk from natural hazard,;
b) Enabling activities that result in no or low residual risk from natural
hazard;
c) Avoiding activities that increase risk in areas potentially affected by
coastal hazards over at least the next 100 years;
d) Encouraging the location of infrastructure away from areas of
hazard risk where practicable;
e) Minimising any other risk from natural hazard.

37 Changed by Environment Court consent order — 28 June 2018
3% Changed by Environment Court consent order — 28 June 2018
3% Changed by Environment Court consent order — 28 June 2018
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Provision Detail

Policy 4.1.7 Reduce existing natural hazard risk to people and communities, including
Reducing by all of the following:

existing a) Encouraging activities that:

natural hazard
risk#0

i Reduce risk; or
ii. Reduce community vulnerability;
b) Discouraging activities that:
i. Increase risk; or
ii. Increase community vulnerability;

c) Considering the use of exit strategies for areas of significant risk to
people and communities;

d) Encouraging design that facilitates:

i. Recovery from natural hazard events; or
ii. Relocation to areas of lower risk; or
iii. Mitigation of risk;

e) Relocating lifeline utilities, and facilities for essential and
emergency service, to areas of reduced risk, where appropriate
and practicable;

f) Enabling development, upgrade, maintenance and operation of
lifeline utilities and facilities for essential and emergency services;

g) Reassessing natural hazard risk to people and communities, and
community tolerance of that risk, following significant natural
hazard events.

Policy 4.1.8
Precautionary
approach to
natural hazard
risk

Where natural hazard risk to people and communities is uncertain or
unknown, but potentially significant or irreversible, apply a precautionary
approach to identifying, assessing and managing that risk.

Policy 4.1.10 Give preference to risk management approaches that reduce the need for
Mitigating hard protection structures
natural or similar engineering interventions, and provide for hard protection
hazards*’ structures only when all of the
following apply:
a) Those measures are essential to reduce risk to a level the
community is able to tolerate;
b) There are no reasonable alternatives that result in reducing the risk
exposure;
c) It would not result in an increase in risk to people and communities,
including displacement of risk off-site;
d) The adverse effects can be adequately managed;
e) The mitigation is viable in the reasonably foreseeable long term.
Objective 4.3 | Infrastructure is managed and developed in a sustainable way
Policy 4.3.1 Recognise and provide for infrastructure by all of the following:
Managing
infrastructure a) Protecting and providing for the functional needs of lifeline utilities
activities*? and essential or emergency services;

b) Increasing the ability of communities to respond and adapt to
emergencies, and disruptive or natural hazard events;

c) Improving efficiency of natural and physical resource use;

d) Minimising adverse effects on existing land uses, and natural and
physical resources;

40 Changed by Environment Court consent order — 28 June 2018
41 Changed by Environment Court consent order — 28 June 2018
42 Changed by Environment Court consent order — 6 July 2018
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Provision

Detail

e) Managing other activities to ensure the functional needs of
infrastructure are not compromised.

Objective 4.4 | Energy resources and supplies are secure, reliable and sustainable
Policy 4.4.6 Enable energy efficient and sustainable transport for Otago’s communities,
Energy by all of the following:

efficient

transport*3 a) Encouraging the development of compact and well integrated

urban areas, to reduce travel needs within those areas;

b) Ensuring that transport infrastructure in urban areas has good
connectivity, both within new urban areas and between new and
existing urban areas, by all of the following:

i. Placing a high priority on walking, cycling, and public
transport, where appropriate;
ii. Maximising pedestrian and cycling networks connectivity,
and integration with public transport;
iii. Having high design standards for pedestrian and cyclist
safety and amenity;

c) Enabling the development or upgrade of transport infrastructure
and associated facilities that both:

i. Increase freight efficiency; and

. Foster the uptake of new technologies for more efficient
energy uses, and renewable or lower emission transport
fuels.

d) Fostering uptake of public transportation through provision of safe,
reliable and well sheltered alternatives to private transport.

Objective 4.5

Urban growth and development is well designed, occurs in a strategic
and coordinated way, and integrates effectively with adjoining urban
and rural environments

Policy 4.5.1
Providing for
urban growth
and
development*

Provide for urban growth and development in a strategic and co-ordinated
way, including by:

a) Ensuring future urban growth areas are in accordance with any
future development strategy for that district.

b) Monitoring supply and demand of residential, commercial and
industrial zoned land.

c) Ensuring that there is sufficient housing and business land
development capacity available in Otago;

d) Setting minimum targets for sufficient, feasible capacity for housing
in high growth urban areas in Schedule 6.

e) Coordinating the development and the extension of urban areas
with infrastructure development programmes, to provide
infrastructure in an efficient and effective way.

f) Having particular regard to:

i. Providing for rural production activities by minimising
adverse effects on significant soils and activities which
sustain food production;

ii. Minimising competing demands for natural resources;

iii. Maintaining high and outstanding natural character in the
coastal environment; outstanding natural features,
landscapes, and seascapes; and areas of significant
indigenous vegetation and significant habitats of indigenous
fauna;

43 Changed by Environment Court consent order — 28 June 2018
4 Changed by Environment Court consent order — 28 June 2018
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Provision Detail
iv. Maintaining important cultural or historic heritage values;
V. Avoiding land with significant risk from natural hazards;

g) Ensuring efficient use of land;

h) Restricting urban growth and development to areas that avoid
reverse sensitivity effects unless those effects can be adequately
managed;

i) Requiring the use of low or no emission heating systems where
ambient air quality is:

i. Below standards for human health; or
ii. Vulnerable to degradation given the local climatic and
geographical context;

j) Consolidating existing coastal settlements and coastal urban areas
where this will contribute to avoiding or mitigating sprawling or
sporadic patterns of settlement and urban growth.

Policy 4.5.2 Achieve the strategic integration of infrastructure with land use, by
Integrating undertaking all of the following:
infrastructure a) Recognising and providing for the functional needs of

with land use

infrastructure;
b) Locating and designing infrastructure to take into account all of the
following:
i. Actual and reasonably foreseeable land use change;
ii. The current population and projected demographic changes;
iii. Actual and reasonably foreseeable change in supply of, and
demand for, infrastructure services;

iv. Natural and physical resource constraints;
V. Effects on the values of natural and physical resources;
Vi. Co-dependence with other infrastructure;
Vii. The effects of climate change on the long-term viability of
that infrastructure;
viii. Natural hazard risk.

c¢) Coordinating the design and development of infrastructure with
land use change in growth and redevelopment planning.

Policy 4.5.3
Urban design

Design new urban development with regard to:

a) Aresilient, safe and healthy community;

b) A built form that relates well to its surrounding environment;

¢) Reducing risk from natural hazards;

d) Good access and connectivity within and between communities;
e) A sense of cohesion and recognition of community values;

f) Recognition and celebration of physical and cultural identity, and

the historic heritage values of a place;

g) Areas where people can live, work and play;

h) A diverse range of housing, commercial, industrial and service
activities;

i) A diverse range of social and cultural opportunities.

Policy 4.5.4 Encourage the use of low impact design techniques in subdivision and
Low impact development to reduce demand on stormwater, water and wastewater
design infrastructure and reduce potential adverse environmental effects.

Policy 4.5.5 Encourage the design of subdivision and development to reduce the
Warmer adverse effects of the region’s colder climate, and higher demand and
buildings costs for energy, including maximising passive solar gain.

Policy 4.5.6 Design and maintain public spaces, including streets and open spaces, to

Designing for
public access

meet the reasonable access and mobility needs of all sectors.
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Provision

Detail

Objective 5.3 | Sufficient land is managed and protected for economic production

Policy 5.3.1 Manage activities in rural areas, to support the region’s economy and

Rural communities, by:

activities*® a) Enabling primary production and other rural activities that support
that production;

b) Providing for mineral exploration, extraction and processing;

c) Minimising the loss of significant soils;

d) Restricting the establishment of incompatible activities in rural
areas that are likely to lead to reverse sensitivity effects;

e) Minimising the subdivision of productive rural land into smaller lots
that may result in a loss of its productive capacity or productive
efficiency;

f)  Providing for other activities that have a functional need to locate in
rural areas.

Policy 5.3.2 Manage the distribution of commercial activities by:

Distribution of a) Enabling a wide variety of commercial, social and cultural activities

commercial in central business districts, and town and commercial centres;

activities b) Enabling smaller commercial centres to service local community
needs;

c) Restricting commercial activities outside of a) and b) when such
activities are likely to undermine the vibrancy and viability of those
centres;

d) Encouraging the adaptive reuse of existing buildings.

Policy 5.3.5 Recognise the social and economic value of some forms of outdoor
Tourism and recreation and tourism having access to, and being located within,
outdoor outstanding natural features and landscapes.

recreation®

Table 4: Regional Policy Statement for Otago 1998: Partially Operative as of 14 January
2019 (PORPS 1998)4"

Provision

Detail

Objective 5.4.1

To promote the sustainable management of Otago’s land resources in order:
(a) To maintain and enhance the primary productive capacity and life-
supporting capacity of land resources; and

(b) To meet the present and reasonably foreseeable needs of Otago’s
people and communities.

Objective 5.4.2

To avoid, remedy or mitigate degradation of Otago’s natural and physical
resources resulting from activities utilising the land resource.

Objective 5.4.3

To protect Otago’s outstanding natural features and landscapes from
inappropriate subdivision, use and development.

Policy 5.5.4

To promote the diversification and use of Otago’s land resource to achieve
sustainable landuse and management systems for future generations.

4 Changed by Environment Court consent order — 5 September 2018
46 Changed by Environment Court consent order — 28 June 2018
47 https://www.orc.govt.nz/media/6355/orc-1998-rps-revoked-provisions. pdf
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Provision Detail

Policy 5.5.5 To minimise the adverse effects of landuse activities on the quality and
quantity of Otago’s water resource through promoting and encouraging the:
(a) Creation, retention and where practicable enhancement of riparian
margins; and

(b) Maintaining and where practicable enhancing, vegetation cover, upland
bogs and wetlands to safeguard land and water values; and

(c) Avoiding, remedying or mitigating the degradation of groundwater and
surface water resources caused by the introduction of contaminants in the
form of chemicals, nutrients and sediments resulting from landuse activities.

Policy 5.5.6 Otago’s outstanding natural features and landscapes which:

(a) Are unique to or characteristic of the region; or

(b) Are representative of a particular landform or land cover occurring in the
Otago region or of the collective characteristics which give Otago its
particular character; or

(c) Represent areas of cultural or historic significance in Otago; or

(d) Contain visually or scientifically significant geological features; or

Objective 6.4.2 | To maintain and enhance the quality of Otago’s water resources in order to
meet the present and reasonably foreseeable needs of Otago’s
communities.

Proposed District Plan

7.37. The following objectives and policies (or parts thereof) of the PDP (Part 2 Strategic) are relevant

to this proposal, which takes into account and gives effect to these provisions.

Table 5: Relevant Objectives and Policies of PDP Strategic Direction Chapter 3

Reference Detail

Strategic The development of a prosperous, resilient and equitable
Objective 3.2.1 economy in the District. (addresses Issue 1)

Policy 3.2.1.1 The significant socio-economic benefits of well designed and

appropriately located visitor industry facilities and services are realised
across the District.

Policy 3.2.1.5 Local service and employment functions served by commercial
centres and industrial areas outside the Queenstown and Wanaka
town centres*®, Frankton and Three Parks, are sustained.

Policy 3.2.1.6 Diversification of the District's economic base and creation of
employment opportunities through the development of innovative and
sustainable enterprises.

Policy 3.2.1.7 Agricultural land uses consistent with the maintenance of the
character of rural landscapes and significant nature conservation
values are enabled. (also elaborates on S.0.3.2.4 and 3.2.4 following)

Policy 3.2.1.9 Infrastructure in the District that is operated, maintained, developed
and upgraded efficiently and effectively to meet community needs and

48 Defined by the extent of the Town Centre Zone in each case.
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Reference

Detail

to maintain the quality of the environment. (also elaborates on
S.0.3.2.2 following)

Strategic
Objective 3.2.2

Urban growth is managed in a strategic and integrated manner.
(addresses Issue 2)

Policy 3.2.2.1

Urban development occurs in a logical manner so as to:
a. promote a compact, well-designed and integrated urban form;
b. build on historical urban settlement patterns;

c. achieve a built environment that provides desirable, healthy and
safe places to live, work and play;

d. minimise the natural hazard risk, taking into account the predicted
effects of climate change;

e. protect the District’s rural landscapes from sporadic and sprawling
development;

f. ensure a mix of housing opportunities including access to housing
that is more affordable for residents to live in;

g. contain a high quality network of open spaces and community
facilities; and

h. be integrated with existing, and planned future, infrastructure. (also
elaborates on S.0. 3.2.3, 3.2.5 and 3.2.6 following)

Strategic
Objective 3.2.3

A quality built environment taking into account the character of
individual communities. (addresses Issues 3 and 5)

Strategic
Objective 3.2.4

The distinctive natural environments and ecosystems of the
District are protected. (addresses Issue 4)

Policy 3.2.4.1

Development and land uses that sustain or enhance the life-
supporting capacity of air, water, soil and ecosystems, and maintain
indigenous biodiversity.

Policy 3.2.4.5

Public access to the natural environment is maintained or enhanced.

Strategic
Objective 3.2.5

The retention of the District’s distinctive landscapes. (addresses
issues 2 and 4)

Policy 3.2.5.1 The landscape and visual amenity values and the natural character of
Outstanding Natural Features are protected from adverse effects of
subdivision, use and development that are more than minor and/or not
temporary in duration.

Policy 3.2.5.2 The rural character and visual amenity values in identified Rural

Character Landscapes are maintained or enhanced by directing new
subdivision, use or development to occur in those areas that have the
potential to absorb change without materially detracting from those
values.
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Reference

Detail

Strategic
Objective 3.2.6

The District’s residents and communities are able to provide for
their social, cultural and economic wellbeing and their health and
safety. (addresses Issues 1 and 6)

Strategic Policy
3.3.1

(Visitor Industry)

Make provision for the visitor industry to maintain and enhance
attractions, facilities and services within the Queenstown and Wanaka
town centre areas and elsewhere within the District’s urban areas and
settlements at locations where this is consistent with objectives and
policies for the relevant zone. (relevant to S.O. 3.2.1.1 and 3.2.1.2)

Strategic Policy
3.3.3

(Town Centres and
other Commercial
and Industrial
Areas)

Avoid commercial zoning that could undermine the role of the
Queenstown and Wanaka town centres as the primary focus for the
District’s economic activity. (relevant to S.0. 3.2.1.2)

Strategic Policy
3.3.9

(Town Centres and
other Commercial
and Industrial
Areas)

Support the role of township commercial precincts and local shopping
centres fulfil in serving local needs by enabling commercial
development that is appropriately sized for that purpose. (relevant to
S.0.3.2.1.5)

Strategic Policy
3.3.10

(Town Centres and
other Commercial
and Industrial
Areas)

Avoid commercial rezoning that would undermine the key local service
and employment function role that centres outside of the Queenstown
and Wanaka town centres, Frankton and Three Parks fulfil. (relevant
to S.0. 3.2.1.5)

Strategic Policy
3.3.11

(Town Centres and
other Commercial
and Industrial
Areas)

Provide for a wide variety of activities and sufficient capacity within
commercially zoned land to accommodate business growth and
diversification. (relevant to S.0 3.2.1.1, 3.2.1.2, 3.2.1.5, 3.2.1.6 and
3.2.1.9)

Strategic Policy
3.3.13

(urban
development)

Apply Urban Growth Boundaries (UGBs) around the urban areas in
the Wakatipu Basin (including Jack’s Point), Wanaka and Lake Hawea
Township. (relevant to S.0 3.2.2.1)

Strategic Policy
3.3.14

Apply provisions that enable development within UGBs and avoid
urban development outside of the UGBs. (relevant to S.0O. 3.2.1.8,
3.2.21,3.2.3.1,3.25.1 and 3.2.5.2)
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Reference

Detail

(urban
development)

Strategic Policy
3.3.15

(Urban
Development)

Locate urban development of the settlements where no UGB is
provided within the land zoned for that purpose. (relevant to S.O.
3.2.1.8,3.2.21,3.2.3.1,3.2.5.1 and 3.2.5.2)

Strategic Policy
3.3.19 (Natural
Environment)

Manage subdivision and/or development that may have adverse
effects on the natural character and nature conservation values of the
District’s lakes, rivers, wetlands and their beds and margins so that
their life-supporting capacity and natural character is maintained or
enhanced. (relevantto S.0. 3.2.1.8,3.2.4.1,3.2.4.3,3.2.44,3.2.5.1
and 3.2.5.2)

Strategic Policy
3.3.30

(Landscapes)

Avoid adverse effects on the landscape and visual amenity values and
natural character of the District's Outstanding Natural Landscapes and
Outstanding Natural Features that are no more than minor and or not
temporary in duration. (relevant to S.O. 3.2.5.1)

Strategic Policy
3.3.32

(Landscapes)

Only allow further land use changes in areas of the Rural Character
Landscapes able to absorb that change and limit the extent of any
change so that landscape character and visual amenity values are not
materially degraded. (relevant to S.O. 3.2.19 and 3.2.5.2)

7.38. The Strategic Directions seek to provide for development while protecting the valued natural and

physical resources of the District. The proposal is required to give effect to these obligations.

Table 6: Relevant Objectives and Policies of Urban Development Chapter 4:

Reference

Detail

Objective
421

Urban Growth Boundaries used as a tool to manage the growth of
larger urban areas within distinct and defendable urban edges. (from
Policies 3.3.12 and 3.3.13)

Policy 4.2.1.1

Define Urban Growth Boundaries to identify the areas that are available for
the growth of the main urban settlements.

Policy 4.2.1.2

Focus urban development on land within and at selected locations adjacent
to the existing larger urban settlements and to a lesser extent, accommodate
urban development within smaller rural settlements.

Policy 4.2.1.4

Ensure Urban Growth Boundaries encompass a sufficient area consistent
with:

a. the anticipated demand for urban development within the Wakatipu and
Upper Clutha Basins over the planning period assuming a mix of
housing densities and form;

b. ensuring the ongoing availability of a competitive land supply for urban
purposes;
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Reference

Detail

c. the constraints on development of the land such as its topography, its
ecological, heritage, cultural or landscape significance; or the risk of
natural hazards limiting the ability of the land to accommodate growth;

d. the need to make provision for the location and efficient operation of
infrastructure, commercial and industrial uses, and a range of
community activities and facilities;

e. a compact and efficient urban form;

f. avoiding sporadic urban development in rural areas;

g. minimising the loss of the productive potential and soil resource of rural
land.

Policy 4.2.1.5

When locating Urban Growth Boundaries or extending urban settlements
through plan changes, avoid impinging on Outstanding Natural Landscapes
or Outstanding Natural Features and minimise degradation of the values
derived from open rural landscapes.

Policy 4.2.1.6

Review and amend Urban Growth Boundaries over time, as required to
address changing community needs.

Policy 4.2.1.7

Contain urban development of existing rural settlements that have no defined
Urban Growth Boundary within land zoned for that purpose.

Objective
4.22A

A compact and integrated urban form within the Urban Growth
Boundaries that is coordinated with the efficient provision and
operation of infrastructure and services.

Objective
4.2.2B

Urban development within Urban Growth Boundaries that maintains
and enhances the environment and rural amenity and protects
Outstanding Natural Landscapes and Outstanding Natural Features,
and areas supporting significant indigenous flora and fauna. (From
Policy 3.3.13, 3.3.17, 3.3.29)

Policy 4.2.2.1

Integrate urban development with the capacity of existing or planned
infrastructure so that the capacity of that infrastructure is not exceeded and
reverse sensitivity effects on regionally significant infrastructure are
minimised.

Policy 4.2.2.2

Allocate land within Urban Growth Boundaries into zones which are reflective
of the appropriate land use having regard to:

a. its topography;
b. its ecological, heritage, cultural or landscape significance if any;

c. any risk of natural hazards, taking into account the effects of climate
change;

d. connectivity and integration with existing urban development;
e. convenient linkages with public transport;

f. the need to provide a mix of housing densities and forms within a
compact and integrated urban environment;

g. the need to make provision for the location and efficient operation of
regionally significant infrastructure;
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Reference

Detail

h. the need to provide open spaces and community facilities that are
located and designed to be safe, desirable and accessible;

i. the function and role of the town centres and other commercial and
industrial areas as provided for in Chapter 3 Strategic Objectives 3.2.1.2
- 3.2.1.5 and associated policies; and

j- the need to locate emergency services at strategic locations.

Policy 4.2.2.3 | Enable an increased density of well-designed residential development in
close proximity to town centres, public transport routes, community and
education facilities, while ensuring development is consistent with any
structure plan for the area and responds to the character of its site, the street,
open space and surrounding area.

Policy 4.2.2.4 | Encourage urban development that enhances connections to public
recreation facilities, reserves, open space and active transport networks.

Policy 4.2.2.5 | Require larger scale development to be comprehensively designed with an
integrated and sustainable approach to infrastructure, buildings, street, trail
and open space design.

Policy 4.2.2.6 | Promote energy and water efficiency opportunities, waste reduction and
sustainable building and subdivision design.

Policy 4.2.2.7 | Explore and encourage innovative approaches to design to assist provision
of quality affordable housing.

Policy 4.2.2.8 | In applying plan provisions, have regard to the extent to which the minimum
site size, density, height, building coverage and other quality controls have a
disproportionate adverse effect on housing affordability.

Policy 4.2.2.9 | Ensure Council-led and private design and development of public spaces
and built development maximises public safety by adopting “Crime
Prevention Through Environmental Design”.

Policy Ensure lighting standards for urban development avoid unnecessary adverse

42210 effects on views of the night sky.

Policy Ensure that the location of building platforms in areas of low density

42211 development within Urban Growth Boundaries and the capacity of
infrastructure servicing such development does not unnecessarily
compromise opportunities for future urban development.

Policy Ensure that any transition to rural areas is contained within the relevant

42212 Urban Growth Boundary.

4.2.2.22 Define the Urban Growth Boundaries for Wanaka and Lake Hawea
Township, as shown on the District Plan Maps that:

(Upper

Clutha Basin a. are based on existing urbanised areas;

specific b. identify sufficient areas of urban development and the potential

policies) intensification of existing urban areas to provide for predicted visitor and

resident population increases in the Upper Clutha Basin over the
planning period;

c. have community support as expressed through strategic community
planning processes;
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7.39.

7.40.

Reference Detail

d. utilise the Clutha and Cardrona Rivers and the lower slopes of Mt. Alpha
as natural boundaries to the growth of Wanaka; and

e. avoid sprawling and sporadic urban development across the rural areas
of the Upper Clutha Basin.

4.2.2.23 Rural land outside of the Urban Growth Boundaries is not used for urban
development until further investigations indicate that more land is needed to
meet demand for urban development in the Upper Clutha Basin and a
change to the Plan amends the Urban Growth Boundary and zones
additional land for urban development purposes.

The Urban Development objectives and policies are part of the strategic intentions of the PDP,
specifically seeking to manage the spatial layout of urban development in the District. The
objectives and policies seek to provide a managed approach to urban development that utilises
land resources in an efficient manner, and preserves and enhances natural amenity values“®.
The objectives and policies encourage consolidation of urban growth within UGBs (this is of
particular relevance to Hawea and Albert Town), with the review of the location of UGBs provided

for over time to respond to changing community needs.

Table 7: Relevant Objectives and Policies of PDP Tangata Whenua Chapter 5:

Reference Detail
Objective Consultation with tangata whenua occurs through the implementation
5.3.1 of the Queenstown Lakes District Plan policies.

Policy 5.3.1.1 | Ensure that Ngai Tahu Papatipu Runanga are engaged in resource
management decision-making and implementation on matters that affect
Ngai Tahu values, rights and interests, in accordance with the principles of
the Treaty of Waitangi.

Policy 5.3.1.3 | When making resource management decisions, ensure that functions and
powers are exercised in a manner that takes into account Iwi management
plans.

The proposal gives effect to the Tangata Whenua Chapter 5 objectives and policies as it takes
into account the relevant iwi management plans, and statutory consultation with iwi has occurred

and no changes were requested.

Table 8: Relevant Policies of PDP Landscapes and Rural Character Chapter 6:

49 Provision 4.1 (Purpose), paragraph 2.

32



7.41.

7.42.

7.43.

Reference

Detail

Policy 6.3.4

Avoid urban development and subdivision to urban densities in the rural
zones. (3.2.2.1,3.2.5.1, 3.2.5.2, 3.3.13-15, 3.3.23, 3.3.30, 3.3.32).

Policy 6.3.10

Ensure that subdivision and development in the Outstanding Natural
Landscapes and Rural Character Landscapes adjacent to Outstanding
Natural Features does not have more than minor adverse effects on the
landscape quality, character and visual amenity of the relevant Outstanding
Natural Feature(s). (3.2.5.1, 3.3.30).

Policy 6.3.12

Recognise that subdivision and development is inappropriate in almost all
locations in Outstanding Natural Landscapes and on Outstanding Natural
Features, meaning successful applications will be exceptional cases where
the landscape or feature can absorb the change and where the buildings
and structures and associated roading and boundary changes will be
reasonably difficult to see from beyond the boundary of the site the subject
of application. (3.2.1.1, 3.2.5.1, 3.3.21, 3.3.30).

Policy 6.3.16

Maintain the open landscape character of Outstanding Natural Features
and Outstanding Natural Landscapes where it is open at present. (3.2.1.7,
3.2.1.8,3.24.1,3.2.5.1, 3.3.20-21, 3.3.30).

Policy 6.3.19

Recognise that subdivision and development is unsuitable in many
locations in Rural Character Landscapes and successful applications will
need to be, on balance, consistent with the objectives and policies of the
Plan. (3.2.1.1, 3.2.1.7, 3.2.5.2, 3.3.20- 24, 3.3.32).

Policy 6.3.22

Have particular regard to the potential adverse effects on landscape
character and visual amenity values where further subdivision and
development would constitute sprawl along roads. (3.2.1.1, 3.2.1.7, 3.2.5.2,
3.3.21, 3.3.24-25, 3.3.32).

Policy 6.3.28

In the upper Clutha Basin, have regard to the adverse effects from
subdivision and development on the open landscape character where it is
open at present. (3.2.1.1, 3.2.1.8, 3.2.5.2, 3.3.20-21, 3.3.24-26, 3.3.32).

From an implementation perspective the landscape categories and policies in Chapter 6 on the
ONL and RCL only apply to land zoned Rural. However, landscapes values can still be

outstanding under section 6 of the Act without a mapping annotation and the Townships land

falls within section 6 as identified in Section 7.2 above.

The proposal includes objectives, policies and methods to manage landscape values

independently of Chapter 6.

Other Council Documents Considered

The following Council documents and projects have informed this Section 32 evaluation.

(a) Townships Monitoring Reports 2011
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7.44.

8.1.

8.2.

8.3.

8.4.

(b) Townships Monitoring Reports 2018

(c) My Place 2019 consultation summary reports for the Townships and Housing topics
(d) Long Term Plan — Volume A
(e) Long Term Plan — Volume B

(f) Population Projections (December 2018

)50

(g) Housing Development Capacity Assessment 2017

(h) Wanaka Network Operating Framework Report (August 2018)

(i) Learning to Live with Flooding: A Flood Risk Management Strategy for the communities of
Lakes Wakatipu and Wanaka, October 2006

(i) Small Community Plans

Other documents:
(a) CPTED

(b) Proposed Residential Design Guide 2019°"

EVALUATION INTRODUCTION

The following resource management issues have been synthesised from the issues outlined in
the ODP Townships Zone. Whilst the ODP Township Zone applies to seven Townships, which
each are unique and have their own individual sense of place and community, there are issues

that broadly apply to each Township, and issues that are applicable to certain Townships.

The following key issues have been identified as the central themes associated with the proposal.
Issue: Residential character and amenity

The Townships provide predominantly for low density residential development with high levels of
residential amenity. Maintenance of the low density nature can be achieved by the use of
minimum lot sizes, maximum permitted coverage of buildings on sites, limits on the height and

bulk of buildings, as well as setbacks from boundaries.

The landscape surrounding Townships is an important part of their amenity and character, as is

the size of each Township.

50

https://www.gldc.govt.nz/our-community/population-projections/

51 The proposed Residential Design Guide 2019 also forms part of the Stage 3 notification bundle.
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https://www.orc.govt.nz/media/2970/queenstown-lakes-flood-management-strategy-with-appendix-c-maps.pdf
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https://www.qldc.govt.nz/our-community/population-projections/

Issue: Economic diversification to support the local economy

8.5. Many of the Townships are located considerable distances from the District’'s main urban centres,
and provision for commercial activities within each Township assists with supporting the local
economy, reducing the need to travel significant distances for employment and to provide access
to local conveniences. As Townships provide predominantly for residential activities,
consideration should be given to the scale and effects of non-residential activities to ensure that

residential amenity is maintained.

Issue: Servicing

8.6. The provision of reticulated infrastructure and planned upgrades for each Township is briefly

summarised in the below table.

Table 9: Summary of Council Reticulated Infrastructure and Planned Upgrades to

Townships Infrastructure

Makarora No network infrastructure. No planned upgrades.
Hawea Serviced by Council reticulated infrastructure, with limited spare
capacity.

Planned upgrades in the LTP (short term 2018 — 202152)

wastewater connection to Project Pure.

Albert Town Fully serviced by Council reticulated infrastructure.
Luggate Currently partially serviced with Council reticulated
infrastructure.

Planned upgrades in LTP (short term 2018 — 2023%3): new

wastewater pump station and pipeline to connect to Project

Pure, and reticulation extension.

Planned upgrades in LTP (short term 2018 — 2020%%): water

treatment upgrade (comprising upgraded water supply, intake,

treatment and storage service).

52 https://www.qldc.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/Council-Documents/Ten-Year-Plans/2018-28/QLDC-10-Year-Plan-2018-2028-
Volume-1-28Jun18-ADOPTED.pdf Ten Year Plan 2018 — 2028 He Mahere Kahurutaka 2018 — 2028, p82.
Ibid, p82.

54 |bid, p71.

53
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Glenorchy Partial. Supplied by QLDC water supply, but not wastewater or

stormwater.

Long term infrastructure strategy to implement a new
wastewater treatment plant and reticulated network, however

this is beyond the time horizon of the current LTPS,

Kinloch No network infrastructure. No planned upgrades.

Kingston New housing area (Kingston Village Special Zone) to be

serviced by reticulated infrastructure, funded through the

Government's Housing Infrastructure Fund (HIF)%6.

Existing properties in the Kingston Township will gradually be
connected to new reticulated networks and the trunk

infrastructure being installed under the HIF work (set out in the

LTP to occur in the medium term (between 2021 and 2024°7).

8.7. As per the above table, Makarora, Glenorchy and Kinloch are constrained by limited or no
reticulated infrastructure. Kingston, Luggate and Hawea have planned upgrades that will provide
additional capacity and provide the opportunity for existing properties to connect over time. In the
case of Kingston, the Kingston Village Special Zone provides significant plan-enabled capacity
(900 residential units) that is currently in the early stages of development58. Albert Town is fully
serviced by the network infrastructure for Wanaka.

8.8. These servicing constraints and opportunities are a key factor in recommending the planning
framework for each township.

Issue: Natural Hazards

8.9. The Townships are subject to known natural hazard risk, with the most significant hazard
affecting the land within the operative zone extent being flood hazard risk. The ODP Townships
Zone provisions contain rules that require new buildings exceeding 20m? to be raised above the
flood hazard level which is identified in the ODP provisions and on Planning Maps.

55 bid, p19,

56 |bid, pp63 & 70

57 \bid, pp70 & 82.
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8.10.

8.11.

8.12.

8.13.

9.1.

Issue: Rural living opportunities (Makarora, Luggate, Glenorchy, Kinloch and Kingston

only)

The Townships that this issue is relevant to are located outside UGBs, amidst the Rural Zone.
Whilst development is provided for at an urban density within the zone, these Townships provide
the opportunity for people to live amidst a rural setting with high landscape values. Townships
add diversity to the living options provided for in the District, and they also serve as a gateway to

the National Parks, and can provide unique visitor experiences.

Issue: Residential intensification within UGBs (Hawea and Albert Town only)

Hawea and Albert Town are both located within UGBs and have experienced significant growth
in the life of the ODP. The PDP includes strategic objectives and policies that apply specifically
to land within UGBs, including policy that encourages residential intensification. Hawea and
Albert Town have a more urban character compared to the balance of the Townships. Albert
Town is part of the Wanaka urban area, and Hawea is transitioning towards developing into a

small town.

Approach to reviewing the ODP Township Zone

Through this review, whilst evaluating the issues for each Township it became apparent that the
two largest Townships, being Hawea and Albert Town, have some similar characteristics that set
them apart from the smaller Townships. Most notably they are both located within UGBs and as
a result the strategic policy that relates to land within UGBs applies, including policy that
encourages intensification of existing urban areas within UGBs.

As a consequence, the Townships have been separated out into two groups, being those located
within UGBs, and those located outside UGBs. They are addressed in turn below.
EVALUATION GROUP 1: TOWNSHIPS LOCATED WITHIN UGBS

Hawea

Hawea is located adjoining the southern edge of Lake Hawea, approximately 11km from the

Albert Town Bridge, and 17km from Wanaka Town Centre. Hawea has a UGB, applied in Stage

1 of the Plan review, which is subject to live environment court appeals.
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9.2. The most recent population figures produced by QLDC®® state that Hawea has a current
population of 2,880 residents and 1,630 houses. These figures are projected to grow to 4,150
residents and 2,280 houses by 2028, and 4,700 residents and 2,630 houses by 2038. These

figures include the wider Hawea area, including Hawea Flat.

9.3. In Stage 1 of the Plan review the Hawea Community Association submission®® requested that
the UGB be applied around the urban area of Hawea. This submission was subsequently

supported in Independent Hearing Panel (IHP) Decision Reports 0361 (Chapters 3, 4 & 6) and
16.2%2 (Upper Clutha Planning Maps — Urban Wanaka and Lake Hawea). Part 1683 of the latter

report considered submissions seeking mapping changes relating to Hawea.

9.4. The IHP at para 16.1 of its report, recommended application of a UGB around Hawea, as shown
on Decisions version of Planning Map 1754 and applying the Large Lot Residential Area ‘A’ Zone
to land east of Grandview Road that was previously zoned Rural Residential (thereby doubling
the density from 4000m? to 2000m? minimum lot size), and zoning the Willlowridge Developments
Ltd land located to the west of Grandview Road, to Lower Density Suburban Residential Zone.

The layout of these zones is shown on Decisions Version of Planning Map 17.

9.5. At section 16.13 of Report 16.2, the IHP provided the following observations when considering
the HCA submission seeking the UGB (summarised):

a) Hawea’s character is influenced by its small-scale and contained extent;

b) Hawea is an urban village surrounded by an immense, open space;

c) The hard transition from rural to urban contributes significantly to its character and amenity
values, these would be weakened if there wasn’t a hard edge;

d) Any strategic decisions such as providing for urban density development to ‘jump’ the town
edge of Cemetery Road should be taken with care and only in a well-planned coordinated
fashion and the UGB would provide this protection, which would be able to be shifted as
necessary through a future plan change premised on the settlement’s resource

management need and opportunities at that time; and

59 Queenstown Lake District Population Projections (December 2018): https://www.qgldc.govt.nz/our-community/population-
projections/
60 Submission 771. At paragraph 557 of IHP Decision Report 03 (Chapters 3, 4, & 6), the IHP also noted the submission of A

Brown (289) which also sought the introduction of an urban town boundary at Hawea in order to avoid housing spreading
sporadically across farmland adjoining the Township.

61 https://www.qgldc.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/Planning/District-Plan/PDP-Stage-1-Decisions/Reports/Report-03-Stream-1B-
Chapter-3-4-6.pdf
62

https://www.qldc.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/Planning/District-Plan/PDP-Stage-1-Decisions/Reports/Report-16.2-Stream-12-
Upper-Clutha-Mapping-Urban-Wanaka-and-Lake-Hawea.pdf

63 Ibid, commencing at page 69.

64 https://www.qgldc.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/Planning/District-Plan/PDP-Stage-1-Decisions/Reports/Report-11-Stream-8-

Chapters-12-13-14-15-16-17.pdf
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9.6.

9.7.

9.8.

9.9.

9.10.

e) The UGB would reinforce the zone pattern, as well as send a clear message to the

community that Hawea was a contained and purposefully planned community.

There were two appeals made to the Environment Court that are relevant to Hawea and the UGB.
These are:
a) Clarke Fortune McDonald limited (CFMA), with Universal Developments Limited and the

Hawea Community Association Incorporated (HCA) joining as an interested party. The
CFMA appeal65 seeks that the Hawea UGB is deleted or moved to the south.
b) The other appeal is from Streat Developments Limited®® who seek that the land zoned Rural

Residential located on the southern side of Cemetery Road is zoned to an urban zone.

During Environment Commissioner-assisted mediation, the Council did not accept the relief to
remove or amend the Hawea UGB, or rezone the Rural Residential zoned site, and parties

agreed to place proceedings on hold until after the notification of Stage 3 of the Plan review.
A letter outlining the HCA's position regarding the UGB has been made publicly-available and is
attached as Appendix 3. The HCA seeks that the UGB remains in its current location and that

intensification within the UGB is provided for.

Universal Developments Hawea Special Housing Area Proposal

In May 2018 the Council received an expression of interest from Universal Developments Hawea
Ltd for a Special Housing Area (SHA) on land adjacent to the southern edge of the urban area of

the Hawea Township (on the south side of Cemetery Road), immediately outside of the UGB®’.

As summarised on the Council's website®®, SHAs provide a process to fast-track housing
development via the consenting powers provided by the Housing Accords and Special Housing
Areas Act 2013 (HASHAA). The fast-track process is a tool that aims to assist with boosting the
District’s housing supply and improving housing affordability. The Lead Policy (most recently
reviewed in June 201869) outlines the Council’s objectives in recommending expressions of
interest for SHAs to the Minister for Building and Housing (the Minister). The Lead Policy also

sets out the matters to be considered when assessing resource consents for development

65 ENV-2018-CHC-065

66
67

ENV-2018-CHC-086

https://www.qldc.govt.nz/your-council/your-views/expression-of-interest/

68

https://www.gldc.govt.nz/planning/special-housing-areas/

69

https://www.gldc.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/Planning/SHA/LEAD-POLICY-as-updated-for-28-June-2018-Hawea-SHA-Full-

Council-meeting.pdf
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9.11.

9.12.

9.13.

9.14.

9.15.

proposals subsequently approved by the Minister. The amended lead policy70 includes the
Hawea SHA land (being that part of Lot 2 DP 343855 contained within the Universal
Developments Hawea Ltd EOI).

Although any subsequent application for resource consent must not be publicly notified (pursuant
to the consenting process set down by the HASHAA), informal public consultation on the Hawea
SHA proposal occurred in June 2018. The feedback received from consultees was summarised

in a report to Council considered at a Council meeting on 28 June 2018.

The Hawea SHA proposal was subsequently recommended to the Minister via Council resolution,
and the Minister approved the SHA on 24 June 201977, thereby enabling the SHA proposal to

proceed to the fast-track consenting process set down by the HASHAA. As set out in section 7
of the Lead Policy, resource consent for a qualifying development in a special housing area must

be received by Council on 16 September 2019 at the latest.

If approved in its current form, and as described in the EOl Executive Summary’?, the SHA

development would comprise 32ha of currently undeveloped land, subdivided into approximately

400 residential lots. Atleast 10% of the residential lots would be gifted to the Queenstown Lakes
Housing Trust. A Master Plan appended to the EOI"3 depicts areas for public reserves and a

community/commercial area, as well as the proposed roading links to the existing Hawea urban

area (east/west via Cemetery Road and north/south via Capell Ave and Grandview Road).

At the time of writing no application for subdivision and development has been granted and no

application has been received.

Housing Development Capacity — Hawea Township

As previously mentioned, Hawea (as well as Albert Town and Luggate) forms part of the ‘urban

environment’ for the purposes of implementing the NPS-UDC. The Housing Development
Capacity Assessment 201774, has been updated by Mr Fairgray’s evidence for the Stage 1

appeals.

70
71

At p7: Attachment A, under Category 2: May be suitable for the establishment of special housing areas

http://www.legislation.govt.nz/regulation/public/2019/0140/latest/whole.html

72

https://www.qldc.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/Planning/SHA/Hawea-Universal-Developments/Hawea-SHA-Expression-of-

Interest-Final.pdf page 2

73 |bid, Appendix C

74

Housing Development Capacity Assessment 2017, Queenstown Lakes District, 27 March 2018 — draft final, page 325:

https://www.qgldc.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/Council-Documents/Committees/Planning-and-Strategy-Committee/10-May-

2018/Item-1-Attachment-B-Housing-Capacity-Assessment-2017-FINAL-1.5.2018.pdf
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9.16.

9.17.

9.18.

9.19.

9.20.

As outlined in Mr Fairgray’s evidence®, in total the HDCA established the following key findings:

e  The District has a long-term urban growth demand of an additional 7,500 (low) to 15,200
(high) dwellings by 2046.

e The estimated feasibility capacity for 27,500 dwellings (excluding redevelopment) and
37,300 dwellings (including redevelopment) is far above this projected demand.

e A substantial amount of this capacity is located in greenfield areas.

Mr Fairgray discusses the impact of the Decisions version of the PDP and other changes on the
outcomes of the HDCA in terms of plan-enabled capacity. Of direct relevance to this proposal is
that the amended provisions in the Decisions version resulted in an additional plan-enabled
capacity of 354 dwellings within Hawea, in addition to the capacity enabled in the Stage 1 Notified
version of the provisions. This additional plan-enabled capacity is a result of the up-zoning of
land within the Hawea UGB from Rural Residential Zone to Lower Density Suburban Residential

Zone and Large Lot Residential ‘A’ Zone.

Overall, Mr Fairgray summarises the following conclusions at paragraphs 3.4 and 3.5 of his EIC:

“The key findings of the HDCA, and the updated findings for the PDP Decisions version, show
that QLD has sufficient feasible capacity in the urban environment for expected dwelling
growth within the District until at least 2046.

The outcomes of my assessment of rural demand and capacity also indicates that QLD has
sufficient feasible capacity in the rural environment for expected dwelling growth within the
District until at least 2046.7

It is also noteworthy that, if consented, the SHA would provide considerable additional residential
capacity for Hawea. In terms of plan-enabled capacity, Mr Fairgray’s evidence does not consider
the additional capacity which may be provided by the SHA when confirming that there is sufficient

plan-enabled capacity to meet forecast demand with the District’s urban and rural areas.

Strateqgic implications of UGBs

The PDP contains specific strategic policy regarding UGBs, notably the following:

Strategic Urban growth is managed in a strategic and integrated
Objective ~ manner. (addresses Issue 2)

3.2.2

Policy Urban development occurs in a logical manner so as to:
3.2.2.1
a. promote a compact, well-designed and integrated urban
form;

75

Ibid, paragraphs 8.5 — 8.7.

76 Ibid, paragraph 3.4.
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Strategic
Objective
3.2.3

Strategic
Policy
3.3.14

Objective
4.2.1

Policy
4.2.1.1

Policy
4.2.1.2

Policy
4.2.1.4

b. build on historical urban settlement patterns;

c. achieve a built environment that provides desirable,
healthy and safe places to live, work and play;

d. minimise the natural hazard risk, taking into account the
predicted effects of climate change;

e. protect the District’s rural landscapes from sporadic and
sprawling development;

f. ensure a mix of housing opportunities including access
to housing that is more affordable for residents to live in;

g. contain a high quality network of open spaces and
community facilities; and

h. be integrated with existing, and planned future,
infrastructure. (also elaborates on S.0. 3.2.3, 3.2.5 and
3.2.6 following)

A quality built environment taking into account the
character of individual communities. (addresses Issues 3
and 5)

Apply provisions that enable development within UGBs
and avoid urban development outside of the UGBs.
(relevant to S.0. 3.2.1.8, 3.2.2.1, 3.2.3.1, 3.2.5.1 and
3.2.5.2)

Urban Growth Boundaries used as a tool to manage the
growth of larger urban areas within distinct and defendable
urban edges. (from Policies 3.3.12 and 3.3.13)

Define Urban Growth Boundaries to identify the areas that
are available for the growth of the main urban settlements.

Focus urban development on land within and at selected
locations adjacent to the existing larger urban settlements
and to a lesser extent, accommodate urban development
within smaller rural settlements.

Ensure Urban Growth Boundaries encompass a sufficient
area consistent with:

a. the anticipated demand for urban development within
the Wakatipu and Upper Clutha Basins over the
planning period assuming a mix of housing densities
and form;

b. ensuring the ongoing availability of a competitive land
supply for urban purposes;

c. the constraints on development of the land such as its
topography, its ecological, heritage, cultural or
landscape significance; or the risk of natural hazards
limiting the ability of the land to accommodate growth;
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Policy
4.2.1.6

Objective
4.2.2A

Policy
4.2.2.2

Policy
4.2.2.11

4.2.2.22

(Upper
Clutha

d. the need to make provision for the location and efficient
operation of infrastructure, commercial and industrial
uses, and a range of community activities and facilities;

e. a compact and efficient urban form;
f. avoiding sporadic urban development in rural areas;

g. minimising the loss of the productive potential and soil
resource of rural land.

Review and amend Urban Growth Boundaries over time, as
required to address changing community needs.

A compact and integrated urban form within the Urban
Growth Boundaries that is coordinated with the efficient
provision and operation of infrastructure and services.

Allocate land within Urban Growth Boundaries into zones
which are reflective of the appropriate land use having
regard to:

a. its topography;

b. its ecological, heritage, cultural or landscape
significance if any;

c. any risk of natural hazards, taking into account the
effects of climate change;

d. connectivity and integration with existing urban
development;

e. convenient linkages with public transport;

f. the need to provide a mix of housing densities and
forms within a compact and integrated urban
environment;

g. the need to make provision for the location and efficient
operation of regionally significant infrastructure;

h. the need to provide open spaces and community
facilities that are located and designed to be safe,
desirable and accessible;

i. the function and role of the town centres and other
commercial and industrial areas as provided for in
Chapter 3 Strategic Objectives 3.2.1.2 - 3.2.1.5 and
associated policies; and

j- the need to locate emergency services at strategic
locations.

Ensure that the location of building platforms in areas of low
density development within Urban Growth Boundaries and
the capacity of infrastructure servicing such development
does not unnecessarily compromise opportunities for future
urban development.

Define the Urban Growth Boundaries for Wanaka and
Lake Hawea Township, as shown on the District Plan
Maps that:
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9.21.

9.22.

9.23.

Basin are based on existing urbanised areas;

specific identify sufficient areas of urban development and the

policies) potential intensification of existing urban areas to
provide for predicted visitor and resident population
increases in the Upper Clutha Basin over the planning
period;

oo

c. have community support as expressed through
strategic community planning processes;

d. utilise the Clutha and Cardrona Rivers and the lower
slopes of Mt. Alpha as natural boundaries to the growth
of Wanaka; and

e. avoid sprawling and sporadic urban development
across the rural areas of the Upper Clutha Basin.

4.2.2.23 Rural land outside of the Urban Growth Boundaries is not
used for urban development until further investigations
indicate that more land is needed to meet demand for urban
development in the Upper Clutha Basin and a change to the
Plan amends the Urban Growth Boundary and zones
additional land for urban development purposes.

In addition to the above, the following PDP policy in also relevant:

6.3.4 Avoid urban development and subdivision to urban densities in the rural

Zones.

In event that the Hawea SHA is granted resource consent under the HASHAA it would result in
a significant development located outside the Hawea UGB. At the time of writing, no consent has
been lodged with or approved by Council and as such the SHA development does not form part
of the existing environment. To up-zone the SHA land (currently zoned PDP Rural Zone) to an
urban zone (and shift the location of the UGB to include the extended urban land) would be
presumptive, and would result in uncertainty regarding the SHA process because an urban zone
would result in the ability for urban development to occur without the affordability measures that
are a key consideration for the SHA process. To extend the UGB around the SHA and not amend
the zone would result in a substantial area of Rural-zoned land within the UGB, which would be
at odds with the purpose of the UGB, which is to provide a clear distinction between urban and

rural land.

Hawea UGB Landscape Considerations

Bridget Gilbert of Bridget Gilbert Landscape Architecture Limited has provided landscape
analysis (Appendix 2) with respect to the location of the UGB at Hawea. Notably, Ms Gilbert's

assessment states the following””:

” Hawea Urban Growth Boundary — Landscape Report, July 2019, Bridget Gilbert Landscape Architecture; paragraph 4.2.
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9.24.

9.25.

9.26.

“Typically, defensible urban growth boundaries favour strong natural boundaries that are
clearly legible and serve to limit ‘development creep’. Such boundaries typically comprise
ridgelines, escarpments, river corridors, large wetland features, substantial areas of mature
bush and the like.

In some instances, strong natural boundaries are not available to delineate urban areas and
other devices such as natural hazard constraints and landuse based patterning must be relied

on.

Whilst the former are not especially legible, they tend to be relatively defensible due to the

significant practical limitations they place on development.

UGBs based on landuse patterns tend to rank the lowest in terms of defensibility, although
there is some variance evident. For example, a motorway corridor can form a legible and

defensible urban edge while a local road tends to be a weak boundary.[...]”

Ms Gilbert is of the view that the southern edge of the Hawea UGB is problematic because of the
relatively small scale of Cemetery Road, which is a Collector Road’®, along with the absence of

a landscape buffer along the north side of Cemetery Road. In Ms Gilbert’s view, any development

located on the southern side of Cemetery Road (outside the UGB) would further erode the

strength of the UGB, from a landscape perspective’®.

Ms Gilbert's comments have been considered, however it is considered that the absence of
landscape features at the Cemetery Road boundary that might otherwise influence the expansion
of the Hawea urban area to the south, means that having a UGB becomes all the more important.
UGBs are a tool to manage growth, encourage a compact urban form, to provide a high degree
of certainty regarding where and when growth may occur, and to ensure that any expansion into
rural areas is undertaken in a planned manner, rather than occurring through ad-hoc

development or through urban sprawl.
Albert Town

Albert Town is located within the north-eastern edge of the Wanaka UGB, and has experienced

significant growth during the life of the ODP; in particular, through development of Riverside

280

Stage 6 (which was incorporated into the ODP Townships Zone via Plan Change 1 which

78

Chapter 29: Transport; 29.13 Schedule 29.1 — Road Classification. Collector Road indicates that the road has a key network

function, compared to a Local Road.

79

Ibid, paragraph 3.11.

80 https://www.qldc.govt.nz/planning/district-plan/district-plan-changes/plan-change-12-riverside-stage-6/
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9.27.

9.28.

9.29.

9.30.

became operative in 2008). Riverside includes a range of residential densities, including a small
number of 400m? lots.

The older parts of Albert Town have retained the relatively large site sizes provided for by the
ODP Township Zone, particularly in ‘Old Albert Town’ which is located on the eastern side of the

State Highway and adjoins the Clutha River.

Two flood hazard areas affect Albert Town, as shown in the natural hazard database. The ‘Dam-
burst hazard’ relates to flooding of the Hawea River in the event that the Hawea earth dam fails
or is over-topped. The rainfall hazard relates to flooding caused by the Clutha/Mata-au River.
Mapping of the hazards shown in the QLDC hazards database is informed by the Queenstown
Lakes District Floodplain Report, Otago Regional Council, 1999, which in turn has informed the
joint QLDC/ORC flooding strategy Learning to Live with Flooding: A Flood Risk Management
Strategy for the communities of Lakes Wakatipu and Wanaka (2006)’. The Strategy provides a
comprehensive overview of the flood hazard present in the District, and includes methods to
manage and mitigate flood risk to acceptable levels, rather than advocating a strict avoidance
approach. The strategy promotes a suite of both regulatory and non-regulatory methods to

address the flood hazard.
Hawea and Albert Town - Residential Density

Hawea and Albert Town are located within UGBs, and PDP strategic policy provides for the

potential intensification of existing urban areas urban within UGBs, and the avoidance of

sprawling and sporadic urban development across the rural areas of the Upper Clutha Basin8!.

Table 10 below outlines a brief summary of the PDP residential zones in terms of each zone’s
key purpose and objectives, and the respective minimum net site areas provided for. The
minimum net site areas and density of residential units are key factors that distinguish the zones
from one another. The table serves to illustrate the range of residential densities enabled by the
PDP in these key residential zones. The ODP Township Zone is included for comparison’s sake

only, as it does not form part of the PDP.

Table 10: Key PDP Residential Zones - Summary of Minimum Lot Size and Residential
Unit Density

Zone®? Minimum net site area Zone purpose (summarised)

and density
Chapter 11 | LLR ‘A’ zone: 2,000m? e Low density living opportunities within UGBs
- Large Lot | LLR ‘B’ zone: 4000m?® | ¢  |n many locations the zone provides a visual
Residential transition from urban to rural densities, also

81 Urban Development Policy 4.2.2.22.

82

Decisions version of PDP zones, unless stated otherwise.

83 Rule 11.5.9
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Zone®? Minimum net site area Zone purpose (summarised)
and density
Zone 1 residential unit per site provides some visual relief when adjoining
(LLR) (this includes a dwelling landscape features (eg Mt Iron ONF in Albert
and residential flat as Town)
defined in Chapter 2 e Provides for detached residential unit,
Definitions). landscaping and open space within the site
¢ Residential flat enabled in conjunction with a
dwelling
ODP 800m?, with the following | ¢ Maintain low density residential character
Chapter 9 | exceptions: interspersed with a number of non-residential
- e Makarora: 10000m? 8 activities®’.
Townships | e Riverside Stage 6, e Residential flats are a non-complying activity®®.
Zone subzone ‘A’: 400m? 85;
¢ Riverside Stage 6,
Subzone ‘B’: one
residential unit per
allotment (this
subdivision has been
completed and
resultant allotment
sizes range between
800m? and 400m? 86,
Chapter 7 | Permitted density of one e Predominant residential zone in the District
- Low residential unit per 450m? | o Provides for both traditional and modern
Density 8, and per 300m? net suburban densities and housing forms
Suburban | area as a restricted e Houses will typically be 1 or 2 storey, detached
Residential | discretionary activity®°. dwellings
Zone o Residential flat enabled in conjunction with a
(LDSRZ) 1 residential unit per site dwelling
(this includes a dwelling e The range of net household densities enabled
and residential flat as (including residential flats) could be as high as 1
defined in Chapter 2 per 150m? or as low as one unit per 1,000m? (or
Definitions). lower), thereby providing flexibility for diverse
o ) housing stock
Minimum lot area 450 m*, | /A provided for in mapped VA subzones
or 600 m? if located within
the Queenstown Airport
Air Noise Boundary and
Outer Control
Boundary®!, and flexibility
for lot areas to be smaller
than 450m? in cases
where the residential
units are not
established®?.

84 ODP rule 9.2.5.1i(a)
85 ODP rule 9.2.5.1i(b)
86 ODP rule 9.2.5.1i
87
88 ODP rule 9.2.3.4vi
89 Rule 7.4.3

0 Rule 7.4.7

91 Rule 27.6

92 Rule 27.7.14.1.

ODP provision 9.2.1.
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Zone?®?

Minimum net site area
and density

Zone purpose (summarised)

Chapter 8 | Prescribed minimum lot ¢ In conjunction with the LDSRZ and HDR, the
- Medium | area 250m? %3, zone plays a key role in minimising urban
Density sprawl and increasing housing supply
Residential | Maximum of three ¢ Predominantly provides for terrace housing,
Zone residential units per site semi-detached housing and detached
(MDR) as a permitted activity, townhouses

with the exception of the e Provides for greater diversity of housing

MDR in Arrowtown, which options for smaller households.

is limited to one e Buildings generally anticipated to be 2-

residential unit per site as storey

a permitted activity®*. e Development required to achieve a high

) ) ) standard of urban design.

Restricted Discretionary e VA provided for in mapped VA subzones

activity consent required

to exceed these limits.
(PDP) Up to 3 residential units o Provides for efficient use of land in close
Chapter 9 | per site®, subject to proximity to town centres by consolidating
- High standards. growth
Density e Enables taller buildings compared to the
Residential | Four or more units per other residential zones
Zone site provided for as a e Relatively flexible framework for VA and
(HDR) restricted discretionary commercial activities, compared to the

activity.

Prescribed minimum lot
area 450m? 97,

LDSRZ and MDR

9.31. The above table illustrates that the PDP provides for a range of densities within its current offering

9.32.

of the key residential zones. In my view this is an important factor when considering the broad

options for Hawea and Albert Town.

Hawea and Albert Town - Broad Options Considered

It is appropriate that consideration is given to a number of broad options for the review of the

ODP Township Zone at Hawea and Albert Town, including the option of retaining the current

location of the UGBs and providing opportunities to intensify residential development within the

existing urban areas.

9.33. The broad options are identified and considered in the table below.

93 Rule 8.5.5; Rule 27.6.

94

Rule 8.4.6

95 Activity Rule 9.4.3.
96 Activity Rule 9.4.5.
97 Rule 27.6.
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Table 11: Group 1 - Townships located within UGBs - Broad Options Considered

Option 1: Apply the Settlement
Zone and retain the ODP
Township 800m? minimum net site
area density; retain the UGB in its
current location.

Option 2: Apply the Settlement
Zone with a specific density for
Hawea and/or Albert Town that is
higher than 800m? retain the
UGB in its current location.

Option 3: Apply the Lower

Density Residential

Zone fto

Hawea and Albert Town; retain
the UGB in its current location.

(Recommended option)

Option 4: Apply the
Settlement Zone and retain
the ODP Township 800m?
minimum net site area
density; extend the UGB
and the Settlement Zone.

Costs

¢ Would not achieve the PDP
strategic  policy seeking
intensification within UGBs.

e Would not enable the
opportunity  for  greater
diversity in housing, including
the opportunity for residential
units on smaller sites as an
affordable option (both in
terms of land value and
decreased maintenance
costs for smaller lots).

e Owners of large lots that
would otherwise be able to
subdivide under the up-
zoning options would not
receive the financial benefits.

e May create uncertainty
regarding the efficacy of
applying the UGB and result
in inconsistencies in the
application of PDP strategic

policy.

e Would not enable the
increased  capacity that
would otherwise be enabled
by other options.

e Settlement Zone provides
for a density of 800m? per
residential unit, which is
sufficient land area to
enable on-site servicing
where required. To provide
for a smaller net site area
would require significant
carve-out provisions that
are location-specific to
Hawea and Albert Town,
and would likely require the
provisions pertaining to the
bulk and location of
buildings to be tailored to
the revised minimum net
site area. These carve-outs

would add  significant
complexity to the
Settlement Zone
provisions, and would

require a bespoke policy
framework for Hawea and
Albert Town that would not
be consistent with that for
the balance of the zone. As
the balance of the zone is
not located within UGBs,

There may be a perception
that applying the LDSRZ
(instead of the ODP
Township zone or the
proposed Settlement Zone)
would result in a loss of
identity for Hawea and Albert
Town because they would no
longer be ‘Townships’. This is
particularly  pertinent  for
Hawea, which is physically
distinct from any other urban
area. However, irrespective
of the name of District Plan
zone that applies, Hawea will
continue to be ‘Hawea’ due to
the strong community values,
and by virtue of its location
adjoining Lake Hawea. Albert
Town, however in my view
already ‘reads’ as part of the
Wanaka urban area, in terms
of its location and strong
connectivity to Wanaka. In
the past it has been a
physically separate urban
area, but its physical isolation
has diminished over time, as

e The 800m? minimum net
site area is inefficient
compared to the option
of up-zoning to a lower
minimum site size.

o Would not provide for or
encourage
diversification of
housing choices.

o Redevelopment of older
housing stock could only
be developed to the
current density -
opportunity  for  site
redevelopment resulting
higher density housing
would be missed.

e Would not achieve the
PDP Strategic policies
regarding intensification
within UGBs.

o Extension of the UGB
would not be consistent
with the Hawea
Community Plan (2003).

e Extension of the UGB at
Albert Town may result
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Option 1: Apply the Settlement
Zone and retain the ODP
Township 800m? minimum net site
area density; retain the UGB in its
current location.

Option 2: Apply the Settlement
Zone with a specific density for
Hawea and/or Albert Town that is
higher than 800m? retain the
UGB in its current location.

Option 3: Apply the Lower
Density Residential Zone to
Hawea and Albert Town; retain
the UGB in its current location.

(Recommended option)

Option 4: Apply the
Settlement Zone and retain
the ODP Township 800m?
minimum net site area
density; extend the UGB
and the Settlement Zone.

e Renewal of older existing
development would occur at
the existing density
(replacing ‘like with like’), this
scenario would not provide
flexibility =~ for  additional
residential capacity to be
provided incrementally as the
older housing stock s
renewed.

the PDP Strategic policy for
land within UGBs would not
apply to the other
Townships, therefore
creating a disconnect within
the Settlement Zone
provisions under  this
option.

e As Albert Town is fully
serviced with reticulated
infrastructure (and
significant upgrades for
Hawea are planned for
wastewater), the large site
areas required historically
are no longer a necessity.

e Significant additional work
would be required to
determine an appropriate
density and bulk and
location settings, which
otherwise would not need to
be undertaken under the
LDSRZ option.

Wanaka has grown. | note
that Wanaka does not have a
unique residential  zone
applied to it, and the LDSRZ
is the predominant residential
zone applied throughout the
urban environment in the
District. Having one low
density zone, rather than a
number of bespoke zones
that are location-specific, is
the more efficient option.

o Infill development

opportunities may be
constrained due to existing
land covenants restricting
further intensification. In
newer subdivisions in
particular, site layout may not
facilitate infill.

e Infil development would

occur incrementally, and
would not necessarily
provide significant additional
capacity in the short term (I
note, however that Hawea,
does have green-field sites
within the urban area, which
could be more efficiently
developed under this option).

in green-field
development within the
Clutha  River flood
hazard area, however
the flood hazard may be
able to be mitigated by
raising sites.

e Would not provide

intensification
opportunities within
walking distance of the
Local Shopping Centre
Zones and the Hawea
Community Centre and
library.

e Would promote less

efficient use of the land
resource compared with
the up-zoning options.
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Option 1: Apply the Settlement
Zone and retain the ODP
Township 800m? minimum net site
area density; retain the UGB in its
current location.

Option 2: Apply the Settlement
Zone with a specific density for
Hawea and/or Albert Town that is
higher than 800m? retain the
UGB in its current location.

Option 3: Apply the Lower
Density Residential Zone to
Hawea and Albert Town; retain
the UGB in its current location.

(Recommended option)

Option 4: Apply the
Settlement Zone and retain
the ODP Township 800m?
minimum net site area
density; extend the UGB
and the Settlement Zone.

Infill development can place
pressure on the existing
roading network.

Benefits

e This options comprises a
continuation of the status quo
approach, which may be

perceived as  providing
certainty for current
residents.

e If the Hawea SHA resource
consent is approved it will
provide significant additional
capacity for Hawea, and
additional capacity through
the up-zoning option may be
perceived by the current
Hawea community as
promoting significant change
in the planning period.

e Albert Town is subject to flood

hazards from rainfall events
and dam-burst of the Hawea
earth dam. Applying this option
would result in the existing
residential  density  being
retained (including for the flood
risk areas). Rather than
addressing flooding through
5106 (subdivision) and through

¢ Maintaining the Township
Zone or applying the
proposed Settlement Zone
may reinforce a perception
that Hawea and Albert
Town are still ‘Townships’ —
it may be perceived that
applying a different zone
would change how these
communities are perceived.
e Albert Town is subject to
flood hazards from rainfall
events and dam-burst of the
Hawea earth dam. Applying
this option may enable a
bespoke density to be
applied to the flood risk
areas, rather than
addressing flooding through
s106 (subdivision) and
through Plan standards that
maintain discretion over
natural  hazards. This
approach  would have
significant costs to Council,
however, in formulating the

More efficient and
sustainable use of Iland
compared to other lower
density options.

Opportunity ~ for  greater
diversity of housing

typologies, including higher
density typologies compared
to that enabled by the ODP
Township Zone or the
proposed Settlement Zone.

Hawea and Albert Town do
not contain Commercial
Precincts, which are the key
providers of commercial
activites in the ODP
Township Zone and the
proposed Settlement Zone.
Rather, Local Shopping
Centre Zones were
introduced to both Hawea
and Albert Town in Stage 1 of
the Plan review. As a result,
under this option there would
be no need to amend or

o Retaining relatively large
lot sizes may be the
density desired by the
community as it would
be a continuation of the
status quo density.

e Continuation of the
status quo density may
be perceived as being
more certain, in terms of
continuing the
established pattern of
the development.

e Less pressure on the
existing roading
network, however this
benefit may be partially
offset if the extent of the

urban areas is
increased.

e Existing large sites
would retain their open
character under this
option.
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Option 1: Apply the Settlement
Zone and retain the ODP
Township 800m? minimum net site
area density; retain the UGB in its
current location.

Option 2: Apply the Settlement
Zone with a specific density for
Hawea and/or Albert Town that is
higher than 800m? retain the
UGB in its current location.

Option 3: Apply the Lower
Density Residential Zone to
Hawea and Albert Town; retain
the UGB in its current location.

(Recommended option)

Option 4: Apply the
Settlement Zone and retain
the ODP Township 800m?
minimum net site area
density; extend the UGB
and the Settlement Zone.

Plan standards that maintain
discretion over natural hazards
under option 3, this option
would continue the ODP
density, as a method to limit
risk.

planning framework,
including hazard mapping.

remove existing Commercial
Precincts.

e Facilitating and encouraging

increased residential density
within the existing urban
areas would assist with
achieving the PDP strategic
policies that encourage
intensification within UGBs,
and would support the
rationale for applying the
UGB.

e Would reduce potential

pressure to extend the UGBs
during the life of the PDP (ten
years from operative date).

e To a minor degree would

promote the continuation of
an existing zone at Hawea,
being the existing LDSRZ
which was applied to an area
of land in Stage 1 of the Plan
review. At Albert Town, the
completed Riverside Stage 6
subdivision includes a small
number of lots that have been
developed to a density of
400m2. There is therefore
existing variance in the
minimum lot sizes provided
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Option 1: Apply the Settlement
Zone and retain the ODP
Township 800m? minimum net site
area density; retain the UGB in its
current location.

Option 2: Apply the Settlement
Zone with a specific density for
Hawea and/or Albert Town that is
higher than 800m? retain the
UGB in its current location.

Option 3: Apply the Lower
Density Residential Zone to
Hawea and Albert Town; retain
the UGB in its current location.

(Recommended option)

Option 4: Apply the
Settlement Zone and retain
the ODP Township 800m?
minimum net site area
density; extend the UGB
and the Settlement Zone.

e This

e Greenfield

for in the Hawea and Albert
Town urban areas.

option promotes a
continuation of a general
strategic approach taken
through the Plan review, to
enable opportunities  for
intensification within
established urban areas.
subdivision
opportunities remain within
Hawea (within the UGB) and
up-zoning to LDSRZ would
increase the development
opportunity on these sites,
compared to that enabled if
the 800m? minimum net site
area is continued.

e The LDSRZ is a PDP zone,

which was introduced in
Stage 1 of the Plan review
and is the key provider of
residential activity in the
District. The zone was
thoroughly scrutinised and
through the Stage 1 hearings
process®® and the

% Hearing Stream 06 Held between 10 — 27 October 2016. https://www.gldc.govt.nz/planning/district-plan/proposed-district-plan-stage-1/proposed-district-plan-hearings/06-residential-chapters-7-8-9-

10-and-11/
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https://www.qldc.govt.nz/planning/district-plan/proposed-district-plan-stage-1/proposed-district-plan-hearings/06-residential-chapters-7-8-9-10-and-11/
https://www.qldc.govt.nz/planning/district-plan/proposed-district-plan-stage-1/proposed-district-plan-hearings/06-residential-chapters-7-8-9-10-and-11/

Option 1: Apply the Settlement
Zone and retain the ODP
Township 800m? minimum net site
area density; retain the UGB in its
current location.

Option 2: Apply the Settlement
Zone with a specific density for
Hawea and/or Albert Town that is
higher than 800m? retain the
UGB in its current location.

Option 3: Apply the Lower
Density Residential Zone to
Hawea and Albert Town; retain
the UGB in its current location.

(Recommended option)

Option 4: Apply the
Settlement Zone and retain
the ODP Township 800m?
minimum net site area
density; extend the UGB
and the Settlement Zone.

Independent Hearings Panel
Recommendation

Report®.The zone is fit-for-
purpose to provide a high

quality residential
environment commensurate
with the high Ilevels of

amenity enjoyed currently.
Compared to the other key
PDP residential zones (being

the Medium Density
Residential Zone and the
High Density Residential

Zone), the LDSRZ provides
the lowest density, and is the
closest equivalent to the ODP
Township Zone and
proposed Settlement Zone.

e To draft bespoke residential

zones for Hawea and Albert
Town would be inefficient,
add unnecessarily
complexity to the PDP, and
would be at odds with the
intent of the National
Planning Standards which

99 Report 9A — Report and Recommendations of Independent Commissioners Regarding Chapter 7, Chapter 8, Chapter 9, Chapter 10 and Chapter 11.

https://www.qgldc.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/Planning/District-Plan/PDP-Stage-1-Decisions/Reports/Report-09A-Stream-6-Chapters-7-8-9-10-11.pdf
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Option 1: Apply the Settlement
Zone and retain the ODP
Township 800m? minimum net site
area density; retain the UGB in its
current location.

Option 2: Apply the Settlement
Zone with a specific density for
Hawea and/or Albert Town that is
higher than 800m? retain the
UGB in its current location.

Option 3: Apply the Lower
Density Residential Zone to
Hawea and Albert Town; retain
the UGB in its current location.

(Recommended option)

Option 4: Apply the
Settlement Zone and retain
the ODP Township 800m?
minimum net site area
density; extend the UGB
and the Settlement Zone.

e Would

seek to encourage
standardised approaches
and discourage the use of
special zones. It is not
considered that Hawea and
Albert Town have unique
characteristics such that
special zones are warranted.
Applying the LDSRZ is the

most  efficient  up-zoning
option.
e Significant additional

residential capacity'® would
be enabled, whilst retaining
the existing well-defined and
compact urban form.

provide the
opportunity for the proposed
Residential Design Guide
2019'°" to be implemented in
conjunction with the LDSRZ.
The proposed Design Guide
provides best-practice
examples of development
sought by the LDSRZ to

100
101

Plan Enabled Capacity in Hawea and Albert Town, Market Economics, August 2019, attached in Appendix 4.

The Residential Design Guide 2019 is also a component of the Stage 3 package of work and is proposed to be incorporated by reference into the LDSRZ, meaning that it would become a statutory
document that would require consideration when resource consent is required. The variations to the LDSRZ which show the specific LDSRZ provisions that would be varied to include consideration
of the Design Guide are detailed in the s32 and accompanying variations for the Design Guide. Section 32 Report: Residential Zone Design Guide (August 2019)
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Option 1: Apply the Settlement
Zone and retain the ODP
Township 800m? minimum net site
area density; retain the UGB in its
current location.

Option 2: Apply the Settlement
Zone with a specific density for
Hawea and/or Albert Town that is
higher than 800m? retain the
UGB in its current location.

Option 3: Apply the Lower
Density Residential Zone to
Hawea and Albert Town; retain
the UGB in its current location.

(Recommended option)

Option 4: Apply the
Settlement Zone and retain
the ODP Township 800m?
minimum net site area
density; extend the UGB
and the Settlement Zone.

achieve a high quality
residential environment. As
the Design Guide is proposed

to be incorporated by
reference into the LDSRZ
provisions, it would be

applied in instances where
resource consent is required.
In contrast, the Settlement
Zone does not include design
guidance and relies on the
bulk and location provisions
of the zone to achieve
residential amenity.

e The LDSRZ provisions
provide flexibility for small-
scale commercial
developments  within the
residential environment,
commensurate  with  the

flexibility provided by the
Settlement  Zone. This
flexibility would provide for

commercial opportunities
that will assist with
diversification of the
commercial offering, and

coupled with an enabling
framework for home
occupation activities, would
assist with reducing travel-
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Option 1: Apply the Settlement
Zone and retain the ODP
Township 800m? minimum net site
area density; retain the UGB in its
current location.

Option 2: Apply the Settlement
Zone with a specific density for
Hawea and/or Albert Town that is
higher than 800m? retain the
UGB in its current location.

Option 3: Apply the Lower
Density Residential Zone to
Hawea and Albert Town; retain
the UGB in its current location.

(Recommended option)

Option 4: Apply the
Settlement Zone and retain
the ODP Township 800m?
minimum net site area
density; extend the UGB
and the Settlement Zone.

e Up-zoning

e Albert

dependence for employment.
This would supplement the
commercial capacity
provided by the Local
Shopping Centre Zones. Any
increase in resident
population resulting from up-
zoning to LDSRZ would
support the local economy
through the opportunity for
increased patronage of local
business.

from ODP
Township density to LDSRZ
density, would not achieve
the LDSRZ density on every
site, as not all infil
opportunities would
necessarily be realised. As
such, applying the LDSRZ
would result in a range of lot
sizes.

Town is  fully
reticulated and does not have
servicing constraints,
however Hawea is in the
process of being upgraded to
connect with Project Pure,
which will remove the current
constraints on wastewater
servicing capacity. Under this
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Option 1: Apply the Settlement
Zone and retain the ODP
Township 800m? minimum net site
area density; retain the UGB in its
current location.

Option 2: Apply the Settlement
Zone with a specific density for
Hawea and/or Albert Town that is
higher than 800m? retain the
UGB in its current location.

Option 3: Apply the Lower
Density Residential Zone to
Hawea and Albert Town; retain
the UGB in its current location.

(Recommended option)

Option 4: Apply the
Settlement Zone and retain
the ODP Township 800m?
minimum net site area
density; extend the UGB
and the Settlement Zone.

e Under

option, LDSRZ policy 7.2.1.1
would apply... “Ensure the
zone and any development
within it is located in areas
that are well serviced by
public infrastructure, and is
designed in a manner
consistent with the capacity
of infrastructure networks.”
LDSRZ Policy 7.2.6.2 is also

relevant for  servicing...
“Ensure  development is
designed consistent with the
capacity of existing
infrastructure networks and,
where practicable,
incorporates  low  impact

approaches to stormwater
management and efficient
use of potable water.”
Servicing will be a
consideration through
subdivision consent.

this option, s106
(subdivision) and matters of
discretion for hazards in the
LDSRZ rule framework would
apply. This is a regime to
manage risk rather than one
of strict avoidance. A
variation to the LDSRZ in
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Option 1: Apply the Settlement
Zone and retain the ODP
Township 800m? minimum net site
area density; retain the UGB in its
current location.

Option 2: Apply the Settlement
Zone with a specific density for
Hawea and/or Albert Town that is
higher than 800m? retain the
UGB in its current location.

Option 3: Apply the Lower
Density Residential Zone to
Hawea and Albert Town; retain
the UGB in its current location.

(Recommended option)

Option 4: Apply the
Settlement Zone and retain
the ODP Township 800m?
minimum net site area
density; extend the UGB
and the Settlement Zone.

respect of the known flood
hazard at Hawea is
considered appropriate
under this option, to ‘carry
over the ODP flood hazard
rule from the ODP Townships
Zone provisions, to the
LDSRZ. This rule comprises
a continuation of the current
approach to the flood hazard,
with  a requirement for
buildings greater than 20m?
to be sited above the
specified hazard level. This is
the approach in the ‘Learning
to Live with Flooding: A Flood
Risk Management Strategy
for the communities of Lakes

Wakatipu and  Wanaka
(2006)’ a joint flood risk
management strategy

between QLDC and ORC.
The same approach has
been applied to the QT and
Wanaka Town Centres.

e Natural hazards are a matter

of discretion when the
following LDSRZ rules are
triggered:
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Option 1: Apply the Settlement
Zone and retain the ODP
Township 800m? minimum net site
area density; retain the UGB in its
current location.

Option 2: Apply the Settlement
Zone with a specific density for
Hawea and/or Albert Town that is
higher than 800m? retain the
UGB in its current location.

Option 3: Apply the Lower
Density Residential Zone to
Hawea and Albert Town; retain
the UGB in its current location.

(Recommended option)

Option 4: Apply the
Settlement Zone and retain
the ODP Township 800m?
minimum net site area
density; extend the UGB
and the Settlement Zone.

e Rule 74.6: Commercial
activities not  exceeding
100m2 GFA;

e Rule 7.4.7: Residential units
where the density of

development exceeds one
residential unit per 450m? net
area but does not exceed one
residential unit per 300m? net
area; and

e Rule 7.5.14 Setback of
buildings from waterbodies.

e Natural hazards are also able
to be considered through
subdivision consent (s106
RMA)

e The increased density
enabled by the LDSRZ would
be most apparent when the
green-field sites at Hawea
are developed, and
otherwise incremental
change will occur through the
gradual uptake of infill
opportunities. Hawea and
Albert Town will still maintain
a predominantly residential
character, and the up-zoning
will result in a mix of housing
densities.
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Option 1: Apply the Settlement
Zone and retain the ODP
Township 800m? minimum net site
area density; retain the UGB in its
current location.

Option 2: Apply the Settlement
Zone with a specific density for
Hawea and/or Albert Town that is
higher than 800m? retain the
UGB in its current location.

Option 3: Apply the Lower
Density Residential Zone to
Hawea and Albert Town; retain
the UGB in its current location.

(Recommended option)

Option 4: Apply the
Settlement Zone and retain
the ODP Township 800m?
minimum net site area
density; extend the UGB
and the Settlement Zone.

e The following LDSRZ rules in
particular would assist with
maintaining residential
amenity:

- Low permitted building
height of 7m max (rule
7.5.1)

- Low permitted building
coverage of 40% (rule
7.5.5)

- Height recession planes
to  ensure  sunlight
access to adjoining sites
(rule 7.5.7)

- Limited lighting glare by
requiring lighting to be
directed downward,
away from adjacent sites
and roads, max 3 lux
light spill onto any other
site (rule 7.5.13)

- Noise thresholds that
maintain residential
amenity  (District-wide
chapter 36 Noise)

- Restrictions on non-
residential activities will
also assist with
maintaining a residential
character.
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Option 1: Apply the Settlement
Zone and retain the ODP
Township 800m? minimum net site
area density; retain the UGB in its
current location.

Option 2: Apply the Settlement
Zone with a specific density for
Hawea and/or Albert Town that is
higher than 800m? retain the
UGB in its current location.

Option 3: Apply the Lower
Density Residential Zone to
Hawea and Albert Town; retain
the UGB in its current location.

(Recommended option)

Option 4: Apply the
Settlement Zone and retain
the ODP Township 800m?
minimum net site area
density; extend the UGB
and the Settlement Zone.

e Small format commercial
activities are provided for at
Hawea and Albert Town in
the Local Shopping Centre
Zones implemented in Stage
1. Hawea and Albert Town
are also located within easy
access to the Wanaka Town
Centre and Three Parks
commercial area, which are
providers  of  significant
commercial capacity.

e Commercial activities that
are small-scale and
residential-compatible  are

provided for in the LDSRZ
(rule 7.4.6) as a restricted
discretionary activity.

e Existing VA Sub-zones at
Hawea would be continued
and overlaid across the
LDSRZ, and the LDSRZ rules
regarding VA (rules 7.4.5A &
7.4.13) residential VA (rule
7.4.5), homestays (rule 7.4.4)
and home occupations (rules
7.4.1 & 7.5.17) will apply.

Ranking

1
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9.34.

9.35.

9.36.

9.37.

9.38.

Overall, following a review of the four options above, Option 3: Apply the Lower Density Suburban
Residential Zone to Hawea and Albert Town and retain the UGB in its current location has been
identified as the most appropriate solution in meeting the purpose of the RMA, to address the

resource management issues relevant to the ODP Townships of Hawea and Albert Town.

The LDSRZ is the largest residential zone in the District and provides for a range of low and
medium density suburban housing forms. A high level of residential amenity is expected within
this zone, and it is the intention through Stage 3 of the District Plan review to introduce a set of
guidelines that will further assist with maintaining high levels of amenity. As the LDSRZ would be
applied to areas that comprise existing development at Hawea and Albert Town, it would provide
opportunities for redevelopment at a higher density than would be enabled under the 800m?
density that would otherwise have been enabled if the current 800m? minimum density was
continued. It is expected that the resultant change in density would occur incrementally over time,
as the existing housing stock is renewed, and as individual landowners seek to intensify
development on individual sites. For currently undeveloped green-field sites, such as those at
Hawea, the LDSRZ would enable these sites to be developed more efficiently than would
otherwise have been achieved under the ODP Township Zone (or the proposed Settlement Zone

discussed below).

The Plan Enabled Capacity Assessment (Capacity Assessment) attached in Appendix 4
models the maximum yields that may result from the up-zoning recommended by option 3. In
doing so, the Capacity Assessment considers the baseline scenario (800m? sites) as well as up-
zoning to 450m? sites, and applying the gentle density scenario (300m?). The results of the
Capacity Assessment reflect the maximum potential residential yields, and the results do not

attempt to model the likely residential take-up of the capacity.

Under Option 3, the resultant pattern of settlement at Hawea and Albert Town will become a
mixture of densities, with some landowners electing to retain their large site areas unchanged,
whilst others may choose to intensify development on their site. The LDSRZ would promote
greater diversity in housing options than would have been enabled if the 800m? minimum site
size were retained. The LDSRZ provides a suite of standards that are fit-for-purpose to maintain

a high quality residential environment, albeit one which would incrementally intensify over time.

Option 3 would also result in the UGBs remaining in their existing locations, without extending
the existing urban areas of Hawea and Albert Town. This option will achieve intensification within
UGBs, which in turn assist with implementing the relevant strategic policies of the PDP. Further
consideration of the location of the UGBs is able to be considered in subsequent Plan reviews,

in response to residential demand.
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9.39. The LDSRZ has been implemented relatively recently through Stage 1 of the Plan Review. As
such, the provisions have been recently assessed against s32(1)(a) and 32(1 )(b)102, with further

amendments through the course of the hearing and in the IHP Decisions assessed against

103 104

s32aa and it is not considered necessary to repeat this analysis in this report. The focus

in this s32 is location-specific, and the LDSRZ effectively and efficiently addresses the key issues

identified for Hawea and Albert Town, as discussed in Table 11 above.
10. EVALUATION GROUP 2: TOWNSHIPS LOCATED OUTSIDE UGBS

Luggate

10.1. The Luggate Township is located approximately 15km from Wanaka via State Highway 6, and
20km from Hawea. As shown on the PDP Planning Maps the Township is adjoined by land zoned
Rural Residential Zone and Rural Zone. As shown on ODP Planning Map 11195 a Commercial

Precinct applies to land within the ODP Townships zone that is a mixture of commercial activity

(including the Luggate pub), residential activity, and undeveloped land.

10.2. A Building Restriction Area adjoins the south-western edge of the Township, and restricts
development due to natural hazard risk. Luggate is adjoined by the Rural Residential Zone and
the Rural Zone. In term of landscape categories, the Township is adjoined by the ONL to the

south, and is otherwise adjoined by the RCL.

Makarora
10.3. Makarora comprises three nodes of Township adjoining the State Highway in the Makarora
Valley, located approximately 65km north of Wanaka. Makarora South comprises a cluster of

houses and undeveloped township sites surrounded by an open rural landscape. Makarora North
includes a Visitor Accommodation Sub-zone shown on ODP Planning Map 16196 across the site

containing an existing campsite and visitor centre. The small rural school is also located in
Makarora North, adjoined by large undeveloped lots within the ODP Township Zone. The ODP

Township land is surrounded by Rural-zoned land and the ONL. The Makarora Valley is subject

102 Low Density Residential s32 Evaluation Report https://www.gldc.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/Planning/District-Plan/Section-

32s/Low-Density-Residential-s32.pdf

103 Stream 06 Hearing evidence: https://www.qgldc.govt.nz/planning/district-plan/proposed-district-plan-stage-1/proposed-
district-plan-hearings/06-residential-chapters-7-8-9-10-and-11/

104 Report and Recommendations of Independent Commissioners Regarding Chapters 7 - 11:

https://www.qgldc.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/Planning/District-Plan/PDP-Stage-1-Decisions/Reports/Report-09A-Stream-6-
Chapters-7-8-9-10-11.pdf

105 https://www.qldc.govt.nz//assets/Oldimages/Files/District Plan/District Plan_Volume 3/Map11.pdf

106 https://www.qldc.govt.nz//assets/Oldimages/Files/District Plan/District Plan_Volume 3/Map16.pdf
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https://www.qldc.govt.nz/planning/district-plan/proposed-district-plan-stage-1/proposed-district-plan-hearings/06-residential-chapters-7-8-9-10-and-11/
https://www.qldc.govt.nz/planning/district-plan/proposed-district-plan-stage-1/proposed-district-plan-hearings/06-residential-chapters-7-8-9-10-and-11/
https://www.qldc.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/Planning/District-Plan/PDP-Stage-1-Decisions/Reports/Report-09A-Stream-6-Chapters-7-8-9-10-11.pdf
https://www.qldc.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/Planning/District-Plan/PDP-Stage-1-Decisions/Reports/Report-09A-Stream-6-Chapters-7-8-9-10-11.pdf
https://www.qldc.govt.nz/assets/OldImages/Files/District_Plan/District_Plan_Volume_3/Map11.pdf
https://www.qldc.govt.nz/assets/OldImages/Files/District_Plan/District_Plan_Volume_3/Map16.pdf

10.4.

10.5.

10.6.

10.7.

10.8.

10.9.

to multiple natural hazards shown in the natural hazards database, notably alluvial fan hazard

and flooding.

Glenorchy & Kinloch
Glenorchy is located approximately 45km from Queenstown, and Kinloch is a further 25kms by

road, and is also accessible by a regular boat service from Glenorchy.

5107 which

Glenorchy has a mapped Commercial Precinct shown on ODP Planning Map 2
contains a mixture of commercial, commercial recreation, visitor accommodation and residential
activities. Visitor Accommodation Sub-zones overlap with the Commercial Precinct and extend
along Oban Street, which serves as the key entrance to the Township. A small primary school is

centrally-located, adjacent to the Commercial Precinct.

Kinloch does not have any mapped Visitor Accommodation Sub-zones or Commercial Precincts
currently, however it has an existing visitor lodge and a small cluster of dwellings. It is understood
that two families currently reside permanently in Kinloch, and the remainder of dwellings are
currently used as holiday homes, residential visitor accommodation and to house seasonal

employees working at the lodge.

Kinloch and Glenorchy are both subject to flood hazards which are mapped on the ODP Planning
Maps, and development within the flood extent is subject to a regulatory regime to manage the

flood risk. Kinloch and Glenorchy are both surrounded by the Rural Zone and the ONL.

Kingston

Kingston is located 40kms south of Frankton, at the southern edge of Lake Wakatipu. As shown
on ODP Planning Map 3998, the Township does not currently contain any Commercial Precincts
or Visitor Accommodation Sub-zones. A small store/restaurant/pub and service station are
located at the entrance to the Township off the State Highway, and a café operates from the

Kingston Flyer site, which is a local tourist attraction.

The Township adjoins the operative Kingston Village Special Zone (KVSZ), which provides for
900 residential allotments and non-residential activity areas (including for employment and
community activities), and will serve as an extension to the Township, albeit via a separate zone
with a separate planning framework. Although the exact content of the next stage of the District
Plan review is yet to be confirmed by Council the KVSZ is intended to be reviewed as part of

Stage 4 of the District Plan review. The KVSZ is in the early stages of development.

107

https://www.qldc.govt.nz//assets/Oldimages/Files/District Plan/District Plan_Volume 3/Map25.pdf

108 https://www.qldc.govt.nz//assets/Oldimages/Files/District Plan/District Plan_Volume 3/Map39.pdf
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10.10.

10.11.

Kingston is subject to flood hazards which are mapped on the ODP Planning Maps, and
development within the flood extent is subject to a regulatory regime to manage the flood risk.
The Township is adjoined by the KVSZ and the Rural Zone, which is within the ONL.

Broad options considered to address issues

The following section considers various broad options considered to address the identified
resource management issues, and makes recommendations as to the most appropriate course
of action with regard to advancing the purpose of the Act in the context of addressing the issues
for these Townships.

Option 1: Retain the operative provisions (status quo)
Option 2: Refine and improve (provisions to be examined in light of the issues highlighted, those
that are working well would be retained and improved if necessary)

Option 3: Comprehensive review (provisions completely overhauled)
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Table 12: Group 2 - Townships located outside UGBs - Broad options considered

Option 1: Retain the ODP provisions unchanged

Option 2: Refine and amend the ODP
provisions

(Recommended)

Option 3: Discontinue the Township
Zone and replace with another urban

residential zone.

Costs

¢ Provisions would not be structured in the PDP

format, resulting in inconsistent drafting.

e The ODP provisions provide limited

opportunities for diverse housing options.
Whilst servicing is a constraint, relaxation of
the current restrictions on residential flats
would assist with addressing this issue.
Retaining the ODP provisions would not
address this issue.

e Compared to Option 3, would not provide
significant additional residential capacity.
However, this is not strictly a requirement, as
the PDP strategic directions and NPS-UDC
place a focus on providing for growth in the
main urban areas.

e Would not provide the opportunity for

additional Commercial Precincts and Visitor
Accommodation Sub-zones.

e Would not provide the opportunity for revised

height recession planes to be introduced.

e Would not achieve the goal of a more succinct

District Plan, drafted in a style that is more
accessible to all Plan users, compared with the
ODP.

e Compared to Option 3, would not
provide significant additional
residential capacity, as it would
not promote significant changes
to the ODP regime, such as
reducing minimum permitted lot
sizes and promoting significant
expansions to the physical extent
of the Townships.

e Small resident populations on low
density sites are likely to be
impractical to service with
reticulated wastewater and water
services.

e Uncertainty for Plan users if the
review results in significant
change to the status quo
provisions.

e An urban residential zone (such
as the LDSRZ) would result in
greater intensification, would
change the established character
and amenity of the townships, and
would place pressure on
infrastructure servicing, resulting
in costly upgrades. Intensification
outside of UGBs is not a strategic
objective of the PDP, and rather
intensification  of  residential
development within UGBs is
encouraged.

e Significant changes to residential
density may result in a change to
the visual amenity and character
of the Townships, which is
strongly influenced by their small
size and ‘village feel’. The ‘village
feel may be diluted if the
Townships are subject to
significant change in density
and/or expansion.

e The ODP Township Zone
provides diversity to the District's
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Option 1: Retain the ODP provisions unchanged

Option 2: Refine and amend the ODP
provisions

(Recommended)

Option 3: Discontinue the Township
Zone and replace with another urban

residential zone.

offering, in terms of enabling the
choice to live on relatively low
density sites located in small,
close knit communities in outlying
parts of the District. Significant
changes to the density and size of
Townships may threaten the
unique character of these
communities, and may restrict the
diversity of living opportunities
that could otherwise be offered.

e With the exception of Luggate,
these settlements are located in
outlying parts of the District and
have a Ilimited range of
employment, services and
amenities, which would mean
long commuting distances for
residents.

Benefits

ODP provisions are familiar to Plan users,
less uncertainty compared to other options.

The ODP provisions provide for low-scale,
low-intensity ~ development,  which s
characteristic of these Townships.

The issues identified in the ODP remain
largely valid in respect of this group of
Townships, which suggests that the ODP
provisions are already addressing the key
resource management issues.

e This approach enables the ODP
provisions to be retained, as
appropriate.

e ODP provisions are familiar to
Plan users, less uncertainty
compared to option 3.

e Would enable the ODP policy
framework to be critically
assessed and revised as
necessary to address the
identified resource management
issues.

e  Would fulfil the Council’s statutory
obligation to review the Plan
every ten years.

e Would enable the ODP policy
framework to be critically
assessed.

e Opportunity to further encourage
the efficient use of land in existing
urban areas (including providing
the opportunity to provide for
smaller housing forms).
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Option 1: Retain the ODP provisions unchanged

Option 2: Refine and amend the ODP

Option 3: Discontinue the Township

provisions Zone and replace with another urban
(Recommended) residential zone.
e Would enable consideration ofthe | ¢ Would implement the ODP

PDP strategic policy, which differs
to that of the ODP.

Would ensure that development
occurs in a manner consistent
with the capacity of infrastructure
and servicing, including planned
upgrades.

Opportunity to support the
efficient use of land in existing
urban areas (including providing
the opportunity to provide for
smaller housing forms by
considering the relaxation of the
ODP restrictions on residential
flats), whilst maintaining the
existing amenity values, to which
the large lot sizes, compact zone
area, and small ‘village feel’, are
significant contributors.

Would implement the PDP
drafting style, which is simpler and
more accessible to Plan users,
compared to the ODP drafting and
chapter structure.
Opportunity to
relevant parts of
Community Plans.
Continuing to limit the physical
extent of Townships would limit
threats to sensitive landscapes,
such as Outstanding Natural

implement any
the Small

drafting style, which is simpler
and more accessible to Plan
users, compared to the ODP
drafting and chapter structure.

May treat Townships as the
providers of significant growth,
which would increase residential
capacity, and may assist with
housing affordability  through
providing residential capacity.
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Option 1: Retain the ODP provisions unchanged

Option 2: Refine and amend the ODP
provisions

(Recommended)

Option 3: Discontinue the Township
Zone and replace with another urban

residential zone.

Landscapes or Outstanding
Natural Features and would
minimise degradation of the
values derived from open rural
landscapes (implementing Urban
Development Policies 4.2.1.5 and
4.2.2.23).

e Would enable the continuation
and refinement of the ODP
provisions which are working well,
including those which provide the
opportunity for commercial and
visitor accommodation activities
in identified overlays/precincts.
Would also enable provision for
small-scale commercial activities
throughout the zone, subject to
limits that ensure residential
amenity and traffic safety are
maintained.

Ranking
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10.12.

10.13.

10.14.

10.15.

10.16.

10.17.

Option 2 Refine and amend is the most appropriate option in meeting the purpose of the RMA,
to address the resource management issues relevant to the Townships that are located outside
UGBs. This approach does not propose a radical shift from the ODP provisions and provides an
appropriate balance between providing for limited growth and protecting existing residential
amenity values, and the natural amenity values of the wider rural setting within which these

Townships are located.

In pursuing Option 2, specific issues with the ODP provisions that have been identified as needing
to be addressed or requiring a different approach to that provided by the ODP provisions. These

are discussed below.

The Settlement Zone

As previously mentioned, the review of the ODP Townships Zone presents an opportunity to
begin implementing the National Planning Standards that came into effect in April this year. The
proposed zone adopts the name Settlement Zone (SETZ) in order to implement a planning

standards zone-naming convention.

Strategic fit of the Settlement Zone in the Structure of the PDP

The Group 2 Townships are located in areas surrounded by the Rural Zone, which have
historically functioned as small rural service centres and holiday towns. The density of
development enabled is at an urban density i.e. from 800m? to 1000m? (in the context of the
densities enabled by the various PDP zones, they sit between the Arrowtown Residential Historic
Management Zone (650m? minimum net site area) and the Large Lot Residential ‘A’ Zone
(2,000m? minimum net site area). Residential activity is the predominant activity provided for, and
rural activities (such as farming and primary production which require large land areas) are not
anticipated. As such, it would be inappropriate to have the Settlement Zone in Part Four — Rural

Environment.

Placing the Settlement Zone in Part 3: Urban Environment of the PDP (as is proposed) draws a
clear distinction between the Settlements and their wider rural setting. The Rural Zone is subject
to landscape classifications pursuant to Chapter 6 of the PDP. Therefore the landscape
classifications and their associated mapping annotations generally ‘wrap around’ the zoned
extent of the urban zones (including the Settlement Zone), and this approach is reflected on the
Stage 3 Planning Maps for all seven Townships. Any extensions of the Settlement Zone into the
Rural Zone would require consideration against the objectives and policies of Chapter 6, however

it is not the strategic intention of the PDP that the landscape classifications apply to urban land.

As the Settlement Zone enables development at and urban density, and the predominant activity
provided for by the zone is residential activity, it is appropriate that the Settlement Zone sits within
Part Three of the PDP: Urban Environment.
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10.18.

10.19.

10.20.

10.21.

Residential Flats

Whilst the proposed provisions are evaluated in Tables 13 & 14, below, it is appropriate to
consider the limited flexibility for diverse housing typologies provided by the ODP provisions.
Whilst detached, predominantly single — storey dwellings located on spacious sites contribute to
the amenity and character of the zone, consideration must also be given to the benefits of
providing greater flexibility for residential flats than that provided by the ODP provisions. Presently

residential flats are a non-complying activity pursuant to ODP Rule 9.2.3.4.vi.

The Housing Development Capacity Assessment (HDCA) and Mr Farigray’s evidence discussed
earlier in this report synthesise Statistics NZ (SNZ) data regarding household growth, and
projects growth in the demand for households (which, in the context of district plan terminology,

translates to dwellings and residential flats, which in turn are both captured by the PDP definition

of Residential Unit%9).

However, the HDCA plan-enabled capacity for multiple dwellings on one site does not include
consideration of capacity provided by residential flats, despite residential flats being a permitted

activity in the PDP zones where residential activities are permitted (by virtue of the PDP definition

of Residential Unit 1% which includes a dwelling and a residential flat).

The HDCA provides the following reasons for this approach:

“[...]While residential flats do provide some additional capacity, and are considered an
important housing choice, they have not been included in the plan enabled modelling
because, whilst every residential unit can be assumed to contain at least a single residential
unit, the development of residential flats is less common, and subject to many variables
including the layout and position of the dwelling on the property. Also, residential flats cannot
be sold separately from the principal dwelling, and in many instances, they are used on an
intermittent basis for visitor accommodation, home offices, for family members or private

guests (or a combination of these).

For these reasons, it is considered inappropriate to rely on this type of accommodation for
additional capacity but acknowledging that it does form an important alternative residential

accommodation.

109

The Decisions version of the PDP definition of Residential Unit is as follows: Means a residential activity which consists of a

single self contained household unit, whether of one or more persons, and includes accessory buildings. Where more than
one kitchen and/or laundry facility is provided on the site, other than a kitchen and/or laundry facility in a residential flat, there
shall be deemed to be more than one residential unit.

110 Chapter 2; also see the definition of Residential Flat in the same chapter, which also places limitations on the size and tenure
of residential flats.
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10.22.

10.23.

[...JHowever, a review of Council’s rates database for the PDP review shows that there are
approximately 63 registered residential flats in the Wanaka Ward and approximately 231
registered residential flats in the Wakatipu Ward, which equates to a district wide number of
approximately 294. These numbers show that registered residential flats are a low-level
supplier of overall housing capacity (or are under-recorded through current Council
processes) and demonstrate why it is not appropriate to rely on residential flats to meet

capacity requirements. It could also suggest that not all residential flats are being captured.”
111

One notable finding of the HDCA is an anticipated increase in demand for smaller dwellings,
including terrace house and apartment style dweIIings1 12, Using the ODP as a baseline, the ODP

Township Zone has not placed emphasis on encouraging the development of smaller residential
units, and rather has enabled spacious allotments with stand-alone, predominantly single-storey
dwellings, and furthermore residential flats are restricted in the ODP Townships Zone'3. The
anticipated increase in demand for smaller units and the comparatively generous minimum lot
size (800m? — 1000m?) for Townships provides an opportunity for the restrictions on residential
flats to be eased (subject to meeting on-site servicing requirements). This proposed change from
the ODP approach would provide opportunities for some additional diversity to the range of
housing provided for in the Townships (bearing in mind also that a generous minimum lot size
does not preclude the ability for the lot to be developed with a small dwelling). It also
acknowledges and provides for the role of these Settlements in providing for low density holiday
homes and informal or multipurpose buildings used for accommodation of visitors, bedrooms and

home offices.
Non-residential activities

Commercial Precincts and VA Sub-zones are the key enablers of non-residential activities in the
ODP Townships Zone. They have been successful in terms of encouraging the clustering of non-
residential activities, and in Glenorchy and Luggate in particular the Commercial Precincts clearly
signal the location of the small commercial ‘heart’ of the Township. To assist with ensuring that
commercial activities remain at a small scale (commensurate to the scale of the settlements), it
is proposed to introduce gross floor area (GFA) limits on individual retail and office activities, and
to also limit commercial activities seeking to establish outside the Commercial Precincts to a
small scale. The retail and office GFA limits would apply to individual activities, meaning that, if

desired, more than one individual activity can be established on a site.

1 HbcA 2017, p168, para 2.

112

HDCA, p8.

13 ODP rule 9.2.3.4vi lists Residential Flats as a non-complying activity.
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10.24. Currently commercial activities within Commercial Precincts (including associated buildings) and
Visitor Accommodation Activities within Visitor Accommodation Sub-zones (also including
buildings) are controlled activities 114, Whilst the operative regime imparts a high degree of
certainty for applicants, it provides limited opportunity for a consent to be declined if it results in
poor outcomes. In particular, poor building design is challenging to address through consent
conditions. Consequently it is proposed that buildings for commercial and visitor accommodation
activities are restricted discretionary activities, with discretion restricted to matters including
design, scale and appearance of buildings, signs, lighting, landscaping, servicing and natural

hazards. Limits on notification are proposed in conjunction with the restricted discretionary rules.
10.25. These proposed changes are further discussed in the s32(1)(B) evaluation in Table 14 below.
11. SCALE AND SIGNIFICANCE EVALUATION

11.1. The level of detailed analysis undertaken for the evaluation of the proposed objectives and
provisions has been determined by an assessment of the scale and significance of the
implementation of the proposed provisions. In making this assessment, regard has been had to

the following, namely whether the proposed objectives and provisions:

¢ Resultin a significant variance from the existing baseline in the ODP Townships Chapter.
e Have effects on matters of national importance.

o Adversely affect those with specific interests.

¢ Involve effects that have been considered implicitly or explicitly by higher order documents.
e Impose increased costs or restrictions on individuals, communities or businesses.

e Are more appropriate than the existing.

11.2. The ODP Townships Chapter has been used as a basis for the revised provisions for the Group
2 Townships (those located outside UGBs). The objectives and policies have been revised to
provide greater clarity regarding the desired environmental outcomes. These outcomes align
with those generally anticipated by the ODP Townships Chapter.

11.3. Rules in the operative chapter that have been identified as having uncertain application or being
open to ambiguous interpretation have been reworded to ensure that they can be implemented

and enforced more effectively and efficiently than the status quo.

11.4. The format and structure of the operative chapter has not been continued, and rather the
chapter structure developed for the PDP has been used. This results in a departure from the

ODP, as most notably the tables for activities have been re-ordered. Maintaining consistency

114 ODP Rules 9.2.3.2ii & 9.2.3.2iii.
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11.5.

12

12.1.

12.2.

with the PDP chapter structure is considered important to ensure that the PDP is implemented
as a cohesive whole. Accordingly, the drafting style conventions that have been established in

Stages 1 and 2 of the District Plan Review have been applied to this proposal.

The Group 2 Townships (Hawea and Albert Town) are proposed to be up-zoned to Lower
Density Residential Zone, which would result in the ability for development at a greater density
than that provided for currently. Whilst the LDSRZ would continue to promote predominantly
residential activity, over time infill development (and green-field development within the UGB,
particularly at Hawea) would result in incremental changes to the current density of residential
development. The resultant change from the current baseline is expected to be greater for
Hawea and Albert Town, compared to the Townships located amidst rural areas outside the
UGB.

EVALUATION OF PROPOSED OBJECTIVES SECTION 32(1)(A)

The identification and analysis of issues has helped define how Section 5 of the RMA should be
applied. This has informed determination of the most appropriate objectives to give effect to
Section 5 of the RMA in light of the issues.

Section 32(1)(a) requires an examination of the extent to which the proposed objectives are the

most appropriate way to achieve the purpose of the Act. The following objectives serve to address
the key strategic issues in the District:
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Table 13: Evaluation of proposed objectives (section 32(1)(a))

Proposed Objective

Appropriateness

20.2.1

Well designed, low intensity
residential development is
enabled within settlements
located amidst the wider Rural
Zone.

Sets the primary purpose of the zone to accommodate low density housing.

The objective recognises and provides the basis for a policy framework to implement the Council’s function required
under s31 of the RMA, in particular through providing for residential housing which together with other residential zones,
provides an integrated approach to managing urban development within the District; and avoiding, remedying or
mitigating adverse effects of activities on the environment. The objective gives effect to the Strategic Direction, Urban
Development and Landscapes objectives and policies identified in section 7 of this evaluation, including the following:

Strategic Objective 3.2.1, 3.2.1.9,
Strategic Objective 3.2.2, policy 3.2.2.1
Strategic Objective 3.2.3

Strategic Objective 3.2.6, policy 3.3.15

Urban Development Policy 4.2.1.2
Urban Development Policy 4.2.1.5
Urban Development Policy 4.2.1.7
Urban Development Policy 4.2.2.1
Urban Development Policy 4.2.2.8
Urban Development Policy 4.2.2.23

Landscape Policy 6.3.4
Landscape Policy 6.3.12
Landscape Policy 6.3.19
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Landscape Policy 6.2.8

Gives effect to the following objectives and policies of the Partially Operative Regional Policy Statement 2019:
Objective 1.1, policy 1.1.1, policy 1.1.2

Objective 1.2, policy 1.2.1

Objective 4.3, policy 4.3.1

Objective 4.4. policy 4.4.6

Objective 4.5, policy 4.5.1, policy 4.5.2, policy 4.5.3

Gives effect to the following objectives and policies of the Partially Operative Regional Policy Statement 1998:
Objective 5.4.1

Objective 5.4.2

Objective 9.4.1

Objective 9.4.2

Objective 9.4.3, policy 9.5.4, 9.5.5

Recognises the interrelationship between part 5 of the Act and provides a framework for the effective management of
resources as required by section 6, and in particular the matters listed in section 6 (a), (b), (d), and (f), and has regard
to sections 7(b), (c) and (f) of the RMA.

For the above reasons the objective is the most appropriate way to achieve the purpose of the RMA.

20.2.2

High quality amenity values
are maintained in the
Settlement Zone.

Recognises that development within the zone shall maintain high levels of amenity and supports the purpose of the RMA
by mitigating adverse effects of development. Meets the intent of s31(1) of the RMA through an integrated approach to
managing the multiple effects of land development.

Supports s5(2) of the RMA through ensuring development enables people and communities to provides for their social,
economic and cultural wellbeing. Has regard to sections 7(c) and (f) of the RMA. The objective gives effect to the Strategic
Direction and Urban Development objectives and policies identified in section 7 of this evaluation, including the following:

Strategic Obijective 3.2.1,
Strategic Objective 3.2.2, policy 3.2.2.1
Strategic Objective 3.2.3
Strategic Objective 3.2.6, policy 3.3.15

Urban Development Policy 4.2.2.4
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Urban Development Policy 4.2.2.5
Urban Development Policy 4.2.2.8
Urban Development Policy 4.2.2.10

Gives effect to the following objectives and policies of the Partially Operative Regional Policy Statement 2019:
Objective 1.1, policy 1.1.1, policy 1.1.2

Objective 1.2, policy 1.2.1

Objective 4.3, policy 4.3.1

Objective 4.4. policy 4.4.6

Objective 4.5, policy 4.5.1, policy 4.5.2, policy 4.5.3

Gives effect to the following objectives and policies of the Partially Operative Regional Policy Statement 1998:
Objective 5.4.1

Objective 5.4.2

Objective 9.4.1

Objective 9.4.2

Objective 9.4.3, policy 9.5.4,9.5.5

For the above reasons the objective is the most appropriate way to achieve the purpose of the RMA.

20.2.3

Commercial, community and
visitor accommodation
activities are predominantly
provided for within precincts
and sub-zones, are limited in
scale, provide for local and
visitor convenience, and
support the local economy.

Recognises that commercial, community and visitor accommodation activities may have adverse amenity effects within
residential environments, however acknowledges that there is a demonstrated need and benefit from these activities,
particularly given the distances of many of the settlements from urban centres. Small-scale commercial, community and
visitor accommodation activities can have benefits on residential amenity, and may reduce the need for people to travel
to access services and amenities. The objective recognises that potential adverse effects must be appropriately managed
to maintain the character of the zone.

Supports the purpose of the RMA through enabling people and communities to provide for their social, economic and
cultural wellbeing, whilst managing the potential effects of development. Has regard to sections 7(c) and (f) of the RMA.
The objective gives effect to the Strategic Direction and Urban Development objectives and policies identified in section
7 of this evaluation, including the following:

Strategic Objective 3.2.1, policy 3.2.1.1, policy 3.2.1.5, 3.2.1.6,
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Strategic Objective 3.2.6, policy 3.3.1, policy 3.3.3, 3.3.9, 3.3.10

Urban Development Policy 4.2.1.2
Urban Development Policy 4.2.1.7
Urban Development Policy 4.2.2.4
Urban Development Policy 4.2.2.5
Urban Development Policy 4.2.2.10

Gives effect to the following objectives and policies of the Partially Operative Regional Policy Statement 2019:
Objective 1.1, policy 1.1.1, policy 1.1.2
Objective 4.5, policy 4.5.1,4.5.2, 4.5.3,
Objective 5.3, policy 5.3.2, policy 5.3.5

Gives effect to the following objectives and policies of the Partially Operative Regional Policy Statement 1998:
Objective 5.4.1

Objective 9.4.1

Objective 9.4.2

Objective 9.4.3, policy 9.5.3, policy 9.5.4, policy 9.5.5

13.

EVALUATION OF THE PROPOSED PROVISIONS SECTION 32(1)(B)

13.1. The following table considers whether the proposed provisions are the most appropriate way to achieve the relevant objectives. In doing so, it considers

the costs and benefits of the proposed provisions and whether they are effective and efficient. For the purposes of this evaluation the proposed provisions

are grouped by resource management issue.
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Table 14: Evaluation of proposed provisions (section 32(1)(b))

Issue 1 — Residential character and amenity
Issue 5 - Rural Living Opportunities

A summary of proposed provisions and components of the Settlement Zone that address this issue and give effect to the objectives:

Objective 20.2.1 — Well designed, low intensity residential development is enabled within settlements located amidst the wider Rural Zone
Policy 20.2.1.1: Enable low-intensity residential development that retains character and amenity through the use of minimum lot sizes.

Objective 20.2.2: High quality amenity values are maintained in the Settlement Zone

Policy 20.2.2.1: Ensure that the height, bulk and location of residential development maintains the low-intensity character, and residential amenity
values of the zone, by maintaining privacy, setbacks and access to sunlight.

Policy 20.2.2.2: Provide for spacious net site areas that accommodate low intensity development with low site coverage by buildings, spacious
outdoor areas and sufficient land area for on-site wastewater systems.

Policy 20.2.2.3: Ensure that development within the Settlement Zone is of low scale to complement the existing low scale of development.

Policy 20.2.2.4: Include development controls that reflect key characteristics of development in Settlements, including through building height limits,
encouraging gable roof forms in Glenorchy.

Policy 20.2.2.5: Limit the impact of lighting glare on residential amenity and views of the night sky by way of standards that limit lighting glare and
promote lighting design that mitigates adverse effects.

Policy 20.2.2.6: Avoid activities that are not consistent with established amenity values, cause inappropriate adverse environmental effects.

Objective 20.2.3 Commercial, community and visitor accommodation activities are predominantly provided for within precincts and sub-zones, are
limited in scale, provide for local and visitor convenience, and support the local economy.

Policy 20.2.3.4: Control the height, scale, appearance and location of buildings within Commercial Precincts to achieve a built form that:

a. Complements the established pattern of development;

b. Positively contributes to the streetscape; and

c. Minimises adverse effects on neighbouring residential activities.

Policy 20.2.3.6: Limit the establishment and scale of non-residential activities outside of Commercial Precincts to minimise effects on the residential
amenity values and traffic safety and to maintain residential character.
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Policy 20.2.3.7: Identify Visitor Accommodation Sub-zones on the Planning Maps to provide for visitor accommodation activities in identified locations,
and restrict the establishment of visitor accommodation activities in locations outside the Visitor Accommodation Sub-zones to ensure that the zone
maintains a residential character.

Policy 20.2.3.8: Ensure that the design of buildings for visitor accommodation, commercial and community activities contribute positively to the visual
quality of the environment, including through building design, landscaping and response to site context.

Policy 20.2.3.10: Enable home occupation activities throughout the Zone to provide work-from-home opportunities and reduce travel-dependence for
employment, while ensuring that residential amenity is maintained.

Policy 20.2.3.11: Enable residential visitor accommodation and homestays to establish throughout the Zone, ensuring that the scale and effects of
these activities do not adversely affect residential amenity.

Matters addressed in Activity Table:

Activity Rule 20.4.1: Permitted activity status for residential units

Activity Rules 20.4.5 to 20.4.7, 20.4.9, and 20.4.10: Matters of control and discretion that enable consideration of adverse effects on residential
amenity including the nature and scale of activities, traffic generation, noise, hours of operation, design, scale and appearance of buildings, location
and screening of waste.

Activity Rule 20.4.17: Default non-complying activity status to capture activities that may adversely affect residential amenity (rather than permitted
default activity status applied in other PDP zones).

Activity Rule 20.4.18: Lists prohibited activities that are not consistent with residential amenity values.

Matters addressed in Standards Table:

Standards Rule 20.5.1 & 20.5.2: Prescribed residential density maintains the established spacious minimum lot sizes.

e Standards Rule 20.5.4: Maximum building coverage maintains low intensity development.

e Standards Rule 20.5.7: Minimum boundary setbacks assist with maintaining low intensity development and separation of buildings from boundaries.

e Standards Rule 20.5.8: Maximum continuous building length assist with limiting building dominance.

e Standards Rule 20.5.9: Gable roof form (Glenorchy) assists with maintaining a design element that contributes to the established character of
development.

e Standards Rule 20.5.10: Limits on heavy vehicle storage to limit the adverse effects on residential amenity.

e Standards Rule 20.5.11: Glare: to minimise adverse effects of lighting.

e Standards Rule 20.5.12: Maximum building height.

e Standards Rule 20.5.13: Maximum building height in the Commercial Precincts.

e Standards Rule 20.5.14: Recession planes — sunlight access for adjoining sites.

e Standards Rule 20.5.18: Building Restriction Area applies on Oban Street in Glenorchy to provide a wide entrance to the settlement that is not
encroached on by buildings.

Other methods:

Commercial Precincts and Visitor Accommodation Sub-zones mapped on the Planning Maps.
Physical extent of the Settlement Zone.

83




e Various District-wide provisions, including those proposed to be varied to apply to the Settlement Zone.

Costs

Benefits

Effectiveness & Efficiency

Maintaining current 800m2 minimum
density would not provide additional
residential capacity that may otherwise
be achieved through an up-zoning
option.

Costs associated with resource consent
process for breaches to standards that
maintain amenity, including building bulk
and location standards.

Amending the recession plane controls
may result in some change to amenity
associated with shading, when compared
to the operative 25 degree plane applied
at each boundary, triggered when a
setback is breached.

Increasing the maximum permitted
building heights in Commercial Precincts
may impact on adjoining residential
activities compared to applying the ODP
heights, however height recession
planes would apply, and all buildings
within  Commercial Precincts would
automatically require restricted
discretionary activity resource consent,
enabling matters that may adversely
affect residential amenity to be

Maintaining residential amenity values
will assist with achieving the
outcomes sought by the various
Community Plans and is a
continuation of the ODP approach,
therefore has a high level of certainty
for Plan users.

The revised height recession planes
implement a more nuanced approach
than the operative rule''®, whereby
sunlight access to adjoining sites can
be maintained, with greater flexibility

than the operative 25 degree
standard.
Increasing permitted maximum

building height within Commercial
Precincts will provide greater flexibility
for the built form within Precincts to
have greater legibility than they do
currently, particularly in the context of
the existing low-scale of development
throughout the balance of the zone,
which is sought to be retained.

Liberalising the ODP rule for
residential flats''® will provide the
opportunity for the existing residential

The proposed provisions take a ‘retain
and amend’ approach to reviewing the
ODP provisions, rather than proposing
significant wholesale changes. The
revisions to provisions will increase
their effectiveness and efficiency,
including by using the PDP drafting
conventions rather than continuing the
ODP complex drafting style.

15 oDP Rule 9.2.5.2ii(a)

116

ODRP rule 9.2.3.4vi
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considered through the resource consent offering to be supplemented with
process. minor (70m? or less) units'"”.

e Continuation of ODP  density
acknowledges that spacious lots
contribute to the character of these
Settlements and contribute to the
range of densities offered by the PDP,
whilst also providing sufficient land
area to accommodate on-site
servicing if required. The discretionary
activity status for breaches will enable
proposals seeking greater density to
be considered on their merits.

e The 40% maximum site coverage
standard (proposed rule 20.5.4) would
result in a slight relaxation from the
current 35% standard''®, which still
promotes spacious lots with low site
coverage by buildings. These factors
contribute to the residential amenity
and character of Settlements. This
relaxation of site coverage has been
considered in the context of the
proposed relaxation of the ODP rules
for residential flats.

e The site coverage rule for the
Commercial Precincts rolls over the
existing 80% maximum standard''®
and also applies it to the Visitor

17 Pursuant to the PDP Chapter 2 definition of Residential Flat, the floor area will be limited to 70m? in the Settlement Zone. Exceedance of this limit would result in the flat being treated as a Residential

Unit, for which the residential density rules (proposed rules 20.5.1 and 20.5.2) would be triggered.

118 ODP Rule 9.2.4ii(a) prescribes a maximum 35% coverage, whilst ODP Rule9.2.5.2i(a) prescribes 40% - this appears to be either a drafting anomaly or a tiered approach to breaches (as different

activity statuses apply to the respective breaches). For the purposes of this assessment | have taken it that the more restrictive 35% coverage was intended to apply.

119 opP Rule 9.2.5.2i(b).
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Accommodation Sub-zones (which is
a relaxation of the operative 70%
coverage'?, as well as a relaxation of
the non-compliance status of
breaches (from non-complying in the
ODP to the proposed discretionary
activity status). This relaxation is
applied in the context of applying a
restricted discretionary activity status
for visitor accommodation activities
(including buildings), rather than
continuing the ODP controlled activity
status. The proposed approach would
enable discretion over a range of
matters relevant to visitor
accommodation activities, and would
provide the opportunity for consent to
be declined if the proposal would
result in poor quality outcomes.
Restrictions on notification would
mean that the application would be
assessed non-notified (pursuant to
proposed rule 20.6.2(b).

The proposed noise limits (variation to
Chapter 36) are a continuation of the
operative limits which are performing
well. These limits are the same as for
the urban residential zones.

Alternative options considered less appropriate to achieve the objectives and policies (s32(1) (b)(i)):

120 opp Rule 9.2.5.2i(c).
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Option 1: Retain the operative provisions e Would not address the identified issues with the operative provisions

o Would lead to inconsistency on drafting style in the PDP, and rather would result in a continuation of
the complex drafting of the ODP.

o Would not apply more sophisticated height recession planes, and rather would see a continuation of
25 degree angle applied when a setback is breached. The latter is considered to be a blunt approach
that does not focus on maintaining sunlight access to adjoining sites.

Option 2: Relax the amenity controls and e Inconsistent with the desired outcomes of the various Community Plans, which seek to maintain
accept that a lower standard of residential residential amenity.

amenity is appropriate

e Inconsistent with the PDP’s approach to urban residential areas elsewhere in the District.
o May result in reduced compliance costs.

Issue 2 — Economic diversification to support the local economy.

A summary of proposed provisions and components of the Settlement Zone that address this issue and give effect to the objectives:

Objective 20.2.3: Commercial, community and visitor accommodation activities are predominantly provided for within precincts and sub-zones, are
limited in scale, provide for local and visitor convenience, and support the local economy.

Policy 20.2.3.1: Identify Commercial Precincts on the Planning Maps, within which commercial, visitor accommodation and community activities are
provided for in order to meet the day-to-day needs of residents and visitors and support the local economy.
Policy 20.2.3.2: Restrict individual retail activities exceeding 200m? gross floor area, and individual office activities exceeding 100m? gross floor area,
that would adversely affect the:

a. Retention and establishment of a diverse range of activities within the Commercial Precinct;

b. Role and function of commercial zones that provide for large scale retailing; and
c. Safe and efficient operation of the transport network.

Policy 20.2.3.3: Encourage development within Commercial Precincts to facilitate active transport and recreational opportunities, through design that
ensures connectivity with reserves and pedestrian and cycling links.
Policy 20.2.3.4: Control the height, scale, appearance and location of buildings within Commercial Precincts to achieve a built form that:

a. Complements the established pattern of development;
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b. Positively contributes to the streetscape; and
c. Minimises adverse effects on neighbouring residential activities.

Policy 20.2.3.5: Within Commercial Precincts ensure that recycling and waste storage areas are appropriately located and screened to limit adverse
visual effects and to assist with maintaining amenity values.

Policy 20.2.3.6: Limit the establishment and scale of non-residential activities outside of Commercial Precincts to minimise effects on the residential
amenity values and traffic safety and to maintain residential character.

Policy 20.2.3.7: Identify Visitor Accommodation Sub-zones on the Planning Maps to provide for visitor accommodation activities in identified locations,
and restrict the establishment of visitor accommodation activities in locations outside the Visitor Accommodation Sub-zones to ensure that the Zone
maintains a residential character.

Policy 20.2.3.8: Ensure that the design of buildings for visitor accommodation, commercial and community activities contribute positively to the visual
quality of the environment, including through building design, landscaping and response to site context.

Policy 20.2.3.9: Ensure that visitor accommodation activities and development are appropriately serviced and minimise impacts on roading networks.
Policy 20.2.3.10: Enable home occupation activities throughout the Zone to provide work-from-home opportunities and reduce travel-dependence for
employment, while ensuring that residential amenity is maintained.

Policy 20.2.3.11: Enable residential visitor accommodation and homestays to establish throughout the Zone, ensuring that the scale and effects of
these activities do not adversely affect residential amenity.

Matters addressed in Activities Table:

Activity Rule 20.4.2: Enables home occupations as a permitted activity.

Activity Rule 20.4.3: Enables residential visitor accommodation and homestays as a permitted activity.

Activity Rule 20.4.5: Controlled activity status for commercial, commercial recreation and community activities located in Commercial Precincts.
Enabling regimes for a variety of activities.

Activity Rule 20.4.7: Restricted discretionary activity status for visitor accommodation activities located in Commercial Precincts and Visitor
Accommodation Sub-zones (limits on notification pursuant to rule 20.6.2). Generally an enabling regime, subject to specific considerations.

Activity Rule 20.4.9: Commercial, commercial recreation and community activities located outside Commercial Precincts that do not exceed 100m2
GFA. Generally an enabling regime, subject to specific considerations, including whether the activity functions to service the day-to-day needs of
residents and visitors.

Activity Rule 20.4.10: Licensed Premises located in Commercial Precincts or Visitor Accommodation Sub-zones — restricted discretionary activity
status is generally enabling, subject to a discrete number of considerations.

Activity Rules 20.4.11 to 20.4.13: Service activities within a Commercial Precinct and Retirement Villages and Communities located throughout the
zone listed as discretionary activities — signalling that these activities are anticipated, subject to resource consent approval.

Activity Rules 20.4.14 to 20.4.17: Non-complying activities that are not anticipated in the zone.

Matters addressed in the Standards Table:

Standards Rule 20.5.3: Limits on the GFA of individual retail and office activities to encourage small format premises and encourage the establishment
of a diverse range of commercial activities.
Standards Rule 20.5.6: Enabling regime for home occupations to support work-from-home options and reduce the necessity for travel to employment.
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e Standards Rule 20.5.16: Residential visitor accommodation enabled up to 90 nights in a 12 month period as a permitted activity, subject to other
standards. Relatively enabling regime that acknowledges the presence of holiday homes in settlements, enables residents to supplement their income,
enables flexible use of housing stock, particular during peak visitor periods. Supports provision of a diverse accommodation offering.

e Standards Rule 20.5.17: Enabling regime for Homestay activities, enables residents to supplement their income, enables flexible use of the housing
stock, and supports the provision of a diverse accommodation offering.

e Standards Rules 20.6.2: limits on notification for buildings in Commercial Precincts, visitor accommodation in Visitor Accommodation Sub-zones,
residential visitor accommodation and homestay activities.

Other methods:

e Commercial Precincts and Visitor Accommodation Sub-zones mapped on the Planning Maps.
e Physical extent of the Settlement Zone.
e Various District-wide provisions, including those proposed to be varied to apply to the Settlement Zone.

Costs

Benefits

Effectiveness and efficiency

Enabling a diverse range of activities
necessitates controls to ensure that the
amenity values of nearby residential
areas are maintained. Those controls may
limit the nature and scale of activities, and
compliances may incur additional
development costs.

The restrictions on the gross floor area of
office and retail activities may pose
barriers to activities that exceed the
prescribed limits.

Costs associated with the resource
consent process for controlled activity
consent for commercial activities,
commercial recreation activities and
community activities located in
Commercial Precincts (Rule 20.4.5).
However the controlled activity status has

e Providing for a diverse range of
commercial activities encourages a
diverse range of businesses and
activities to establish to meet the
needs of residents and visitors. This is
important as most Settlements are
located significant distances from the
District’'s main commercial centres.

e Supports the economic viability of
Commercial Precincts by enabling a
range of activities.

e The |limited physical extent of
Commercial Precincts encourages the
clustering of commercial activity in
each Settlement, and the increased
building height aids legibility of the
Precincts.

Provisions for commercial activities,
commercial recreation activities, visitor
accommodation activities, as well as
community activities recognise the
potential adverse effects of such uses,
particularly on residential amenity,
whilst acknowledging the benefit of
enabling a wide range of activities to
establish in Settlements to support the
local economy. The provisions balance
the costs and benefits associated with
such activities, and acknowledge that
small-scale, sensitively  designed
commercial activities located within
residential areas can improve the
efficiency of the urban environment and
the experience of it by the community.
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high certainty that consent will be granted,
subject to conditions.

Costs associated with the restricted
discretionary resource consent process
for buildings located within Commercial
Precincts (Rule 20.4.6). Consents subject
to this activity status can be declined,
however the discrete list of matters of
discretion provides certainty regarding the
matters to be considered through the
consent process (more  certainty
compared to full discretionary activity
status), and limits on notification (Rule
20.6.2a) would apply, meaning the
resource consent would be assessed on
a non-notified basis.

Prescribed noise standards would apply
throughout the Settlement Zone, without
less restrictive standards applying within
Commercial Precincts. Given the
proximity of the Precincts to residential
areas, and that residential activities are
enabled within the Precinct without a
requirement for acoustic treatments for
critical listening environments, it is
considered that this approach is
appropriate. If more permissive noise
limits were applied to the Commercial
Precinct, they may be difficult to achieve
due to an established requirement that
noise must comply with the limits in the
receiving zone (which will include
Settlement Zone land outside the
Precinct).

Costs associated with the resource
consent process for activities requiring

Commercial and community activities
can add vibrancy to communities by
providing local amenities, such as local
meeting places, which assist with
encouraging residential cohesion.
This, however needs to be balanced
with limiting the adverse effects on
residential amenity, as the Settlements
are predominantly residential in
character. It is considered that the
proposed zone framework (comprising
the policy settings and rules that limit
adverse effects on residential amenity)
will achieve this balance.

Providing for visitor accommodation
with mapped Visitor Accommodation
Sub-zones and Commercial Precincts
provides a degree of certainty
regarding the location of VA in each
Settlement and the opportunity for
unique visitor experiences within the
District’s unique landscapes.

The VA offering in each Settlement
would be supplemented by the
relatively enabling framework for
residential visitor accommodation and
homestay activities. These activities
may contribute to the diversity of
accommodation offered in each
Settlement, and enable income for
residential visitor accommodation and
homestay operators, as well as
associated businesses such as
cleaners, property managers etc.
Providing for visitor accommodation in
Settlements will have wider benefits for
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consent to exceed limits, such as bulk and
location standards.

Precludes some activities from
establishing in the Settlement Zone
(including the Commercial Precincts),
which slightly decreases the ranges of
activities that can establish. Non-
complying activities can, however still be
considered on their particular merits
through the resource consent process.

the local economy and support the
District’s visitor industry.

Reserving discretion for buildings
within Commercial Precincts (Rule
20.4.6) will enable the identified
matters to be considered through
resource consent. Specific matters of
discretion, including the design, scale
and appearance of buildings, signage
platforms, lighting and landscaping will
assist with ensuring that high levels of
amenity are maintained. Maintaining
discretion for servicing enables
consideration of on-site servicing
requirements, which can be land-
intensive, and needs to be balanced
with building coverage and on-site car
parking required on an activity-basis
by Chapter 29: Transport.

Limiting the scale of individual retail
and office activities will assist with
promoting a diverse commercial
offering within Commercial Precincts,
rather than enabling larger format
activities that may occupy large
extents of the Precincts. These limits
will support the goal to provide a
“boutique” commercial offering sought
in particular by the Glenorchy
Community Plan.

The proposed provisions exclude
inappropriate activities from
establishing in the zone (including the
Commercial Precincts). Such activities
generally result in effects that are not
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appropriate, and are provided for in
other zones (such as the Industrial
Zone and the Rural Industrial Zone).

Alternative options considered less appropriate to achieve the objectives and policies (s32(1) (b)(i)):

Option 1: Retain the operative provisions

Would not address the identified issues with the operative provisions

Would lead to inconsistency on drafting style in the PDP, and rather would result in a continuation of
the complex drafting style of the ODP.

Would not provide the opportunity to place limits that encourage commercial activities to be small scale
and provide for a ‘boutique’ small-scale format of commercial activities.

Option 2: Discontinue the use of mapped
Commercial Precincts and instead provide
for commercial activities of various scales
throughout the zone

Would not encourage the clustering of commercial activities in a centralised ‘village centre’ provided by
the Precincts.

Would not build on the existing pattern of development at Glenorchy and Luggate, which have a legible
centre and capacity for additional commercial activities to establish within the Precincts, adjoining
existing commercial activities.

Would remove the opportunity for new Commercial Precincts to be applied to formalise existing
commercial activities at Kingston.

Option 3: Discontinue the use of Commercial
Precincts and instead apply the Local
Shopping Centre Zone (LSCZ)

The LSCZ restricts residential and VA activities located at ground floor level — which is a significant
departure from the Commercial Precincts, which acknowledge that residential activities are occurring
at ground floor level within the existing Commercial Precincts by not placing restrictions.

Restricting VA at ground floor level would limit the zoned capacity for VA, potentially resulting in greater
pressure for additional Visitor Accommodation Sub-zones within the Settlements.

Varying the LSCZ to allow residential and VA activities at ground floor level in Settlements would create
an inconsistency within the LSCZ zone purpose and policy framework, which focusses on providing
primarily for small format commercial, with residential and VA activities provided for as a lesser activity.
Such policy carve-outs would also add complexity to the LSCZ provisions.

The LSCZ has been applied to land for commercial activities at Hawea and Albert Town, which are
located within UGBs and are recommended to be up-zoned to LDRSZ. This proposal would result in
Commercial Precincts being applied only in Settlements, reflecting that a more flexible approach to the
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distribution of commercial and residential activities is appropriate in Settlements, given the
comparatively lesser growth pressure in Settlements. The rule framework for the Commercial Precincts
also acknowledges the need for on-site servicing in Settlements, which is not a requirement of the
LSCZ

The LSCZ includes a requirement for acoustic treatments for critical listening environments within the
zone, in conjunction with more permissive noise limits applied within the zone. Applying his regime may
be onerous in the context of the Settlements, which have residential activities interspersed with
commercial activities in the Precincts. Existing residential units within Precincts would be required to
undertake the acoustic treatment to undertaken such work as minor additions, which would increase
building costs.

Option 4: Increase the area of Commercial
Precincts and restrict all non-residential
activities located outside Commercial
Precincts

Would less effectively achieve the zone purpose, which is to provide for a range of activities, albeit the
predominant activity is residential activity.

May reduce the opportunities that would otherwise be provided through the more flexible (proposed)
approach to support growth of the local economy and visitor industry.

Providing for home occupations enables flexible use of the housing resource, providing opportunities
to decrease dependence on car travel for employment. This is considered important, given the location
of many of the Settlements in outlying areas.

Would restrict the visitor accommodation offering by restricting the ability to establish residential visitor
accommodation activities and homestays, and would limit the ability for homeowners to supplement
their income through undertaking these activities.

However, would assist with promoting the Commercial Precincts as the ‘village centres’, with a clear
delineation of commercial and residential activity areas within each Settlement.

Issue 3— Servicing

A summary of proposed provisions and components of the Settlement Zone that address this issue and give effect to the objectives:

Objective 20.2.1: Well designed, low intensity residential development is enabled within settlements located amidst the wider Rural Zone

Policy 20.2.1.2: Ensure that development is designed in a manner that is consistent with the capacity of infrastructure servicing it.
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Policy 20.3.1.3: Ensure residential development provides appropriate on-site wastewater treatment and disposal, having particular regard to:

a. The method of sewage treatment and disposal;
The location, capacity and design of the proposed on-site wastewater treatment system;

c. The ability for the on-site wastewater system and run-off to be contained within the boundaries of the subject site regardless of seasonal
variations and loading;

d. The environmental effects of the proposed on-site wastewater treatment system including minimising adverse effects on ecosystem services
and values to manawhenua; and

e. Ensuring the location of vehicle accessways, manoeuvring and stormwater dispersal areas do not adversely affect the functioning of the on-
site wastewater system.

Matters addressed in the Activities Table:

Activity Rule 20.4.5: Servicing is a matter of control for commercial activities, commercial recreation activities and community activities located in
Commercial Precincts.
Activity Rule 20.4.6: Servicing is a matter of discretion for buildings located in Commercial Precincts.
Activity Rule 20.4.7: Servicing is a matter of discretion for Visitor accommodation activities (including buildings) located within Commercial Precincts
and/or Visitor Accommodation Sub-zones.
Activity Rule 20.4.8: For residential flats, where the wastewater treatment and disposal is on-site - discretion is restricted to:

a. On-site wastewater treatment, with particular regard to the design and function of the on-site wastewater system and compatibility with on-

site car parking, manoeuvring and stormwater disposal management.

Activity Rule 20.4.9: Servicing is a matter of discretion for commercial activities, commercial recreation activities and community activities located
outside Commercial Precincts that do not exceed 100m? gross floor area.

Activity Rule 20.4.10: Servicing is a matter of discretion for licensed premises located in either a Commercial Precinct or Visitor Accommodation
Sub-zone.

Activity Rule 20.4.17: Prescribes a non-complying activity status for activities not listed in the activity table. Provides the opportunity for servicing to
be considered via the non-complying consent process (rather than the default permitted activity status in other PDP zones).

Matters addressed in the Standards Table:

Standards Rule 20.5.1 and 20.5.2: prescribes minimum densities that are able to accommodate on-site servicing (continuation of the ODP densities).
Standards Rule 20.5.3: limits on the GFA of permitted retail and office activities (small format activities would have lesser infrastructure requirements
and encourage diversity in commercial activities)

Standards Rule 20.5.4: Maximum building coverage 40% (excluding within Commercial Precincts and Visitor Accommodation Sub-zones) — supports
sufficient undeveloped site area to accommodate on-site waste water systems.

Standards Rule 20.5.5: Maximum building coverage standards within Commercial Precincts and Visitor Accommodation Sub-zones — in conjunction
with activity rules that list servicing as a matter of discretion, supports sufficient undeveloped site area to accommodate on-site waste water systems.
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Other methods:

Physical extent of the Settlement Zone.

Various District-wide provisions, including those proposed to be varied to apply to the Settlement Zone.

Costs

Benefits

Effectiveness and efficiency

e Costs to individuals associated with on-site
servicing, and meeting resource consent
requirements when servicing is a listed
matter of discretion or control. On-site
servicing is requisite of the ODP provisions,
therefore no change from the status quo
approach.

. The Settlements have known servicing
constraints, which requires
acknowledgement in the planning
framework for development. As such,
providing fit-for-purpose infrastructure
should be a consideration at the design
phase of development.

. Ensuring that development is designed in
a manner consistent with the capacity of
infrastructure  servicing it avoids
unexpected costs associated with
potential upgrades and promotes
effective and efficient use of the
resource.

. The proposed provisions require
servicing to be considered in conjunction
with development as a matter of control
or discretion, whereby adequate
servicing would need to be
demonstrated. This is particularly
relevant for commercial developments,
which despite the high site coverage
enabled in the Commercial Precinct, will
be required to provide on-site parking,
pursuant to the activity-based parking
requirements of Chapter 29: Transport.
The location of on-site waste-water
services will therefore need to be
considered in context of site layout of

The provisions effective and efficient at
acknowledging the servicing
constraints present in Settlements and
requiring that servicing is considered in
the design of development.
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buildings, on-site car parking,
landscaping and outdoor storage of
waste and recycling.

. Residential flats are proposed to be
provided for as a restricted discretionary
activity, rather than as a non-complying
activity under the ODP provisions.
Discretion would be restricted to on-site
servicing to ensure that residential flats
are  appropriately  serviced. The
comparatively enabling approach to
residential flats, compared with the ODP
approach, will provide the opportunity for
some increased diversity in the housing
offering in Settlements. Residential flats
may assist with providing worker
accommodation in Makarora, which was
highlighted in the My Place community
consultation. As a number of the
Settlements are located in Outstanding
Natural Landscapes, expansion of the
zone is seen as a less desirable option to
provide additional development
opportunities.

Alternative options considered less appropriate to achieve the objectives and policies (s32(1) (b)(i)):

Option 1: Retain the operative provisions

Would not address the identified issues with the operative provisions

Residential flats would remain a non-complying activity, and the opportunity to provide a more flexible
regime, subject to on-site servicing requirements being met, would not be achieved.

Would lead to inconsistency on drafting style in the PDP, and rather would result in a continuation of the
complex drafting of the ODP.
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Option 2: Adopt more liberal rules than | e  Adequate servicing is a key requirement for sustainable development. In the absence of full reticulation in

proposed the Settlements, a relaxation of the on-site servicing requirements would be contrary to the purpose of the
Act.

. This option may place pressure on the Council to fund additional reticulated services, which may not be
planned for, and there may subsequently be delays in implementing any upgrades required, which may in
turn inhibit opportunities for development that would otherwise have occurred under the preferred
approach.

Issue 4 — Natural hazards
A summary of proposed provisions and components of the Settlement Zone that address this issue and give effect to the objectives:
Implements the District-wide natural hazards objectives and policies of PDP Chapter 28: Natural Hazards.

Matters addressed in Standards Table:

e Standards Rule 20.5.19: Flood risk — limits the development able to be undertaken as of right, unless floor levels are raised above the identified flood
level. This rule works in conjunction with rule 20.5.14, which enables height recession planes to be applied from the flood risk level in cases where a
site is required to be raised to mitigate flood risk. The flood risk standard has been rolled over from the ODP, however the height recession exemption
is a new exemption, addressing an identified issue with the ODP provisions.

e Standards Rule 20.5.15: Prescribes minimum setback from waterbodies

Other methods:
¢ Flood hazard areas mapped on the Planning Maps at Glenorchy, Kinloch and Kingston.
e Physical extent of the Settlement Zone.
e Various District-wide provisions, including those proposed to be varied to apply to the Settlement Zone.
e Other Council functions in respect of natural hazard risk management, including administering s71 of the Building Act, and established Civil Defence
& Emergency procedures including flood warning system.

Costs Benefits Effectiveness & Efficiency
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e  Buildings over 20m? in area located within
the flood hazard area identified on Planning
Maps would be required to be raised above
the flood level, incurring development costs.
This, however, is an existing requirement in
the ODP, as such there are no additional
costs compared to the operative rule.

The proposed flood risk rules are being
rolled over from the ODP provisions, with
the only change being to provide flexibility
for height recession planes to be applied
from the identified RL height, rather than
the ground level prior to the earthworks
being completed. This amendment will
remove a current constraint on
development that is understood to be an
unintended consequence of the drafting
of the ODP provision.

The flood risk rules assist with
implementing ‘Learning to Live with
Flooding: A Flood Risk Management
Strategy for the communities of Lakes
Wakatipu and Wanaka (2006)’ a joint
flood risk management strategy produced
by Otago Regional Council and QLDC.
The Strategy provides a comprehensive
overview of the flood hazard present in
the District, and methods to manage and
mitigate flood risk to acceptable levels,
rather than advocating a strict avoidance
approach. The flooding rules are one
method of a suite of both regulatory and
non-regulatory methods to implement the
Strategy, by anticipating development in
the flood zone, so long as the
development is raised above the
identified flood level.

This approach is consistent with that for
the Queenstown and Wanaka Town
Centres'?', considered in Stage 1 of the

Effectiveness and efficiency

The provisions are effective and
efficient insofar as they provide a
continuation of the status quo in
respect of managing the known flood
hazards in Settlements. This approach
has been agreed in a joint strategy by
the QLDC and the ORC, which
includes a range of regulatory and non-
regulatory approaches to managing
the hazard.

121

For Queenstown: Policy 12.2.2.8 and Rule 12.5.6; for Wanaka: Policy 13.2.5.4 and Rule 13.5.4.
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Plan review, which also resulted in a
continuation of the status quo approach to
flood risk management in existing urban
areas located on the margins of the
District's major lakes.

Alternative options considered less appropriate to achieve the objectives and policies (s32(1) (b)(i)):

Option 1: Apply more stringent rules than
proposed

The operative flood rules, combined with the flooding annotation on Planning Maps is currently achieving
positive outcomes, and achieves the desired outcomes of ‘Learning to Live with Flooding: A Flood Risk
Management Strategy for the communities of Lakes Wakatipu and Wanaka (2006)’ a joint flood risk
management strategy produced by Otago Regional Council and QLDC. The Strategy seeks to manage
flood risk through a range of methods, including Plan rules that enable risk to be mitigated through
measures such as raising sites in flood-prone areas, rather than strict avoidance.

Option 2: Adopt more liberal rules than
proposed

Unlikely to achieve the desired outcomes of the Strategy.
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14.

14.1.

14.2.

15.
15.1.

15.2.

EFFICIENCY AND EFFECTIVENESS OF THE PROVISIONS

The above provisions have been drafted to address the resource management issues identified
with the current provisions, and to enhance the provisions that already function well. Where
possible, when keeping an operative provision, effort has been made to simplifying the drafting
to improve the readability of the Plan, whilst retaining adequate protection of the resource. By
simplifying the objectives, policies and rules, the subject matter becomes easier to understand

for Plan users, both as an applicant and processing planner.

The proposed provisions strike an appropriate balance to achieve the integrated management of
the effects of the use, development, or protection of land and associated natural and physical
resources of the District. In doing so, the proposed provisions are more appropriate than the

alternatives considered.

THE RISK OF NOT ACTING
Section 32(c) of the RMA requires an assessment of the risk of acting or not acting if there is
uncertain or insufficient information about the subject matter of the provisions. It is not considered

that there is uncertain or insufficient information about the subject matter of the provisions.
The issues identified and options taken forward are the most appropriate way to achieve the

purpose of the RMA. If these changes were not made there is a risk the District Plan would fall

short of fulfilling its functions.
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Infroduction

Bridget Gilbert Landscape Architecture Limited (BGLA) has been engaged by Queenstown Lakes District
Council (Council) to provide landscape comment with respect to a potential change to the Urban Growth
Boundary (UGB) at Hawea.

In particular, Council have asked BGLA to comment on the following matters:

a) The landscape merits of the existing UGB at Hawea that was introduced by a decision on Stage 1
of the Proposed District Plan (PDP).

b) The potential capability of the existing landscape on the southern side of Cemetery Road to
absorb urban development (from alandscape perspective) and the location and ‘form’ of any new
UGB edge if it is found that the land on the south side of Cemetery Road has the capability to
absorb urban development.

c) The influence of the proposed SHA on the UGB introduced by the PDP Stage 1 decision.

d) The potential capability of the landscape on the southern side of Cemetery Road to absorb urban
development (from a landscape perspective) assuming the development of the proposed SHA,
and the location and ‘form’ of any new UGB edge if it is found that the land on the south side of
Cemetery Road has the capability to absorb urban development.

e) Appropriate zoning within any new urban area on the southern side of Cemetery Road.

The extent of the study area for this exercise is depicted in Figure 1. | confirm that | have visited the study
area. | have also read the following documents:

a) Report 16.2: Report and Recommendations of Independent Commissioners Regarding Upper
Clutha Planning Maps, Urban Wanaka and Lake Hawea and PDP Stage 1 Decisions Version District
Plan mapping.

b) The various reports prepared in support of the Special Housing Area (SHA) on the south side of
Cemetery Road (the SHA).

c) Hawea Community Plan, dated June 2003 (Hawea Community Plan 2003).
d) Hawea Community Association Stage 1 submission, 2015 (submission 771).
e) Letter to Council from the Hawea Community Association, dated 31 May 2019.

f) The consented plans for the 36 lot rural residential development on the south side of Cemetery
Road- legally described as Lot 1 DP304937 and referred to hereafter as the ‘Streat Development’.

| have been advised of a number of ‘layers of context’ for this review, which are summarised as follows:

e The Hawea UGB was introduced to the PDP as a result of decisions on the hearings for Stage 1 of
the PDP. The UGB is the subject of an appeal before the Environment Court. In summary, the
appellants seek to either remove the UGB or extend it southwards across Cemetery Road, and
apply an urban zoning to the Rural Residential Zoned site on the south side of Cemetery Road (the
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Streat Developments land). The parties did not reach agreement in mediation, however the
parties agreed to request that the relief on the location of the UGB be put on hold until after
notification of Stage 3 of the PDP. In the meantime, Council decided to seek a landscape
assessment of the UGB.

e At the time of preparing this report, it is my understanding that the SHA application has been
approved by the Minister of Housing. Development of the SHA cannot proceed until resource
consent is granted, with applications due to be lodged by September 2019. | am advised that the
SHA development does not currently form part of the ‘existing environment’, but that it would be
unusual for a resource consent for an SHA not to be granted. My assessment does not assume
any form of urban development within the SHA area, but | do make comment on how
development of the SHA would affect my findings.

e The Townships zone of the Operative District Plan, which includes Hawea, is currently under
review. The review is considering the types of zoning and development controls that are
appropriate for the Hawea township. | understand that this report is intended to be attached to
the section 32 evaluation report for the Townships Review and inform a planning assessment of
alternatives.

Executive Summary

The western, northern and eastern UGB in the PDP Stage 1 Decisions Version mapping are supported from
a landscape perspective.

The southern UGB boundary is assessed to comprise a relatively weak boundary as a consequence of:
a) the reliance on a relatively minor, ‘land use’ type boundary (i.e. a collector road); and

b) the patterning and character of the rural residential development that has been consented on
the south side of Cemetery Road (i.e. the Streat Development) which is likely to read as an
extension of the settlement (albeit characterised by a more spacious type of settlement).

However, there may be the potential to address the shortcomings of the current southern UGB via the
establishment of a strong green corridor within the road reserve of Cemetery Road and along the Domain
Road and eastern edges of the Rural Residential zoned land on the south side of Cemetery Road. The
viability (and potential success) of these mitigation measures will be contingent on practical constraints
in relation to infrastructure, the extent of land ownership and the like.

Generally speaking, there are no strong and obvious ‘landscape’ boundaries in the local area to guide the
configuration of a new UGB along the south side of Hawea.
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2.5

2.6

2.7

2.8

2.9

2.10

On the basis of the existing, topography, vegetation and other features of the study area, including the
existing Rural Residential Zoned land (although excluding consideration of the proposed SHA) and subject
to the landscape buffer recommendations below, potential new UGB boundaries could be:

a) Domain Road to the west;
b) the walkway/cycleway route along the eastern side of the Streat Developments land;

c) the water race that winds its way through the (roughly) triangular area to the south of Cemetery
Road; and

d) The flood hazard area identified on the QLDC hazard register to the east.

Should Council choose to adopt any of these features for a new UGB, it is recommended that they are
augmented by an appreciable landscape buffer to ensure that they form clearly legible and defensible
urban edges that serve to limit sprawling and sporadic development.

If the proposed SHA is approved by resource consent, this will further weaken the southern UGB and
increase the potential for new urban development to be successfully absorbed on the south side of
Cemetery Road (from a landscape perspective).

In my opinion, there are three potential options for a new UGB to the south of Hawea if the SHA proceeds
(listed in terms of increasing size, with the first option comprising the smallest change to the extent of
urban zoned land and the last option comprising the largest change):

a) The integration of a legible and defensible urban boundary within the SHA ‘footprint’ as part of
the SHA consenting process, together with the establishment of the Domain Road and Streat
Development eastern boundary landscape buffer.

b) Expansion of the urban footprint southwards such that the new UGB in the area is defined by
Domain Road, the southern portion of the Streat Development’s eastern boundary, the water
race and the flood hazard mapping, with clearly legible and robust landscape buffers used to
augment each of these new boundaries.

c) Reliance on Domain Road and the flood hazard mapping to delineate the new UGBs, with each
augmented by a landscape buffer.

With respect to potential new zonings within an expanded urban footprint, assuming the incorporation
of generously proportioned landscape buffers to the ‘new’ edges, the use of ‘transitional’ zonings (such
as rural living type zonings) are not considered necessary to assist the integration of urban development
into the surrounding rural landscape setting.

From a landscape perspective, it would appear that the scarcity of flat land, on poorer soils that adjoins
existing urban development and infrastructure within the wider area, suggests a preference for optimal
development efficiency. Any new zoning or development controls on the south side of Cemetery Road
should encourage a distinctly Hawea development character and avoid this becoming yet another new
development area that ‘could be anywhere’.

2.11

Itis alsorecommended that any landscape buffers required as part of a new UGB strategy at Hawea are
zoned Open Space (or similar) to safeguard them in the long term, and consider the provision of a linear
park that provides walking and cycling connection to Hawea Flat, such as the reserve at Domain Road.

Photograph 1: Aerial view of the existing Hiwea settlement (prior to recent urban development on the northern side of
Cemetery Road)

Source: The Wanaka Sun - History of Lake Hawea township, Photo: Lake Hawea township by Trevor Chinn
https://www.thewanakasun.co.nz/news/5074-history-of-lake-Hawea-township.html
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Figure 2: Topographic Map I
7 Source: http://www.topomap.co.nz/print?sw=15891,5914&ne=15900,59278&7z=14&t=91&s=A3&o0=Portrait 7ifi\ fi
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3.0 Study Area

3.1 The study area corresponds to Hawea settlement and surrounds in the Upper Clutha basin. The Landscape
and Urban Design Review, May 2018 (prepared by RA Skidmore urban design Itd) in support of the SHA
application, provides a helpful description of the area which is reproduced below. (NB my clarification
notes are added as: [non-italicised text])

over Lake Hawea extending to the north. The settlement has a somewhat circuitous network of
streets that traverse the undulating moraine topography. While there has more recently been
construction of larger houses within the established settlement, it retains an informal character with
a predominance of modest houses of various styles. The settlement is well vegetated, and the streets

Photograph 2:

Like much of the District, the settlement of Hawea is located within a spectacular mountain setting.
It sits on the southern shores of Lake Hawea, the northernmost of the Otago glacial lakes. Both Lake
Wanaka and Lake Hawea were created by advances of great glacial systems which extended down
from the alps to fill the valley and carve out the valley floor. The southern foreshore of the lake, the
location of the existing township, was created by moraine that mounded and dammed the lake. The
Hawea River drains from the southwestern corner of the lake and then joins the Clutha River which
drains from Lake Wanaka.

The Hawea dam construction began in 1955. The raising of the Lake level ended in around 1958.
Following the influx of workers involved in the construction of the dam, the settlement gradually
developed, primarily as a holiday destination.

Today, the main entrance to Hawea is from the direction of Wanaka across the dam at the head of
the Hawea River. Dwellings in the northern area of the older part of the settlement enjoy an outlook

)
iz
|

View from the southern edge of moraine/older settlement, southwards out over the recent development on the north side of Cemetery Road towards Hawea Flat

Source: Proposed SHA at Hawea: Landscapeand Urban Design Review, R.A. Skidmore Urban Design Ltd, May 2018
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have an informal character without formal kerb and channelling.

More recently there has been considerable expansion of the settlement to the south ..... A distinct
terrace [corresponding to the southern edge of the moraine] at the southern edge of the older
settlement creates a separation between the older and newer settlement pattern ..... Two residential
neighbourhoods to the south of the terrace, Tims Field and Sentinel Park, are currently being
developed [lot sizes approximately 800m?*-1,280m?]. Further to the east, more undulating land has
been developed with larger lots.

Properties immediately to the north of the site are accessed internally, turning their back on
Cemetery Road which runs east-west in this location. Cemetery Road currently forms the southern
edge of the settlement. Inmediately to the west of the Site [i.e. the SHA land on the south side of
Cemetery Road], subdivision consent has been granted for a neighbourhood containing lots of
around 4,000m?.
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htof view. Land in foregroundis zoned for urbanresidential use.

Photograph 3: View from Cemetery Road looking north westwards. Moraine/terracelandformedgeseen to the rig
Source: Proposed SHA at Hawea: Landscapeand Urban Design Review, R.A. Skidmore Urban Design Ltd, May 2018
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Photograph 4: ONL mountain backdrop framingthe eastern side of Hawea. Photograph 5: ONL mountain backdrop framingthe western side of Hawea.
Source: Proposed SHA at Hawea: Landscapeand Urban Design Review, R.A. Skidmore Urban Design Ltd, May 2018 Source: Proposed SHA at Hawea: Landscapeand Urban Design Review, R.A. Skidmore Urban Design Ltd, May 2018
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3.2 To this description | would add the following observations that | consider are of importance in
understanding the landscape and visual amenity attributes and character of the study area:

a) Around 95% of the Queenstown Lakes District is identified as RMA s 6(b) Outstanding Natural
Landscape (ONL), with virtually all of the non ONL rural zoned land classifiedas RMAs7(c) Amenity
Landscape.

b) The highly scenic, dramatic and in places, sublime, landscapes of the district lie at the heart of the
identity of this part of Central Otago. Within the context of the study area, these very high value
landscapes and features include:

i.  The highly attractive and picturesque Lake Hawea encircled by mountain ranges.

ii.  The rugged and dramatic mountain ranges that flank the western and eastern sides of
Hawea settlement area and low lying and flat, rural hinterland setting further to the
south.

Photograph 7: Lake Hawea typical character.
Source: Lake Wanaka Photo Tour, Photo Point 16 - Lake Hawea Lookout - Wanaka Tourism
https://www.lakewanaka.co.nz/explore/photo-point-16-lake-hawea-lookout/

T T

Photograph 6: Lake Hawea typical character.
Source: Paddle Wanaka - Wanaka Tourism

https://www.lakewanaka.co.nz/things-to-do/adventure/kayak-sup-and-wakeboard/hawea-wave/paddle-wanaka/

Photograph 8: Lake Hawea typical character.
Source: Explore Lake Hawea - Wanaka Tourism https://www.lakewanaka.co.nz/plan-your-trip/regions/lake-hawea/
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Photograph 9: Lake Hawea and its mountain setting.
Source: Things to see and do in Lake Hawea, New Zealand, 100% Pure New Zealand https://www.newzealand.com/int/lake-hawea/

c) The winding course of the Hawea River very roughly delineates the western edge of the existing
settlement and low lying rural hinterland. An easy walking/cycling track provides access along the
river margins between Hawea to Wanaka via Albert Town. The track is generally located within
the lower lying floodplain, below the rural flats. Whilst the river corridor is not identified as an
ONL, it is considered to rate as a s7(c) Amenity Landscape as a consequence of its high aesthetic,
perceived naturalness and recreational values.

Photograph 10: The popular Hawea River walkway/cycleway
Source: Hawea River Track - Wanaka Tourism https://www.lakewanaka.co.nz/explore/hawea-river-track/

i e 2 24
Photograph 11: Obliqueaerial view of the Hawea River.
Source: Hawea River Track - Wanaka Tourism https://www.lakewanaka.co.nz/explore/hawea-river-track/

d) The local area is a popular holiday destination with the lake well used for swimming, fishing,
canoeing, kayaking waterskiing windsurfing and jet boating. The close proximity of the area to ski
fields, mountain bike tracks, tramping tracks and river jet boating operations add to this appeal.

e) As Photograph 2 suggests, the majority of the recent development throughout the lower lying
land to the south of the moraine/terrace landform ( ie sandwiched between Cemetery Road and
the older established part of Hawea) is of a distinctly urban character (kerb and channel, street
lighting, formed footpaths) and comprises predominantly single storey buildings. Generally, there
is very little that sets the character of development that has occurred to date apart from other
recently developed parts of the district that have a similar zoning.

f) The centre of the older and established part of Hawea is loosely focussed around the shop,
restaurant, pub, Community Centre, library, playground and tennis courts on (or near) Capell
Avenue.
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Figure3: Walkingand trampingtracks near Hiwea
Source: https://www.doc.govt.nz/Documents/parks-and-recreation/tracks-and-walks/otago/wanaka-outdoor-pursuits-brochure.pdf p7

1 Submission 771
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Photograph 12: FishingatLake Hawea.

Source: Fly Fishing Lake Hawea https://www.aspiringflyfishing.co.nz/blog/2017/5/28/fly-fishing-lake-hawea

g)

h)

Hawea is approximately 15 minutes’ drive north east of Wanaka on State Highway 6 (SH6). The
latter provides access to Mt Aspiring National Park and beyond to the west coast via Haast Pass.
The entrance to Hawea from SH6 traverses the dam and reads as the main entrance into the
settlement. Whilst the relatively grid like network of roads throughout the flats to the south and
south east of the settlement provide an alternate entry point from Hawea Flat and Luggate (via
Kane Road), the SH6 route is the most frequented.

A community plan was developed for the area in 2003, entitled the Hawea Community Plan. That
document articulated the community’s vision, goals and priorities for Hawea for 10-20 years
(based on a workshop held on 14 June 2003). Of particular relevance to this report is the clear
intention to provide for future growth along the south side of the settlement that extends up to
Cemetery Road and to form a strong boundary between rural and urban areas (refer Figure 4),
with a green belt suggested on the south side of Cemetery Road. The report advises that if
development is enabled on rural zoned land inthe area, it should form clustered or ‘hamlet style
satellite towns’ rather than ribbon development.

The Hawea Community Association submitted on Stage 1 of the Proposed District Plan. The 2015
submission! supported the general principles outlined in the 2003 Hawea Community Plan,


https://www.doc.govt.nz/Documents/parks-and-recreation/tracks-and-walks/otago/wanaka-outdoor-pursuits-brochure.pdf
https://www.aspiringflyfishing.co.nz/blog/2017/5/28/fly-fishing-lake-hawea
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however sought an UGB, including the Rural Residential zoned land on the south side of Cemetery Rd Edtn 1 .%% ‘,‘
Road. The 2015 submission also recommended an Industrial zoning be applied to the land on the E%y\:z / R '\’
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Figure5: PDP Decisions Version District Plan mapping for the Hawea Flatarea. Yellow (Rural zone with Rural Character
Landscapeclassification); Lightgreen (Rural Residential zone - minimum lotsize 4,000m?); Darker green (Rural Lifestyle zone
minimumlot size1 ha, average lotsize 2h or greater); Brown (Informal Recreation); Brown dashed line (ONL).

Source: PDP-Decisions-Version-Map-18-Wanaka-Rural-Hawea-Flat.pdf

[) The current impression of the ‘settlement area’ at Hawea broadly corresponds to the roughly
rectilinear block defined by: Lake Hawea along its north side, Muir Road along its eastern edge,
Cemetery Road along its south side and Domain Road along its western edge. This roughly
corresponds to the extent of the UGB in the PDP Decisions Version mapping in Figure 6. Whilst
some of land along the Cemetery Road edge is currently undeveloped, the extensive urban
residential development under construction in the immediate vicinity together with the
fragmented patterning of these ‘vacant’ parcels confers the perception of them reading as a part
of the broader ‘urban footprint’.

Figure4: Extract from Figure 2 Growth Management-Zone Changes
Source: Hawea Community Plan 2020, June 2003

k) Approximately 7.5km to the south of Hawea (by road), is the informal rural settlement of Hawea
Flat. This comprises a cluster of rural living and (effectively), large-lot suburban-scaled lots (noting
that the area is zoned Rural Residential and Rural Lifestyle) loosely grouped around the Hawea
Flat School on Camp Hill Road — the only primary school in the vicinity of the study area. Adjacent
the school is a Community Centre, kindergarten, playgroup and St Ninians Church. A rectangular
parcel of Open Space zoned land is located at the southern end of Domain Road some 2.5km north
of Hawea Flat by road. This site is designated as the Hawea Domain and is a recreation reserve. It
is linked to Hawea to the north and Hawea Flat to the south by a walking and cycling track.
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Figure6: PDP Decisions Version District Plan mapping for the Hawea area. Yellow (Rural zonewith Rural Character Landscape
classification); Light brown (Lower Density Suburban Residential zone — minimum lotsize450m?); Red (Large Lot Residential Azone —
minimum ot size2,000m?); Red dashed line (UGB); Brown dashed line (ONL).

Source: PDP-Decisions-Version-Map-17-Hawea.pdf
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m) The majority of the balance of the low lying and flat hinterland sitting ‘behind’ Hawea (i.e. to the
south of Cemetery Road) is mapped as a Rural Character Landscape in the PDP. With the exception
of Hawea Flat (described above) and the immediate area on the south side of Cemetery Road,
described shortly, this comprises a relatively sparsely inhabited, more ‘working’ rural landscape
typology. Soil qualities vary across the rural flats with the patterning of central pivot irrigators
(supporting intensive dairying) and the patchwork of cropped fields in Figure 7 below, roughly
signalling the patterning of productive soils. Vegetation patterns within this area are generally
limited to shelterbelts, hedgerows, the odd grouping of amenity plantings around rural dwellings
and exotic pasture/crop cover. Lower quality soils coincide with the broadly triangular area to the
south of Cemetery Road where woodlot and wilding pines are evident in degraded pastureland
conferring a somewhat ‘wasteland’ type impression.
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Figure7: Aerial photograph of Hiwea and its context. Areas of poorer soils throughouttherural flats correspondto the roughly triangular areato the south of the settlement where pine woodlots and shelterbelts areevident.

Source: Google Earth
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n) The QLDC hazards register identifies aflood hazard area on the western and eastern side of Hawea
from damburst should the Lake Hawea Control Structure, or the gate at the Gladstone Gap
(eastern side of settlement), fail. The western flood hazard area aligns with the Hawea River
corridor. The eastern flood hazard area coincides with a slightly lower lying portion of the flats
extending south westwards from the lake edge, across Cemetery Road towards Domain Road-
refer Figure 8 below.

(4 S

——Gla

Figure8: QLDC hazardregister flood hazard area corresponds to blue hatching. Orangeline defines the proposed SHA on the south side of
Cemetery Road.

Source: Proposed SHA at Hawea: Landscapeand Urban Design Review, R.A. Skidmore Urban Design Ltd, May 2018

o) A shallow water race extends throughout the flats behind Hawea (refer Figure 1 Study Area).
Unlike in the more productive soils of the basin where such races have been realigned to optimise
the productive use of the land resulting in a straight line patterning, the race throughout the
poorer soils immediately south of Cemetery Road remains as a meandering route.
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The consented 36 lot Streat Development on the south side of Cemetery Road comprises a
development layout that is largely driven by the Rural Residential zone provisions — refer Figure 9.
The approved development anticipates relatively uniform lot sizes (approximately 4,000m?)
accessed from a single road entrance off Cemetery Road and internally via two cul-de-sacs. A
walkway/cycleway track is provided along the boundary, with a cross-site link to Domain Road
approximately mid-way along the eastern boundary. The flat topography of the area, absence of
noteworthy existing landscape features, absence of a landscape plan, and absence of location-
specific building development controls suggests that there will be little about this development
that will firmly place it in its specific setting of Hawea (as described earlier). Further, it is
reasonable to expect that this development will read as ‘large-lot’ or ‘spacious’ suburban
development rather than distinctly rural living development and will promote the perception of
the settlement sprawling southwards beyond Cemetery Road.
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Figure9: Approved Streat Development layouton the south side of Cemetery Road

q)

s)

u)

X)

A gravel surfaced path extends southwards from Cemetery Road, through the (recently
consented) Rural Lifestyle subdivision linking to Domain Road via a paper road. A
walkway/cycleway track extends southwards beyond Domain Road to McCarthy Road linking
between Hawea township and Hawea Flat School.

The very flat topography of the area means that the viewing audiences ‘exposed’ to the study
area are limited to the following:

i. Residents along the top of the southern edge of the moraine/terrace landform that
defines the extent of the older settled part of Hawea.

ii. Residents throughout the recently developed lower lying urban zoned land along the
north side of Cemetery Road

iii. Users of the local road network, including Cemetery Road, Domain Road, Muir Road,
Hawea Back Road and Gladstone Road.

iv. Users of the elevated sections of the tramping tracks throughout the mountains to the
east that overlook the Hawea catchment (Lagoon Creek, Grandview Creek Track, Johns
Creek track, Te Araroa).

V. Future users of the walkway/cycleway between Cemetery Road and Domain Road along
the eastern edge of the consented Rural Lifestyle subdivision.

Of these audiences, the residents along the top of the southern edge of the moraine/terrace
landform that defines the extent of the older settled part of Hawea are considered to be the most
sensitive to urban development change.

It is also noted that the study areas has a relatively limited ‘visual profile’ for the majority of
visitors to the Hawea, given its separation from SH6.

Key views ‘from’ the study area relate to the dramatic and highly scenicviews across the relatively
open rural flats to the surrounding mountain context. Immediately south of Cemetery Road, the
patterning of woodlot and wilding pines serves to limit the longer range rural/mountain views
although it is possible that portions of this vegetation could be removed in the future.

Views of the lake are generally limited to the older part of Hawea settlement, a small cluster of
houses at John’s Creek/Gladstone to the east of Hawea, SH6 north of Hawea and elevated
locations within the surrounding mountain context.

The older and established portion of the settlement (extending from the lake edge back to the
southern edge of the moraine/terrace landform) displays a relatively low key, modest and ‘old
school’ charm, and comprises a mix of permanent and holiday properties with a wide range of
architectural styles evident.

The proliferation of suburban development (including the more ‘spacious’ Streat Development)
throughout the low lying land to the south of the established settlement is seeing a change to a
dominance of permanent residential properties, of a style that is reasonably typical of new
suburban development elsewhere in the district. By this itis meant that there is nothing distinctly
‘Hawea’ evident in the more recent development to date.
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y) This distinction of ‘old’ and ‘new’ Hawea is reinforced by the spatial arrangement (ie the old
settlement on the more elevated and undulating moraine terrace to the north), and the
‘uniformity’ associated with the architectural typologies throughout the more recent
development.

z) However itis acknowledged, that the new development is still under construction and therefore
displays a certain ‘rawness’. It is expected that in time, street tree and garden plantings could
assistinintegrating the new development into the setting and may go some way to blurring the
boundary between the ‘old’ and ‘new’ portions of Hawea.

aa) As mentioned earlier, an SHA is proposed on the south side of Cemetery Road opposite the
Sentinel Park and Grandview Drive residential subdivisions — refer Figure 10. The SHA site
comprises approximately 32ha and some 400 homes are proposed, targeted at the affordable
housing market. It is intended that the development will be guided by a masterplan that includes
a community hub/commercial area and reserves/playgrounds. A well-connected, grid-like street
network (supported by cycle and walkways) is proposed linking to Cemetery Road, with the heart
of the new development focussed in the vicinity of Capell Avenue, thereby providing a strong
connection through to the existing settlement and lakefront. An 8m (two-storey) building height
limit and a range of lot sizes (including smaller sized sections of 240-400m?) are anticipated. It is
also intended that built development will be in accordance with Design Guidelines that seek to
manage aspects such as garaging, fencing, dwelling entrances, and planting strategies in the
interests of providing optimal neighbourhood and streetscape amenity. The western and eastern
boundaries of the proposed SHA comprise urban lots and the southern boundary is defined by a
local road. As a consequence, it would appear that no defensible edges are contemplated as part
of the proposed SHA (although the eastern boundary is in close proximity and partially breaches
the flood hazard area on the east side of Hawea).

bb) It is reasonable to expect that the urban development anticipated in the proposed SHA on the
south side of Cemetery Road would reinforce this change to the ‘feel’ and identity of Hawea,
which is seeing a transformation from Hawea as a modest and small scale lake-side mixed
permanent and holiday settlement to a more ‘satellite’ type township.
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Existing UGB

As outlined earlier, the existing UGB as confirmed by the Stage 1 PDP Decisions is shown in Figure 6 above
and corresponds to arectilinear area roughly defined by: Lake Hawea along its north side, Muir Road along
its eastern edge, Cemetery Road along its south side and Domain Road along its western edge.

From a landscape perspective, typically defensible urban growth boundaries favour strong ‘natural’
landscape boundaries that are clearly legible and serve to limit ‘development creep’. Such boundaries
typically comprise ridgelines, escarpments, river corridors, large wetland features, substantial areas of
mature bush and the like.

In some instances, strong natural boundaries are not available to delineate urban areas and other devices
such as natural hazard constraints and landuse based patterning must be relied on.

Whilst the former are often not especially legible, they tend to be relatively defensible due to the
significant practical limitations they place on development.

UGBs based on landuse patterns tend to rank the lowest in terms of defensibility, although there is some
variance evident. For example, a motorway corridor canform a legible and defensible urban edge while a
local road tends to be a weak boundary.

Defensible ‘landuse’ based UGBs are often augmented by substantial landscape buffers. The scale and
character of such buffers will vary according to the location specific circumstances. For example, in some
circumstances, the requirement for open space zonings as part of an appropriate urban development
strategy, sees these uses configured to double as a buffer between the more intensive developed area
and its more spacious, rural context. Elsewhere, the landscape buffer may take the form of a stormwater
management area or large scale landscape restoration feature (e.g. bush, wetland).

The northern lake edge of the UGB forms a (somewhat obvious) strong and defensible edge. The western
boundary, coinciding with Domain Road is less robust although the very close proximity of the Hawea
River corridor to this boundary, significantly limits the potential for development creep along this side of
the settlement area. The QLDC flood hazard mapping serves to reinforce this edge.

The eastern and southern edges coincide with local roads (i.e. Muir Road and Cemetery Road). For the
eastern edge, the QLDC flood hazard mapping serves to augment the relatively weak local road boundary
and should limit development creep eastwards beyond Muir Road.

However, the south edge of the UGB is problematic from a landscape perspective.

The southern edge of the moraine landform that coincides with the southern margins of the older
established settlement area of Hiwea comprises a strong natural landform boundary consistent with UGB
best practice. The extensive urban scaled development throughout the lower lying flats sandwiched
between the moraine edge and Cemetery Road has effectively ‘breached’ the landform boundary.

The relatively small scale and local road character of Cemetery Road itself means that it forms a relatively
weak UGB. This condition is exacerbated by the approved 36 lot Streat Development on the south side of
Cemetery Road which is likely to read as a ‘large lot’ or ‘spacious’ suburban patterning, thus encouraging
the perception of the settlement sprawling south of Cemetery Road.
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For these reasons, | support the western, northern and eastern UGB in the Stage 1 PDP Decisions Version
mapping, but do not support the southern UGB that aligns with Cemetery Road.

In my opinion, there is, however, some potential for the Cemetery Road UGB to be augmented by careful
landscape treatment. The extensive use of specimen tree and groundcover planting to create a distinctive
‘green street’ could result in the establishment of a distinctive streetscape that reads as quite different to
any of the other ‘urban’ streets in Hawea and forms a legible (and memorable) landscape element in its
own right. It is, however, acknowledged that infrastructure and landownership/spatial constraints may
significantly undermine such a strategy.

Further, given the ‘large-lot’ or ‘spacious’ suburban development character associated with the Streat
Development, for this UGB strategy to be successful, it would need to be complemented by a similar
treatment along the Domain Road and (eastern) walkway/cycleway boundaries of the Rural Residential
zoned land to the south of Cemetery Road.

Capability to absorb urban development south of
Cemetery Road and potential new UGB (existing situation)

In my opinion, the uniform, ‘large-lot’ or ‘spacious’ suburban character of the consented Streat
Development on the south side of Cemetery Road, suggests the capability to absorb some additional
urban development as:

a) the consented development in this area signals a fundamental change to the landscape character
i.e. ‘the horse has already bolted’ southwards beyond Cemetery Road; and

b) such development (including the upzoning of the Streat Development land) could integrate
defensible edges (which are currently lacking), consistent with urban design best practice.

The very flat topography of the area and absence of vegetation features, means that ‘potential’
boundaries are limited to:

a) Domain Road to the west;
b) the walkway/cycleway route along the eastern side of the Streat Developments land;

c) the water race that winds its way through the (roughly) triangular area to the south of Cemetery
Road; and

d) The flood hazard area identified on the QLDC hazard register to the east.

It is considered that for any of these ‘boundaries’ to be effective as a new UGB they would need to be
augmented by landscape buffers to ensure that they read and function as legible and defensible urban
edges.
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In the case of the water race, walkway/cycleway and Domain Road boundary options (which effectively
would serve to define the southern limit of a new UGB), an appropriate landscape buffer is required to
limit visibility of urban development from the immediately neighbouring low lying land to the south and
to form a significant a clearly legible ‘edge’ to the urban footprint. Such a buffer is likely to take the form
of a generously proportioned, planted linear park type feature that integrates a walkway/cycleway
network and, potentially, stormwater management. The landscape buffer needs to comfortably
accommodate large scale canopy tree species, suggesting a minimum width of 25m is likely to be
appropriate. Importantly, the landscape buffer needs to be designed (and scaled) to ensure that in time,
it reads a legible ‘landscape’ boundary.

For the flood hazard area to function as an appropriate UGB (from a landscape perspective), it is
recommended that a landscape buffer isintegrated along the eastern edge of any new urban area to filter
and screen views from the low lying flat land further to the east. Again the treatment of such an area as
a linear park would be beneficial as it would enable the incorporation of a walkway/cycleway network
effectively around the perimeter of the new urban zoned area. It is also possible that sportsfields and
stormwater management could be located within the flood hazard area itself which could complement
the landscape buffer (or be located within the buffer). The use of building setback controls from the flood
hazard edge and more restrictive building height controls along the outer edge of the urban footprint may
also assist in reinforcing the UGB.

| note that reliance on Domain Road and the flood hazard patterning appear to provide a logical ‘starting
point’ for the establishment of a new UGB, and confines urban development to the demonstrably poorer
soils in this part of the rural flats (i.e. the roughly triangular area to the south of Cemetery Road where
woodlot and wilding pines are evident in degraded pastureland).

It is however acknowledged that increasing the extent of the urban footprint to fill the triangular area
defined by Domain Road to the west and the flood hazard area to the east would advance the impression
of Hawea as a satellite town and move it further away from its identity as a somewhat sleepy, relatively
small scale and ‘old school’ New Zealand rural lake side settlement.

| expect that decisions with respect to the appropriate extent of any new urban footprint ultimately rest
with the community and Council and will need to factor in a wide variety of matters that extend beyond
the scope of landscape considerations.

Influence of the proposed SHA

In my opinion, the proposed SHA and related resource consent and subsequent development would
further weaken the southern UGB that aligns with Cemetery Road.

The lack of significant natural landform boundaries to the SHA area (for example, the area displays a flat
topography and is devoid of significant vegetation features), in combination with the distinctly urban
character of development anticipated and absence of ‘designed’ boundaries within the SHA itself will
significantly undermine what is already a weak UGB along the south side of Hawea.

7.0

7.1

7.2

8.0

8.1

8.2

8.3

Capability to absorb urban development south of
Cemetery Road and potential new UGB (assuming
proposed SHA is consented)

Assuming the proposed SHA is consented, | consider that from a landscape perspective, the potential for
urban development to be successfully absorbed on the south side of Cemetery Road is increased.

In my opinion, there are three potential options for a new UGB to the south of Hawea if the SHA proceeds
(listed in terms of increasing size, with the first option comprising the smallest change and the last option
comprising the largest change to the extent of urban zoned land):

a) The integration of a legible and defensible urban boundary within the SHA ‘footprint’ as part of
the SHA consenting process, together with the establishment of the Domain Road and Streat
Development eastern boundary buffer described earlier.

b) Expansion of the urban footprint southwards such that the new UGB in the area is defined by
Domain Road, the southern portion of the Streat Development’s eastern boundary, the water
race and the flood hazard mapping, with landscape buffers used to augment each of these new
boundaries as described earlier.

¢) Reliance on Domain Road and the flood hazard mapping to delineate the new UGBs, with each
augmented by a landscape buffer as described earlier.

Potential new urban zonings

With respect to potential new zonings within an expanded urban footprint, assuming the incorporation
of generously proportioned landscape buffers to the ‘new’ edges, the use of ‘transitional’ zonings (such
as rural living type zonings) are not considered necessary to assist the integration of urban development
into the surrounding rural landscape setting.

From a landscape perspective, it would appear that the scarcity of flat land, on poorer soils that adjoins
existing urban development and infrastructure within the wider area, suggests a preference for optimal
development efficiency. Any new zoning or development controls on the south side of Cemetery Road
should encourage a distinctly Hawea development character and avoid this becoming yet another new
development area that ‘could be anywhere’.

As discussed above, itis recommended that any landscape buffers required as part of a new UGB strategy
at Hawea are zoned Open Space (or similar) to safeguard them in the long term.

Bridget Gilbert

Landscape Architect

B. Hort. Dip. L.A. ALI ANZILA (Registered)
M 021 661650 E bridget@bgla.nz
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T Hawea

COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION INC

31 May 2019

Queenstown Lakes District Council

Planning and Development

Attention:

Heidi Baillie, Senior Solicitor, Heidi.baillie@qldc.govt.nz

Emma Turner, Planning and Development, emma.turner@gldc.govt.nz
Craig Barr, Planning and Development, Craig.Barr@qldc.govt.nz

LAKE HAWEA TOWNSHIP URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY - S32 REVIEW

We apologise that our letter is coming to you at the end of the agreed timeframe in the
mediation agreement on the Hawea Urban Growth Boundary. However, as you are aware
the Hawea Community Association Inc (HCA) is a volunteer organisation and none of the
volunteers are town planning experts. We request you read our letter in that light; that we
have undertaken our best endeavours to express relevant information from a laypersons point
of view. But it is a point of view that we believe particularly relevant in the determination of
the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) for the Lake Hawea Township for this current District
Planning process.

The retention of the UGB as advised in Decisions Version Planning Map 17 (DVP Map 17) is
overwhelmingly supported by the Lake Hawea Community. Further we believe there is
strong expert evidence and town planning reasoning to support that boundary for the
foreseeable future.

QLDC STRATEGIC DIRECTION

The Queenstown Lakes District Council (QLDC) has determined, as expressed in the
Decision version of the Proposed District Plan (PDP) Chapter 3 Strategic Direction, in order
to address identified Issue 2: Growth pressure impacts on the functioning and sustainability
of urban areas, and risks detracting from rural landscape, particularly its outstanding
landscapes; that, amongst other matters:

322 Urban growth is managed in a strategic and integrated manner.
(addresses Issue 2)

3.2.21 Urban development occurs in a logical manner so as to:

promote a compact, well designed and integrated urban form;

build on historical urban settlement patterns;

achieve a built environment that provides desirable, healthy and safe places to live, work and play;
minimise the natural hazard risk, taking into account the predicted effects of climate change;

protect the District’s rural landscapes from sporadic and sprawling development;

homoaon oW

ensure a mix of housing opportunities including access to housing that is more affordable for residents to
live in;

g. contain a high quality network of open spaces and community facilities; and.

h.  beintegrated with existing, and planned future, infrastructure.

(also elaborates on 5.0, 3.2.3, 3.2.5 and 3.2.6 following)
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As we understand it, the District plan Chapter 4 Urban Development is critical to the
assessment of the placement of Urban Growth Boundaries. It states at 4.1 Purpose that:
Urban Growth Boundaries are established for the key urban areas ....... providing a tool to
manage anticipated growth while protecting the individual roles, heritage and character of
these areas. Specific policy direction is provided for these areas, including provision for
increased density to contribute to more compact and connected urban forms that achieve the
benefits of integration and efficiency and offer a quality environment in which to live, work
and play.

We believe that the UGB in DVP Map 17 meets all of the requirements of 3.2.2.1 and 4.1
above.

POPULATION GROWTH
We accept that, as stated at 4.2.1.4, Urban Growth Boundaries must encompass sufficient
area for growth and should be subject to review periodically.

4214 Ensure Urban Growth Boundaries encompass a sufficient area consistent with:

a. the anticipated demand for urban development within the Wakatipu and Upper Clutha Basins over the
planning pericd assuming a mix of housing densities and form:;

b.  ensuring the ongoing availability of a competitive land supply for urban purposes;

c the constraints on development of the land such as its topography, its ecological, heritage, cultural or
landscape significance; or the risk of natural hazards limiting the ability of the land to accommodate
growth;

d. the need to make provision for the location and efficient operation of infrastructure, commercial and
industrial uses, and a range of community activities and facilities;

e. acompact and efficient urban form;
f. avoiding sporadic urban development in rural areas;

q. minimising the loss of the productive potential and soil resource of rural land.

4215 When locating Urban Growth Boundaries or extending urban settlements through plan changes, avoid
impinging on Outstanding Matural Landscapes or Outstanding MNatural Features and minimise degradation of
the values derived from open rural landscapes

4216 Review and amend Urban Growth Boundaries over time, as required to address changing community needs.

4217 Contain urban development of existing rural settlements that have no defined Urban Growth Boundary within
land zoned for that purpose.

The QLDC has estimated population growth for Hawea, and has presented this in its
Population Projections, December 2018, [extract below].

Hawea for the QLDC Population Projections is the same area as specified by Statistics New
Zealand and extends well beyond Lake Hawea Township and includes all the settlements of
Makarora, Lake Hawea Township, John Creek, Hawea Flat, Maungwera valley, Dublin Bay
and Luggate and the extensive rural population in the surrounds.

While we fully accept that the Lake Hawea Township is the largest of these settlements and is
likely to be where urban growth is greatest, we consider it has been and would continue to be
seriously misleading for these population projections, and associated dwelling needs, to be
quoted in relation to the consideration of the UGB for Lake Hawea Township without also
clearly acknowledging the extent of the Hawea geographical Area.



A surprising factor is that the number of persons per house in the QLDC projections varies
significantly between areas. Across the district the estimated number of people per house is
2.2 in 2028. For the Hawea area the estimated number of people per house is 1.82 in 2028.
Statistics New Zealand in its dwelling projection estimates suggests that on average there are
2.5 people per dwelling.  There is no explanation in the Population Projections as to why
there are differences between areas (for example population growth of 2300 in Jacks point
requires an additional 960 houses; while population growth of 2330 in Hawea suggests 1320
more houses;) Albeit this comparison is not over the same period it is far from clear why the
average persons per house would vary across the district and also be lower than the average
used by Statistics New Zealand. We note again that Hawea is a much more extensive area
than Lake Hawea Township.

2018 to 2028 2018 to 2048
2018 2028 2038 2048 Change Annual  %Change Change Annual %

change change Change

Residents 12,320 18,300 21,460 24,300 5,980 598 4.0% 11,980 399 2.3%
Total Houses 7,780 10,870 12,830 14,660 3,090 309 3.4% 6,880 229 21%
Total Visitors (Average Day) 7,950 10,130 11,100 11,810 2,180 218 2.5% 3,860 129 1.3%
Total Visitors (Peak Day) 34,450 42,990 48,160 52,430 8,540 854 2.2% 17,980 599 1.4%
Average day population* 20,270 28,430 32,560 36,110 8,160 816 3.4% 15,840 528 1.9%
Total Rating Units 9,180 12,870 14,550 16,700 3,690 369 3.4% 7,520 251 2.0%
Residents 8,720 12,750 15,030 17,070 4,030 403 3.9% 8,350 278 2.3%
Total Houses 5,720 7.800 9,210 10,530 2,080 208 3.2% 4,810 160 2.1%
Total Visitors (Average Day) 5.550 6.970 7.570 7.960 1.420 142 2.3% 2,410 80 1.2%
Total Visitors (Peak Day) 25720 31,330 34,720 37,460 5,610 561 2.0% 11,740 391 1.3%
Average day population* 14,260 19,710 22,590 25,040 5,450 545 3.3% 10,780 359 1.9%
Total Rating Units 6,930 9,320 10,660 12,290 2,390 239 3.0% 5,360 179 1.9%
Residents 2,880 4,150 4,700 5,210 1.270 127 3.7% 2,330 78 2.0%
Total Houses 1,630 2,280 2,630 2,950 650 65 34% 1.320 44 2.0%
Total Visitors (Average Day) 1.070 1.390 1.500 1.570 320 32 27% 500 17 1.3%
Total Visitors (Peak Day) 4,730 6,130 6,890 7.520 1.400 140 26% 2,790 93 1.6%
Average day population” 3,950 5,540 6,200 6,780 1,590 159 3.4% 2,830 94 1.8%
Total Rating Units 1,800 2,550 2,770 3,100 750 75 3.5% 1,300 43 1.8%

HOUSING CAPACITY

Our understanding in relation to the Operative District Plan (ODP), from the M.E consulting
QLDC Housing Hevelopment Capacity Assessment 2017, dated 27 March 2018, Appendix
13 Medium-Term (to 2026) Commercially Feasible Capacity for Additional Dwellings by
Zone (Including Redevelopment) is that Hawea locality (shopping zone and township) has
410 commercially feasible capacity.

In that same report at Appendix 14 — Long-Term (to 2046) Commercially Feasible Capacity
for Additional Dwellings by Zone (Including Redevelopment) 610 dwelling units are
available. These numbers are based on the ODP.

Further, we understand from the Evidence in Chief of James Douglas Marshall Fairgray on
behalf of Queenstown Lakes District Council; October 2018, Appendix E: Calculated
Changes to Plan enabled redevelopment capacity from individual zoning changes in the
decisions version of the Plan, that an additional 354 dwelling capacity was added between the
Notified and Decisions Plans.

This makes a potential, before review of the Lake Hawea Township Zone Stage 3 PDP, of an



additional 935 units to 2046; and in the medium term to 2026 an additional 735 feasible
dwelling capacity. This would demonstrate, even ahead of stage 3 of the PDP, that the Lake
Hawea UGB placed along the north of Cemetery Road, bounded on the other sides by the
lake, Muir Road and Domain Road (as set out in DVP Map 17) will more than adequately
meet the requirements for Urban Growth Boundaries established by Stage 1 of the District
Plan Review.

We understand the arguments regarding vacant land in a town is not the same as having that
land able to be developed, however, we believe there is clear evidence of ongoing
development of vacant land in the Lake Hawea Township coming to market. We draw your
attention to the recent release of the parcel of land within the township zone off Lakeview
Terrace. We understand from the advertising could house 73 — 80 sections under the
Operative District Township Zone rules and 120 houses if lots sizes were 500-600sgm. These
numbers have taken account of roads etc, according to the advertising.  The numbers of
dwellings could be further increased if Lake Hawea Township zone was up-zoned to Low
Density Residential (LDR).

COMMUNITY SUPPORT
The QLDC has agreed specific policies for the Upper Clutha regarding UGB:s.

Upper Clutha Basin Specific Policies
42222 Define the Urban Growth Boundaries for Wanaka and Lake Hawea Township, as shown on the District Plan Maps
that:
a.  are based on existing urbanised areas;

b.  identify sufficient areas of urban development and the potential intensification of existing urban areas
to provide for predicted visitor and resident population increases in the Upper Clutha Basin over the
planning period;

€. have community support as expressed through strategic community planning processes;

d. utilise the Clutha and Cardrona Rivers and the lower slopes of Mt. Alpha as natural boundaries to the
growth of Wanaka; and

e.  avoid sprawling and sporadic urban development across the rural areas of the Upper Clutha Basin.
42223 Rural land outside of the Urban Growth Boundaries is not used for urban development until further
investigations indicate that more land is needed to meet demand for urban development in the Upper Clutha

Basin and a change to the Plan amends the Urban Growth Boundary and zones additional land for urban
development purposes.

The HCA held a public meeting where the community started discussions in anticipation of
the Stage 3 of the PDP. The community meeting, held on 11 May 2019, discussed in
roundtable forum several topics and the following summarises the emerging views of the
community on the PDP. The following forms part of a statement that has been released to the
media and is on public record.

PROPOSED DISTRICT PLAN

There was unanimous support for the Urban Growth Boundary to be contained North of
Cemetery road, and West of Muir Rd. Township zoning did not need to be extended. This
would be kept under review at each review of the PDP; but did not need to move within the

4



foreseeable future.

The building of Residential Flats should be permitted within the Urban Growth Boundary.
The rules around height; land coverage, tree prohibitions etc should be retained along with
the rule regarding hedge heights.

The need to ensure that new developments have good sized parks and that QLDC consider
developer contributions by way of reserve land.

The Community shared a variety of views on the issue of section size. However, overall
there was a clear preference for allowing smaller sections of around 500sgm. Multi-
dwellings per lot should also be permitted (such as apartments; units or town houses). But it
was important that all dwellings allow for at least two off-street parking areas.

The feeling was that the community wanted to allow for a good variety of dwellings in the
area within the Urban Growth Boundary and especially to allow elderly people to stay as an
integrated part of the town by allowing them to live in smaller dwellings with less land to
care for.

Concerns were deeply held about the current poor quality of infrastructure and the
importance that infrastructure be fit for purpose and keep pace with growth of the town.
There was clear support for dealing with waste water/sewerage locally; with green solutions
being supported. The Community did not want waste water/sewerage transported across the
Clutha River to “Project Pure”.

Sense of Community and the environment should come ahead of economic growth. There is
a need for public transport in the Upper Clutha and urban sprawl is not seen as the way
forward; as protection of arable land is important. Developers and Council should not
override the community’s wishes.

The Community supports keeping the UGB in the DVP Map 17, and believes that there is
very strong evidence that further infill, by permitting residential flats and multi dwellings, in
combination with the ability of the QLDC to notify a zone change to LDR for the Lake
Hawea Township Zone (per DVP Map 17) more than meets population growth projections for
a considerable length of time. The Community’s position is in line with the QLDC’s policies
4.2.2.22 and 4.4.4.23.

Clearly the UGB is more than adequate for the next district planning cycle. Review of the
population data along with up-zoning of the Township Zone will ensure that the UGB is fit
for purpose for two or three further planning cycles.

SPECIAL HOUSING AREA

The QLDC agreed the Lake Hawea Township UGB in May 2018 by approving DVP Map 17.
The decision of the QLDC to submit an application in December 2018 to the Associate
Minister of Housing for a Special Housing Area (SHA) outside of the Lake Hawea Township
UGB is, according to the HCA’s legal advice, contrary to the requirements of the HASSHA
legislation, and furthermore is contrary to QLDC’s own published strategy and planning
policies.




The existence of the SHA application should in our opinion not factor at all in the S32 review.
Council has recognized that SHA’s are outside the normal planning process and are to be
considered special zones.

If it is considered appropriate in the S32 Review process, we would welcome the chance to
meet with QLDC staff to discuss and explain our views as we remain acutely aware of our
limited ability to explain matters in town planning terms.

Yours sincerely

el Har—

April Mackenzie

Chair

Hawea Community Association Inc
027 443 8595
hcachairperson@gmail.com
april.l.mackenzie@gmail.com
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1 Introduction

1.1 Context

Queenstown Lakes District Council (QLDC) have commissioned M.E to undertake analysis to estimate the
residential dwelling capacity within the Hawea and Albert Town Township Zones under different planning
provision scenarios. The objective is to measure the baseline capacity under the current Proposed District
Plan (PDP) Decisions Version! planning provisions (unchanged from the Operative District Plan by stages 1
and 2 of the District Plan rolling review) and identify the change in capacity from a change in zoning within
the township areas. The core purpose of the work is to contribute to Council’s evidence base and section
32 evaluation as part of stage 3 plan changes in these areas.

Capacity is defined as the number of additional residential dwellings that could potentially be constructed
under the planning provisions. It is a measure of plan-enabled capacity and does not take account of the
commercial feasibility of construction or other non-planning factors that may affect the likelihood of

construction.

This report summarises our approach to the analysis and provides the key outputs of estimated capacity.
Capacity estimates are aggregated by development type (i.e. infill, redevelopment and greenfield) by
location (i.e. Hawea vs. Albert Town), with parcel level estimates of capacity provided in Appendix 1.

1.2  Spatial Definition of Study Area

The capacity analysis has been undertaken in Hawea and Albert Town. The PDP Township Zone in each area
forms the spatial parameters of the study. At the request of QLDC, a small area of the PDP Large Lot
Residential A Zone adjacent to Hawea has also been included. This is the Sentinel Park subdivision where
lot sizes have already been established at below the 2,000m? zone minimum site size. The areas of Local
Shopping Centre Zone within these areas have been excluded.

The spatial extent of the analysis is shown in Figure 1-1 and Figure 1-2. These figures also show the areas
that were analysed as existing urban areas, and those that were considered greenfield urban expansion
within the zone extent. The difference in analytical approach is outlined in Section 2.2.

1 Ratified by Council on the 7t March 2019.
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Figure 1-1: Existing Urban and Greenfield Areas in Hawea
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Figure 1-2: Existing Urban and Greenfield Areas in Albert Town
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1.3  Modelled Planning Scenarios

The analysis measures the capacity under three different planning scenarios. It measures the capacity
under the PDP Decisions Version provisions to form a baseline estimate of capacity. It then measures the
capacity under the proposed changes to those planning provisions to form two other estimates of capacity.
The approach therefore identifies how much the capacity would change as a result of changes to the

planning provisions.
The modelling planning scenarios are set out as follows:

e The baseline scenario applies the existing PDP Township Zone. This has an 800m? minimum site size
per dwelling. As above, the modelling in Hawea also includes a small area of PDP Large Lot
Residential A Zone. This analysis applies the 2,000m? minimum site size provision within the area
when assessing the ability to establish any further lots than those already established. However, it
assumes that the lots that are already established (which are at a higher density than the 2,000m?

minimum size) can accommodate one dwelling each.

e The upzoning scenario (LDSRZ 450m?) applies the PDP Low Density Suburban Residential Zone
across the extent of the study area. This has a 450m? minimum site size per dwelling.

e The upzoning gentle density scenario (LDSRZ 300m?) also applies the PDP Low Density Suburban
Residential Zone across the extent of the study area. However, it instead applies a higher density
of 300m? per dwelling as included within the Plan?.

2 This can occur through a land use consent development process where dwellings are firstly constructed on a site at up to this

density, and then the site is subsequently subdivided.
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2  Approach

2.1  Development Paths Modelled

Capacity has been estimated for three different development paths under each of the planning scenarios.
These include infill development and redevelopment within the existing urban area, and greenfield urban
expansion. These are defined as follows:

¢ Infill development includes the construction of additional dwellings within the existing urban area
without the demolition or removal of any existing dwelling stock. This includes construction on
vacant sites as well as construction on vacant areas of sites that already contain a dwelling. For
example, it includes scenarios where part of a yard area of an existing dwelling site is subdivided
off with a further dwelling able to be constructed on the undeveloped yard area. As such, all
additional dwellings are additive capacity to the existing dwelling stock.

e Redevelopment includes the demolition of existing dwellings on a site, within the existing urban
area, followed by the redevelopment of a site to a higher intensity (in terms of the number of
dwellings). This measure of development, as reported in this report, also includes development of
vacant sites. The intent is to enable a comparison of this upper range of capacity to the infill
capacity where development of vacant sites are also included in this measure.

The total number of dwellings able to be constructed on a site does not form the measure of
additional capacity (to the existing dwelling stock). This is because it requires the demolition of any
existing dwellings. As such, this analysis has taken account of any existing dwellings and provided
these capacity estimates as net additional dwelling capacity?.

Redevelopment capacity is not additive to infill development. Where possible, a site can either
have an additional dwelling(s) constructed on a vacant space within the site, or it can be
redeveloped. As such, an appropriate interpretation is such that the infill capacity forms the lower
range of the capacity estimate, with the redevelopment capacity forming the upper range®.

e Greenfield development includes the construction of dwellings in new areas of previously
undeveloped larger areas — i.e. the expansion of the existing urban area. For the purposes of this
analysis, this includes the potential future development of larger currently un-subdivided land

3 For example, if a site that contains one existing dwelling is redeveloped to include three dwellings (i.e. where the existing dwelling
is demolished and replaced with three new dwellings), then the redevelopment capacity is recorded in this analysis as a net
additional two dwellings. In cases where the site is already developed to a higher intensity than the planning provisions, the
redevelopment capacity is recorded as zero.

4 The propensity of each type of development to occur is a function of the growth and prices within each area, as well as the costs
associated with the different options. Generally, infill development is an easier option as it does not involve the purchase and
demolition costs of existing dwellings. Redevelopment typically occurs in areas of high demand where it is more feasible to incur
these costs and generate a higher return through a greater yield (and higher prices) of the added dwellings. It is also more likely
for a parcel containing a smaller or lower value (e.g. older, poorer condition) dwelling to be redeveloped than a parcel containing
a more recently constructed dwelling.
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parcels within the extent of existing Township Zone/study area. Newly urbanising areas that are
already subdivided into smaller lots are instead included within the existing urban area capacity.

Within Hawea, there are several greenfield areas that are already largely surrounded by existing
urbanised areas. These are still classified as greenfield areas as they still represent larger parcels
that would require the development of subdivisions where smaller lot sizes are established,
together with roads, reserves, etc®.

2.2 GIS and Modelling Approach

The approach involved a combination of GIS geometric analysis and spreadsheet-based modelling. Within
the existing urban area, this has been undertaken at the property parcel level. The following sub-sections
set out the key stages of our approach.

2.2.1 Infill Capacity

Establish Extent and Location of Existing Dwelling Stock

The initial stages of the infill capacity were to identify the extent and location of the existing dwelling stock.
This analysis was undertaken at a parcel level to determine which parcels were already developed.
Importantly, it identified the location of dwellings within each parcel to enable the subsequent geometric
modelling to determine the potential for further dwellings to be placed within already developed parcels.

The most current, available aerial photographs were imported from Google Earth into the GIS mapping
system and aligned with digital LINZ® parcel boundaries. This is important given the rate of development
and urban expansion occurring within these areas. Aerial photograph imagery was dated the 7 June 2019
for the eastern part of Hawea, and the 8 January 2019 for the western portion of the township. Imagery
from 12 January 2019 was available for Albert Town. Dwellings within the aerial photographs were digitised
into polygons of the building footprint area. An example is shown in Figure 2-1 below where new building
footprints are shown in relation to earlier aerial imagery.

5 In some cases, there are larger existing lots that could be subdivided into a small number of smaller lots, but that would not
require significant areas of the lots to be set aside for accessways and infrastructure requirements (reserves). These are
predominantly larger lots on the edges of, or within, existing urban areas that are already largely served by roads. As such, they
have been instead captured within the existing urban area capacity (infill and redevelopment). These are shown in Figure 1-1 and
Figure 1-2.

6 Land Information New Zealand.
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Figure 2-1: Example Output of Building Footprint Digitisation
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Identify Vacant/Undeveloped Areas within Property Parcels

A geometric analysis approach within ArcMap and FME was then undertaken to identify the
vacant/undeveloped areas within each property parcel. This process used the LINZ parcel outlines together
with the building footprints digitised by M.E.

The process is identical to that undertaken for the QLDC Housing Development Capacity Assessment 2017
(HDCA\) initial modelling stages. The following are the key stages for identifying these areas:

e Buffer building footprints by 1m.

e Apply a bounding box around the buffered building footprint.

e C(lip out the above area from the parcel.

e Triangulate the remaining area.

e Circumscribe the triangles.

e Dissolve the top three circles.

e Clip this area to the property parcel boundary (excluding the removed buffered building footprint
bounding box area).
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Further technical information on this approach is set out in the HDCA report prepared by M.E for QLDC
(published November 2018).”

Test Vacant Areas for Planning Provision Requirements and Driveway Access

The vacant areas identified in the above process were then tested to determine whether they could
accommodate a dwelling while applying the relevant building standards within the zone planning provisions
(by scenario). These include the application of building setback areas and the provision of outdoor living
space (as required by each set of zoning provisions).

An additional test was also applied to determine whether the parcel could accommodate a building
platform area within the net site area (i.e. net of setback areas). This is not a requirement per se of the
Plan, however, in our experience it introduces an appropriate level of conservatism into the modelling to
ensure that capacity is not identified on sites that are unlikely to be able to contain a reasonable building
platform area.

A further test was then undertaken on rear sites to determine whether driveway access could be achieved
between the developable area and road around any existing dwellings. This test assumed that driveway
access required a minimum 3m wide access strip between the parcel edge and any existing dwellings.

These geometric processes were also undertaken within ArcMap and FME.
Application of Minimum Site Sizes Planning Provisions

Further calculations were then undertaken on the developable areas established in the above process
within a spreadsheet-based model. The minimum lot sizes for each scenario (as outlined in Section 1.3)
were then applied to determine the number of potential additional dwellings that could be constructed
under the plan.

This process also involved adjustments to the total developable area to ensure that the minimum site size
requirements were also met for any existing dwellings on each site. The number of existing dwellings on
each site were estimated from the QLDC Rating Database®. This was important because the building
footprints determined from the aerial photographs do not identify the number of dwellings, where one
building footprint may contain multiple dwellings on a parcel (e.g. a duplex pair).

It is possible that a minor number of the dwellings that were identified through M.E’s building footprints
analysis have not yet reached final completion stage (code of compliance). This means they may be still
under construction and therefore still represent additional dwelling stock capacity. Furthermore, additional
dwellings may have been constructed on a small number of sites since the date of the available aerial
imagery. However, these differences are consistent across all three scenarios and therefore are unlikely to
have any significant impact on the net differences in capacity identified between the scenarios.

Dwelling Capacity Outputs

7 https://www.gldc.govt.nz//assets/Uploads/Housing-Capacity-Assessment-2017.pdf

8 A snapshot of the Rating Database extracted in April 2019 was used. A more recent snapshot was not available within the time
available for this study. There were a number of newly created parcels that were not included within the Rating Database due to
further lot formation and dwelling construction since this time. It was assumed that these lots each contained one dwelling.
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The final outputs of the infill modelling are a count of the number of additional dwellings that can
potentially be constructed, as enabled by the Plan, on each property parcel. There is a separate count for
each of the three scenarios. These have been aggregated up, within each scenario, to provide totals for
each area and development path.

2.2.2  Redevelopment Capacity

Spreadsheet-based modelling was undertaken to calculate the plan-enabled redevelopment capacity of
each property parcel.

The total potential dwelling yield for each property parcel was calculated by applying the minimum lot sizes
per dwelling for each planning scenario to the total parcel area size. This provided a count of the total
number of dwellings that could potentially be constructed on each parcel under each scenario.

As above, the QLDC Rating Database was then used to estimate the number of existing dwellings within
each property parcel. These were subtracted from the total potential yields to provide a net additional
dwelling count for each parcel under each scenario. These were also aggregated up, within each scenario,
to provide totals for each area and development path.

While commercial feasibility has not been considered in this assessment, it should be noted that
redevelopment tends to become more feasible as the age of existing buildings increase (and depreciation
of the dwelling over time means that the value of improvements decreases relative to the value of the
land). Alarge proportion of the Township Zone in Albert Town (i.e. the Riverside subdivision) has developed
recently meaning that there are limited prospects for redevelopment to occur, particularly in the short to
medium term and possibly into the long-term. Any redevelopment in Albert town in the short to medium-
term will be more likely to occur in the ‘old” areas of Albert Town. The same applies to Hawea, where there
are a mix of ‘original’ and new areas of development.

2.2.3  Greenfield Capacity

The greenfield areas within Hawea and Albert Town were identified through visual examination of the LINZ
parcel areas, zoning and aerial imagery of each area. These are identified in Section 1.2.

The total land area of each greenfield area was then multiplied by a factor of 0.7 to provide an estimate of
net land area of the final saleable parcel lot areas. Application of this factor assumes that an estimated 30%
of the area is allocated to roads, reserves, road edges, accessways, and other non-saleable parcelled area.

The remaining area was then divided by the minimum lot size requirements under each planning scenario
to produce a total estimate of the total number of dwellings able to be developed under the plan within
each greenfield area.

The total capacities were then calculated as net additional dwellings (to give a measure of capacity
additional to what currently exists) through subtracting any existing dwellings on these larger sites (e.g. any
older dwellings such as farmhouses that already exist on the site). It is assumed that the greenfield
development of these larger sites will involve the removal of any existing dwellings to enable the most
efficient configuration of the final subdivision area.
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3  Capacity Results

The following sub-sections summarise the modelled results of plan enabled capacity within the different
locations and zone types. Each section reports the total plan enabled capacity under each scenario, as well
as the net and percentage changes in capacity relative to the baseline level of capacity (and between the
LDSRZ 450m? and 300m? scenarios). Maps of full parcel level results are contained in Appendix 1.

The modelled outputs of capacity under each of the planning scenarios are contained in Table 3-1. It shows
the estimated net number of additional dwellings that can be constructed in each area under each set of
planning provisions. The first block of columns shows the infill capacity under each scenario, with the last
block of columns showing the net redevelopment capacity (with greenfield equivalent under both infill and
redevelopment). The capacity estimates are shown for each of Hawea and Albert Town and are
disaggregated by existing PDP zone and development type (existing urban area vs. greenfield). Table 3-1
can be considered together with Table 3-2 when examining the differences in plan enabled capacity
between the three scenarios.

It should be noted that the capacity results reflect the maximum potential residential yields within these
zoned areas. There are a minor number of residentially zoned parcels that currently have non-residential
uses, and there are likely to be a small number of additional parcels in the future that also have non-
residential uses. However, this does not materially affect the results of the study as the results reflect the
maximum potential residential yields and do not make any calculation of the likely residential take-up of
the capacity. Rather, it shows the maximum residential yields that could potentially occur®.

3.1 Baseline Scenario Capacity

Table 3-1 shows that there is a total baseline capacity of between 599 additional dwellings (infill) and 660
additional dwellings (redevelopment). A large majority (86%) of this capacity occurs within Hawea where it
is spread relatively evenly across the existing urban and greenfield areas (although the existing urban share
increases under the redevelopment capacity).

Under the baseline scenario, a large portion of the capacity within the existing urban area occurs on vacant
sites. Overall, it accounts for around two-thirds (65%) of the baseline infill existing urban area capacity. The
share is higher (69%) within Hawea (where there are more vacant parcels), and lower (43%) within Albert
Town (where there are fewer vacant parcels left). The vacant parcel share of existing urban redevelopment
capacity is lower overall at 54% as capacity becomes enabled through redevelopment on a greater number
of developed sites.

The existing potential additional capacity equates to around 44% to 49% of the existing dwelling stock
(estimated 1,351 dwellings) across the two areas. Within Hawea, the additional capacity equates to 74% to
80% of the existing dwelling stock, compared to 13% to 15% in Albert Town. However, this is due to the
larger share of the greenfield capacity that occurs within Hawea. Within the existing urban area, the
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additional capacity within Hawea amounts to between 32% and 39% of the existing urban dwelling stock,
and in Albert Town, between 8% and 9%.

Table 3-1: Modelled Plan Enabled Capacity by Planning Scenario, 2019

INFILL CAPACITY REDEVELOPMENT CAPACITY

Baseline  LDSRZ LDSRZ | Baseline LDSRZ LDSRZ
LOCATION TYPE CURRENT PDP' ZONE Scenario (450m2) (300m2) | Scenario (450m2) (300m2)
. Township 210 470 881 259 903 1,893

Existing Urban . .

Hawea Large Lot Residential A 54 91 152 54 105 204
Greenfield Township 252 456 687 252 456 687
TOTAL HAWEA 516 1,017 1,720 565 1,464 2,784
Albert Town Existing Urban  Township 49 146 281 61 412 1,092
Greenfield Township 34 61 93 34 61 93
TOTAL ALBERT TOWN 83 207 374 95 473 1,185
TOTAL EXISTING URBAN 313 707 1,314 374 1,420 3,189
TOTAL GREENFIELD 286 517 780 286 517 780
TOTAL 599 1,224 2,094 660 1,937 3,969

Source: M.E Plan Enabled Capacity Modelling.

3.2  Upzoning Scenario (LDSRZ 450m2) Capacity

Table 3-1 also contains the modelled capacity under each of the planning scenarios. These can be viewed
in conjunction with the net and percentage changes in capacity, which are contained in Table 3-2. Within
the infill and redevelopment blocks of the table, the first columns show the net changes in capacity when
the LDSRZ 450m? (upzoning) scenario is applied relative to the baseline scenario. The second column within
each block of the table shows the changes in capacity between the LDSRZ 300m? (upzoning gentle density)
scenario and the baseline scenario. The final columns show the change in capacity between the LDSRZ
300m? and LDSRZ 450m? scenarios.

Under the LDSRZ 450m? (upzoning) scenario, the infill plan enabled capacity is double that of the baseline
scenario, to reach a capacity of 1,224 additional dwellings. The largest net increase occurs in Hawea
Township, with an increase of 501 (of the 625) additional dwellings. This is spread across the existing urban
area and greenfield areas, with the largest relative increase within the Township Zone of the existing urban
area (increasing by 124%).

Under the redevelopment development path, the LDSRZ 450m? planning scenario increases overall
redevelopment capacity by 193% (+1,277 dwellings) relative to the baseline capacity scenario. This would
bring the total additional capacity to between 1,224 and 1,937 additional dwellings. The capacity for
additional dwellings enabled by this scenario, equates to between 91% and 143% of the existing dwelling
stock. Within only the existing urban area, this amounts to between 53% and 106% of the existing dwelling
stock.

Around half of the net increase in capacity from the baseline scenario occurs within the Hawea Township
Zone, with a net increase of 644 dwellings. Larger relative increases of 575% occur within the existing urban
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area of Albert Town, increasing potential redevelopment capacity by 351 dwellings. This represents a larger
relative increase than other areas. However, as discussed above, redevelopment is less likely to occur
within Albert Town, than Hawea, due to the younger age profile of dwellings, with a large share recently

constructed.

Table 3-2: Net Change in Modelled Plan Enabled Capacity between Planning Scenarios, 2019

INFILL CAPACITY REDEVELOPMENT CAPACITY
LDSRZ LDSRZ LDSRZ LDSRzZ LDSRZ LDSRZ

(450m2) (300m2) (300m2) | (450m2) (300m2) (300m2)

to to to LDSRZ to to to LDSRZ

LOCATION TYPE CURRENT PDP ZONE Baseline Baseline (450m2) | Baseline Baseline (450m2)

NET CHANGE NET CHANGE
_— Township 260 671 411 644 1,634 990
Existing Urban . .

Hawea Large Lot Residential A 37 98 61 51 150 99
Greenfield Township 204 435 231 204 435 231

TOTAL HAWEA 501 1,204 703 899 2,219 1,320
Albert Town Existing Urban  Township 97 232 135 351 1,031 680
Greenfield Township 27 59 32 27 59 32

TOTAL ALBERT TOWN 124 291 167 378 1,090 712
TOTAL EXISTING URBAN 394 1,001 607 1,046 2,815 1,769
TOTAL GREENFIELD 231 494 263 231 494 263
TOTAL 625 1,495 870 1,277 3,309 2,032

PERCENTAGE CHANGE PERCENTAGE CHANGE
. Township 124% 320% 87% 249% 631% 110%
Existing Urban . .

Hawea Large Lot Residential A 69% 181% 67% 94% 278% 94%
Greenfield Township 81% 173% 51% 81% 173% 51%

TOTAL HAWEA 97% 233% 69% 159% 393% 90%
Albert Town Existing Urban  Township 198% 473% 92% 575% 1690% 165%
Greenfield Township 79% 174% 52% 79% 174% 52%

TOTAL ALBERT TOWN 149% 351% 81% 398% 1147% 151%
TOTAL EXISTING URBAN 126% 320% 86% 280% 753% 125%
TOTAL GREENFIELD 81% 173% 51% 81% 173% 51%
TOTAL 104% 250% 71% 193% 501% 105%

Source: M.E Plan Enabled Capacity Modelling.

3.3

Changes Relative to the Existing Baseline

Upzoning Gentle Density Scenario (LDSRZ 300m2) Capacity

The capacity enabled under the upzoning gentle density (LDSRZ 300m?) scenario is between two and a half
to five times the capacity enabled under the baseline scenario. Under this scenario, there is an estimated
modelled capacity for an additional 2,094 infill and greenfield dwellings relative to the existing dwelling
stock. Under the redevelopment pathway, this increases to an additional 3,969 dwellings.

The net additional dwellings equate to between 155% and 294% of the existing dwelling stock. The increase
relative to the existing dwelling stock is large as the minimum net site size is just over one-third of the
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current provisions within the Township Zone areas and less than one-sixth of that in the Large Lot
Residential A Zone area.

Under the alternative zoning scenarios, the share of capacity within the existing urban areas is larger than
under the baseline scenario. This is because the smaller minimum site size has a larger relative effect in
areas that are already parcelled out. It results in larger numbers of parcels becoming subdividable into two
or more smaller lots. It also increases the total number of infill opportunities available as only small portions
of the existing sites are required to be undeveloped to form a viable lot size.

The LDSRZ 300m? gentle density scenario results in a modelled increase of between 250% and 501% to the
additional plan enabled capacity relative to the existing baseline capacity (see Table 3-2). The largest net
changes to the baseline capacity occur within the existing urban Township Zone area of Hawea, where
there is an estimated further 671 to 1,634 dwellings enabled. However, the relative increases within Albert
Town are larger where the additional capacity (relative to the baseline capacity) is modelled to increase by
between 351% and 1,147%. Most of this increase occurs as changes to redevelopment capacity within the
existing urban area of Albert Town.

Changes to the Upzoning LDSRZ (450m?) Scenario

The final columns in each block of Table 3-2 show the change in plan enabled capacity between the two
proposed planning scenarios (LDSRZ 450m? and LDSRZ 300m?). It shows that the plan enabled capacity
increases by a further 71% to 105% between the LDSRZ 450m? and LDSRZ 300m? scenarios. This equates
to a further net increase of 870 to 2,032 additional dwellings.

The largest further increases in capacity occur within the existing urban areas both under the infill and
redevelopment scenarios. The largest share of change occurs within the Township Zone existing urban area
of Hawea (+411 to +990 additional dwellings), followed by the existing urban area of Albert Town (+135 to
+680 additional dwellings).

3.4 Comparison to HDCA

The baseline scenario in the current study has estimated relatively similar levels of capacity to the HDCA
analysis undertaken during 2017/2018 within the Township Zone areas of Hawea and Albert Town. Table
3-3 contains the plan enabled capacity estimates from both studies, showing slightly lower capacity in the
current study. The capacity on the PDP Large Lot Residential A Zone has been excluded from the table in
the current study as this land area was not included within the HDCA.

Table 3-3: Plan Enabled Capacity: Comparison to HDCA

Current Study (2019) HDCA (2017/2018)
Infill + Redevelopment Infill + Redevelopment
LOCATION Greenfield + Greenfield Greenfield + Greenfield
Hawea 462 511 497 575
Albert Town 83 95 100 130

Source: M.E Plan Enabled Capacity Modelling (2019) and M.E HDCA (2018).
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There are a few key differences between the two studies. These arise through changes which have occurred
to the urban edge through time, as well as updated analysis using more detailed assessment within the
current study. The key difference are:
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The current study has been updated to include more detailed infill analysis through the
inclusion of building footprints (digitised by M.E), which were unavailable for these areas
during the HDCA.

Urban growth since the HDCA has changed the classification of areas as existing urban vs.
greenfield locations. Some areas previously classified as greenfield areas have since
become urbanised and therefore instead included within the existing urban area. The key
difference in the total yield (existing + potential new) capacity estimates is the subdivision
of the larger parcels into smaller lots vs. the estimation of the number of lots produced
from the larger land area (prior to the establishment of any subdivision plans).

The inclusion of several large parcels as greenfield capacity to increase conservatism into
the capacity estimates, particularly where smaller lot sizes are assessed.



4  Concluding Remarks

The modelling has shown that the proposed zone change, to the Low Density Suburban Residential Zone,
of the Township Zone areas of Hawea and Albert Town will significantly increase their residential dwelling
capacity.

At the lower end of the range, under the lower density assumption of a 450m? minimum site size, it will
increase the infill and greenfield (combined) capacity by 104%. If redevelopment potential is included,
although a less likely occurrence, then the capacity would increase by 193%. This amounts to an additional
625 to 1,277 dwelling units.

At the upper end of the range, under the higher density assumption of a 300m? minimum site size, it will
increase the infill and greenfield (combined) capacity by 250%. If redevelopment potential is included,
although a less likely occurrence, then the capacity would increase by 501%. This amounts to an additional
1,495 to 3,309 dwelling units.

These increases are substantive when considered against the existing dwelling stock. The additional
capacity enabled under the current baseline provisions equates to around 44% to 49% of the existing
dwelling stock. This would increase to additional capacity of between one and a half to three times the
existing dwelling stock.

The relative increases are large given the difference in the minimum site areas between the lower density
of the Township Zone and the considerably higher density of the Low Density Suburban Residential Zone.
While the greenfield capacity increases are broadly proportional to the minimum lot sizes, the number of
existing urban lots that become subdividable substantially increases.
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Appendix 1 — Parcel Level Maps of Plan
Enabled Capacity by Scenario

The following maps show the full modelled outputs of plan enabled capacity in Hawea and Albert Town
under each of the planning scenarios. They are colour coded to show the net number of additional
dwellings that are estimated to be enabled by the planning provisions on each parcel. Darker areas of colour
shading show larger numbers of dwellings (typically greenfield areas), and lighter colours, smaller numbers
of additional dwellings.

Hawea — Plan Enabled 2019

Figure 0-1: Infill & Greenfield Capacity in Hawea: Baseline Scenario
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Figure 0-2: Infill & Greenfield Capacity in Hawea: LDSRZ 450m? Scenario

2 e T ~ T o -
Wiy WAL/ w“ \‘ll

SO T B o o

HaA ) & e | S . ‘ov

S8 ot e

| Sl ¥

T Y

b2

’ \

2 dwellings
3-9 dwellings|

10+ dwellings

sl st fr neUsaUebilis s e Cooln ot A5 fon 240

P

Figure 0-3: Infill & Greenfield Capacity in Hawea: Gentle (LDSRZ 300m?2) Scenario
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Figure 0-4: Redevelopment & Greenfield Capacity in Hawea: Baseline Scenario
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Figure 0-5: Redevelopment & Greenfield Capacity in Hawea: LDSRZ 450m? Scenario
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Figure 0-6: Redevelopment & Greenfield Capacity in Hawea: Gentle (LDSRZ 300m?2) Scenario
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Albert Town — Plan Enabled 2019

Figure 0-7: Infill & Greenfield Capacity in Albert Town: Baseline Scenario

> e, AEBUS S
\\\‘“@m = :""'95‘\33"‘\\“ i
s am oY
ze e

2 dwellings

3-9 dwellings|

10+ dwellings 1 s LB ENUSCIBRGT RN

Page | 20



Figure 0-8: Infill & Greenfield Capacity in Albert Town: LDSRZ 450m?2 Scenario
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Figure 0-9: Infill & Greenfield Capacity in Albert Town: Gentle (LDSRZ 300m?) Scenario
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Figure 0-10: Redevelopment & Greenfield Capacity in Albert Town: Baseline Scenario
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Figure 0-11: Redevelopment & Greenfield Capacity in Albert Town: LDSRZ 450m? Scenario
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Figure 0-12: Redevelopment & Greenfield Capacity in Albert Town: Gentle (LDSRZ 300m?) Scenario
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

1.5

1.6

31279577_2.docx

My full name is James Douglas Marshall Fairgray.

| have a PhD in geography from the University of Auckland, and | am
a principal of Market Economics Limited (M.E.), an independent

research consultancy.

| have 39 years' consulting and project experience, working for public
sector and commercial clients. | specialise in policy and strategy
analysis, evaluation of outcomes and effects in relation to statutory
objectives and purposes, assessment of demand and markets, urban
and rural spatial economies, land use and core economic processes. |
have applied these specialties in more than 900 studies throughout

New Zealand.

| have qualified as a commissioner, through the Making Good

Decisions programme (2017).

| am an Associate Member of the New Zealand Planning Institute
(since 2013).

I have wide-ranging research experience in policy evaluation and
impact assessment from an economic perspective, from a range of
economic assessments in the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA)
context, including evaluation of the benefits and costs of policy options,
and economic processes and decision-making. During 2014, | was
engaged to prepare the core material for the section 32 guide released
by the Ministry for the Environment, and | was the presenter on
economic matters for the nationwide series of workshops on the
section 32 guidance. | have studied regional and district economies
throughout New Zealand, and roles of key sectors in the economy. |
have undertaken a wide range of studies into housing and land
demand, including demographic assessment, dwelling and location
preferences, housing patterns, and ability and willingness to pay. My

relevant research experience is summarised in Appendix A.



1.7

1.8

1.9

31279577_2.docx

I have applied my capabilities for the assessment of effects in evidence
to council-level hearings, and in evidence for the Environment Court,
the High Court, and the Supreme Court, as well as the Auckland

Unitary Plan Independent Hearings Panel, and EPA hearings.

| advise district and regional councils throughout New Zealand in
relation to a wide range of economic and social matters, including
urban and rural growth and development matters. | also provide
consultancy services to a wide range of private sector clients covering
many aspects of development, growth and change, and the effects in
relation to the RMA.

| am familiar with the Queenstown, Frankton Flats and wider
Queenstown Lakes District (District), including most recently having
undertaken a detailed housing demand and capacity assessment for
the Queenstown Lakes District Council (Council) to satisfy part of the
requirements of the National Policy Statement on Urban Development
Capacity 2016 (NPS-UDC). | have undertaken a wide range of studies
over the last 25 years in relation to the Districts economy and
community, including population and household growth, tourism
demand and capacity, the retail, services and commercial sectors, the
airport, infrastructure demands, land requirements for housing and
urban activity, and tourism services. My relevant experience relating

to the District is summarised in Appendix B.

I am familiar with the requirements of the NPS-UDC. | have been
engaged by councils in high growth areas across the country (including
Auckland; Hamilton, Waikato and Waipa; Greater Christchurch
(Christchurch, Waimakariri and Selwyn); and Queenstown Lakes
District Council) to assist them with the various requirements of the
NPS-UDC. | was engaged by the Ministry of Business, Innovation and
Employment (MBIE) in 2017 to peer review the Ministry’s draft

guidance on the NPS-UDC in relation to housing demand.



1.11 | was one of the authors of the recently published draft Housing
Development Capacity Assessment 2017 (HDCA)! prepared for the
Council, dated 15 March 2018 and adopted in May 2018.

1.12 The HDCA was prepared in order to satisfy Policy B1 of the NPS-UDC,
which requires all local authorities with a medium or high growth urban
area to carry out a housing and business development capacity
assessment “on at least a three-yearly basis”.? The HDCA provides
the required capacity assessment for housing for the urban areas of
the District, with a separate assessment addressing urban capacity in

relation to business land.3

1.13 My evidence addresses the HDCA only. A separate statement of
evidence by Ms Natalie Hampson addresses the demand and capacity

assessment for business land within the urban environment.

1.14 The key documents | have used, or referred to, in forming my view

while preparing this evidence are:

€) The HDCA,;

(b) Queenstown Lakes District Council Proposed District Plan
(PDP) Decisions Version (relevant chapters and plan maps),
and summaries of the changes compared with the notified
PDP, which were provided to me by the Council;

(©) Excerpts from Council’s planning evidence for the Stage 1
Council hearings, which address and respond to submissions
seeking mapping changes; and

(d) GIS mapping files of rural building platforms (April 2018) and
the PDP Decisions Version zoning, also supplied by QLDC.

1.15 I confirm that | have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses
contained in the Environment Court Practice Note 2014 and that |
agree to comply with it. | confirm that | have considered all the material

facts that | am aware of that might alter or detract from the opinions

Note the report is dated 27 March 2018), Appendix C.

NPS-UDC, Policy PB1.

Business Development Capacity Assessment 2017, report dated 15 March 2018, which is available at the
following link: https://www.gldc.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/Council-Documents/Committees/Planning-and-
Strategy-Committee/10-May-2018/Item-1-Attachment-A-Business-Capacity-Assessment-2017-Final-

1.5.2018.pdf

WN -
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1.16

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

except where | state that | am relying on the evidence of another

person.

Attached to this evidence are the following documents:

(@)
(b)
(©)

(d)
(e)

2. SCOPE

21

2.2

Appendix A: Relevant qualifications;

Appendix B: Relevant experience within the District;
Appendix C: Housing Development Capacity Assessment
2017, 27 March 2018 (HDCA);

Appendix D: Urban dwelling enabled zones; and
Appendix E: Analysis of changes to plan enabled
redevelopment capacity from individual zoning changes in the
Decisions Version of the PDP (Stage 1).

| have been engaged by the Council to provide evidence in relation to
the HDCA that was completed in March 2018 and adopted by Council in

May 2018. | note that the HDCA remains a draft document, with certain

minor changes to be made before the final version is published in
November 2018.

| have also been asked to comment on the implications of the Decisions

Version of Stage 1 of the Proposed Queenstown Lakes District Plan

(PDP Decisions Version)* and other relevant recent changes that may

have an impact on the conclusions and outcomes reached in the HDCA.

To do this my evidence provides a high-level overview of the HDCA and

| address the following matters:

4 Decisions Version, dated 7 May 2018.
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2.3

(@) the objectives and purpose of the HDCA, within the overall
structure of the NPS-UDC, and the particular focus on
sufficiency of housing capacity;

(b) an overview of the assessment to prepare the HDCA,
including key information, methodology and analysis, and key
assumptions and limitations;

(© A summary of the urban demand assessment for the HDCA.

(d) A summary of the urban capacity assessment for the HDCA,
and conclusions on sufficiency of capacity.

(e) Implications of the PDP Decisions Version and other recent
changes (to the ODP) on the outcomes of the HDCA.

| have also been asked to provide context around rural living
development capacity and demand in the District. For this | have drawn
on the dwelling demand projections for the rural environment developed
in the HDCA and examined recent trends in rural lifestyle development
in the Queenstown Lakes District (QLD). | have also considered the
estimated plan enabled dwelling capacity of the notified Stage 1 PDP
and ODP rural environment zones provided by Council and included in
Section 2.4 of the HDCA and drawn on a high-level overview of
potential changes to that capacity as a result of the Decisions Version

on Stage 1.

3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

3.1

3.2

31279577_2.docx

The NPS-UDC requires local authorities to provide sufficient
development capacity within urban environments for housing and
business activities across several planning timeframes. The sufficiency
of land for this development is assessed by way of capacity
assessments, with the outcomes required to be reflected through zoning

or other identification in district plans.

The draft HDCA for the QLD was published in March 2018, based on the
Notified version of the PDP. In this evidence | summarise the key
findings of the draft HDCA, and present updated findings which take into
account changes to capacity for housing that arise from the PDP

Decisions Version.



3.3

3.4

3.5

In this evidence | also provide information on demand and capacity
involving the QLD rural environment, in a manner consistent with the
requirements of the NPS-UDC.

The key findings of the HDCA, and the updated findings for the PDP
Decisions version, show that QLD has sufficient feasible capacity in the
urban environment for expected dwelling growth within the District until
at least 2046.

The outcomes of my assessment of rural demand and capacity also
indicates that QLD has sufficient feasible capacity in the rural
environment for expected dwelling growth within the District until at least
2046.

4. THE NPS-UDC AND THE HDCA

NPS-UDC

41

4.2

The NPS-UDC recognises the national significance of urban
environments and the need to enable such environments to develop and
change, and of providing sufficient development capacity to meet the
needs of people and communities, and future generatons in urban
environments.® It seeks to ensure that local authorities provide sufficient
development capacity for long term growth, to accommodate both
household (population) and business growth. Housing capacity is to be
assessed in terms of numbers of dwellings to meet projected demand

(expressed as numbers of households).

The NPS-UDC requires all local authorities to provide sufficient
development capacity across the short-term (3 years), medium-term (10
years) and long term (30 years).® QLD has been identified as containing
a high growth urban area under the NPS-UDC, which requires the
application of the full range of policies within the NPS (noting that a
number require other actions such as developing a Future Development

Strategy, which are not directly relevant to these appeals).

5 NPS-UDC, page 9.
6 NPS-UDC, Policy PAL.
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4.3

4.4

4.5

4.6

7 From MBIE

31279577_2.docx

A local authority is deemed to have sufficient capacity where the
estimated feasible development capacity equals or exceeds anticipated
housing and business demand, taking into account that demand reflects
combinations of different property types and locations. In relation to
housing, | take this to mean that the feasible capacity equals or exceeds
the number of dwellings required to accommodate the expected resident
population and visitors for the relevant time periods. The NPS-UDC
requires additional margins of feasible development capacity over and
above projected demand of 20% for the short and medium terms, and
15% for the long term.

Demand for housing requires consideration of the nature of that demand
in the urban environment, including for different types of dwellings, for
housing in different locations, and for housing at different price points.
However, the NPS-UDC recognises that households will make trade offs
among dwelling type, location and price in order to meet their own needs

and preferences.

Capacity for housing is assessed in terms of the current dwelling estate
plus what is feasible to develop in a district’s urban areas. This means
that in addition to there being sufficient plan-enabled capacity, there
needs to be sufficient capacity which is feasible to develop (because not
all capacity enabled by a district plan will be feasible to develop). The
guidance’ on feasibility is that dwellings need to be feasible in “current
market conditions”, which indicates current or today’s dwelling prices

and development costs.

While its requirements apply to all local authorities, the NPS-UDC does
not require any particular local authority to provide for sufficient capacity
of different dwelling types and at different price points and for every
location within any one district. This means that the different aspects of
demand may be met in aggregate within a district or part of a district,
with plan provisions enabling a mix of options through a range of
locations and enabling a range of dwelling types (typically from
apartments to stand-alone houses). This is important, because apart

from instances where a certain percentage of affordable dwellings may



4.7

4.8

31279577_2.docx

be required within a wider development (such as through the HASHA
legislation), district plans do not require new dwellings to be provided at
specific price points, or in particular locations. District plans are
generally enabling, not directing, and the price points of new dwellings
may be influenced only indirectly by providing for a range of locations,
site sizes and/or densities, and dwelling typologies. The NPS-UDC
contemplates, and encourages collaboration and cross-boundary

approaches to providing sufficient development capacity.

It is also important to recognise that the NPS-UDC is concerned with
ensuring sufficiency for the population as a whole, and taking account of
the dwelling estate as a whole. This means that an assessment of
sufficiency needs to consider the requirements of the whole future
population, not just the needs of growth or the additional population
expected in a district. It further means that sufficiency needs to be
assessed in terms of the total dwelling estate, including the existing
dwelling estate. This is critical because there is ongoing ‘churn’ in
housing markets where households purchase and sell dwellings, or
change tenancies. Moreover, the preferences (dwelling type, location,
price point) of existing households may change over time. Development
capacity in any district needs to meet or exceed total growth, but there
is no requirement for that additional capacity to be oriented solely to the
needs of the new households. That also applies to any housing to meet

the needs of visitor demand.

The NPS-UDC requires councils to determine if a district's planning
instruments provide sufficient feasible (plan enabled) capacity for
dwellings to accommodate the future population (over the next 30 years)
in total, and for each aspect of housing demand (as above). In my
experience, most districts consider future business and housing needs
and required capacity for growth as a matter of course in their long-term
planning and as part of the preparation and development of planning
documents. However, not all districts look formally at the structure of
housing needs, especially in terms of different dwelling price points, nor
necessarily at the underlying economic drivers and operation of land

markets.
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In particular, the requirement to consider development feasibility for
additional dwellings is new to many councils. This approach emerged
during the Auckland IHP hearings into the Auckland Unitary Plan, where
a substantial share of future housing growth is planned to be through the
redevelopment of already urbanised properties where feasibility is a
more significant issue, together with greenfield expansion at the urban
edge. Development feasibility varies by location and over time, and
among dwelling types and across price points. As a consequence,
assessment of the sufficiency of feasible capacity for the HDCA is
relatively complex and detailed, relating to both planning and economic

matters, and estimates of sufficiency are sensitive to key assumptions.

HDCA 2017

410

411

412

The HDCA is a requirement of the NPS-UDC that is to be prepared to
demonstrate that the information and analytical requirements set out in
the objectives and policies of the NPS-UDC have been applied by a

council to robustly assess the sufficiency of capacity for housing.

| was responsible for the housing assessment component of the
Council's HDCA 2018, which consisted of the demand analysis, and
assessment of the sufficiency of housing capacity in the short, medium
and long terms. This included completing an assessment of the scale
and nature of housing demand within the urban environment and across
the total District, and the nature and scale of housing provision (supply)
in the urban environment in terms of what the District Plans® enable, and
the expected feasibility of that enabled capacity. The sufficiency of
urban dwelling capacity was examined relative to projected urban
dwelling demand.® The detailed modelling of demand and capacity was
therefore focussed on the urban environment in the HDCA and is

described further below.

| note that there are important distinctions between the HDCA and the
role of the PDP:

8 The combination of Stage 1 PDP provisions and the Operative District Plan for the balance of zones.

9 A more conservative comparison of the sufficiency of urban capacity to accommodate total district dwelling
demand was also tested. This is a theoretical comparison only and assumes that all district dwelling growth
would be focused on the urban environment instead of spread between urban and rural areas.

31279577_2.docx
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(@)

(b)

(©)

(d)

The first is a geographic distinction, in that the NPS-UDC and
the HDCA are focussed on growth and development capacity
within urban environments. The PDP, however, is required to
provide a planning framework for all land within the District,
which must give effect to Part 2 of the RMA. As a result, the
PDP is required to address rural and urban areas. The
significance of this distinction is that the HDCA informs only
part of the total development capacity picture for the District,
with compliance with the HDCA and the NPS-UDC not
necessarily demonstrating that the PDP will satisfy any
separate statutory requirements under the RMA. For
completeness, | note that the NPS-UDC does not specifically
require any assessment of the sufficiency of development
capacity for housing outside of the urban environment (as
defined by the respective local authority). | return to this later
in this evidence but, in relation to the rural environment, | have
been able to draw on the analysis undertaken for the HDCA,
to examine rural demand and high level estimates of rural

capacity.

The second distinction is that the NPS-UDC requires that
sufficiency of capacity is assessed from estimated feasible
capacity (in terms of numbers of dwellings), compared with
demand for housing from the current and future resident
population, and visitor numbers. That simple distinction
between resident population and visitors does not necessarily
fully capture the nature of demand for housing (a matter |

address below).

Third, the HDCA was completed in March 2018 and was
based (in part) on the notified version of the PDP, rather than
the PDP Decisions Version (as it was not yet issued). This
evidence provides an update which considers the PDP

Decisions Version provisions relevant to capacity for housing.

Fourth, the NPS-UDC requires that some matters included in

the HDCA - notably the sufficiency of feasible capacity — are

10



considered in a specific manner which does not necessarily
align with the PDP objectives for housing capacity. Those
HDCA requirements arise from the NPS-UDC’s basis for
assessing feasible capacity (Policy PB3), and the associated
requirements (under Policy PC3) to provide for additional
capacity if currently feasible capacity is not sufficient for 30
years’ of projected growth. These matters were addressed in
the preparation of the HDCA. In relation to this point, | make

two comments:

® | note that the NPS-UDC identifies feasible capacity
as currently feasible capacity, and does not make
specific allowance for development feasibility to
change over time, as the District economy grows
and changes. However, the most recent guidance
from MBIE sets out that while the current feasibility
approach is considered to be the base case, local
authorities may apply different approaches when
assessing feasible capacity, including to make
allowance for prices and costs to change over time,
and for development feasibilty to change
accordingly.

(i) In my assessment of capacity for the HDCA, |
allowed for prices and costs to change over time, in
a manner consistent with the anticipated growth in
the District's spatial economy. This approach is
consistent with the scope which MBIE’s guidance

allows for assessing sufficiency.

5. INFORMATION AND APPROACH TO THE HDCA

5.1

31279577_2.docx

This section provides an overview of the information and methodologies
applied for the HDCA (as published in draft). Further detail can be found
in the full report, which is attached as Appendix C.

11



Overview

5.2

5.3

The HDCA requires assessment of housing demand (currently and
projected), of housing supply, of the potential for additional housing
capacity to be supplied according to land areas zoned and provisions
enabling dwelling development (plan-enabled capacity), and the
potential for additional capacity to be feasible to develop. These
matters are to be drawn together to examine the overall sufficiency of

housing capacity, into the long term.

In this section, | have set out the information sources, methodology,
analysis and modelling, and evaluation undertaken for the QLD HDCA.

This summarises the four main components:

(a) current and projected housing demand;

(b) recent and current housing supply;

(©) plan enabled capacity for housing; and

(d) estimates of commercially feasible development capacity.

These have been drawn together to assess the overall sufficiency of

housing capacity in urban QLD.

Information Sources

5.4

5.5

5.6

31279577_2.docx

The assessment drew on a wide range of data sources (detailed in the
HDCA), including property and parcel level datasets supplied by
Council, ODP and PDP zoning data, QLDC rating data, Council and
Statistics NZ population and household projections, Census 2013 data,
customised CorelLogic datasets, building costs data, real estate data,
consents data and AirBnB data. My company, M.E., worked closely
with the Council to agree on data inputs associated with the relevant
ODP and (notified) PDP Stage 1 provisions, and there was also

stakeholder input into this process.

The base year of the HDCA is 2016, reflecting the availability of the

most recent data across multiple data sources.
| note that much of the data used informs both the supply side and the

demand side analyses, especially where datasets are combined,

and/or placed on a common geographical framework.

12



Housing Supply

5.7

5.8

Housing Demand

5.9

31279577_2.docx

The key data inputs to the analysis of current housing supply are:

(@)

(b)

(©)

(d)

Census 2013 customised datasets on households of each
type by dwelling type and tenure for all of QLD;

Census 2013 customised data on total households by
location, dwelling type and tenure at census unit level;
detailed data from CoreLogic on dwelling numbers by type
and value by location (census unit) for 2016;

data from the Council’s current rating database showing
dwelllings by type and location, and service/mailing address
data as an indication of the usual location of the owner (within

QLD, elsewhere in New Zealand, overseas).

The estimates of future housing supply are based on the existing

dwelling estate, together with the estimated feasible development

capacity, to provide estimates of the total future dwelling estate, to

assess sufficiency.

The key data inputs to the HDCA demand modelling are:

(@

(b)

(©)

(d)

(e)

Projections of household numbers for Wakatipu and Wanaka
wards to 2046, prepared for Council by Rationale Ltd (and as
discussed in the evidence of Mr Walter Clarke as filed in the
Topic 1 PDP hearing);

Projections of total household numbers in QLD prepared by
Statistics NZ (SNZ) from 2013 to 2038 and extrapolated to
2048;

Projections of household numbers to 2038 by category
(household type, age, income band) based on SNZ
projections by type, and M.E estimates of the age and income
structure according to 2013 patterns, and detailed population
projections by age and sex;

SNZ projections of population by age and sex by location
(census unit) within QLD; and

Analysis of current demand for housing by dwelling type

(attached, detached) and dwelling value band, arising from

13



5.10

5.11

each segment of the population (defined according to

household type).

This information provided the platform for assessing future demand for
housing (dwelling numbers by type and value band) in each year,
taking into account growth and changes in household demographics.
Total demand for dwellings is based on the projected total resident
household numbers (to 2019, 2026 and 2046), together with demand
for dwellings from investors and holiday home owners, both from within

QLD and areas outside QLD (in New zealand and overseas).

That analysis of total demand (dwelling numbers by value band)

provides one side of the final assessment of sufficiency.

Plan-Enabled Capacity

5.12

31279577_2.docx

There are two components of capacity for housing — plan enabled
capacity, and capacity which is feasible to develop. The key data

inputs to plan enabled capacity assessment are:

@) Input from Council on the agreed list of urban dwelling
enabled zones, structure plans (in the case of Special Zones)
and their spatial extent. This included all town centres, town
centre transition areas, local shopping centres, residential
zones and mixed business zones within the urban
environment where residential activity (including dwelling
based visitor accommodation) is a permitted or controlled
activity. These were a combination of Operative District Plan
(ODP) zones, current structure plans and notified Stage 1
PDP zones. A full listis included in Appendix D. M.E also
took account of open space and reserves defined in Stage 2
of the PDP to exclude any dwelling capacity that fell within
these areas. While the BDCA included the Visitor
Accommodation Sub zones from Stage 2 of the PDP, the
assumption was made that any vacant land would be used
wholly for commercial visitor accommodation and so those

areas were also excluded from the dwelling capacity analysis.

14



513

5.14
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(b) Input from Council on the share of greenfield land to be
excluded to allow for roads, road reserves and open space
when the greenfield land was urbanised. This was set at
32%, consistent with the approach used throughout the PDP

hearings.

(©) Input from Council to agree on the maximum site coverage
and building height in each zone/precinct where residential is
a permitted or discretionary activity to be included in the
model. This allowed the ground floor GFA and total building
envelope GFA to be estimated. In some cases, total GFA
caps apply to certain zones / precincts. These were also an

input (constraint) in the modelling.

(d) Input from Council (sourced from developers/land owners) of

dwelling yields in structure plan areas.

(e) Input from Council to agree on estimates of dwelling take up
in business enabled zones that also enabled residential
dwellings (especially apartments). These same estimates fed
into the BDCA to ensure that vacant capacity was not double
counted as being available for both dwelling and business

development.

In the Wanaka Ward, the urban environment was defined as the area
within the Wanaka urban growth boundary (UGB) and Hawea and
Luggate townships. In the Wakatipu Ward it was defined as the area
within the Queenstown and Arrowtown UGBS, together with a small area

of Low Density Residential Zoned land adjacent to Lake Hayes.

The rest of the District is considered rural, comprising the Rural Zone,
Rural Lifestyle Zone, Rural Residential Zone as well as Township,
Special and Visitor Accommodation zones and SHAs outside the urban
environment boundary. These zones span the Wakatipu Basin,
Gibbston Valley, Cardona, Hawea Flat and the more remote townships

of Makarora, Glenorchy and Kingston.

15



Feasible Development Capacity

5.15 Not all plan-enabled capacity is feasible to develop, and the NPS-UDC
also requires estimates of the amount of feasible capacity. The
feasibility of development is assessed by comparing likely returns from
the sale of a residential property (new dwelling including land) less the
costs of developing that dwelling, including land, construction, fees and
other charges. If the margin of sales price less costs is sufficient, then
the development is considered feasible, from a commercial

perspective. The standard margin applied is 20%.

5.16 The key data inputs to inform the feasibility analysis are:

@) A Spatial Framework of 30 locations was developed by M.E
from combinations of the 2018 Statistics NZ defined statistical
areas that cover the District, and these were aggregated to
10 broader areas'® to include: Queenstown (town),
Arrowtown, Arthurs Point, Lake Hayes, Jacks Point and Other
Wakatipu, together making up the Wakatipu Ward; and
Wanaka (town), Hawea Locality