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Key messages  

 
1. The Gibbston Village project is a residential and commercial development project, including 

900 dwelling units, a 2.4 hectare commercial area for day-to-day amenities, a 3 hectare 
primary school for about 350 students and associated infrastructure in the Gibbston Valley, 
Otago Region. 

2. The project will require resource consents under the Resource Management Act 1991 
(RMA). 

3. Project site is on freehold land owned by Gibbston Valley Station and High Definition 
Development, LLC (LLC). LLC have provided their written approval for the project, however 
Gibbston Valley Station have not as far as we can tell. 

4. The application has been received from Town Planning Group Limited, who appear to be 
applying on behalf of Gibbston Valley Station and LLC. We have not received any evidence 
that Town Planning Group Limited has authorisation to lodge on behalf of the Station.  

5. In addition, the company Town Planning Group Limited was liquidated in 2021. Town 
Planning Group (NZ) Limited is a similarly named active company with the same director 
and is most likely the correct agent organisation name. They did not respond in a timely 
manner when clarification of authorisation to apply on behalf of Gibbston Valley Station or 
confirmation of the appropriate applicant name was sought.  

6.  As a general rule, applications should be in the name of the project landowners (who are 
of course entitled to use agents) because these landowners should hold any future 
resource consents, not their agents. You will need to decide what, if any, the implications of 
the above information are. It is also possible for the Advisory Group to seek clarification 
from the Applicant or their Agent directly. 



7. We have undertaken an initial (Stage 1) analysis of the application, and this is provided in 
Table A. 

8. We consider the applicant has not provided sufficient information to consider the project 
for inclusion on Schedule 2A (although we note it could still be included on Schedule 2B 
based on the information provided). The Applicant, Town Planning Group, has not provided 
confirmation of their relationship with landowner Gibbston Valley Station or if they have 
permission to undertake work on their land. 

9. The project does not trigger the ineligibility criteria in clause 18 of the Fast-track Approvals 
Bill (the Bill). 

10. Advice on PSGE development priorities and Māori development is provided in Table A. 
Table A also includes the relevant PSGEs or Māori groups and the settlement 
mechanisms, that will/may be impacted by the project and whether the project is low, 
medium or high impact on Treaty settlement/s and other relevant arrangements. Appendix 
1 provides further detail on how this advice should be considered and our approach to 
analysis. 
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Appendix One: Approach and considerations for Treaty settlement 
advice on listed project applications advice in Table A 

1. Ministers have advised the Advisory Group should receive advice from officials on “Māori 
development and PSGE settlement priorities” relevant to each application. Note this differs 
from section 13 requirements of the current Fast Track Consenting Bill that ‘Ministers must 
consider Treaty settlements and other obligations report’ as these reports will not be in 
existence at the time, although matters identified in section 13 (2)(a)-(j) will be considered as 
part of official's analysis. 

2. We have interpreted “Māori development” and “PSGE priorities” to mean primarily projects 
that: 
a. align explicitly with PSGE or iwi strategic objectives/vision/other strategic documents; 

and/or 
b. contribute towards addressing historical or systemic inequities faced by Māori. This would 

be undertaken through an equity assessment; and/or 
c. the project is being led by or in partnership with a Māori entity or business. 

3. Given the time constraints and limited engagement this advice cannot be considered as 
comprehensive and does not intend to reflect their views and should not be read as such. 

4. Engagement with PSGEs and other relevant groups has been considered based on potential 
high-risk factors including, but not limited to, if: 
a. a project will take place on or effect any taonga or areas of significance that are protected 

by Treaty settlement arrangements. 
b. a project will have a substantive and/or ongoing environment impact on any taonga or 

areas of significance. 
c. a project will include a consenting arrangement that will require a significant take, or be 

ongoing for an extended period, in relation to a taonga or area of significance, or in 
regions where PSGEs have specific planning mechanisms in place. 

d. PSGEs or other Māori entities have previously strongly contested the project or a similar 
type of project, particularly where court action has been taken. 

e. The project is clearly in conflict with or undermines PSGE priorities. 
f. Engagement would be required to maintain and uphold the Te Tiriti Crown relationship. 

5. In limited circumstances where engagement occurs, it has been brief. Where engagement 
has been undertaken it is reflected in our analysis but should not be taken to mean that our 
Treaty Partners endorse our advice. 

 

 




