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INDEX OF ABBREVIATIONS 

 
Abbreviation Means… 

“the Act” Resource Management Act 1991 
“CLH” Central Land Holdings Limited 
“CODC” Central Otago District Council 
“COMC” Central Otago Motorsport Club Inc 
“the Council”  Central Otago District Council 
“CSCC” Central Speedway Club Cromwell Incorporated 
“Highlands” The Highlands Motorsport Park 
“HMP” Highlands Motorsport Park Limited 
“HNZ” Horticulture New Zealand  
“MoE” Ministry of Education 
“MNZ” Motorsport New Zealand 
NES- CL “Resource Management (National Environmental Standard for Assessing 

and Managing Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human Health) Regulations 
2011” 

“NPS-ET” National Policy Statement on Electricity Transmission 2008 
“NPS-UDC” National Policy Statement for Urban Development Capacity 2017 
“NZTA” New Zealand Transport Agency 
“ORC” Otago Regional Council 
“the Plan” Operative Central Otago District Plan 2008 
“PC13” Proposed Change 13 to the Operative District Plan  
  
“the plan change” Proposed Change 13 to the Operative District Plan 
“the proponent” River Terrace Development Limited 
“PRPS” Partially Operative Regional Policy Statement 2019 
“RMA” Resource Management Act 1991 
“RPS” The Operative Regional Policy Statement 1998 
“RRDC” Residents for Responsible Development Cromwell Society Incorporated 
“RTD” River Terrace Development Limited (the proponent) 
“RTRA” River Terrace Resource Area 
“s[#]” Section Number of the RMA, for example s32 means Section 32 
“s42A report” The report prepared by CODC pursuant to s42A, RMA 
“the site” The land at Sandflat Road and State Highway 6, Cromwell – subject to this 

plan change request 
“Speedway” Central Motor Speedway 
“Transpower” Transpower New Zealand Limited 
“WHO” World Health Organisation 
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Central Otago District Council 

Private Plan Change 13 
River Terrace Resource Area 

 
Decision of the Independent Hearing Panel 

 
 
Proposal Description:  
Proposed Change 13 to the Central Otago District Plan:  
River Terrace Resource Area 
 
Hearing Panel: 
G Rae – Independent RMA Hearing Commissioner, Chair 
G Lister – Independent RMA Hearing Commissioner 
DJ McMahon – Independent RMA Hearing Commissioner  
 
Date of Hearing: 
10-14 June & 2-5 July 2019  
 
Hearing Officially closed:  
5  September 2019 
 
 
1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 

Report purpose 
 

 

 

 

It proposes amendments and additions to the Plan’s issues, objectives, 

 
1

 
 

 
1
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Role and report outline 
 

 
the Council’s behalf. The authority delegated in us by the Council includes all necessary 

 o satisfy the Council’s various 

 
 

 
 

 

  
 

Comments on the parties’ assistance to us 
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2.0 PLAN CHANGE CONTEXT 
 

 
Site & local environment 

 
 

Figure 1

Figure 1: image source: Google Earth2

 

 

 

 

races, has a “GT Club” for regular 

 The motorsports activities are divided into “ ier 1” and “ ier 2” events which 

 
2

NN  
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 Highlands also includes an ‘Innovation and Technology Park’ which has involved 

 

facility, ‘Mrs Jones Fruit Stall’. 

 

side of State Highway 6, and rural lifestyle properties on the site’s eastern and south

 

Operative District Plan 
 

 

Adjacent to the site’s northern boundary, State Highway 6 is subject 

 

 –
 –
 –
 –
 –

 
 description of the District’s 
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 the community’s need to provide for its social, economic and cultural wellbeing and 
its health and safety is recognised while ensuring environmental quality is 
maintained and enhanced3; 

 rural amenity values created by the open space, landscape, natural character and 
built environment values of the District’s rural environment will be maintained and 
where practicable enhanced4; 

 the quality of the District’s recreational resources and public access to those 
resources will be maintained and enhanced5; 

 subdivision will avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse effects on the safe and efficient 
operation of the roading network6; 

 subdivision will contribute to the open space, recreation and reserve needs of the 
community7; 

 subdivisions are designed to facilitate an appropriate and   co-ordinated   ultimate   
pattern   of   development   having   regard   to   the   particular   environment   within   
which   the   subdivision is located 8

 

 Plan Change request states that the proposal is “necessary to achieve the purpose of 
the Act9”, which implies that the site’s current Rural Resource Area
associated objectives no longer achieve the Act’s sustainable management purpose. This 

In summary, in combination, the objectives enable peoples’ and the community’s 
social, economic and cultural wellbeing while addressing the matters in section 
5(2)(a) –(c) of the Act, and are the most appropriate to achieve the purpose of the 
Act. 10

 
objectives for achieving the Act’s purpose in the 

 
 

Plan Change Request: Reasons, Purpose, Evaluations and Provisions 

 Part 2 of the RMA’s 

 

 
3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10
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Reasons and Purpose for the plan change 

 

There is demand for more residentially zoned land to accommodate the growing 
population of Cromwell.  The existing population of 5600 is expected to grow by between 
5000 (the medium growth scenario) and 8,600 (the high growth scenario) by 2030, and 
this will require an additional 2000 –3400 dwellings.   
 
Under Section 31(1)(aa)  of the RMA a function of territorial authorities in giving  effect 
to the purpose of the Act is 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.  
Further, Policy Statement –Urban Development Capacity(NPS) directs all local 
authorities to provide sufficient development capacity for housing and business growth 
demand. 
 
The Requestor’s analysis of the future housing demand in Cromwell is that, even if all 
current proposals for new urban residential development are approved and developed, 
the urban area of Cromwell is unlikely to provide adequate feasible capacity to meet 
housing demand in the long term (to 2043).    In this period a significant shortfall of 
urban residential capacity is anticipated, in the order of around 1000 dwellings, unless 
further land is able to be zoned and developed.  If any of the other development proposals 
do not materialise, the shortfall would be worse and affect the market sooner. 
 
As with most smaller New Zealand local authorities experiencing population growth, the 
preferred method of providing for growth is urban expansion into suitable greenfields 
areas.   Suitable greenfields areas are:  
 
• Adjacent to or in reasonable proximity to existing urban areas;  
• Able to integrate with available infrastructural services and roading;  
• Able to be developed efficiently, in relation to construction costs and servicing;  
• Able to co-exist with other land uses in the vicinity;  
• Not committed to another activity worth retaining in the long term;    
• Not affected by a natural value worth protecting, such as an ecological or a 

landscape feature, or land of high value for rural production;  
• Able to contribute to a quality, compact urban form.   

 
The subject land at Sandflat Road possesses all of these attributes and is a suitable 
greenfields location for Cromwell’s urban expansion to assist in meeting the foreseeable 
demand for new residential stock.   
 
Other greenfields areas that possess these attributes are already committed to 
development, and their rollout to the market will, collectively, not fulfil the demand for 
new housing stock at Cromwell. 
 
The subject land is within the Rural Resource Area and the Rural Residential Resource 
Area in the DP.  Endeavouring to subdivide and construct dwellings on the land by way 
of one or multiple resource consent applications would be complicated and very 
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inefficient and inflexible for all parties, including the owner, the Council, future 
purchasers of properties, and the community.  Rezoning the land to a suitable urban zone 
is the most efficient and effective resource management method for meeting the market 
demand. 
 
Further, in line with wider urban trends in New Zealand and internationally, larger 
residential sections are giving way to smaller sections and smaller residential units, 
particularly where a development as a whole can offer more shared amenity including 
outlook and public open space, and strong pedestrian links.  Smaller sections and units 
tend to be less expensive, thereby contributing to housing affordability.  Greater density 
within the same area is also more efficient for roading and infrastructure.  Convenient   
walkability and cyclability to a neighbourhood centre, open space, and potentially a 
school, also contributes to the overall “liveability” of a new urban area.   
 
The plan change request to rezone this rural land for urban activities will contribute to 
fulfilling the demand for more –and more affordable –housing stock, in the short to 
medium term, and will, therefore, benefit Cromwell and the wider Central Otago area.     
 
The Requestor therefore seeks to rezone the land to the “River Terrace Resource Area”.  
The RTRA is the product of a comprehensive urban design analysis of the site, taking into 
account the wider urban trends.   Development  will be guided  by  a  Structure  Plan that 
delineates the layout of activities, roads, open spaces and development blocks, to achieve 
the overall vision of  an  integrated,  connected,  high  quality  residential  neighbourhood  
with  increased  housing supply,  variety  and  choice  with  a  range  of  densities,  
typologies, and price  options,  all contributing to increase affordability of housing in 
Cromwell. 11 

 
 

– in which case, the plan change’s
the ‘objective’ to be assessed against the purpose of the RMA in the

12 does

 ne ‘goals’ for the RTRA, and identifies various options for 

RTDL’s goals for the RTRA are, fundamentally:  
 

• To rezone the subject land at Sandflat Road to enable urban expansion and assist 
with the foreseeable demand for new housing stock, including for retirement living;  

• To provide for smaller sections sizes and smaller residential units, to enable more 
affordability in the housing market, while providing for a high level of residential 
amenity; 

• To provide walkability and cyclability to a neighbourhood centre; and  
• To provide the opportunity for a school. 13 

 
 

 record Mr Goldsmith’s description 
submissions, which stated that “[the] purpose of the Request for PC13 is to create the River 

 
11

12

13
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Terrace residential neighbourhood to provide and enable 900 new, affordable homes to 
address the housing crisis.”14 We return to the theme of a “housing crisis” and the 

Section 32 Report 

 The proponent’s s32 evaluation is labelled as ‘Document 4’ in the plan change 
includes an evaluation of the proposed objectives’ implementation of 

the Act’s purpose, and an evaluation of the proposed policies and methods in their 

 

15

 
 

 

 

rural residential use in line with the Plan’s expectations.16

 
 17

Environmental effects assessment 

 ‘Document 3’ of the plan change request includes the assessment of environmental effects. 

 proponent’s 
 
(a) The change will provide adequate land for urban expansion of Cromwell, to meet 

Cromwell’s projected rapid population increase.  
 
(b) The RTRA reflects accepted industry standards for urban design and will enable a well-

designed development that will be functionally linked with and complementary to 
Cromwell.  

 
(c) There are minor but acceptable adverse effects on cultural values. One of the existing 

historic water races will be protected by its inclusion in an open space reserve area 
within the masterplan.  

 
14

15

16

17
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(d) There are no adverse effects on ecological values. 
 
(e) There are no adverse effects on traffic safety and efficiency.  
 
(f) There are no geotechnical conditions and natural hazards that would create adverse 

risk for the development; any risk can be adequately avoided or mitigated.  
 
(g) There are no soil contamination problems that would cause adverse effects on the 

residential environment. 
 
(h) Infrastructure can be adequately planned for and implemented, without adverse 

effects on the existing systems. 
 
(i) There are no adverse effects on landscape values; 
 
(j) Any perceived adverse effects on surrounding properties, including the Motorsport 

Park, the speedway, rural residential owners and rural activities are adequately 
avoided or mitigated.  

 
(k) There would be no adverse effects on Cromwell’s existing commercial centres.  
 
(l) The RTRA will have various positive effects on the environment.  
 
In broad summary, the proposed plan change will have no significant adverse effects on the 
environment; any adverse effects have been identified and methods are included in the 
Change for their avoidance or mitigation. The net effects of the change on the environment 
are, overall and on balance, positive. 18

 

Plan Change provisions 

 

 

 19

SSeeccttiioonn  ##  DDeessccrriippttiioonn  

20.1 IInnttrroodduuccttiioonn  

A brief introduction to the RTRA –location, purpose and brief summary of 
the provisions. 

20.2 IIssssuueess  

A statement of the relevant resource management issues the RTRA is 
addressing, including, in summary:  

• The spatial expansion of Cromwell to meet current and future residential 
land needs; 

• Quality, compact urban development;  

• Maximising infrastructural efficiencies; 

• Ensuring compatibility with surrounding activities; 

 
18

19
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SSeeccttiioonn  ##  DDeessccrriippttiioonn  

20.3 OObbjjeeccttiivveess  

There are 10 objectives for the Resource Area, responding to the resource 
management issues, and to achieve the purpose of the Act. 

20.4 PPoolliicciieess    

There are 15 policies to achieve the objectives 

20.5 MMeetthhooddss  ooff  IImmpplleemmeennttaattiioonn    

A summary statement setting out the key methods to achieve the 
objectives. 

20.6 PPrriinncciippaall  rreeaassoonnss  ffoorr  aaddooppttiinngg  tthhee  oobbjjeeccttiivveess,,  ppoolliicciieess  aanndd  mmeetthhooddss  

A summary statement setting out the reasons. 

20.7 RRuulleess  

The rules include:  

• activity rules;  

• development standards;  

• assessment matters and criteria;  

• the Structure Plan and related plans, including the Movement Plan 
(showing roads, the roading hierarchy and greenways); the Development 
Parcel Plan; Roading cross sections; the Structure Plan contains two 
residential areas: the Residential Sub-Area A and B, which differ in their 
allowable density capacity. There are three “overlays”, each of which 
have their own set of activity rules and development standards:  

• the Retirement Living overlay;  

• the Neighbourhood Centre overlay; and  

• the Education Overlay.    

Buildings within the overlays require resource consent, to ensure that they 
are of appropriate design quality.   

The Neighbourhood Centre Overlay, which provides for neighbourhood-
level amenities including potential for shops, café, and community activities 
(allied   with   the   Retirement   Living   Overlay) is subject to development 
standards to ensure that the centre remains small in scale and does not 
undermine the main business and retail areas of Cromwell.   

The standards also manage reverse sensitivity effects in relation to 
surrounding activities including the Motorsport Park, the State Highway and 
rural production activities.   

Subdivision is to follow the Structure Plan, the Movement Plan, and, where 
relevant, the Development Parcel Plans, and road designs are guided by 
the cross-sections. This will ensure a cohesive quality of subdivision design 
throughout the Resource Area. 

20.8 EEnnvviirroonnmmeennttaall  rreessuullttss  aannttiicciippaatteedd  

A statement setting out the outcomes expected from implementation of the 
RTRA provisions. 
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Notification and submissions 
 

 

 

 

 The Council’s s42A Report noted several procedural issues relati
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Pre-hearing directions and procedures 
 

 

 
 

  
 

 Minute 1 –

 Minute 2 –

 Minute 3 –

 Minute 4 –

–

 Minute 5 –

 Minute 6 – the proponent’s progress with preRele
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 Minute 7 –
extend the timetable for delivery of its and submitters’ evidence on 

 Minute 8 –

–

 Minute 9 –

 Minute 10 –

 Minute 11 –

 
–

 

 – –

Colonial Vineyard Ltd v Marlborough District Council 

 

 
The Hearing 
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Proponent 

▪ 
▪ 
▪ 

▪ 
▪ 
▪ 
▪ 
▪ 
▪ 
▪ 
▪ 
 
Council s42A Advisors 

 
▪ 
▪ 
 
Submitters 
  
▪ –
▪ –
▪ 
▪ –
▪ –
▪ –
▪ –
▪ –
▪ –
▪ –
▪ –
▪ –
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▪ –
▪ –
▪ –
▪ –
▪ –
▪ –
▪ –
▪ –
▪ –
▪ –
▪ –
▪ –
▪ –
▪ –
▪ –
▪ –
▪ –
▪ –
▪ –
▪ –
▪ –
▪ –
▪ –
▪ –
▪ –
▪ –
▪ –
▪ –
▪ –
▪ –
▪ –
▪ –
▪ –
▪ –
▪ –
▪ –
▪ –
▪ –
▪ –

 
 

Hearing adjournment and reconvening 
 

 

 Minute 12
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Post-hearing 
 

 Minute 13
that the only remaining information we required was the proponent’s closing statement 

 oponents’ updated s32 

 

 

 

Minute 14
the proponent’s 

 
Minute 15

 Minute 16

 Minute 17

 

Procedural Ruling - Late & Invalid Submissions  
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 20

 

 

 

 

 
21

(and specifically identified in Mr Whitney’s s42A report) 

 

–

[1]  A consent authority or local authority must not extend a time limit or waive 
compliance with a time limit, a method of service, or the service of a document in 
accordance with section 37 unless it has taken into account— 
(a)  the interests of any person who, in its opinion, may be directly affected by the extension or 

waiver; and 
(b)  the interests of the community in achieving adequate assessment of the effects of a proposal, 

policy statement, or plan; and 
(c)  its duty under section 21 to avoid unreasonable delay. 
 

[2]  A time period may be extended under section 37 for— 
(a) a time not exceeding twice the maximum time period specified in this Act; or 
(b)  a time exceeding twice the maximum time period specified in this Act if the applicant or 

requiring authority requests or agrees. 

 

ote that the proponent was not opposed to Mr Whitney’s 

 
adopted Mr Whitney’s recommendation regarding the invalidit

 
20

21
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3.0 EVALUATION OF ISSUES  
 

Overview 
 

 
matters22 

–  
 

 

everyone’s benefit for 

 

▪ ISSUE 1:  

▪ ISSUE 2:   

▪ ISSUE 3: 

▪ ISSUE 4:   

▪ ISSUE 5:  

▪ ISSUE 6:  

▪ ISSUE 7: –
▪ ISSUE 8: –
▪ ISSUE 9: Plan change ‘mechanics’
▪ ISSUE 10:

 
 
Evaluation Preamble – Statutory Framework 
 

 

23

been derived from the Environment Court’s Colonial Vineyards 24

General Requirements 

 25

26 27

 

 
22

or
23 ins & Logan  ‘Statutory Tests for a plan change’ (8 June 2019), 
24

25

26

27
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 28 29 30 31

 proposed 32

 

 33

 
34

 35

 36

 

 
37

 
38

 
39

 
40

 

 
Objectives 

 
the most appropriate way to achieve the Act’s purpose;41

 
Provisions 

 
42

 

 
28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

41

42
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43

 
44

 

45

 46

 

47

Rules 
 

48

 
Other Statutes 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

–

 (or where it isn’t, consider 
49

 
43

44

45

46

47

48

49
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Issue 1: The need for the plan change & positive effects 

 
Issue identification & evidence 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 –

 –

 –
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 nce of the proponent’s focus on the provision of warm, healt

 

 

 

Supply shortfall? 
 

 

 
 We note firstly that the proponent’s case on the su

50 
 

 
‘housing crisis’ during the hearing, and he offered his interpretation of what that term 

–
.51 

 

–

described River Terrace as a “build it and they will come” situation, and he was confident 
52

 

 
50

51

52
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Brown’s memo from 31 May 2019 which updated her evidence relating to forecast 

 

wn’s estimate that the total growth demand 
53

 

.  Ms Hampson’s view was accordingly that 

54

 the concepts of ‘capacity’ and 
‘supply’.  In this context, she gave the view that the application site, if consented, would be 
“development ready” and able to provide supply 

 55

 Relatedly, it was Ms Hampson’s view that capa

56

 

 

 Ms Brown’s summary statement outlined reasons why she believed Ms Hampson’s growth 
own’s assumptions that there will 

57 Ms Brown’s 

ars’ growth in areas that are more 

 
53 Joint statement arising from expert conferencing – dwelling capacity – Plan change 13
54

55

56

57
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 In his s42A Report, Mr Whitney noted the Council’s efforts to address housing supply over 

Our58  conclusion is that while the plan change is intended to respond to demand for 
residential land at Cromwell to help address an estimated shortfall in long term capacity; 
such a response can be achieved, in large part, by utilising other land currently in the Rural 
Resource Area that is located within the urban limits of Cromwell; and within other areas 
(or through greater infill) as may be identified in the outcome of the Cromwell Masterplan 
process 59

 

 

Affordability issues? 
 

 

the community’s quality of life, and increasing mental health issues.  
 

 

–

60

 

61

 
–

62

 

article by Mayor Cadogan which expressed the Mayor’s view that (among other matters):

 
58 Presumably Mr Whitney’s use of “our” is referring to the opinion of Johnston Whitney –
59

60

61

62
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 63

 

nt’s first stage. 64

 
would assist with the realisation of Mr Meehan’s commitment. While he outlined a variety 

–
 65

 

66

 67

 
Warm, healthy homes 
 

 
 

46 PC13 is intended to benefit people who do not already own houses because they 
cannot afford them, plus possibly some of the 87% of Cromwell residents living in 
houses built before 2000 who live in old and inadequately insulated houses 
(according to Public Health South). 

 
47 My objective is to give those people the choice of purchasing a new, warm, well 

insulated house at a price they can afford, or a residential lot on which they can build 
a small, new, warm, well insulated house which they can afford to build. I believe it 
should be their choice as to whether or not to purchase a River Terrace section or 
house. 68 

 

 
63

64

65

66

67

68

s 9(2)(b)(ii)

s 9(2)(b)(ii)
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69 
 

 We note also Mr Goldsmith’s answers to our questions on the matter of warm, healthy 
homes where he was critical of Public Health’s participation in this plan change process 

 
 
Weighting and role of Masterplan Spatial Framework? 
 

 

 
 

 

 

The Cromwell ‘Eye to the Future’ Masterplan provides a clear framework for the future 
growth of Cromwell from a town of around 5,000 people to approximately 12,000. The 
Masterplan is guided by a Vision that aims to support sustainable growth of the town while 
retaining aspects of Cromwell’s ‘country town’ character and the ‘World of Difference’ 
values, which are highly valued by the community. 70

 
community ‘buy in’ to the Spati

 

 For example, Mr Logan’s submissions were that (in summary):

 

 

 
69

70 Cromwell ‘Eye to the Future’ Masterplan
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–

71

 

the Framework’s status or otherwise as a statutory document, Mr Gardner

72

 

munity’s wishes.73

 
 

2.3  In my view, the Cromwell Spatial Plan is relevant to the consideration of PC13. While 
it is a non-statutory document, it is recent, was developed with input from the 
community and addresses the same matters of residential and business capacity that 
are the primary activities enabled by PC13. I consider that the Cromwell Spatial Plan 
assists in enabling the evaluation of PC13 under s32 of the Resource Management Act 
1991 (“the Act” or “the RMA”), in terms of examining the extent to which the 
objectives of the proposal are the most appropriate way to achieve the purpose of the 
Act. 74

 
 

 

 

 

  75

 

 76

 –

77

 
71

72

73

74

75

76

77
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 That said, Mr Goldsmith’s submission was

 78

 
Relevance of NPS-UDC? 
 

 

 
 

 Mr Goldsmith gave voice to the applicant’s position that the NPS

under the definition of “urban environment” as defined in the NPS 79

 

Urban environment means an area of land containing, or intending to contain, a 
concentrated settlement of 10,000 people or more and any associated business land, 
irrespective of local authority or statistical boundaries. 
 

 

or a clear interpretive aide as to what is meant by “concentrated settlement.”80

 

‘concentrated settlement’

on Cromwell’s urban facilities. He further submitted that in light of the NPS UDC’s purpose 
and Cromwell’s growth pressures, any ambiguity in interpretation should be resolved in 

 81

 
Goldsmith’s appraisal that Cromwell is not limited to the central urban area, and includes 

 

 82

 UDC’s application, Mr Goldsmith 
also helpfully reminded us that s31(1)(aa) of the RMA identifies as one of Council’s 

 
78

79

80

81

82

Rele
as

ed
 un

de
r th

e p
rov

isio
n o

f 

the
 O

ffic
ial

 In
for

mati
on

 Act 
19

82

Rele
as

ed
 un

de
r th

e p
rov

isio
n o

f 

the
 O

ffic
ial

 In
for

mati
on

 Act 
19

82



Proposed Change 13  Panel Report & Decision 

5 November 2019 Page 32 

 83

 

 “intended to contain”
“containing”

 that phrase also requires “someone” to “intend” the containment, and logically this 

 “concentrated” does not support a “summing” approach 
 84

 

“concentrated”
 85

 

“intending to contain” “concentrated”

 

“intended to contain”  86

 UDC with Council’s functions under sections 31(a) and (aa), 

 87

 “concentrated” with 

“concentrated”:

 

 
88

 
“concentrated”

 
83
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 –
–

 89

 Mr Mead’s expert view was aligned with Mr Logan’s submissions that the NPS
not apply because it relates only to ‘concentrated’ areas.  By definition, this would exclude 

 
PD doesn’t 

 90 91

mately 20 years.  They shared Mr Mead’s view that outlying settlements are not 

 UDC  not being “of great relevance to the proposal”.  She shared 
Mr Mead’s view that the wider Cromwell area may well exceed 10,000 people within the 

 92

 Ms Justice’s interpretation differed from the other planners  and turned on the concept of 
“intending to contain”

 93 

 94

 

95

 
89

90

91

92

93

94

95
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96

 
Ms Hampson’s view.  She noted her firm’s

son’s view, illustrate that current 
 97

 
 
Discussion and findings 
 

 

 

 

 That said, we accept Ms Hampson’s evidence that the plan chang

That the proponent has made the plan change site an ‘easy’ supply option in that respect 

 
Ms Hampson and Mr Mead. Over the short term, we share Ms Hampson’s view that it 

 
96

97
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age the Council’s witnesses 

 

 

 As to the proponent’s observations that the plan change will deliver warm, healthy homes 

 

demonstrates Council’s commitment to planning for its long

 Also, for the reasons expressed in the proponent’s case, we agree that the NPS
applicable.  That said, we adopt Ms Justice’s evidence that the extent

 

 
definition of a “medium” or “high growth” area under the NPS

PA1 to PA4.  These are considered to implement the NPS’s objectives for urban areas 
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ermore, the proposal’s poor physical connection with Cromwell 

 However, we are aligned with Mr Brown’s view that the balance of the relevant policies is 

 

Issue 2: Health & nuisance effects 
 
Issue identification 
 

 This second issue relates to the site’s suitability 

 
 

 

 

 
 

separately to avoid “double counting” and in acknowledgement of Mr Goldsmith’s helpful 
98

 
 
Noise effects: submissions & evidence 
 

 

 

 
98
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ople’s health, safety, well

 

99

 

 
100

 

 
Key points agreed by acoustic experts 

 

 “Tier 1”

 
“Tier 2”

 Tier 2
–

 

 
99

100 –
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 on the understanding that new dwellings within 25m of the site’s western 

constructed along the site’s western boundary in accordance with prescribed 

 Mr Staples’ modelling results show that noise levels from infrequent 

 

–

 

 
–
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LAeq(24h)

Acoustics – Road-traffic noise – 
New and altered roads

 
 
Key points in contention between acoustic experts 

 

 

 

 

–

7.6. Mr Styles partially agrees, but he considers that the degree of incompatibility or 
sensitivity of the residents in this case is quite different to a typical situation (such as 
where a noise maker ‘comes to’ a residential area where the expectation is for a low 
noise environment) because it will be mitigated by the covenant having affected 
expectations and by the seasonal and intermittent nature of the noises along with the 
acoustic insulation of the dwellings which will provide respite if desired. 101

 

 motorsport noise

all

 night time noise from horticultural activities

 
101 –
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motorsport noise

 

 bedrooms amounts to “a very high standard” that is not 

 
102

 

103

 horticultural activities

26 Whilst the WHO guidelines do refer to a level of 30dB LAeq for bedrooms at night, this 
level of protection is designed to avoid adverse health effects arising from long term 
exposure to higher noise levels. The recommendations are based on epidemiological 
studies of thousands of people living in major cities where noise exposure is 
continuous, all day, every day and all night, every night. The WHO guidelines do not 
have any recommendations or applicability to a situation such as this where the noise 
is generated only occasionally over a year. 104

 
 would amount to a “gold 

standard” in the New Zealand planning context, and that 35dB 
105

 
site’s compatibility with the existing noise environment. 

 

 
–

 
102

103

104

105
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 while such noise exposure is not ideal it “would seem necessary to cope with 
demand for housing”;

 

 106

 ’s evidence was focussed primarily on noise effects from horticultural activities, 

 
in his evidence.  In his view, the ‘normal’ horticultural activities that may occur 

107

 while he shared Mr Styles’ view that building insulation and 

 108

 his evidence summary with the view that the proposal is ‘incompatible 
with the existing noise environment due to the significant cumulative adverse noise effects 
that would be experienced by a large number of residents as a result of existing lawfully 
established and compliant motorsport and horticultural activities.’109

 110

 
would be ‘compromised,’ owing 

Tier 2 day) operations of Highlands to be ‘not characteristic of a residential 
environment.’ 111

 Reeve’s concern about dwelling insulation design levels 

 
106

107

108

109

110

111
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I calculate that a 40dB reduction would be required to achieve the District Plan 45dB 
LAFmax noise limit inside bedrooms. Wind machines and helicopters produce high levels of 
low-frequency (bass) sound which is more challenging to mitigate than mid and high 
frequency sound. This restricts the types of constructions available for the proposed 
dwellings to high mass (e.g. masonry) and/or large cavity walls. Windows would need to 
be restricted in size and use heavy glass panes which adds cost. Lightweight roofing would 
likely require sarking and the ceilings would require multilayer high-density plasterboard 
linings. An alternative form of ventilation would also be essential so that windows can 
remain closed. 112

 

113

 Mr Staples also directly addressed Mr Styles’ 

 with Mr Styles’ statement that noise from motorsport 
–

114

 

–

 115

 
–

–

116

 
guidelines, Dr Chiles’ opinion was that noise annoyance is a pertinent health effect and the 

117

 

 
112

113

114

115

116

117
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General noise limits are based on generic research and are applied to a wide range of 
sources, although human responses to different sound sources vary. In my experience, 
people respond to motorsport sound at lower levels than other general sources. Mr Styles 
does not appear to have accounted for the characteristics of motorsport sound in his 
assessment. 118 

 ’s relationship 

119

120

 
a ‘penalty’ for its special audible characteristics; 

 Dr Chiles’ concluding comments on the comparability of the Ruapuna and Cromwell 

37.  There were previously residents living within a few hundred metres of . 
The Christchurch City Council determined that noise effects from louder events up to 
around 60dB LAeq were unreasonable, and consequently offered to buy seven houses 
to avoid that existing noise disturbance. By 2015, six of those house purchases had 
been completed. The Christchurch District Plan (rule 6.1.7.1.5) now makes any new 
noise sensitive activity non-complying within the “Ruapuna Inner Noise Boundary”, 
which equates to approximately 60 dB LAeq(1h) during an event. This motorsport sound 
level will be routinely exceeded throughout the PC13 land. While RMP and HMP are 
not directly comparable, in my opinion the same rationale for removing existing and 
avoiding new noise sensitive receivers near RMP should apply to HMP. I   consider a 
motorsport park and residential activities to be fundamentally incompatible in terms 
of noise, such that they should be physically separated to protect public health. 
Residential sections near a motorsport park would have poor amenity, with residents 
likely to suffer from significant noise disturbance 

 

ects “cannot be mitigated” 
to a “fatal flaw” inherent in the proposal.121

 

constrained area such as Cromwell, Dr Chiles’ view 
122

 
118

119

120

121

122
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Other expert evidence and submissions 
 

 

 

a controlled or discretionary activity.  In Ms Justice’s view

any

123

 told us that ‘[w]hat PC13 is proposing is to 
place an “urban area” immediately adjacent to a rural area and subject the residents to the 
inconveniences, discomforts, disturbances or irritation that may not be acceptable in an 
urban area.’ 124

 Drawing on Mr Staples’ evidence, Ms Scott –

 125

 the proponent’s planner 
’

covenant would temper future residents’ sensitivity to the noise 

126

 

 

 
123

124

125

126
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127

we observe, is consistent with Dr Chiles’ own experience with Ruapuna as summarised 

 Mr McKay described the Tier 2 days at Highlands as “something else.” He added:

On up to 16 days per year they can run events.  This can be three or four consecutive days 
when we get extremely loud noise that completely dominates everything.  It is of extreme 
nuisance value and goes on for hours during the day and when the cars are not racing 
there is loudspeaker noise, which we hear loud and clear at our house. I do not like it and 
often we will leave town during these periods.128 

 

‘ ’
–

‘ ’

 
129

 

covenant as “smoke and mirrors” and that future purchasers of houses at River Terrace 
130

 
 

 131

 
 

the acoustic experts’ shared view that the no
 132

 
127

128

129

130

131

132
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133

of the proposal’s alignment with Objective 4.3.1 of the Plan –

 ued various aspects of the proponent’s evidence on the issue of noise in 
the proponent’s witnesses “ignored certain irrefutable 

realities” including (

 

 

 

 

 
134

 

In short, PC13 will create a low quality residential environment with low amenity values. 
To countenance such an outcome does not fit easily within the concept of sustainable 
management; it hardly provides for peoples’ wellbeing.135 

 

exacerbated by the proposal’s scale.136

 
137

138

 139

 sions, Mr Goldsmith described the proponent’s position on noise 
effects as ‘very simple.’  He 

 
133

134

135

136

137

138
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Future terrace homeowners will be forewarned by the registered covenants. They will have 
a choice. They can choose to purchase or not to purchase. That is their choice, and it should 
be their choice to make. 140

 

called ‘Gold 
Standard’ of attenuation favoured by other acoustic experts would have ‘significant 
adverse construction costs consequences.’ Relatedly, Mr Goldsmith amplified Mr Styles’ 

141

 

Dr Chiles’ evidenc
etween annoyance and health effects; however, Mr Goldsmith’s submission was 

142

 

– –
143

Discussion and findings: noise effects 
 

 
note our alignment with Mr Goldsmith’s appraisal of the matter’s importance in his closing 

The most significant issue which arises for determination is whether, in the context of the 
factual scenario under debate, it is appropriate to create a residential zone in a 
neighbourhood which is, at times, noisy.144
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that the proponent’s c

effects would be the “silver bullet” they assert.  Accordingly, we find it appropriate that 

 Mr Goldsmith’s warning that the more stringent 

 
’
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 ’ –
–

bearing on the site’s compatibility with the 

 

 

’

 

 For these reasons, we find it a tenuous prospect to adopt Mr Styles’ qualifiers as to the 
site’s compatibility with the local env

 Furthermore, we do not agree with Mr Goldsmith’s submissions that this is simply a ‘buyer 
beware’ scenario.  One could –

 Relatedly, we do not accept Mr Meehan’s inf –
– is a binary decision between living in an “old, 

cold, damp house” or a “new, warm, dry well insulated house with a bit of noise outside on a 
few days of the year145.” Any n

–

 
145

Rele
as

ed
 un

de
r th

e p
rov

isio
n o

f 

the
 O

ffic
ial

 In
for

mati
on

 Act 
19

82

Rele
as

ed
 un

de
r th

e p
rov

isio
n o

f 

the
 O

ffic
ial

 In
for

mati
on

 Act 
19

82



Proposed Change 13  Panel Report & Decision 

5 November 2019 Page 50 

 

 
Goldsmith’s sub

While Dr Chiles’ evidence described noise 

 
 we accept Mr Goldsmith’s submission on this point

 
ent’s well

 
 
Air quality effects: submissions & evidence 
 

 our understanding of the Council’s 
inct from the Regional Council’s functions 

and our consideration of the plan change’s ability or need to implement that function has 

 
 

 

 

 s within the plan change’s remit to consider the

–

 
146

 
146
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– 

147

 

 

 

 148

 

149

 Ms Wickham’s evidence for Suncrest was that the spray drift hazard for the p

150

151  

 
152

153

 
 154 

 
proponent’s amendment to the proposed rules requiring a 5m

 Ms Wickham’s evidence in her own statement.  She also drew our 

 155

 
147

148

149

150 – Management of Agrichemicals 
151

152

153

154

155
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 Ms Wharfe’s 
change’s proposed 5m setback 

 156

 

157

 

 158

 Mr Whitney’s s42A Report a

future residents’ amenity would not be adequately avoided, remedied or mitigated by the 
 159

 

160

 

combination proposed in the notified provisions as possibly ‘the best in situ spray drift 
buffer in the whole of Cromwell.’ He further submitted that there was no evidence to 

161

 Mr Goldsmith reinforced his position in the proponent’s clos

–

162

 

 
156

157

158

159
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Discussion and findings: air quality effects 
 

 

airborne dust, odour, smoke or spray. We adopt Ms Wickham’s verbal evidence at the 
–

–

 
– –

 
distance from the site’s boundaries.

 

avoided or mitigated potential effects on people’s health and amenity arising from 

 
 
 
Issue 3: Reverse Sensitivity 
 
Issue identification & evidence 
 

 
 

 
 re is no definition of ‘reverse sensitivity’ in the

The potential for the operation of an existing lawfully established activity to be 
constrained or curtailed by the more recent establishment or intensification of other 
activities which are sensitive to the established activity. 163 

 

many of these parties in greater detail at the hearing.  We’ve grouped the respective 
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Reverse sensitivity effects – nature, scale and extent 

 

164

uses on site such that ‘permitted activity status would be lost.’ The 

 

 

  165

 

166

 Tim Jones’ evidence spoke to the significance of the 45 South Group of Companies’ 

that 45 South’s 60ha cherry orchard operation in the Ripponvale Flats produced a crop in 

167

 
s’ ability to obtain 

168

 

169

 

 170

 
–

–
erode the operation’s ability to continue its current lawful operational practices.  By his 
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 171

 Ms McClung’s evidence for HortNZ took a broader view to valuation of export cherry 

172

 essed the importance of yield to a grower’s return, noting the related role 

were to be restricted or prohibited, this would in turn affect a given orchard’s viabil 173

She went on to say that these tools are critical to the industry and that without them, ‘a 
zero yield is highly likely.’174

 

 175

 
activities, noting that both are aware of a need to operate under a “social license”. 

 

A social license to operate is a community’s perceptions of the acceptability of an activity 
and its operations. So, this isn’t just complying with the law, social license is ‘in the eye of 
the beholder’ it’s ‘perception’, it’s ‘value based’, and often not evidence based, but 
experience based.  Social license is influenced by public values and perceptions of whether 
an industry or organisation is credible and can be trusted. 176

 

 177

 178

 ’s 

‘this means that the 
compliance point for both Highlands and Speedway in relation to any new application is now 
significantly closer than currently afforded when the facilities are surrounded by rurally 
zoned land.’ 179

 
171

172

173
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175
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180

 

arising from the proposal would be significant and contrary to the RMA’s purpose.181

 
ighlands’ ilk is 

 

Would it be considered good planning practice to establish a motorsport facility in the 
middle of an established residential area? The answer to this is of course No. So why 
therefore is it appropriate to site a residential area next to a motorsport facility, where 
cumulative effects of noise are expected to be significant? 182

 Ms Spillane and Mr Copeland’s respective evid

183, and Mr Copeland advised that as of 2017 the facilities’ annual 
184

 

 185

 latedly, Mr Erskine’s evidence identified that the Speedway generates $1.5
 186

 
of these effects goes to the exercise of Council’s functions under s31 of the RMA. She 
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181

182

183

184

185
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 187 er’s submissions 
 188

 

the environment. Compared to a ‘complying’ subdivision under the operat

 189

 reasons, it was Ms Irving’s submission that the proposed 

 

 

 –
 190

 

Ms Justice’s view that the plan change does not give effect to those RPS 
 191

 
–

 

The RTRA provisions therefore go further than what the operative provisions otherwise 
require, in relation to avoiding and mitigating reverse sensitivities, and I consider this is 
justified given the significant increase in sensitive receivers that would inhabit the RTRA 
compared with the operative development capacity. Nevertheless, if developed under the 
operative zonings, even though the risk is probably low there is no guarantee that there 
would not be complaints about the noise sources, whereas under the RTRA the residents 
will be obliged not to complain. 192   

 Mr Goldsmith’s opening submissions outlined reasons for his position that we need have 
193

‘not valid’ given the requirements of the ‘ ’ 194
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 Mr Goldsmith’s closing also addressed submissions from other counsel that highlighted 

pointed out that the term ‘no complaints’ covenant is something of a misnomer. In his 

It does not matter which ‘definition’ of reverse sensitivity one refers to, or which of the 
number of previous cases dealing with reverse sensitivity that one refers to, one fundamental 
point is constant. A reverse sensitivity effect only arises if a neighbouring activity is legally 
prevented, hindered or adversely affected. It does not matter if 100 or 1,000 complaints are 
lodged. That does not comprise a reverse sensitivity effect if those complaints do not result in 
legal interference with an existing activity. 195 

 
 

–
–

196

 Regarding the further presentations by others as summarised above, Mr Goldsmith’s 

 

 ards’ ongoing 

 putting to one side whether the concept of a ‘social license’ is a relevant RMA 

xpectations of River Terrace’s future residents; and 
 

Powerlands Coneburn Planning

197

 

this issue. The parties’ pr

 
Efficacy of no-complaints covenant 

 

 
195

196

197
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 198

 Ms Irving described it as ‘trite’ to suggest that no

 199

 consideration of a covenant’s efficacy in 

opriate to provide extra reinforcement as a ‘belts-
and-braces’ solution to manage any residual low

deployed as a ‘work around’

 200

 

‘ ’

 201

 
Specifically, he supported Ms Irving’s submissions that ‘ ’

 are not “battle tested” and therefore cannot be relied upon by the Panel; a
 

 202

 
covenants on occasions, though he described their use as ‘questionable.’ On this point, he 
said that covenants ‘cannot immunise unhappy residents’ from adverse effects.  Mr Logan 

mitigation and at best ‘they 
pretend the problem has been resolved by trying to stop people making a noise about 
noise.’203

 

204
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 205

 conveyed Highlands’ scepticism about the proposed covenants

206

 207

 
‘ ’

 208

 

She drew on her firm’s exten
‘ ’

209

 ‘ ’

210

 Mr Brown’s view was not aligned with Mr Whitney’s. Highlighting the successful use of 

 211

 

212
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 213

 
cited by submitters’ counsel. We do not repeat those submissions here but note that they 

 

Discussion and findings  
 

 

 

 
ill “fully and completely” protect all adjoining activities from reverse sensitivity 

 

 Mr Goldsmith downplayed this effect by noting the covenant’s role in precluding 

– –

 
213
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t activities, we share Mr Logan and Mr Goldsmith’s view that 

 

 –

 

 

– – e resident’s friend or family member may be con
the resident’s health, well

 

 – –

ople’s social and cultural well
–

–

 

arrangements.   We adopt the view given by various of the submitters’ representatives 
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Issue 4: Integration with existing township 
 
Issue identification & evidence 
 

 

 
  

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
Physical integration effects 

 –
–

 
‘double count’ effects despite any apparent cross

 Those preliminary points aside, we heard from several presenters on the issue of the site’s 
physical

 214

 
n’s urban form, but that the same could 

215 

questions on this point, Mr Ray’s professional opinion was that a more integrated 

 Mr Skelton’s evidence was similarly that the proposed development would be “somewhat 
disconnected from the existing urban areas of Cromwell” “establish a patch of 

 
214

215

Rele
as

ed
 un

de
r th

e p
rov

isio
n o

f 

the
 O

ffic
ial

 In
for

mati
on

 Act 
19

82

Rele
as

ed
 un

de
r th

e p
rov

isio
n o

f 

the
 O

ffic
ial

 In
for

mati
on

 Act 
19

82



Proposed Change 13  Panel Report & Decision 

5 November 2019 Page 64 

urban development in an area which is somewhat detached from the urban areas of 
Cromwell Town.” 216

 Mr Brown drew upon Mr Ray’s evidence in considering integration effects, drawing also 

 217

 

 218

 Overall, Mr Mead described the effects of the proposal on Cromwell’s urban form to be 
“profound.” While Mr Mead accepted that the urban form of the town would likely expand 
over time, he did not share the proponent’s view that the plan change si

219

 Mr Whitney’s conclusion was similar to Mr Mead, where he gave the view that the plan 

 220  

 

historical expansions of Cromwell, and as a “satellite”
 221 

 

 222

 Mr Gatenby and Mr Shaw’s presentation generally focussed more on the safety and 

NZTA’s submission focused

 
216

217

218

219

220
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 route via Sandflat Road and Pearson Road 

to link onto the existing off-road route on Bannockburn Road; and two other alternative 
routes providing more direct links from Sandflat Road to Bannockburn Road.

 Metherell’s view was that the distance to Cromwel

 

 
the plan change, Ms Brown’s evidence was that the former would enable a more vibrant 

 224

 
Cromwell’s urban fabric and a key element in supporting growth as envisaged in the 

7.1.15 The desirability of accommodating growth within an existing urban environment 
is recognised as fundamental to good planning for communities. The growth 
proposed by way of PPC13 does not align with such underpinnings. 

 
7.1.16.  There are, in addition, other anticipated cumulative effects. PPC 13 would likely 

absorb the greater part of the assessed housing needs for Cromwell into the 
medium term (and possibly beyond if urban zoning were to be extended to the 
south), thereby impacting on the community’s preferred response to growth, and 
affecting the realisation of benefits that would otherwise accrue to the existing 
township. This is also a factor to considerations of sustainable management.  225 

 

–
– in combination with the development’s proposed 

226

 

 
223 
224

225

226

Rele
as

ed
 un

de
r th

e p
rov

isio
n o

f 

the
 O

ffic
ial

 In
for

mati
on

 Act 
19

82

Rele
as

ed
 un

de
r th

e p
rov

isio
n o

f 

the
 O

ffic
ial

 In
for

mati
on

 Act 
19

82



Proposed Change 13  Panel Report & Decision 

5 November 2019 Page 66 

 
o 

 
Economic integration effects 

 ts, Mr Copeland’s evidence was that dispersed 

 –

 –

 228

 

work commuting trips, due to the site’s greater distance 

 229 

 with Mr Copeland’s view in that respect. In her 

230

 

Goldsmith also noted Mr Copeland’s 

 231
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228

229

230

231
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Social integration effects 

 
Cromwell’s development history and its impact on the Town’s social fabric.  They 

 232

 
social effects on Cromwell’s 

community.  Such an assessment should be required in Mr Murray’s view233

 234 

 

 235

 
 
Discussion and findings 
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 In terms of social effects, we share the planning experts’ view (excluding Mr Brown) that 

the Mullers’ observations about the impacts on com

 There was no evidence to refute Mr Copeland’s summary of additional general costs a 

peland’s evidence accordingly; however, we record also that Mr Copeland did 

 

larly adopt Mr Mead’s related view that the plan change site is not representative of 
the ‘next logical step’ for Cromwell’s urban growth, notwithstanding the proponent’s 

 
 

 

 

 
–

 

 
counts against the site’s suitability for the type of residential  development  proposed.
 
 
 
Issue 5: Rural character, amenity & landscape effects 
 
Issue identification & evidence 
 

 
erosion of Cromwell’s ‘rural 

frame’, ch
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s a ‘mix of modified character areas bounded by the natural frame of the 
surrounding mountains and waterways’.236

‘Outstanding Natural Landscape’ (ONL) in the 237

 
 

238

 
 characterised the site’s surroundings as ‘peri urban’ 

Edgar’s ‘Mrs Jones’ Fruit Stall’

–
239

‘more rural than urban’
 

 ’s evidence was that the result in a ‘patch of urban 

Town.’240

241

‘ ’ 242

 
 

243

– from the ‘rugged natural 
grandeur’ of the Kawarau Gorge, 

244 “In our 
(sic) view the proposal will have a significant adverse effect on landscape and visual amenity 
values in this location… The proposal will result in an island of urban development being 
established in a locality which has established rural landscape character and amenity 
values.”245 

 
 There was some contention over the use of the term ‘natural’. 

‘natural’ landscape
was neither ‘natural’ nor ‘urban’, but ‘modified’.246 “…the site and 
environs has a rural landscape character with landscape “naturalness’ derived from the 
presence of shelterbelts, orchards, open pasture and plantations…”247 
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238  
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“if it is determined that 
the best place for Cromwell to grow is the River Terrace land (and other adjacent land 
around Sandflat / Pearson Road), then the corollary of that is that the land will change from 
rural to urban and the urban boundary for the town will change –  the character of the land 
will change as a result of that. If the central argument is rejected, that this land is not 
appropriate for future residential expansion, then it remains as rural land with a rural 
character.”248

 
 

249

250

251

 
Discussion and findings 
 

 ’s explanation of the ‘ urban’ character of 
–

site’s character to a ‘patch’ or ‘ ’
–

 Cromwell’s ‘rural frame’
–

lies between the ‘low’ of Mr Skelton and the ‘significant’ of Mr Whitney
Skelton’s 
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249   
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Issue 6: Loss of productive land 
 
Issue identification & evidence 
 

 This issue relates to loss of the site’s productive potential as a consequence of 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

arable cropping and capable of supporting many uses to be regarded as a ‘high class soil’. 
252 253 

254

 

– –

 

 

255

256

257 

 

‘wastage of good agricultural soils’. 

 ’s planning evidence
r Hill’s evidence 

 
252  
253 
254 
255 
256  
257  

Rele
as

ed
 un

de
r th

e p
rov

isio
n o

f 

the
 O

ffic
ial

 In
for

mati
on

 Act 
19

82

Rele
as

ed
 un

de
r th

e p
rov

isio
n o

f 

the
 O

ffic
ial

 In
for

mati
on

 Act 
19

82



Proposed Change 13  Panel Report & Decision 

5 November 2019 Page 72 

258 

 
259 

260 

 –
–

 

that the ‘highest and best use’ is 
did not provide evidence on the site’s value for 

 

261

 

262 

Discussion and findings 
  

 
‘ ’ (those in LUC Classes 1

 

 We acknowledge Mr Meehan’s stated intention to subdivide the land into rural

 
258  
259  
260  
261  
262  
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Issue 7: Transportation Network – efficiency & safety 
 
Issue identification & evidence 
 

 

 

 

 

 
Joint Witness Statement 

(a) Traffic distribution 

 

wn. Mr Carr’s alternative analysis allowed for a 

 

263

 
263  
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(b) Traffic generation 

 that the experts adopted Mr Carr’s expected traffic generation figure of 

Carr’s hourly traffic generation rates. They also agreed to exclude traffic generation from 

 
rules of the plan change. Mr Carr’s assessment had been based on 690 standard residential 

Proponent’s planner Mr Brown

(c) Intersection performance 

 

 

 

 

 

as outlined in the section below on ‘Plan 
Change Response’

 
264  
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265

(d) Local Roads 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 herell’s view that if the plan change request is approved, Council 

Road performs an arterial road function in the Council’s road hierarchy and did not 

(e) Further issue raised by NZTA 

 

‘Plan Change Response’

 
Issues raised by Other Submitters 

 

 
265 
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 the submitter’s 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

Plan Change Response 
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 –

 

 

• 

• 

• 
 

 
NZTA’s safety related concerns

Discussion and findings 
 

 

 
 

 

 –
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Issue 8: Services – capacity & levels of service 
 
Issue identification & evidence 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

plants will require upgrading, Council’s Water Services Manager, Mr Adams, had advised 

 

 

 

ddition, Mr Whitney’s section 42A 

“Provision can be made for water supply, wastewater disposal, stormwater disposal and 
the provision of network utility services to serve the River Terrace Development.  
Engineering solutions are available and we again note that it is the Council’s practice to 
fund growth related improvements to headworks from development contributions”.266   

 
266 
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Discussion and findings 
 

 

 
Issue 9: Plan change ‘mechanics’ 
 
Issue identification & evidence 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
267

 
268

 269

 270

 271

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
n centre’s primacy; and

 
 272

 
267

268

269

270

271

272
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’s acknowledgement that the District Plan expects residential lots to provide at 

273

 

 274

 
rather than the Council’s older Engineering Design Standards. In response to Mr Whitney’s 

with New Zealand standard NZS4404:2010 and he accordingly did not share Mr Whitney’s 

 275

 Mr Carr also shared Mr Ray’s view on the provision of carparking being in excess of the 
 276

 

subdivision will be required to be ‘in accordance with’ a Structure Plan which gives further 

 

277

 

– –

 
273

274

275

276

277
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278

 

279

74. One of the benefits of the RTRA is identified as ‘good urban design’. The site is large 
enough that within the development, there is likely to be a range of open spaces, as 
well as a potential small neighbourhood centre. No doubt roads and streets will be 
well laid out and attention paid to house designs that support CPTED principles. 
These are positive outcomes, but they cannot outweigh the likely costs to 
environmental health from the site’s location. 280 

 

He indicated his reliance upon Mr Ray’s

 
n response to the submissions and Mr Whitney’s reporting 

 281

 Mr Goldsmith also reinforced the proponent’s proposed amend

 282 

283

Discussion and findings 
 

 

 As an additional preliminary comment, we note Mr Brown’s conti
assist us by providing clear revisions to the provisions as the proponent’s proposal 

 
278

279

280

281

282

283
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than a more ‘standard’ residential development

 

–

 e Mr Whitney’s concerns 

internal roading.  We nevertheless note the proponent’s final amendments which cater to 

 by Mr Sanford and Mr Whitney’s assertion that the bulk 

We prefer Mr Ray’s explanation on the 

 

Issue 10: Other matters 
 
Issue identification & Discussion 
 

 

 
 

 

Effects on Cromwell Town Centre 
 

 
284

site’s location would support town centre vitality less than locating new residences in 

 
284
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 ’s view was that the provision of convenience retail and service activities at 
River Terrace is appropriate, particularly given the “significant distance”

285

 

 286

 We have already outlined Ms Hampson and Mr Copeland’s ev

 

Provision of school 
 

 a school within the PC13 site on land 
earmarked by the proponent is unlikely to be required

 
took the opportunity to point the Ministry’s submission o

 

 

–
–

Geotechnical suitability 
 

 There were no submissions received on the suitability of the site’s geotechnical suitability. 

 

 

 
285

286
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Cultural effects, historic heritage and archaeology 
 

 

 

associated with the site’s history, but recommends the use of an accidental discovery 

 For the reasons he expressed, we adopt Mr Whitney’s conclusi

Plan Change 13 will have an adverse effect to the extent that the southern water race is to 
be lost.  It appears that any effects associated with this loss will be minor given that water 
races are a relatively common feature within Central Otago and as the northern water 
race is to be retained.  It is anticipated that general recommendations contained in the 
Archaeological Assessment will be followed during any future subdivisional works to 
mitigate any other effects on archaeological values; and it is again noted that a rule is 
proposed to require an accidental archaeological discovery protocol if pre-European 
(Māori) material is discovered. 287 

 

will
āori 

 That said, we take some comfort in the proposal’s 

āori

Contaminated soils 
 

 

 

 e share Mr Whitney’s conclusion288

 
287

288
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Ecological effects 
 

 We adopt the assessment in the plan change and Mr Whitney’s report289

 

 
Effects on the National Grid 
 

 

 

 We share Mr Whitney’s view in all of the above respects for the reasons he expressed. 290

 
 
Alternative use of the site for industrial purposes 
 

 

291

 

potentially sensitive to such uses. This limitation on Cromwell’s urban expansion 
oposal in Mr Whitney’s view. 292

 Ms Hampson found Mr Whitney’s view to directly contradict his concerns about the loss 

Council’s own growth planning strategic documents – –

 293

 
289

290

291

292

293

Rele
as

ed
 un

de
r th

e p
rov

isio
n o

f 

the
 O

ffic
ial

 In
for

mati
on

 Act 
19

82

Rele
as

ed
 un

de
r th

e p
rov

isio
n o

f 

the
 O

ffic
ial

 In
for

mati
on

 Act 
19

82



Proposed Change 13  Panel Report & Decision 

5 November 2019 Page 86 

 

 

 

 
–

–  294

 

 

 
294

Rele
as

ed
 un

de
r th

e p
rov

isio
n o

f 

the
 O

ffic
ial

 In
for

mati
on

 Act 
19

82

Rele
as

ed
 un

de
r th

e p
rov

isio
n o

f 

the
 O

ffic
ial

 In
for

mati
on

 Act 
19

82



Proposed Change 13  Panel Report & Decision 

5 November 2019 Page 87 

4.0 STATUTORY CONSIDERATIONS 
 

 

 
Colonial Vineyards criteria as a ‘road map.’  In particular, we rely on the detailed reasoning 

 
Is the Plan Change designed to accord with, and assist the Council to carry out its functions 
so as to achieve the purpose of the Act? 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Does the Plan Change give effect to any NPS or the NZCPS?  
 

 

 As noted in its submission, a primary driver for Transpower’s relief sought on the 

Mr Whitney’s v
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Does the Plan Change give effect to the Regional Policy Statement? 
  

 

Chapter 3 remaining in a ‘proposed’ state.

 We adopt Mr Whitney’s assessment that the associated provisi

 We have adopted Mr Hill’s evidence that while the site is predominantly

 

5.5.2 To promote the retention of the primary productive capacity of Otago’s existing 
high class soils to meet the reasonably foreseeable needs of future generations and 
the avoidance of uses that have the effect of removing those soils or their life-
supporting capacity and to remedy or mitigate the adverse effects on the high class 
soils resource where avoidance is not practicable. 

 
 

 We were reminded by Mr Goldsmith that the term ‘avoid’ has been well canvassed in New 
King 

Salmon ‘avoid’ means ‘do not allow’. We fi

–

 

 As for the operative aspects of the PRPS, we largely adopt Mr Brown’s assessment that the 
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Has the Plan Change had regard to the proposed regional policy statement? 
 

 

 

 

 

 ny evidence to correspond Mr Hill’s appraisal of the high
on the site with the ‘significant soils’ label used in the PRPS; though to the extent that those 

– –

 
Is the Plan Change consistent with any regional plans or proposed regional plans? 

 
 We have no evidence before us not to accept the proponent’s assessment that the plan 

 

 
What (if any) regard should be given to relevant management plans and strategies under 
other Acts, including any relevant entry in the Historic Places Register? 
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bearing on our assessment of the plan change’s appropriateness. 

 

 
To what extent does the District Plan need to be consistent with the plans or proposed plans 
of adjacent territorial authorities? 

 

 
 
Are the proposed objectives the most appropriate way to achieve the purpose of the Act?  

 

 

 –
 –
 –
 –
 –
 –
 –
 –
 –
 –

 

Act’s purpose; however, we observe that in all three respects those reasons related to 
Whitney’s view that the objectives would not be implemented by the p
than assessing the objectives themselves against the Act’s purpose.

 Our view is more aligned with Ms Justice’s that, in isolation, the objectives can be 
achieve the Act’s purpose. That is, the concepts of structure planned 
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Regional Policy Statement, which has been prepared to give effect to the Act’s purpose.

 
Are the provisions the most appropriate way to implement the “objectives,” having regard to 
their efficiency and effectiveness, actual and potential environmental effects and reasonable 
alternatives?  
 

 

 

 
–

 

 

Justice’s view that the
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“objectives,” having regard to their efficiency and effectiveness, actual and potential 
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5.0 SUMMARY AND CONCLUDING COMMENTS 
 

 
 

 
 

 

191.  At the outset of the hearing the Commission posed seven broad issues or questions.  
Six of them have been canvassed extensively and will not be addressed further.  The 
seventh was the question “Is this a suitable site?”. 

 
 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

achievement of the Act’s sustainable manag  
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6.0 OVERALL DECISION 
 

 

 
 

Council’s summary of submissions;

 not be accepted

 

 
 
DATED AT WELLINGTON THIS 5th DAY OF NOVEMBER 2019 
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APPENDIX 1 

  

Rele
as

ed
 un

de
r th

e p
rov

isio
n o

f 

the
 O

ffic
ial

 In
for

mati
on

 Act 
19

82

Rele
as

ed
 un

de
r th

e p
rov

isio
n o

f 

the
 O

ffic
ial

 In
for

mati
on

 Act 
19

82



Proposed Change 13  Panel Report & Decision 

5 November 2019 Page 96 

 
 
 

Date Submitter 
Number 

Submitter Name Appearances 

–
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–

Patricia O’Neil, Linda Shea, 
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AT TAC H M E N T 7

R ES O U RC E  CO N S E N T S  R EQ U I R E D
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 Table 1: Northbrook Arrowtown Resource Consent Requirements  

Relevant 
Plan/ 
Standard 

Relevant rule/regulation Reason for consent  Activity 
Status  

Location 
of 
proposed 
activity  

Queenstown 
Lakes 
Operative 
District Plan 

5.3.3.3(i)(a) 
Buildings  

The construction of buildings in the Rural 
Zone.  
All buildings require resource consent 

Discretionary 
Activity  
 

Ayr 
Avenue, 
Arrowtown 

Queenstown 
Lakes 
Operative 
District Plan 

5.3.3.3 (iv)(a) 
Surface of Lakes and Rivers - Any structure 
or mooring which passes across or through 
the surface of any lake and river or is 
attached to the bank of any lake and river 

The construction of works (bridges) to and 
over the ephemeral stream 

Discretionary 
Activity  

Ayr 
Avenue, 
Arrowtown 

Queenstown 
Lakes 
Operative 
District Plan 

5.3.3.4 
Commercial Activities 
 

Consent is required for the childcare centre 
(not associated with the Retirement Village) 
and medical centre (which will be open to the 
public as well as those staying in the 
Retirement Village)   

Non-complying 
Activity  

Ayr 
Avenue, 
Arrowtown 

Queenstown 
Lakes 
Operative 
District Plan 

5.3.5.1 (iii)  
Nature and Scale of Activities  
(a) The maximum gross floor area of all 
buildings on the site, which may be used for 
the activities shall be 100m²;  

Consent is required consent is required for 
the childcare centre (not associated with the 
Retirement Village) and medical centre 
(which will be open to the public as well as 
those staying in the Retirement Village) as 
they both  exceed 100m2 in area 

Restricted 
Discretionary 
Activity  

Ayr 
Avenue, 
Arrowtown 
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Relevant 
Plan/ 
Standard 

Relevant rule/regulation Reason for consent  Activity 
Status  

Location 
of 
proposed 
activity  

Queenstown 
Lakes 
Operative 
District Plan 

14.2.4.1 (v) 
Size of Parking Spaces   

There are parking shortfalls for the clubhouse 
and active recreation building if assessed on 
their own 

Restricted 
Discretionary 
Activity   

Ayr 
Avenue, 
Arrowtown 

Queenstown 
Lakes 
Operative 
District Plan 

14.2.4.1 (v) 
Size of parking spaces  
Mobility parking space specifications 

Un-numbered mobility spaces in the vicinity 
of the reception and care home carpark, and 
the medical and childcare centre carpark, will 
each have a space of 2.5m and a shared 
area of 1.1m 

Restricted 
Discretionary 
Activity  

Ayr 
Avenue, 
Arrowtown 

Queenstown 
Lakes 
Operative 
District Plan 

14.2.4.1 (vi) 
Parking Area and Access Design 

Road 1 does not provide a footpath on each 
side of the road and parking along its full 
length 

Restricted 
Discretionary 
Activity  

Ayr 
Avenue, 
Arrowtown 

Queenstown 
Lakes 
Operative 
District Plan 

14.2.4.1 (xii) 
Set Down Areas 

Specific set down areas are not provided Restricted 
Discretionary 
Activity  

Ayr 
Avenue, 
Arrowtown 

Queenstown 
Lakes 
Operative 
District Plan 

14.2.4.2 (ix) 
Reverse Manoeuvring  

Reverse manoeuvring onto Waterfall Park 
Access Road will be required  

Restricted 
Discretionary 
Activity 

Ayr 
Avenue, 
Arrowtown 
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Relevant 
Plan/ 
Standard 

Relevant rule/regulation Reason for consent  Activity 
Status  

Location 
of 
proposed 
activity  

Queenstown 
Lakes 
Operative 
District Plan 

14.2.4.2 (ii) 
Design of Vehicle Crossings 

A vehicle crossing is 10m wide rather than 
6m 

Restricted 
Discretionary 
Activity  

Ayr 
Avenue, 
Arrowtown 

Queenstown 
Lakes 
Operative 
District Plan 

14.2.4.2 (iv) 
Minimum Site Distances from Vehicle Access 

Shortfalls in minimum sight distances from 
vehicle accesses  

Restricted 
Discretionary 
Activity  

Ayr 
Avenue, 
Arrowtown 

Queenstown 
Lakes 
Operative 
District Plan 

14.2.4.1 (vi) 
Distances of Vehicle Crossings from 
Intersections 

Shortfalls in the separation distance of 
vehicle crossings and intersections 

Restricted 
Discretionary 
Activity 

Ayr 
Avenue, 
Arrowtown 

Queenstown 
Lakes 
Operative 
District Plan 

22.3.2.4 (b) 
Bulk Earthworks  
Total volume of 50,000m3 within the Site, 
within one consecutive 12-month period 

A total volume of 102,700m3  Discretionary 
Activity  

Ayr 
Avenue, 
Arrowtown 

Queenstown 
Lakes 
Operative 
District Plan 

22.3.3 (iv) 
Earthworks within 7m of the bed of any water 
body shall not exceed 20m3 in volume 

Creating ponds and weirs Restricted 
Discretionary 
Activity  

Ayr 
Avenue, 
Arrowtown 
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Relevant 
Plan/ 
Standard 

Relevant rule/regulation Reason for consent  Activity 
Status  

Location 
of 
proposed 
activity  

Queenstown 
Lakes 
Proposed 
District Plan 

24.4.11 
Any activity not listed in Tables 24.1 and 24.2 

Buildings not on registered building 
platforms. Landscaping and riparian planting 
associated with the unnamed stream 

Non-complying 
Activity  

Ayr 
Avenue, 
Arrowtown 

Queenstown 
Lakes 
Proposed 
District Plan 

24.4.6 
The construction of buildings for residential 
activity that are located within a building 
platform approved by a resource consent and 
registered on the applicable Computer 
Freehold Register before 21 March 2019. 

Buildings located within building platforms Controlled 
Activity  

Ayr 
Avenue, 
Arrowtown 

Queenstown 
Lakes 
Proposed 
District Plan 

24.4.82 
The construction of buildings for residential 
activity outside a building platform approved 
by a resource consent and registered on the 
applicable Computer Freehold Register on a 
site where there is such a building platform. 

Buildings outside a building platform Non-complying 
Activity  

Ayr 
Avenue, 
Arrowtown 

Queenstown 
Lakes 
Proposed 
District Plan 

24.4.18 
The construction and alteration of buildings 
for non-residential activities, not otherwise 
provided for in Table 24.1. 

For the construction of non-residential 
buildings such as the Clubhouse, Café, Gym, 
Medical Centre and Rest home.  

Restricted 
Discretionary 
Activity  

Ayr 
Avenue, 
Arrowtown 

 
1 Subject to appeal  
2 Subject to appeal  
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Relevant 
Plan/ 
Standard 

Relevant rule/regulation Reason for consent  Activity 
Status  

Location 
of 
proposed 
activity  

 24.4.20 
Cafes and restaurants 

Clubhouse building contains a café and 
restaurant.  

Discretionary 
Activity  

Ayr 
Avenue, 
Arrowtown 

Queenstown 
Lakes 
Proposed 
District Plan 

24.4.22 
Community Activities  

Childcare centre, medical centre and health 
care facilities. 

Discretionary 
Activity  

Ayr 
Avenue, 
Arrowtown 

Queenstown 
Lakes 
Proposed 
District Plan 

24.5.1.43 
Any site in the Wakatipu Basin Rural Amenity 
Zone located wholly outside the Precinct in 
respect of which the Computer Freehold 
Register for the site was issued before 21 
March 2019 and with an area less than 80 
hectares, a maximum of one residential unit 
per site. 

There are 162 residential units on the site. Non-complying 
Activity  

Ayr 
Avenue, 
Arrowtown 

Queenstown 
Lakes 
Proposed 
District Plan 

24.5.54 
Building coverage  
The ground floor area of all buildings not 
subject to Rule 24.5.4 must not exceed 15% 
of net site area, or 500m² ground floor area, 
whichever is the lesser. 

The ground floor area of all buildings on the 
site will exceed 500m2 

Restricted 
Discretionary 
Activity  

Ayr 
Avenue, 
Arrowtown 

 
3 Subject to appeal  
4 Subject to appeal  Rele
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Relevant 
Plan/ 
Standard 

Relevant rule/regulation Reason for consent  Activity 
Status  

Location 
of 
proposed 
activity  

Queenstown 
Lakes 
Proposed 
District Plan 

24.5.7.2 
Building Height  
The maximum height of buildings shall be 
6m. 

Buildings will exceed 6min height  Restricted 
Discretionary 
Activity  

Ayr 
Avenue, 
Arrowtown 

Queenstown 
Lakes 
Proposed 
District Plan 

24.5.12 
Setback of buildings from waterbodies 
The minimum setback of any building from 
the bed of a wetland, river or lake shall be 
30m. 

Buildings will be located closer than this to 
the ephemeral stream 

Restricted 
Discretionary 
Activity  

Ayr 
Avenue, 
Arrowtown 

Queenstown 
Lakes 
Proposed 
District Plan 

25.4.25 
Earthworks that do not comply with the 
standard for the maximum total volume in 
Table 25.2 

A total volume of 102,700m3 of earthworks 
required 

Restricted 
Discretionary 
Activity  

Ayr 
Avenue, 
Arrowtown 

Queenstown 
Lakes 
Proposed 
District Plan 

25.5.46 
Earthworks volume - Wakatipu Basin Rural 
Amenity Zone – 400m3 

A total volume of 102,700m3 of earthworks 
required 

Restricted 
Discretionary 
Activity  

Ayr 
Avenue, 
Arrowtown 

Queenstown 
Lakes 

25.5.11 
Earthworks over a contiguous area of land 
shall not exceed the following area:  

115,000m² of land exposed Restricted 
Discretionary 
Activity  

Ayr 
Avenue, 
Arrowtown 

 
5 Subject to appeal  
6 Subject to appeal  
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Relevant 
Plan/ 
Standard 

Relevant rule/regulation Reason for consent  Activity 
Status  

Location 
of 
proposed 
activity  

Proposed 
District Plan 

10,000m² where the slope is less than 10°. 

Queenstown 
Lakes 
Proposed 
District Plan 

25.5.15 
The maximum depth of any cut shall not 
exceed 2.4 metres 

A maximum cut depth of 3m is required Restricted 
Discretionary 
Activity  

Ayr 
Avenue, 
Arrowtown 

Queenstown 
Lakes 
Proposed 
District Plan 

25.5.16 
The maximum height of any fill shall not 
exceed 2 metres 

The maximum fill height will be 3m Restricted 
Discretionary 
Activity  

Ayr 
Avenue, 
Arrowtown 

Queenstown 
Lakes 
Proposed 
District Plan 

25.5.197 
Earthworks within 10m of the bed of any 
water body, or any drain or water race that 
flows to a lake or river, shall not exceed 5m3 
in total volume, within any consecutive 12-
month period 

Earthworks will be undertaken within 10m of 
the ephemeral stream will exceed 5m3 

Restricted 
Discretionary 
Activity  

Ayr 
Avenue, 
Arrowtown 

Queenstown 
Lakes 
Proposed 
District Plan 

25.5.218 
No more than 300m³ of Cleanfill shall be 
transported by road to or from an area 
subject to Earthworks. 

Fill transported to the site will exceed 300m3 Restricted 
Discretionary 
Activity  

Ayr 
Avenue, 
Arrowtown 

 
7 Subject to appeal 
8 Subject to appeal  
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Relevant 
Plan/ 
Standard 

Relevant rule/regulation Reason for consent  Activity 
Status  

Location 
of 
proposed 
activity  

Queenstown 
Lakes 
Proposed 
District Plan 

29.4.119 
High Traffic Generating Activities 
 

More than 50 vehicle movements in 
commuter peak hour will be generated 

Restricted 
Discretionary 
Activity  

Ayr 
Avenue, 
Arrowtown 

Queenstown 
Lakes 
Proposed 
District Plan 

29.5.110 
Units: 1 parking space per elderly persons 
housing unit 
Care home: 1 parking space per 5 beds for 
visitors plus 1 parking space per 5 beds for 
staff 
Clubhouse: 1 parking space per 25m2 PFA 
plus 1 space per 100m2 PFA 
Community centre: 1 parking space per 10m2 
PFA 
Recreation building: 1 parking space per 
10m2 PFA 

There is a shortfall if the clubhouse and the 
active recreation building are assessed 
separately 

Restricted 
Discretionary 
Activity  

Ayr 
Avenue, 
Arrowtown 

Queenstown 
Lakes 
Proposed 
District Plan 

29.5.311 
Size of Parking Spaces and Layout 
Mobility spaces – 3.6m wide 

Un-numbered mobility spaces in the vicinity 
of the medical centre and Childcare Centre 
will each have a space of 2.5m and a shared 
area of 1.1m.  Space 6 and 15 have varying 
aisle widths. 

Restricted 
Discretionary 
Activity  

Ayr 
Avenue, 
Arrowtown 

 
9 Subject to appeal 
10 Subject to appeal  
11 Subject to appeal  
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Relevant 
Plan/ 
Standard 

Relevant rule/regulation Reason for consent  Activity 
Status  

Location 
of 
proposed 
activity  

Queenstown 
Lakes 
Proposed 
District Plan 

29.5.5 
Mobility Parking Spaces 

Mobility park at the tennis court  Restricted 
Discretionary 
Activity  

Ayr 
Avenue, 
Arrowtown 

Queenstown 
Lakes 
Proposed 
District Plan 

29.5.6 
Drop off/Set down areas 

The childcare centre has a shortfall of 12 
spaces. 

Restricted 
Discretionary 
Activity  

Ayr 
Avenue, 
Arrowtown 

Queenstown 
Lakes 
Proposed 
District Plan 

29.5.7 
Reverse manoeuvring and reverse 
manoeuvring of Heavy Vehicles 

Reverse manoeuvring onto Waterfall Park 
Access Road will be required 

Restricted 
Discretionary 
Activity  

Ayr 
Avenue, 
Arrowtown 

Queenstown 
Lakes 
Proposed 
District Plan 

29.5.1412 
Access and Road design  

Road 1 does not provide a footpath on each 
side of the road and parking along its full 
length. 

Restricted 
Discretionary 
Activity  

Ayr 
Avenue, 
Arrowtown 

Queenstown 
Lakes 
Proposed 
District Plan 

29.5.15 
Width and design of vehicle crossing – urban 
zones 

The vehicle crossing to Apartment 2 is 10m 
wide rather than 6m. 

Restricted 
Discretionary 
Activity  

Ayr 
Avenue, 
Arrowtown 

 
12 Subject to appeal  
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Relevant 
Plan/ 
Standard 

Relevant rule/regulation Reason for consent  Activity 
Status  

Location 
of 
proposed 
activity  

Queenstown 
Lakes 
Proposed 
District Plan 

29.5.18 
Minimum sight distances from vehicle access 

Shortfall in sight distances Restricted 
Discretionary 
Activity  

Ayr 
Avenue, 
Arrowtown 

Queenstown 
Lakes 
Proposed 
District Plan 

29.5.22 
Minimum distances of Vehicle Crossings 
from Intersections 

The vehicle crossings for 16 retirement 
units/blocks are closer than 25m to an 
intersection 

Restricted 
Discretionary 
Activity  

Ayr 
Avenue, 
Arrowtown 

Regional Plan: 
Water for 
Otago 

13.2.2.1  
Erection or placement of Structures 

For the construction of one vehicle and two 
pedestrian/cycle crossings and culverts over 
and through the ephemeral stream as the 
bridge soffit is lower than the top of the 
higher river bank. 

Discretionary 
Activity  

Ayr 
Avenue, 
Arrowtown 

Regional Plan: 
Water for 
Otago 

13.5.3.1 
Alteration of a bed of a river 
 

For the disturbance of the bed of the 
ephemeral stream for the purposes of the 
construction of weir structures, vehicle and 
pedestrian/cycle crossings and localised 
shaping of the channel bed, as the works will 
exceed 10 hours in duration 

Discretionary 
Activity 

Ayr 
Avenue, 
Arrowtown 

Regional Plan: 
Water for 
Otago 

14.2.2.1 

Drilling 
For the drilling of land over an aquifer, for the 
purposes of directional drilling of a wastewater 
pipeline. 
 

Controlled 
Activity  

Ayr 
Avenue, 
Arrowtown 
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Table 2: Northbrook Wanaka Resource Consent Requirements  

Relevant plan 
or standard Relevant Rule or regulation  Reason for Consent  Activity 

Status  

Location of 
proposed 
activity  

Queenstown 
Lakes 
Operative 
District Plan  

12.34.2.2 (ii) 

Buildings in Activity Area C1 – C4 

Residential units and associated buildings 
within Activity Area C2 

Controlled 
activity  

Outlet Road, 
Wanaka  

Queenstown 
Lakes 
Operative 
District Plan  

12.34.2.3 (i) 

Residential Activities (excluding buildings) in 
Activity Areas B1 – B5 and C1 – C4 

Residential Activities in Activity Area C2 Restricted 
Discretionary 
activity  

Outlet Road, 
Wanaka 

Queenstown 
Lakes 
Operative 
District Plan  

 

12.34.2.3 (ii)  

Residential, Visitor Accommodation, 
Commercial, Retail and Community Activities 
and Retirement Villages (all excluding 
buildings) in Activity Area D1  

A Retirement Village in Activity Area D1 Restricted 
Discretionary 
activity  

Outlet Road, 
Wanaka 

Queenstown 
Lakes 
Operative 
District Plan  

12.34.2.3 (iii) 

Residential Buildings  

 

Buildings containing four residential units Restricted 
Discretionary 
activity  

Outlet Road, 
Wanaka 

Queenstown 
Lakes 
Operative 
District Plan  

 

12.34.2.3 (iv) 

Buildings for Visitor Accommodation, 
Commercial, Retail and Community Activities 
and Retirement Villages within Activity Area 
D1 

Buildings for a Retirement Village within 
Activity Area D1 

Restricted 
Discretionary 
activity  

Outlet Road, 
Wanaka 
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Relevant plan 
or standard Relevant Rule or regulation  Reason for Consent  Activity 

Status  

Location of 
proposed 
activity  

Queenstown 
Lakes 
Operative 
District Plan  

 

12.34.2.4 (ii) 

Residential Activities (excluding buildings) in 
Activity Areas B1 to B5 and C1 to C4 and 
Residential, Visitor Accommodation, 
Commercial, Retail and Community Activities 
and Retirement Village (all excluding 
buildings) in Activity Area D1 where an Outline 
Development Plan is proposed for only part of 
Activity Areas B1 to B5,  

C1 to C4 and D1.  

Residential Activity in Activity Are C2 and 
Retirement Village in Activity Area D1, 
including an Outline Development for parts of 
the Activity Areas.  

Discretionary 
activity   

Outlet Road, 
Wanaka 

Queenstown 
Lakes 
Operative 
District Plan  

 

 12.34.2.5 (ix) 

Visitor Accommodation, Commercial, Retail 
and Community Activities and Retirement 
Villages within Activity Areas A, B1 to B5 and 
C1 to C4. 

Retirement Village in Activity Area C2 Non-complying 
activity  

Outlet Road, 
Wanaka 

Queenstown 
Lakes 
Operative 
District Plan  

12.34.4.2 (iii) 

The density of residential units within each 
Activity Area shall achieved limits set out in 
Table 1 plus or minus 15% 

Density greater than 4.5 units per hectare 
within Activity Area C2 

Non-complying 
activity  

Outlet Road, 
Wanaka 

Queenstown 
Lakes 
Operative 
District Plan  

12.34.4.2 (iv) 

Building Height – Flat sites  

Buildings greater than 8m in height within 
Activity Area C2 

Non-complying 
activity  

Outlet Road, 
Wanaka 
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Relevant plan 
or standard Relevant Rule or regulation  Reason for Consent  Activity 

Status  

Location of 
proposed 
activity  

Queenstown 
Lakes 
Operative 
District Plan  

14.2.4.1 (i) 

Minimum Parking Space Numbers  

Shortfall in carparking numbers – 74 
carparking spaces are provided within the site 

Restricted 
Discretionary 
activity  

Outlet Road, 
Wanaka 

Queenstown 
Lakes 
Operative 
District Plan  

 

15.2.3.3 (x)  

Within the Northlake Special Zone – any 
subdivision of any Activity Areas B1 to B5, C1 
to C4 and D1 into more than one lot prior to a 
grant of consent for the relevant Activity Area 
under Rule 12.34.2.3.i or Rule 12.34.2.3.ii. 

Subdivision of Activity Areas C2 and D1 to 
create new lots for the retirement village 

Discretionary 
activity  

Outlet Road, 
Wanaka 

Queenstown 
Lakes 
Operative 
District Plan  

 

15.2.3.3 (xi) 

Within the Northlake Special Zone any 
subdivision shall be a Restricted Discretionary 
Activity 

Subdivision of Activity Areas C2 and D1 to 
create new lots for the retirement village 

Restricted 
Discretionary 
activity 

Outlet Road, 
Wanaka 

Queenstown 
Lakes 
Proposed 
District Plan  

29.4.1113 

High Traffic Generating Activities 

 

There are 90 residential units which exceeds 
the threshold.  

Restricted 
Discretionary 
activity  

Outlet Road, 
Wanaka 

 
13 Subject to appeal  
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Relevant plan 
or standard Relevant Rule or regulation  Reason for Consent  Activity 

Status  

Location of 
proposed 
activity  

Queenstown 
Lakes 
Proposed 
District Plan 

29.5.114 

Minimum parking requirements 

Shortfall in carparking numbers – 74 
carparking spaces are provided within the site. 

Restricted 
Discretionary 
activity  

Outlet Road, 
Wanaka 

 
  

 
14 Subject to appeal  
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Table 3: River Terrace Resource Consent Requirements  

Relevant 
plan or 
standard 

Relevant Rule or regulation  Reason for Consent  Activity 
Status  

Location of 
proposed 
activity  

Central Otago 
District Plan  

4.7.3(vii)(b)  

Residential Activities Per Site 

The proposed retirement village will result in 
multiple residential units (activities) on a 
single Title.   

Discretionary 
Activity  

Sandflat 
Road, 
Cromwell 

Central Otago 
District Plan 

4.7.5(iii) 

Subdivision  

The proposed subdivision does not meet the 
average allotment size requirements required 
for subdivision within the Rural Residential 
and Rural Resource Area (2). 

Non-complying 
Activity   

 

Sandflat 
Road, 
Cromwell 

Central Otago 
District Plan 

4.7.5(iv) 

Retail Activity  

The proposal seeks to create a commercial 
centre which will require resource consent 
under this rule. 

Non-Complying 
Activity  

Sandflat 
Road, 
Cromwell 

Central Otago 
District Plan 

4.7.6A(a)  

Yards  

The residential dwellings created as a 
consequence of the proposed subdivision will 
not meet the requirements of a minimum side 
and rear yard of 25 metres and a front yard of 
10 metres. 

Restricted 
Discretionary 
Activity  

Sandflat 
Road, 
Cromwell 

Central Otago 
District Plan 

4.7.6A(b) 

Open Space in Rural Resource Area (2)  

Every dwelling shall have an open space of 
not less than 45m2 in area with a minimum 
dimension of 5 metres. 

Restricted 
Discretionary 
Activity  

Sandflat 
Road, 
Cromwell 

Central Otago 
District Plan 

4.7.6A(f) 

Height  

 

Dwellings and buildings within the retirement 
village and commercial centre will exceed 5-
metres in height 

Restricted 
Discretionary 
Activity  

Sandflat 
Road, 
Cromwell 
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Relevant 
plan or 
standard 

Relevant Rule or regulation  Reason for Consent  Activity 
Status  

Location of 
proposed 
activity  

National 
Environmental 
Standard for 
Assessing 
and Managing 
Contaminants 
in Soil to 
Protect 
Human Health 
(“NESCS”) 

Regulation 10 Earthworks (soil disturbance) on the subject 
site, where a detailed site investigation exists 
and states that the soil contamination exceeds 
the applicable standard in regulation 7.  A 
remedial action plan has been prepared.  
 

Restricted 
Discretionary 
Activity  

Subject Site  
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