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Notice of appeal to Environment Court against decision on Proposed 

Otago Regional Policy Statement for Otago 

Clause 14(1) of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991 

 

To: The Registrar 

 Environment Court  

 Christchurch  

 

Introduction 

1 Queenstown Lakes District Council (QLDC or Council) appeals against 

part of a decision of Otago Regional Council (ORC or Regional Council) 

on the proposed Otago Regional Policy Statement 2021 (pORPS).  

2 QLDC made a submission on the pORPS.   

3 QLDC is not a trade competitor for the purposes of section 308D of the 

Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA). 

4 QLDC received notice of the decision on 3 April 2024. 

5 The decision was made by ORC after adopting the recommendations in 

the report of the Hearings Panel on the non-freshwater parts of the 

pORPS.  

6 The parts of the decision that are appealed relate to urban development, 

hazards and risks, and natural features and landscapes.   

Parts of decision appealed, reasons for appeal, and relief sought 

7 In addition to the reasons set out below, the general reasons for QLDC’s 

appeal are that the provisions appealed against: 

(a) Are not consistent with Part 2 of the RMA;   

(b) Do not implement the Council’s functions under s 31 of the RMA;  

(c) Do not have the most appropriate policies in terms of s 32 of the 

RMA; and 

(d) Do not represent best resource management practice.  

8 The parts of the decision appealed, reasons for the appeal and relief 

sought are set out below.  Where specific changes are proposed by way 

of relief, QLDC seeks in the alternative any wording that would adequately 
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address the reasons for its appeal.  QLDC also seeks any consequential 

changes made necessary by the relief sought below.  

UFD-O1 – Development of urban areas  

9 UFD-O1 states the objective for development of urban areas.  QLDC 

generally supports this objective but seeks amendments so that UFD-O1 

better aligns with the National Policy Statement on Urban Development 

2020 (NPS-UD) (and therefore gives effect to it).  In particular, QLDC 

opposes the deletion of “form and functioning” and amendment to 

“development and change” and seeks that the term “well-functioning 

urban environment” is used at limb (2).  While the matters listed in limb (2) 

are relevant to achieving a well-functioning urban environment, they do 

not encompass all aspects of what constitutes a well-functioning urban 

environment, and so excluding this term from the limb risks the objective 

not fully giving effect to the NPS-UD and in particular Objective 1 and 

Policy 1. 

10 QLDC also seeks that “development infrastructure” and “additional 

infrastructure” are expressly referred to in limb (2A), given that they have 

separate definitions to “infrastructure” under the pORPS.  Development 

infrastructure and additional infrastructure include network infrastructure 

for water supply, wastewater and storm water, public open spaces, 

community infrastructure and social infrastructure.  To achieve strategic 

and coordinated development, it is important for development to integrate 

with these types of infrastructure.   

Relief sought  

11 Amend UFD-01 as follows: 

UFD–O1 – Development of urban areas  

The development and change form and functioning of Otago’s urban areas 
occurs in a strategic and coordinated way, which:  

(1) accommodates the diverse and changing needs and preferences of 
Otago’s people and communities, now and in the future,  

(2) integrates effectively with surrounding urban areas and rural areas,  

(2A) results in a well-functioning urban environments that are consolidated, 
well-connected and have a well-designed urban form which is integrated 
with infrastructure, development infrastructure and additional 
infrastructure, and 

(2B) supports climate change adaptation and climate change mitigation. 
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HAZ-NH – Natural hazards 

12 QLDC generally supports the Decisions Version of the natural hazards 

provisions, including the amendments to provisions made since the 

Notified Version of the pORPS.  However, QLDC seeks amendments to 

further clarify the natural hazards provisions.  QLDC considers this is 

necessary to ensure that natural hazard risk is managed efficiently, and 

that the provisions work in practice.  

13 In particular, QLDC seeks clarity on: 

(a) The roles and responsibilities of the Regional Council and territorial 

authorities with respect to identifying, mapping and describing 

natural hazards, and assessing, consulting on and managing 

natural hazard risk;    

(b) Managing hazards for planned and unplanned areas;  

(c) The flexibility of the APP6 process; and 

(d) Correcting minor errors to the Decisions Version of the natural 

hazards provisions.  

14 QLDC seeks clarity on roles with respect to identifying and assessing 

hazards (under HAZ-NH-P1 and HAZ-NH-P2 and HAZ-NH-M1) to avoid 

unnecessary duplication of workstreams between local authorities.  

15 Similarly, clarity is sought on how natural hazard risks are assessed and 

consulted on “collaboratively” by the Regional Council and territorial 

authorities under HAZ-NH-M2, as it is unclear how this is to be carried out 

in practice.  

16 With respect to managing natural hazard risk and risk reduction, QLDC 

seeks clarity on the roles of the Regional Council and territorial authorities 

given there is conflicting direction in provisions (HAZ-NH-P4, HAZ-NH-

M2(3), and HAZ-NH-M1(2)(a)(iv)) as to which agency is responsible.  

17 QLDC also seeks to clarify what is required to manage hazards for 

planned and unplanned areas, as the amendments to provisions 

concerning hazard risk for new activities (HAZ-NH-P3) and existing 

natural hazard risk (HAZ-NH-P4) has made this distinction less certain. 

QLDC wants to ensure that the provisions provide for appropriate 

(reasonable) levels of natural hazard risk management.  Similarly, QLDC 
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wants to ensure that managing risk can also occur via non-regulatory 

means, such as education, in appropriate circumstances. 

18 With respect to APP6, QLDC seeks clarity on the hazard risk assessment 

process to understand the flexibility for requiring qualitative and 

quantitative assessments when desirable, to ensure APP6 is workable in 

practice, given that the methodology is highly prescribed.  

19 QLDC also seeks amendments to two natural hazard provisions as set 

out below, where it appears there have been minor errors in the Decision’s 

Version of the pORPS provisions.    

20 The relief sought with respect to specific natural hazards provisions is set 

out as follows.     

Relief sought 

21 QLDC seeks the following relief: 

(a) Amend provisions to provide further clarity on the roles and 

responsibilities of the Regional Council and territorial authorities 

with respect to: 

(i) Identifying areas subject to natural hazards and risk 

assessments (HAZ-NH-P1 and HAZ-NH-P2); 

(ii) How consultation and communication with respect to natural 

hazard risk is to be undertaken “collaboratively” in practice 

(HAZ-NH-M2(1) and APP6);  

(iii) Mapping and describing requirements of natural hazard 

areas, including to avoid duplication (HAZ-NH-M1(2)(b) and 

HAZ-NH-M1(3)(b)); and 

(iv) Managing existing natural hazard risk and risk reduction 

(HAZ-NH-P4, HAZ-NH-M2(3), and HAZ-NH-M1(2)(a)(iv));  

(b) Amend provisions to clarify what is required with respect to 

managing hazards for planned and unplanned areas (i.e. clarifying 

the difference between HAZ-NH-P3 new activities, and HAZ-NH-P4 

existing natural hazard risk);  

(c) Amend APP6 to provide further clarity on how APP6 works with 

respect to other HAZ-NH provisions, and provide greater flexibility 
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for when qualitative and quantitative natural hazard risk 

assessments are required; and 

(d) Correct the following minor errors in provisions: 

(i) APP6: show hatching on Table 8; and 

(ii) HAZ-NH-M4(8): replace “regional plan” with “district plan”. 

Provisions relating to management of highly valued natural features and 

landscapes 

22 The pORPS provides for the identification and protection of outstanding 

natural features and landscapes.  The Notified Version of the pORPS also 

provided for the identification and maintenance or enhancement of “highly 

valued natural features and landscape” (HVNFL).  This encompasses 

areas that contain attributes and values of significance under s 7(c) and 

7(f) RMA.  However, references to HVNFL were deleted in the Decisions 

Version of the pORPS.  

23 QLDC accepts the deletion of provisions that require HVNFL to be 

identified.  However, QLDC opposes the deletion of provisions that 

provide for the ability to manage HVNFL for their amenity values and the 

quality of the environment associated with these landscapes.  In order to 

achieve Part 2 of the RMA, and in particular to achieve the purpose of the 

Act in accordance with s 7, QLDC considers that management of HVNFL 

(s 7(c) and 7(f) landscapes) must be provided for.     

24 The deletion of references to HVNFL also means there are no objectives 

or policies in the pORPS that address significant resource management 

issue SRMR-I10 – Impact Snapshot – Social – “Damage to or loss of 

natural features and landscapes compromises amenity values.” 

Relief sought 

25 QLDC seeks the following relief:  

(a) Interpretation: reinstate the definition of HVNFL, as provided in the 

Notified Version of the pORPS;  

(b) NFL-O1: amend this objective to provide that if HVNFL are 

identified, they are maintained or enhanced; 

(c) NFL-P3: reinstate the Notified Version of NFL-P3;  
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(d) UFD-P7: reinstate “maintains amenity and character of rural area” 

at limb (2) as provided for in the Notified Version of UFD-P7; 

(e) UFD-P8: reinstate “amenity values” at limb (3), as provided for in the 

Notified Version of UFD-P8;  

(f) LF-LS-E4: reinstate “maintain the character and amenity values of 

Otago’s rural areas” at paragraph three, as provided for in the 

Notified Version of LF-LS-E4;  

(g) EIT-INF-P13: insert at limb (1) to avoid as a first priority, locating 

infrastructure, regionally significant infrastructure and nationally 

significant infrastructure in HVNFL or “rural areas of high amenity 

value”, and managing the adverse effects on HVNFL by inserting at 

limb 2(a) “in highly valued natural features and landscapes, avoiding 

significant adverse effects and remedying or mitigating other 

adverse effects”; and / or 

(h) Any other amendment to provisions that addresses SMRM-I10 – 

Impact Snapshot – Social – “Damage to or loss of natural features 

and landscapes compromises amenity values.”  

Attachments 

26 The following documents are attached to this notice: 

(a) a copy of QLDC’s submission (Appendix A); 

(b) a copy of QLDC’s further submission (Appendix B);     

(c) a list of names and addresses of persons to be served with a copy 

of this notice (Appendix C). 

27 Parties served with a copy of this notice of appeal will not be served with 

a copy of the Decision and may obtain a copy from the appellant on 

request.  

 

Dated 16 May 2024 

 

 

 

______________________________ 

 

A H Balme / M A S McDouall 

Counsel for Queenstown Lakes District Council  

 

Molly McDouall
Placed Image
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Address for service of appellant: 

 

Wynn Williams 

PO Box 323 

Queenstown 9300  

 

Contact persons: 
 
Alice Balme, Solicitor 
Telephone: +6 3 379 7622 
Email: alice.balme@wynnwilliams.co.nz  
 
And 
 
Molly McDouall, Solicitor 
Telephone: +6 3 379 7622 
Email: molly.mcdouall@wynnwilliams.co.nz 
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Advice to recipients of copy of notice of appeal 

How to become party to proceedings 

1 You may be a party to the appeal if you made a submission or a further 

submission on the matter of this appeal. 

2 To become a party to the appeal, you must,— 

(a) within 15 working days after the period for lodging a notice of 

appeal ends, lodge a notice of your wish to be a party to the 

proceedings (in form 33) with the Environment Court and serve 

copies of your notice on the relevant local authority and the 

appellant; and 

(b) within 20 working days after the period for lodging a notice of 

appeal ends, serve copies of your notice on all other parties. 

3 Your right to be a party to the proceedings in the court may be limited by 

the trade competition provisions in section 274(1) and Part 11A of the 

Act. 

4 You may apply to the Environment Court under section 281 of the Act for 

a waiver of the above timing or service requirements (see form 38). 

How to obtain copies of documents relating to an appeal 

5 The copy of this notice served on you does not have attached a copy of 

the decision appealed. This may be obtained, on request, from the 

appellant. 

Advice 

6 If you have any questions about this notice, contact the Environment 

Court in Auckland, Wellington, or Christchurch. 

 

 

https://www.legislation.govt.nz/regulation/public/2003/0153/latest/whole.html#DLM196460
https://www.legislation.govt.nz/regulation/public/2003/0153/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM237755#DLM237755
https://www.legislation.govt.nz/regulation/public/2003/0153/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM2421544#DLM2421544
https://www.legislation.govt.nz/regulation/public/2003/0153/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM237795#DLM237795
https://www.legislation.govt.nz/regulation/public/2003/0153/latest/whole.html#DLM196479


Appendix A – Queenstown Lake District Council’s submission on the Proposed Otago 
Regional Policy Statement dated 3 September 2021 

  



 

   
 

Private Bag 50072, Queenstown 9348, New Zealand  
QUEENSTOWN, 10 Gorge Road, Phone +64 3 441 0499, Fax +64 3 450 2223 
WANAKA, 47 Ardmore Street, Phone +64 3 443 0024, Fax +64 3 450 2223 

 
 
 
3 September 2021 
 
Via Email: rps@orc.govt.nz  
 
 
 
 
Dear Sir / Madam,  
 
SUBMISSION ON THE PROPOSED OTAGO REGIONAL POLICY STATEMENT 
 
Thank you for providing the Queenstown Lakes District Council (QLDC) with the opportunity to submit on the 
abovementioned document.  
 

Queenstown-Lakes District Council broadly supports the intent of the ORC with regard to the development of the 
Regional Policy Statement (RPS). This submission outlines key details and recommendations under each section. 
In summary, QLDC supports some provisions of the proposed RPS, and seeks amendments to other provisions in 
the below sections: 
 

• QLDC seeks amendments to the Significant Resource Management Issues 

• QLDC generally supports the policy statement with a few amendments sought for Air 

• The section on Ecosystems and Indigenous Biodiversity has some amendments sought 

• Land and Freshwater is for the most part supported by QLDC with a few amendments 

• In Energy and Infrastructure, there are sections supported and opposed by QLDC and some 

amendments sought 

• QLDC seeks amendments are made to the Transport Provisions 

• Hazards and Risks provisions have several amendments sought 

• QLDC supports all provisions on Historical and Cultural Values 

• Natural Feature and Landscapes section is predominantly supported by QLDC and, 

• Urban Form and Development section has conditional support 

QLDC would welcome the opportunity to be heard on its submission. It should be noted that this submission 
represents the view of officers and has not yet been ratified by full council. 
 
Yours faithfully,  
 

 
        
   

   
Jim Boult 
Mayor 

 
Mike Theelen 
Chief Executive 
 

 

 
 

mailto:rps@orc.govt.nz
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1.0 Background 

1.1 The Queenstown Lakes District Council is a high growth area and a high-profile tourist destination. 
The district includes both rural and urban areas, large and small population centres and townships 
that are geographically remote.  

 
1.2 A significant percentage of the district is either an outstanding natural landscape or national park. 

Not only do such landscapes needs to be protected but improved environmental health must be 
ensured.  

 

1.3 In June 2019, the Council declared a climate and ecological emergency and has since established a 
Climate Action Plan, focusing on emissions reduction mitigation activities as well as adaptation 
considerations. Residents of the district have significant climate change aspirations, in terms of both 
mitigation and adaptation activity. 

 
2.0 Introduction 

2.1 Queenstown-Lakes District Council supports the development of a Regional Policy Statement and its 
overall intent to provide effective long-term limits on environmental impact in response to climate 
change and new direction to manage the effects of significant urban growth pressures. 
 

2.2 Queenstown-Lakes District Council is generally supportive of the various sections and limits within 
the proposed Regional Policy statement, however, provide advice on amendments and refinement 
relevant to this district. 
 

 

3.0 Specific Provision Responses to Proposed ORC Regional Policy Statement 

Column 1 Column 2 Column 3 Column 4 

The 

specific 

provisions 

of the 

proposal 

that my 

submissio

n relates 

to are 

 

I support 

or oppose 

the 

specific 

provisions 

or wish to 

have 

them 

amended 

 

The reasons for my views are 

 

 

 

 

 

I seek the following decision from the local 

authority 

 

Additions indicated as underlines and 

deletions indicated as strikethroughs 

 

 

SRMR – Significant Resource Management Issues 

SRMR–I1  Amend The first paragraph of the context section 

(page 65) includes a range of hazards but does 

not include reference to fire/wildfire. This is a 

hazard that has been identified in recently 

published reports as a hazard that is likely to 

become more prevalent in the coming years as 

a result of the effect of climate change. 

 

That fire hazard be referenced in the first 

paragraph of the context of SRMR–I1 

SRMR–I1 Amend The fifth paragraph of the context section 

(page 65) suggests that natural hazards ‘may 

be exacerbated by climate change’. There is a 

That a more definitive statement is provided 

within the fifth paragraph of SRMR–I1 with 

respect to the impact of climate change on 
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significant body of technical evidence available 

which outlines that, in many cases, natural 

hazards will be exacerbated by effects of 

climate change. For Otago this is outlined 

within the Otago Climate Change Risk 

Assessment1, and for Queenstown, this is 

outlined within the Bodeker Scientific report2. 

It is considered that a more decisive statement 

about the impacts of climate change on 

natural hazards is included in this paragraph.  

 

natural hazards within Otago. Attention 

should also be drawn to the body of evidence 

that has been produced, and will continue to 

be developed, with regard to the impacts of 

climate change on natural hazards.  

 

SRMR–I1 Amend The ‘social’ impact snapshot paragraph (page 

66) should reference the transient nature of 

the Queenstown Lakes District population 

associated with its tourism based economy 

and the impacts that natural hazard events 

may have in them in comparison to more 

permanent members of the community, such 

as not having the same resources or 

connections within the community to be 

resilient to the impacts of natural hazard 

events.  

 

That the ‘social’ impact snapshot paragraph 

(page 66) include reference  the transient 

nature of the Queenstown Lakes District 

population and  their unique set of social 

characteristics and associated impacts.  

SRMR–I2 Amend The ‘environment’ impact snapshot (page 

67/68) should reference the impact that  

climate change is likely to have on the visual 

appearance and recreational enjoyment on 

Otago’s environment. In particular, the 

Queenstown Lakes District is world renowned 

for its high value landscape and environmental 

characteristics. These are unique 

environments that are likely to be impacted by 

any increase to the severity or intensity of 

hazard events. 

 

That the ‘environmental’ impact snapshot 

paragraph (page 66/68) include reference to 

the effects of climate change on the  visual 

appearance and recreational enjoyment of 

Otago’s highly valued landscapes. 

SRMR–I2 Amend The ‘economy’ impact snapshot (page 68/69) 

should provide greater context in regard to the 

impact that climate change will have on the 

significant contribution that the tourism 

sector, particularly in the Queenstown Lakes 

District’ has on Otago’s economy. This impact 

is not likely to be limited to impacts on the ski 

industry.  

 

That the ‘economic’ impact snapshot 

paragraph (page 68/69) include reference to 

the effects of climate change on Otago’s 

significant tourism industry. 

SRMR–I2 Amend The ‘economy’ impact snapshot (page 69) 

places emphasis on the impacts of flooding on 

the built environment from climate change. 

While this tends to be the most well-known 

type of hazard, it may be that greater damage 

to the built environment may be experienced 

from other types of climate change driven 

That the ‘economic’ impact snapshot 

paragraph (page 68/69) include reference to 

impacts to built environment from the range 

of natural hazards that are likely to be 

exacerbated by the effects of climate change, 

such as fire, wind, and mass movement (ie 

debris flow and landsliding).   



 

 
02/07/21 4  QLDC Submission to ORC RPS 

 
 

hazards, such as fire, wind, and mass 

movement (ie debris flow and landsliding).  

 

SRMR–I4 Amend The ‘economic’ impact snapshot (page 73) 

suggests that Otago has provided more 

affordable housing for people than the NZ 

average in recent years. This is not the case for 

the community within the Queenstown Lakes 

District and this should be identified more 

clearly within this impact statement.  

 

This impact statement should also draw 

attention to the unique pressure that the 

tourism industry places on housing supply in 

the Queenstown Lakes District, in particular, 

the use of housing for visitor accommodation 

purposes.  

 

That the ‘economic’ impact snapshot 

paragraph (page 73) be amended so that it 

more accurately describes the long 

established and growing housing affordability 

challenges that are present in the Queenstown 

Lakes District, such as constrained supply and 

diversity of housing, and the use of housing for 

non-residential activities within the 

Queenstown Lakes District such as short term 

visitor accommodation.   

 

 

SRMR–I4 Amend The ‘social’ impact snapshot (page 73/74) 

suggests that Otago has traditionally been 

relatively affordable.  This is not the case for 

the community within the Queenstown Lakes 

District and this should be identified more 

clearly within this impact statement. It is 

important that this regional planning 

document does not ignore outliers within the 

wider region in regard to housing affordability. 

 

That the ‘economic’ impact snapshot 

paragraph (page 73/74) be amended so that it 

more accurately describes the long 

established and growing housing affordability 

challenges that are present in the Queenstown 

Lakes District and the adverse effects this has 

had on its community.  

SRMR-I4 Amend The environmental impact snapshot 

(page73/74) does not mention the impact of 

the form of urban growth on carbon emissions 

and Climate Change.  Where and how urban 

areas grow impacts the carbon footprint of 

those communities.  It’s important that the 

imperative to increase the supply of 

residential dwellings does not impede the 

region’s ability to meet emission reduction 

targets.  Therefore, it is important that urban 

growth occurs in areas that can be adequately 

serviced by the electricity network, public 

transport, and active travel networks.  It’s also 

important that the location and form of urban 

growth reduces the lifecycle carbon footprint 

of the materials and infrastructure required to 

build, develop and service it. 

That the ‘environmental impact snapshot 

paragraph (page73/74) be amended to refer 

to the impact poorly managed urban growth 

can have on carbon emissions and climate 

change.  The paragraph should refer to the 

impact of location and urban form and the 

need for urban areas to reduce lifecycle 

carbon footprint in line with emissions 

reduction targets. 

SRMR-I5 Amend The context statement should acknowledge 

that different uses of water have different 

effects on the environment (including people 

and communities) and that s30 RMA enables 

the Council to allocate water amongst 

competing uses based on those effects 

(s30(fa)(1) and s30(4)(e)) 

That the second paragraph of the context 

statement be amended as follows: 

Population growth and land-use 

intensification in urban and rural 

environments can create increased demand 

for freshwater for human consumption, 

irrigation and other economic uses. Some of 
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these uses are more efficient and have greater 

beneficial effects on the environment and 

communities than others. Freshwater 

resources in some places are reaching, or are 

beyond, their sustainable abstraction limits. 

The RMA enables the allocation of water 

amongst competing activities.  However, there 

continues to be debate in the community 

about how historical freshwater allocations 

can be adjusted to achieve a balance of 

economic, environmental, social and cultural 

needs. 

SRMR-I7 Amend The Environmental snapshot (page 79) 

mentions the impact of climate change on 

biodiversity decline but does not mention the 

positive contribution that biodiversity makes 

to climate change mitigation and adaptation.  

Conserved or restored habitats can remove 

carbon dioxide from the atmosphere, helping 

to address climate change by storing carbon.  

In addition, conserving ecosystems such as 

wetlands and estuaries can help reduce the 

impacts of climate change by reducing 

flooding and storm surges 

Amend the Environmental snapshot on page 

79 to acknowledge the contribution that 

biodiversity, including restored habitats, 

makes to climate change adaptation and 

mitigation. 

SRMR–I10 Amend The ‘context’ paragraph (page 83) for this issue 

suggests that tourism ‘partially relies on the 

natural values of the region’. It is considered 

that this statement underestimates the 

significant reliance that tourism has on the 

natural values of the region, and in particular, 

those present within the Queenstown Lakes 

District.  

 

That the ‘context’ paragraph (page 83) for this 

issue more accurately presents that significant 

reliance that tourism has on  has on the natural 

values of the region, and in particular, those 

present within the Queenstown Lakes District.  

SRMR–I10 Amend The ‘economic’ impact snapshot (page 84) 

does not draw sufficient attention to the 

impact that adverse effects on the visual and 

amenity related characteristics of high valued 

landscapes can have on the economy of the 

Otago region, and in particular the 

Queenstown Lakes District. This should be 

acknowledged as an important resource 

management issue given the significant 

reliance of tourism on these highly valued 

landscapes (ie 18.1% of GDP) as noted in 

SRMR–I10. It is important that this regional 

planning document does not ignore outliers 

within the wider region in regard to the 

landscape resource.   

 

That the ‘economic’ impact snapshot (page 84) 

for this issue more accurately draws attention 

to the impact that adverse effects on the 

characteristics of highly valued landscapes can 

have on the economy of the Otago region, and 

in particular the Queenstown Lakes District.  

IM–P2 Amend Policy IM–P2 states the following:  

 

IM–P2 – Decision priorities  

That the ‘decision priority’ framework in IM–

P2 be limited to decision made on 
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Unless expressly stated otherwise, all decision 

making under this RPS shall:  

(1) firstly, secure the long-term life-supporting 

capacity and mauri of the natural 

environment,  

(2) secondly, promote the health needs of 

people, and  

(3) thirdly, safeguard the ability of people and 

communities to provide for their social, 

economic, and cultural well-being, now and in 

the future. 

 

The RPS s32 evaluation states that this 

approach is based on the NPSFM 2020. While 

this approach may be relevant to the 

management of matters specified within the 

NPSFM 2020, its wider application is not an 

established principle under the RMA and, as 

such, should be reconsidered.  

 
 

freshwater/those matters managed under the 

NPSFM 2020.  

IM–P7, 

IM–P8, 

IM–P10 

Amend This section of the RPS sets out a useful 

framework for undertaking a more proactive 

and collaborate approach to managing the 

significant resource management issues that 

have been identified within Otago. However, it 

is not considered that the set of objectives and 

policies goes far enough in setting out what 

critical cross boundary resource management 

issues need to be managed in a more 

integrated way, in particular, the management 

of risks from natural hazards. This section 

should helpfully set the framework for how 

this cross boundary resource management 

issue should be managed to compliment the 

section set out in the natural hazards section 

and its accompanying method framework.   

 

That the IM section (in particular, IM–P7, IM–

P8, IM–P10) are amended to set out a clearer 

framework for the regional council and 

territorial authorities will work together on 

complex and cross boundary resource 

management issues that have shared 

responsibility under the RMA, such as 

managing the risk from natural hazards.  

IM–M2(1) Amend The first limb of this policy sets out the 

expectation that local authorities must partner 

with Kāi Tahu to ensure mana whenua 

involvement in resource management. While 

the intent of this policy is supported by QLDC 

it is considered that additional guidance is 

necessary within the policy on the specific 

meaning and implementation of the words 

‘partner’ and ‘involvement’ to ensure that the 

role of local authorities and of mana whenua 

is more clearly set out to achieve the effective 

and efficient implementation of this policy.  

 

That IM–M2(1) be amended to set out more 

specific meaning with respect to the words 

‘partner’ and ‘involvement’.  
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Integrate

d 

managem

ent 

section 

methods  

Amend IM–M3 sets out a timeframe for ORC to 

identify climate change risks. It is considered 

that a similar policy be included setting out a 

timeframe for local authorities to undertake 

their region wide natural hazard identification 

and risk assessment work specified in HAZ-NH-

M1(2)(b) and HAZ-NH-M2(1). This will provide 

a greater level of certainty for local authorities 

in planning for natural hazard risk, and for 

other plan users when considering 

undertaking land use, subdivision and 

development in areas subject to natural 

hazards.   

 

That policies be included in the ‘Integrated 

management’ method section which set out 

specific timeframes for the implementation of 

natural hazard identification and risk 

assessments outlined in other parts of the RPS, 

including HAZ-NH-M1(2)(b) and HAZ-NH-

M2(1).  

AIR – Air  

AIR–O1  Support The provision is generally supported.  That AIR–O1 be retained as notified. 

AIR–O2  Support The provision is generally supported. That AIR–O2 be retained as notified. 

AIR–P1  Amend Use of the word ‘good’ in this submission does 

not provide sufficient context or direction 

where Limb 2 of the policy needs to be replied 

on. This policy should provide a more directive 

approach in regard to the standard of air 

quality that is necessary to achieve AIR–O1. It 

is not clear how the word ‘good’ interacts with 

the intention of Limb 2 in terms of effects 

being ‘no more than minor’.  

 

That the word ‘good’ be replaced with a more 

directive term which ensures that Objective  

AIR–O1 is able to be achieved, or the word 

‘good’ is removed from the policy as Limbs 1 

and 2 provide sufficient direction in regard to 

the action that needs to be undertaken.   

AIR–P2  Amend Reference to the word ‘poor’ does not appear 

to have any substantive meaning in this 

section of the RPS and as such, does not 

appear to invoke any action.  

That additional context is provided to 

substantiate action around the word ‘poor’ 

with respect to air quality.  

AIR–P2(1) 

and (2)  

Support The provisions are generally supported.  That the intent of AIR–P2 be retained as 

notified.  

AIR–P3  Support The provision is generally supported. That AIR–P3 be retained as notified.  

AIR–P4  Support The provision is generally supported. That AIR–P4 be retained as notified.  

AIR–P5  Support The provision is generally supported. That AIR–P5 be retained as notified.  

AIR–P6  Support The provision is generally supported. That AIR–P6 be retained as notified.  

AIR–M1  Support The provision is generally supported. That AIR–M1 be retained as notified.  
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AIR–

M1(3)  

Amend Reference to the word ‘poor’ in Limb 3 does 

not appear to have any substantive meaning in 

this section of the RPS and as such, does not 

appear to invoke any action.  

 

That additional context is provided to 

substantiate action around the word ‘poor’ 

with respect to air quality.  

AIR–M2  Support  The provision is generally supported. That AIR–M2 be retained as notified.  

AIR–M3 Amend Reference to the word ‘poor’ in AIR–M3 does 

not appear to have any substantive meaning in 

this section of the RPS and as such, does not 

appear to invoke any action.  

 

That additional context is provided to 

substantiate action around the word ‘poor’ 

with respect to air quality. 

AIR–

M3(1)  

Support The provision is generally supported. That AIR–M3(1) be retained as notified. 

AIR–

M3(2)  

Amend Limb 2 sets out that the spatial distribution of 

activities is to be ‘managed’. This provision 

should specify in more detail what is intended 

to be achieved in terms of spatial distribution 

and in regard to what activities.  For example, 

are there particular polluting activities that 

should be distributed in a certain way. 

 

As Territorial Authorities do not have the 

specific range of expertise necessary to inform 

the management of activities to achieve good 

air quality, more specific direction is needed in 

the policy to ensure the effective and efficient 

implement this method. 

 

That AIR–M3(2) provide greater clarity and 

direction as to what aspects of urban form and 

what specific activities need to be managed, 

and how they are best spatially distributed to 

achieve good air quality. Additionally in our 

view this method should state that it would be 

weighed against other matters to be 

considered in determining the spatial 

distribution of activities, and should not be 

determinative in itself.   

AIR–M4  Support The provision is generally supported. That AIR–M4 be retained as notified.  

AIR–M5  Support  The provision is generally supported. That AIR–M5 be retained as notified.  

AIR–AER2  Amend There should be greater linkages of this AER to 

the urban development section of the RPS.  

That AIR–AER2 provides more detail on 

acceptable urban form that would give effect 

to this AER. For example,  

- what does this urban form look like 

- does this take into account any 

trade-offs  

- Specific requirements for spatial 

plans and future development 

strategies, 

 

Or that this direction is linked into the urban 

form and development section of the RPS. 

 

ECO – Ecosystems and Indigenous Biodiversity 
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Indigenou

s 

vegetatio

n 

(definition

s)  

Amend The definition of Indigenous vegetation 

contained in QLDC’s Proposed District Plan 

definitions chapter (Chapter 2) should be used 

in the RPS. This definition has very recently 

been through a publicly notified plan review 

process of which ORC have been party.  

That the definition of Indigenous vegetation 

be amended as follows: 

 

means vascular and non-vascular plants that, 

in relation to a particular area, are native to 

the ecological district in which that area is 

located. 

 

Means vegetation that occurs naturally in New 

Zealand or arrived in New Zealand without 

human assistance including both vascular and 

non-vascular plants.  

 

 

Ecological 

district  

(definition

s) 

Oppose A definition of Ecological district is not 

provided in the RPS. The definition contained 

in the proposed national policy statement for 

indigenous biodiversity should be used in the 

RPS. 

That the following definition of Ecological 

district be included in the RPS: 

 

Means the ecological districts as shown in 

McEwen, W Medium (ed), 1987. Ecological 

regions and districts of New Zealand. 

Wellington: Department of Conservation. 

 

Definition

s  

Amend A definition of biodiversity offsetting should be 

included in the RPS. 

That the following definition of biodiversity 

offsetting be included in the RPS as adapted 

from the proposed national policy statement 

for indigenous biodiversity: 

 

Means a measurable conservation outcome 

resulting from actions designed to 

compensate for residual, adverse biodiversity 

effects arising from activities after appropriate 

avoidance, remediation, and mitigation 

measures have been applied. The goal of a 

biodiversity offset is to achieve no-net-loss, 

and preferably a net-gain, of indigenous 

biodiversity values. 

 

Definition

s 

Amend The notified RPS does not contain a definition 

of environmental compensation.  

That a definition of environmental 

compensation be included in the RPS.  

Definition

s 

Amend  The notified RPS does not contain a definition 

of taoka.  

That a definition for taoka be included in the 

RPS.  
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ECO–O1 Support The provision is generally supported. That ECO–O1 be retained as notified. 

ECO–O2 Amend  This objective could be reworded to improve 

its clarity and focus on the intended outcome. 

It is recommended that the words associated 

with the action to achieve the objective (ie 

through restoration and enhancement) be 

moved to the policy suite.  

 

That ECO–O2 be amended as follows:  

 

A net increase in the extent and occupancy of 

Otago’s indigenous biodiversity has a net 

increase. results from restoration or 

enhancement. 

 

ECO–P3 

(3) 

Support  The provision is generally supported. That ECO–P3 (3) be retained as notified.  

ECO–P3 Amend  The interpretation of this policy could be 

improved as recommended. 

That ECO–P3 be amended as follows: 

 

Except as provided for by ECO–P4 and ECO–P5, 

protect significant natural areas and 

indigenous species and ecosystems that are 

taoka by:  

(1) avoiding adverse effects that result in:  

(a) any reduction of the area or values 

(even if those values are not themselves 

significant) identified under ECO–P2(1), or  

(b) any loss of Kāi Tahu values  identified 

under  ECO–M3, and  

 

(2) after (1), applying the biodiversity effects 

management hierarchy in ECO–P6, and  

 

(3) prior to significant natural areas and 

indigenous species and ecosystems that are 

taoka being identified in accordance with 

ECO–P2 and ECO-M3, adopt a precautionary 

approach towards activities in accordance 

with IM–P15.  

 

ECO–P4  Amend  The policy titles should be consistent 

throughout this section when similar issues 

are being addressed i.e. in relation to 

significant natural areas and taoka.  

That ECO–P4 be amended as follows: 

 

Provision for new activities: significant natural 

areas and taoka 

 

ECO–P5 Amend  The policy titles should be consistent 

throughout this section when similar issues 

are being addressed i.e. in relation to 

significant natural areas and taoka. 

That ECO–P5 be amended as follows: 

 

Existing activities: significant natural areas and 

taoka 

 

ECO–P6 Amend The intent of ECO-P4 is not represented in 

ECO–P6 with respect to its application to plan 

change processes. As notified it only 

That ECO–P6 be amended to identify its role in 

considering plan change processes.  
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references resource consent and notice of 

requirements.  

 

ECO–P8  Amend It is recommended that the policy be 

considered in terms of how the resiliency and 

health of intrinsic values can be measured and 

achieved. 

That  ECO–P8 be amended as follows: 

 

The intrinsic values, extent, occupancy and 

condition of Otago’s indigenous biodiversity is 

increased by:  

(1) restoring and enhancing habitat for 

indigenous species, including taoka and 

mahika kai species,  

 

(2) improving the health and resilience of 

indigenous biodiversity, including ecosystems, 

species, important ecosystem function, and 

intrinsic values, and  

 

(3) buffering or linking ecosystems, habitats 

and ecological corridors and recognising the 

interaction ki uta ki tai 

 

ECO–P9   Amend The policy does not recognise the unique 

challenges that different District’s face in 

managing the effects of wilding species, nor 

the range of different wilding species that 

have impacts on indigenous biodiversity. The 

policy should be amended to reflect that 

avoidance may be necessary in landscapes 

that are more susceptible to the spread of 

wilding species. Greater control should be 

provided for the planting of wilding species 

outside of significant natural habitats and their 

associated buffer zones.  

 

That ECO–P9 be amended to strengthen the 

application of land use rules to avoid the 

planting of a range of wilding species that have 

impacts on indigenous biodiversity.  

ECO–P9 

(new 

limb) 

Amend That a policy limb be added with an adapted 

version of 34.2.1.2 of the QLD Chapter 34 

(Wilding Exotic Trees) to ensure more effective 

and efficient management of wilding species. 

That ECO–P9 be amended as follows by adding 

the following limb: 

 

Ensure that any planting and ongoing 

management of conifer species listed in APP5 

is effective and can be practicably managed to 

avoid the adverse effects of the spread of 

wilding conifers. 

 

ECO–P9  

(new 

limb) 

Amend That a policy limb be added with an adapted 

version of QLDC’s 34.2.1.3 of the QLD Chapter 

34 (Wilding Exotic Trees) to ensure more 

effective and efficient management of wilding 

species.  

That ECO–P9 be amended as follows by adding 

the following limb: 

 

That any proposal for the planting and ongoing 

management of conifer species listed in APP5 

shall consider the following to ensure the 

spread of wilding trees can be contained:  

a) The location and potential for 

wilding take-off, having specific 
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regard to the slope and exposure to 

wind;  

b) The surrounding land uses and 

whether these would reduce the 

potential for wilding spread;  

c) The ownership of the surrounding 

land and whether this would 

constrain the ability to manage 

wilding spread; 

d) Whether management plans are 

proposed for the avoidance or 

containment of wilding spread; 

e) Whether a risk assessment has been 

completed and the results are 

favourable to the proposal 

 

Topic ECO  

New 

Policy  

 

Amend  This section of the RPS should consider 

potential impacts of species choice for 

biological carbon sequestration planting in 

relation to climate change mitigation.  

That a new policy be added as follows: 

 

ECO–PX – Carbon sequestration 

Control the impact of carbon sequestration on 

indigenous biodiversity by: 

a) Avoiding planting species which are 

invasive or a naturalised weed (I 

recommend including list of species 

in this part of the policy), or likely to 

become either  

b) Supporting carbon sequestration 

planting initiatives which improve or 

enhance indigenous biodiversity.  

 

ECO-P10 Support  The provision is generally supported. That the intent of ECO-P10 to promote 

integrated management is retained as 

notified.  

ECO-P10 Amend ORC has the experience and expertise to most 

effectively and efficiently implement the 

intent of this policy and it is therefore 

recommended that ORC lead the approach to 

regional integrated management. The policy 

should reflect this lead role.  

 

That ECO-P10 be amended as follows: 

 

Otago Regional Council will implement an 

integrated and co-ordinated approach to 

managing Otago’s ecosystems and indigenous 

biodiversity that: 

….  

 

ECO-M3 Support The provision is generally supported. That ECO-M3 be retained as notified.  

ECO–M3 Amend The method should provide direction around 

roles and responsibilities, in particular that 

regional authorities either take the lead on 

identification of taoka, or alternatively provide 

financial and technical support to local 

authorities through the taoka identification 

and plan implementation process.  

That ECO–M3 be amended as follows: 

 

Local authorities Otago Regional Council must: 

(1) work together with mana whenua to agree 

a process for:  

(a)     identifying indigenous species and 

ecosystems that are taoka,  
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(b)     describing the taoka identified in 

(1)(a),  

(c)     mapping or describing the location of 

the taoka identified in (1)(a), and  

(d)    describing the values of each taoka 

identified in (1)(a), and  

 

(2) notwithstanding (1), recognise that mana 

whenua have the right to choose not to 

identify taoka and to choose the level of detail 

at which identified taoka, or their location or 

values, are described, and  

 

(3) to the extent agreed by mana whenua, 

amend their regional plans  to include matters 

(1)(b) to (1)(d) above and  

 

(4) Aid local authorities through financial and 

technical support in the amendment of district 

plans if deemed necessary to include matters 

(1)(b) to (1)(d) above. 

 

ECO–M5 Amend That the method be amended so that the 

regional council support any changes needed 

to the district plan through technical and 

financial assistance 

That ECO–M5 be amended as follows: 

 

Territorial authorities must prepare or amend 

and maintain their district plans and will be 

aided by Otago Regional Council through 

technical and financial assistance to: 

… 

 

ECO-

M5(1)(b) 

Amend The policy as worded provides little assistance 

in regard to what type or scale of structures 

and infrastructure should be provided for. It is 

important that the policy provides greater 

direction to ensure that the type of structures 

and infrastructure anticipated are provided for 

only.  

 

That ECO-M5(1)(b) be amended to provide 

direction in regard to the type and scale of 

structures and infrastructure that are 

anticipated by the policy.  

ECO-

M5(6) 

Amend As per the submission point above in regard to 

ECO–P9, Limb 6 of this policy does not 

recognise the range of different wilding 

species that have impacts on indigenous 

biodiversity. The policy should be amended to 

reflect that avoidance may be necessary in 

landscapes that are more susceptible to the 

spread of wilding species. Greater control 

should be provided for the planting of wilding 

species outside of significant natural habitats 

and their associated buffer zones 

 

That ECO-M5(6) be amended to strengthen 

the application of land use rules to avoid the 

planting of a range of wilding species that have 

impacts on indigenous biodiversity. 
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ECO–M7  Amend Regional authorities should take the lead on 

monitoring on account of their experience and 

range of expertise on this matter, or 

alternatively provide financial and technical 

support to local authorities to undertake the 

required monitoring. 

  

That ECO–M7 be amended as follows: 

 

Local authorities Otago Regional Council will:  

… 

APP5 

Table 5 

Amend Table 5 does not recognise the range of other 

species that are wilding that have impacts on 

indigenous biodiversity. The table should be 

amended to recognise the full range of 

damaging wilding species in the wider Otago 

region.  

 

That Table 5 be amended to identify the 

wilding species contained in Rule 34.4 of 

QLDC’s Proposed District Plan Chapter 34 

(Wilding Exotic Trees). 

APP4 

(2)(b) 

 

Amend Species choice should be listed as a criteria of 

assessment.  

That APP4 (2)(b) be amended as follows: 

… 

(b) compensation is undertaken where it will 

result in the best practicable outcome and 

preferably:  

(i) close to the location of the activity, and 

(ii) within the same ecological district or 

coastal marine biogeographic region, and 

(iii) that appropriate ecological choices for 

compensation are made, including species 

choice 

 

LF Land and Freshwater 

LF–WAI – 
O1  

Support The provision is generally supported. That LF–WAI – O1 be retained as notified.  

LF–WAI–

P1  

Support The provision is generally supported.  That LF–WAI–P1 be retained as notified noting 

the request for the additional policy outlined 

below.  

LF-WAI-PX Amend LF-WAI-P1 addresses the priorities for the 

management of freshwater resources.  QLDC 

agrees with priorities 1-3 as required by the 

NPSFM, however it the policy framework does 

not give any further guidance in terms of the 

allocation of water.  The RPS acknowledges 

that freshwater demand exceeds capacity in 

some places – this is identified as a significant 

issue for the region (SRMR-15). It also 

acknowledges the debate around water 

allocation. How water is allocated shapes our 

communities; different uses have different 

effects.  As the climate changes and the region 

grows, competition for water will only 

increase.  QLDC would like to note that the RPS 

does not provide guidance as to how the 

allocation and re-purposing of water should be 

prioritised amongst the third-tier priorities in 

LF-WAI-P1 (3).   

That an additional policy is added to address 

the gap in its policy framework and provide 

further direction to guide the allocation and 

reallocation of water amongst the ‘third tier’ 

priorities. 
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LF–WAI–

P2  

Support The provision is generally supported. That LF–WAI–P2 be retained as notified.  

LF–WAI–

P3 and 

interpreta

tion 

Amend The policy incorporates Te Reo terms ‘tikaka’ 

and ‘kawa’. These terms are not defined in the 

RPS. This lack of definition may create 

uncertainty around the implementation of this 

policy.  

 

That definitions be included for the terms 

‘tikaka’ and ‘kawa’. 

LF–WAI–

P3(4) and 

(5) 

Amend With regard to limb (4), it is not clear how 

environmental bottom lines can be achieved 

through the application of a manage approach 

alone. If a bottom line is already present in the 

environment a restrict approach will also be 

needed to ensure the bottom line threshold is 

not breached.  

 

With regard to limb (4), the use of the word 

‘sustainable’ is open to interpretation and may 

not efficiently or effectively achieve 

environmental bottom lines.   

 

(4) manages and restricts the effects of use…. 

 

(5) …to ensure it is sustainable  that 

sustainable extraction limits are not exceeded 

and freshwater quality is not adversely 

affected. 

 

LF–WAI–

P4  

Support The provision is generally supported. That LF–WAI–P2 be retained as notified. 

LF–WAI–

M1 and  

LF–WAI–

M2  

 

Support The provisions are generally supported. That LF–WAI–M1 and M2 be retained as 

notified. 

LF–VM–

O2  

Support The provision is generally supported. That LF–VM–O2 be retained as notified. 

LF–VM–

O7  

Support The provision is generally supported. That LF–VM–O7 be retained as notified. 

LF–VM–

P5 -  LF–

VM–P6  

Support The provisions are generally supported. That LF–WAI–P5 and P6 be retained as 

notified. 

LF–VM–

M3 - LF–

VM–M4  

Support The provisions are generally supported. That LF–VM–M3 and M4 be retained as 

notified. 

LF–VM–

AER3 

Support The provision is generally supported. That LF–VM–AER3 be retained as notified. 

LF–FW–

O8 -  LF–

FW–O10  

Support The provisions are generally supported. That LF–FW–O8 – O10 be retained as notified. 

LF–FW–P7 

-  LF–FW–

P15  

Support The provisions are generally supported. That LF–WAI–P7 – P15 be retained as notified. 

LF–FW–

M5  

Amend If district plans are to be amended to include 

the outstanding water bodies and their 

That LF–FW–M5 be amended as follows: 
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associated values then territorial authorities 

within Otago should also be partners in the 

directions set out within this method.  

  

(2) in partnership with Kāi Tahu and Territorial 

Authorities, identify the outstanding values of 

those water bodies (if any) in accordance with 

APP1 

 

LF–FW–
M5(4) 

Amend The provision suggests that there are two 

types of values that need to be considered, 

being ‘outstanding and significant’ values. It is 

not clear what the intent of these two words 

are or if there is intended to be a hierarchy of 

values that are to be identified with 

‘significant’ being highest priority. 

 

That LF–FW–M5(4) be amended to provide 

additional context in regard to the intent and 

difference between ‘outstanding’ and 

‘significant’ values.  

LF–FW–

M6(5)(d) 

Amend The application of a ‘manage’ approach as 

specified in this provision may not provide for 

the inclusion of limits as is intended.    

That the word ‘manage’ be replaced with 

‘control’ or ‘restrict’ in LF–FW–M6(5)(d).  

 

 

LF–FW–

M7  

Support As per the relief requested above for LF–FW–

M5, territorial authorities are a key partner in 

the identification of these values. This 

provision should also be amended to reflect 

this role. 

That LF–FW–M7 be amended as follows: 

(1) map outstanding water bodies and 

identify their outstanding and 

significant values using the 

information gathered through Otago 

Regional Council in LF–FW–M5, and  

 

LF–FW–

M8 –  LF–

FW–M10   

Support The provisions are generally supported. That LF–FW–M8 – M10 be retained as notified.  

LF-FW  

 AER 

section 

Amend Overallocation and competition for water is a 

significant and unresolved issue for the region. 

The PRPS als acknowledges the debate about 

how historical freshwater allocations can be 

adjusted to achieve a balance of economic, 

environmental, social and cultural needs (page 

74).  Despite this there is no anticipated 

environmental outcome that the allocation of 

water will deliver good social and 

environmental outcomes for Otago’s 

communities.   

That an additional LF-FW-AER be added in line 

with desired outcomes as follows:  

 

Fresh water is allocated in a way that will 

deliver a balance of good social, cultural and 

environmental outcomes that ensure the 

wellbeing of  local communities. 

LF–FW–

AER4 – 11 

Support The provision is generally supported. That LF–FW–AER4 - 11 be retained as notified. 

LF–LS–

O11 –  LF–

LS–O12 

Support The provisions are generally supported. That LF–LS–O11 and O12 be retained as 

notified. 

LF–LS–

P16 - LF–

LS–P18   

Support The provisions are generally supported. That LF–LS–P16 - LF–LS–P18 be retained as 

notified. 

LF–LS–

P19  

Amend Important to consider the receiving 

environment and any existing sensitive 

receptors that makes farming less viable due 

to reverse sensitivity effects. 

That  LF–LS–P19 be amended as follows: 

 

(c) the size and cohesiveness of the area of 

land for use for primary production, and 
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Other factors also contribute to land being 

highly productive. For example, the Gibbston 

wine area might not have the best soils or 

climate, but it has access to a tourism market, 

benefits from agglomeration 

economies/spatial clustering and an existing 

productive system that supports it.  

 

Spatial clustering allows for a variety of 

external benefits such as labour pooling, 

sharing of suppliers, and specialization; these 

in turn contribute to increased productivity 

and economic growth. 

 

 

(d) the receiving environment, and 

 

(e) other factors that contribute to the land 

being highly productive, such as access to 

markets and the existing productive systems 

or agglomeration economies (Spatial 

clustering) in place 

 

 

 

LF–LS–

P20 - LF–

LS–P22   

Support The provisions are generally supported. That LF–LS–P20 - LF–LS–P22 be retained as 

notified. 

Methods  
LF–LS–

M11 – LF–

LS–M14 

Support The provisions are generally supported. That LF–LS–M11 – M12 be retained as notified. 

LF–LS–

AER12 - 

14 

Support The provision is generally supported. That LF–LS–AER12 – 14 be retained as notified.  

Energy and Infrastructure 

Definition 

of 

Regionally 

Significant 

Infrastruc

ture 

Amend The notified definition of Regionally Significant 

Infrastructure does not include municipal 

landfills and associated solid waste sorting and 

transfer facilities. Management of the solid 

waste stream is a critical municipal 

infrastructure function required to service 

local communities, and it should be afforded 

recognition to the same level as other 

municipal infrastructure functions such as 

waste water collection, treatment and 

disposal. 

 

That the definition of Regionally Significant 

Infrastructure is amended to include: 

 

(13) Municipal landfills and associated solid 

waste sorting and transfer facilities. 

EIT-EN-P5 

 

Non-

renewabl

e energy 

generatio

n 

Amend As worded currently, the policy would 

preclude the use of fossil fuels for the 

development of renewable energy generation.  

 

That EIT-EN-P5 be amended to use more 

specific language regarding the use of fossil 

fuels, such as avoiding burning fossil fuels for 

energy generation. 

EIT-EN-P5 

 

Non-

renewabl

e energy 

Amend As worded currently, the policy is unclear as to 

the policy direction for the operation and 

maintenance of existing non-renewable 

energy generation activities. 

 

That EIT-EN-P5 be amended (and if necessary 

the associated methods be amended also) to 

provide greater certainty regarding the policy 

direction for the operation and maintenance 

of existing non-renewable energy generation 

activities.  
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generatio

n 

 

EIT-EN-

M2 

District 

Plans 

 

Is ‘development’ intended to capture the 

operation and maintenance of existing non-

renewable energy generation activities? 

 

 

 

EIT-EN-P6 Support The provision is generally supported. That EIT-EN-P6 be retained as notified. 

EIT-EN-P7 Support The provision is generally supported. That EIT-EN-P7 be retained as notified. 

EIT-EN-P8 Support The provision is generally supported. That EIT-EN-P8 be retained as notified. 

EIT-EN-P9 Support The provision is generally supported. That EIT-EN-P9 be retained as notified. 

EIT-EN-

M2 (7) 

Amend This method relates to infrastructure or 

transport rather than energy, and has 

presumably been numbered incorrectly. 

 

This method requires district plans to be 

amended to require design of infrastructure to 

provide for multi-modes for rural residential 

areas. In general, bike lanes and pedestrian 

footpaths are not currently a requirement in 

rural residential areas, nor are these areas 

generally serviced by public transport, and we 

have been given no certainty of the future 

provision of public transport to these areas 

from our public transport provider. 

 

If we require footpaths and cycle lanes in new 

areas of rural residential development they 

may be disconnected from other established 

urban bike or pedestrian networks – ie an 

island of cycle lanes and footpaths. 

 

Our rural residential areas are not all located 

in close proximity to urban areas, whereas that 

may be the case in other Otago districts. 

 

That EIT-EN-M2 (7) be renumbered so it sits 

within either the infrastructure or transport 

sub-sections. 

 

That EIT-EN-M2 (7) be amended so that it is 

not a requirement in all instances, and rather 

so that it is required when there is an 

opportunity to connect with an existing 

transport infrastructure network. 

EIT-INF-04 Support The provision is generally supported. That EIT-INF-04 be retained as notified. 

EIT-INF-05 Support The provision is generally supported. That EIT-INF-05 be retained as notified. 

EIT-INF-06 Oppose The objective suggests that regional and 

district plans provide investment in 

transmission infrastructure. 

That EIT-INF-06 be deleted. 
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EIT-IN- 

P10 

Amend The policy is vague and uncertain because it 

does not include what the ‘needs’ of nationally 

and regionally significant infrastructure are, 

nor does it provide guidance on how the 

‘needs’ are to be determined. 

  

That EIT-IN- P10 be amended so it states the 

‘needs’ that must be taken into account. 

Consider replacing the word ‘needs’ with a 

more specific alternative, such as ‘functional 

needs’ and/or ‘operational needs’. 

 

The policy could be combined with policy EIT-

INF-P15.  

 

EIT-INF-

P11 

Amend Amend the policy to replace ‘allow for’ and to 

re-draft (2) so the policy is more clearly 

drafted. 

 

That EIT-INF-P11 be amend by replacing the 

words ‘allow for’ with ‘provide for’. 

 

That EIT-INF-P11 be amended by redrafting (1) 

and (2) so they are linked with an ‘or’, as they 

provide alternatives.  

  

EIT-INF-

P12 

Amend The policy provides direction for the upgrade 

and development of nationally or regionally 

significant infrastructure only, leaving a gap in 

the consideration of upgrades and 

development of other infrastructure. 

 

Policy EIT-INF-P14 lists matters to consider 

when considering proposals to develop or 

upgrade infrastructure. 

 

That EIT-INF-P12 be amended so the policy 

applies to upgrades and development of other 

infrastructure. 

 

Consider combining with EIT-INF-P14. 

EIT-INF-

P13 

Amend It is unclear how (h) would be determined, as 

recreational and amenity values are 

subjective.  

 

Some areas of high recreational and amenity 

value may have positive impacts from 

infrastructure, such as irrigation and 

structures for transport on land by cycleways 

and walkways.  

 

Some forms of infrastructure (such as 

subterranean infrastructure) may have 

minimal impacts on areas of high recreational 

and amenity value. 

 

The policy requires avoidance at (1), however 

limb (2)(b) seeks to manage the effects in 

instances when avoidance is not possible, by 

further avoidance. This appears to apply a 

regime that is excessively restrictive and may 

impede implementation of EIT-INF-04. 

 

That EIT-INF-P13 be amended to provide 

guidance as to how ‘high’ recreational and 

amenity values referred to in (h) are to be 

measured or determined. 

 

Amend (2)(b) to use a different method to 

manage adverse effects on values, rather than 

avoidance as currently drafted. 
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EIT-INF-

P14 

Amend It is unclear whether this policy applies to 

nationally and regionally significant 

infrastructure. 

 

That EIT-INF-P14 be amend to state whether 

or not it applies to nationally and regionally 

significant infrastructure. 

 

Amend the title of the policy so that it refers to 

upgrades and development of infrastructure. 

Consider combining with EIT-INF-P12. 

 

EIT-INF-

P15 

Amend The word ‘Protecting’ suggests blanket 

protection of nationally or regionally 

significant infrastructure, whereas the policy 

seeks avoidance of activities causing reverse 

sensitivity effects on infrastructure. 

 

That EIT-INF-P15 be amended by replacing the 

word ‘Protecting’ with an alternative word, or 

rename the policy so it refers to reverse 

sensitivity (as per EIT-EN-P7).  

EIT-INF-

P16 

Amend The word ‘Maintain’ suggests that regional 

and district plans can directly maintain 

electricity supply. 

 

That EIT-INF-P16 be amend by replacing the 

word ‘Maintain’ with ‘Provide for’ or ‘Enable’. 

EIT-INF-

P17 

Support This provision implements the NPS-UD and is 

generally supported. 

 

That EIT-INF-P17 be retained as notified. 

EIT-INF-

M5(1) 

Oppose Method (1) requires district plans to be 

amended and maintained to require a 

strategic approach to the integration of land 

use and nationally or regionally significant 

infrastructure. 

 

It is uncertain what value this method adds, as 

it appears that Methods (2) to (6) will achieve 

the outcomes sought by Method (1). 

 

Furthermore, the strategic integration of land 

uses and nationally or regionally significant 

infrastructure will be provided by the Future 

Development Strategy required by the NPS-

UD, which would subsequently be 

implemented by the district plan, rather than 

the district plan itself setting out the strategic 

approach. Implementing Method (1) in district 

plans may result in unintended duplication, 

which would be inefficient and burdensome to 

local authorities required to undertake a 

schedule 1 RMA process. 

 

That EIT-INF-M5(1) be deleted. 

EIT – Transport 

 

Public 

Transport 

Amend As currently drafted, the definition of Public 

Transport is unclear as to what constitutes a 

‘planned’ public transport service.  

 

That the definition of Public Transport be 

amended to provide more certainty as to what 

constitutes a planned public transport service. 

We suggest that a planned Public Transport 

service should only include services that have 
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Existing and planned public transport services 

will influence traffic demand management 

measures, and will assist with determining the 

extent to which on-site car parking should be 

provided in conjunction with development by 

informing Territorial Authorities’ 

Comprehensive Parking Management Plans. 

 

a high degree of certainty that they will be 

delivered and be provided on an ongoing 

basis. 

EIT-TRAN-

O7  

Support  The provision is generally supported. That EIT-TRAN-O7 be retained as notified.  

EIT-TRAN-

O8  

Amend Transport system needs to be enabling, not 

merely supportive  

That EIT-TRAN-O8 be amended as follows: 

 

The transport system within Otago supports 

enables the movement of people, goods and 

services, is integrated with land use, provides 

a choice of transport modes and is adaptable 

to changes in demand. 

 

EIT-TRAN-

O9  

Support The provision is generally supported. That EIT-TRAN-O9 be retained as notified. 

EIT-TRAN-

P18 

Amend This relates to integrating amongst other 
things public transport into design of 
development. We agree this would be very 
beneficial, however it is very difficult to 
achieve without certainty over future public 
transport routes and that certainty would 
need to come from the ORC.  
 

That clarification is provided as to whether 
the proposed definition of Public Transport 
limits the application of this policy to existing 
and planned public transport services only.  
 
That clarification or guidance is provided on 

what ‘planned’ service means in the proposed 

definition of Public Transport.  

EIT-TRAN-

P19  

Amend Policy needs to speak to catering for growth. That EIT-TRAN-P19 be amended to refer to 

catering for growth. 

EIT-TRAN-

P20  

Amend Needs to speak to what the alternatives are. That EIT-TRAN-P20 be amended as set out 

below: 

 

Providing safe and reliable alternatives to 

private vehicle transport, active and public 

transport networks  

 

EIT–

TRAN–

P21 

Amend (1) is drafted like an objective rather than a 

policy. 

That EIT–TRAN–P21 be amended so it is more 

specific about how the outcomes will be 

achieved.  

EIT–

TRAN–

P22  

Amend Sustainable transport networks that enhance 

the uptake of new technologies and reduce 

reliance on fossil fuels are developed 

throughout Otago. 

 

That EIT–TRAN–P22 be amended to specify 

which new technologies will be supported. 

EIT–

TRAN–M8 

– (2) 

Amend  This relates to integrating high trip generating 
activities with public transport services. This 
intimates reference to ‘existing’ public 
transport services. Whilst we note that there 
is a definition of Public Transport in the 
interpretation section, it is unclear whether 

That clarification is provided as to whether 
the proposed definition of Public Transport 
limits the application of this method to 
existing and planned public transport services 
only.  
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this definition is intended to apply, as the 
term is not italicised in this provision. Our 
preference is for the definition to apply, as it 
refers to existing or planned services.  
 

That clarification or guidance is provided as to 

what ‘planned’ service means in the proposed 

definition of Public Transport.  

 

EIT–

TRAN–M8 

– (3) 

Amend  It is unclear what infrastructure design 
standards could minimise private vehicle use. 
Does that relate to providing for alternative 
modes or restricting vehicle access? With 
regard to enabling public transport networks, 
this is difficult to achieve (in terms of 
developer acceptance) without certainty of 
planned future public transport routes as 
there is no arguable purpose for the provision 
of public transport infrastructure in 
developments if there is no existing or 
planned public transport routes in the area.  
 
As with the feedback on EIT-TRAN-M8 - (2), the 

words ‘public transport’ are not italicised in 

this provision, however in our view the 

definition of Public Transport should apply so 

it is clear that the provision applies to existing 

and planned public transport networks only. 

Additionally, the provision would benefit from 

referring to ‘transport infrastructure design 

standards’, rather than ‘infrastructure design 

standards’, which would have a far broader 

interpretation. Term ‘transport infrastructure’ 

is used at EIT-TRAN-M8- (4) & (5).  

That clarification is provided as to whether 
the proposed definition of Public Transport 
limits the application of this method to 
existing and planned public transport services 
only.  
 
That clarification or guidance is provided as to 

what ‘planned’ service means in the proposed 

definition of Public Transport.  

 
That EIT–TRAN–M8 – (3) be amended to refer 

to “…transport infrastructure design 

standards…”.  

EIT–

TRAN–M9  

Support The provision is generally supported. That EIT–TRAN–M9 be retained as notified. 

EIT–

TRAN–

AER9 

Amend Structure planning and district plans make 

explicit provision for all modes of transport. 

The use of structure planning needs to be 

reflected higher up in the methods. It would be 

useful if the role of the Regional Public 

Transport Plan was acknowledged as a means 

to achieve this. 

EIT–

TRAN–

AER10-14 

Support  The provisions are generally supported. That EIT–TRAN–AER10-14 are retained as 

notified. 

HAZ – Hazards and Risks 

HAZ–NH–

O1 

Support The objective provides strong and specific 

guidance for regional and district plans. The 

setting of a ‘maximum’ level of risk for people, 

properties and communities is supported, 

particularly where that level is risk is defined, 

as is the case for the pRPS.  

 

However, Policy 3 requires that where risk is 

acceptable, that level of risk should be 

maintained. It could be argued that is going 

That the intent of HAZ-NH-01 to set a 

maximum level of risk of tolerable is retained, 

with an amendment to clarify that acceptable 

levels of risk should be maintained. 
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further than the objective requires. The policy 

intent in Policy 3 is supported, and an 

amended to Objective 1 is sought to provide 

greater support for Policy 3.  If the intent is 

that acceptable levels of risk are maintained 

for new development, then this should be 

supported through a more specific objective 

that doesn’t aim for higher levels of risk 

(tolerable) at the outset. 

  

HAZ–NH–

O2 

Amend The objective uses the term ‘adaption’. It 
would be more appropriate to use the more 
generally accepted and applied term of 
‘adaptation’.  

That the word ‘adaption’ in the title of the 
objective be replaced with the more accepted 
term of ‘adaptation’. 
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HAZ–NH–

P1 

 

 

 

Amend 
 
 

 

The policy approach of identifying the 
location of natural hazards in the Region is 
supported. However, the more fundamental 
step of identifying which hazards need to be 
considered in the Region has been missed. In 
addition, the list of matters to assess in limbs 
(1) to (6) is not considered to be helpful in the 
policy. Rather than assessment, description is 
what is needed for the identified hazards. The 
assessment comes in the later policies that 
require consideration of risk. Also, not all of 
the listed information may be available for all 
hazards in all locations, and the lack of some 
information should not stop those hazards or 
locations being identified. 
A more effective policy approach would be to 

identify natural hazards of interest in the 

Region, and requiring information about the 

characteristics of those natural hazards, 

including the locations where they affect 

people, communities and property, to be 

identified and described in a schedule to the 

RPS. This would simplify and clarify the policy, 

and leave the detail to an appendix. The 

appendix could also include reference to the 

relevant report/evidence that supports the 

description. 

That HAZ–NH–P1 be amended as follows: 

 

Identify areas where natural hazards, 
including those in the following list, may 
adversely affect Otago’s people, 
communities and property, and describe 
the characteristics of those hazards in 
Appendix X: 

- Flooding and erosion 
- Land instability, including 

subsidence, landslip and rockfall 
- Faultlines and liquefaction 
- Avalanche 
- Tsunami/seiche 
- Fire 

by       assessing: 

(1) the hazard type and characteristics, 

(2) multiple and cascading hazards, 

where present, 

(3) any cumulative effects, 

(4) any effects of climate change, 

(5) likelihood, using the best available 

information, and 

(6) any other exacerbating factors. 

HAZ–NH–

P2 

Amend Reference to ‘the level’ of risk is incorrect in 

this policy, as it implies that is only one level of 

risk for each hazard. In reality, there will be a 

range of risks associated with any hazard. The 

requirement should be just to ‘assess the risk’. 

That HAZ–NH–P2 be amended as follows: 

 

Assess the level of natural hazard risk by 

determining a range of natural hazard event 

scenarios and their potential consequences in 

accordance with the criteria set out within 

APP6. 

 

APP6 Support  The intent to include a method for assessing 

natural hazard risk within the RPS is 

supported, subject to the specific 

That the RPS include a method for assessing 

natural hazard risk that includes a requirement 

to consider the range of likelihoods and 

consequences possible for types of hazards, 



 

 
02/07/21 25  QLDC Submission to ORC RPS 

 
 

amendments sought in the following rows of 

this table.  

 

The incorporation of a method for determining 

natural hazard risk within the RPS will improve 

the efficiency and effectiveness of natural 

hazard management within Otago. There is 

currently no national or regional level 

guidance for assessing natural hazards which 

creates a high level of uncertainty and 

variating approaches.   

 

The incorporation of a method in the RPS will 

ensure that a consistent approach is applied 

across the Region and sets clear expectations 

for plan users as to what actions need to be 

undertaken when proposing land use or 

subdivision activities in areas subject to 

natural hazards.  

 

The method will also be of assistance to 

territorial authorities when reviewing or 

considering variations to their district plans.  

 

and which defines acceptable, tolerable and 

significant risk. 

APP6  

Step 1 

Amend Step 1 should include two steps: 

1. assess the range of likelihoods of the 

hazard under consideration, then 

2. Use the table to determine which of 

the likelihood descriptors apply to 

the hazard under consideration.   

 

The table of descriptors should not ‘force’ the 

likelihoods that are considered in the risk 

assessment.  

 

It is also noted that ‘median’ is not the correct 

term to use in this context. This should be 

replaced with ‘medium’. 

 

A requirement to consider the effects of 

climate change on the magnitude and 

frequency of the natural hazard being 

considered should be included in Step 1. This 

should be directive, in that it should state 

which RPC scenario is to be considered in the 

assessment.  

 

That the text above the table in APP6 Step 1 is 

replaced with the following: 

 

1. Assess the range of likelihoods for 

the hazard under consideration, by 

determining the likelihood of at least 

the maximum credible event, an 

event of medium likelihood, and an 

event with a high likelihood. 

2. Use Table 6 to assign a likelihood 

descriptor to the results of the 

assessment required by (1). 

 

The assessment of likelihood must 

account of the effects of climate change, 

considering RPC scenario  

The ‘indicative frequencies’ listed in Table 6 

are not considered appropriate. This is 

because they exclude low frequency events, 

That the likelihood table in APP6 (Table 6) is 

amended so that:  
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which have the potential to cause significant 

consequences and therefore pose a high risk. 

 

By way of example, QLDC has recently 

undertaken a risk assessment for rockfall and 

debris flow for two developed alluvial fans 

close to the Queenstown CDB. This 

assessment used the methodology set out in 

the Australian Geomechanics Society 2007 

Guidelines for Landslide Risk Management, 

which assigns the descriptor ‘rare’ to 

landslides with a recurrence interval of 

100,000 years, whereas Table 6 of APP6 uses a 

recurrence interval of 2,500 years for a ‘rare’ 

event. The implications of excluding low 

frequency, or long return period, events from 

Table 6 is that the risk assessment results from 

APP6 will be lower than under the AGS 

methodology, meaning it is a much less 

conservative approach to managing risk (not 

more conservative as suggested in the GNS 

review, s32 evaluation Appendix 19 page 14).  

 

To illustrate this point further, the QLDC 

assessment identified above results in what 

would be significant risk in accordance with 

Step 4 of APP6 – the quantitative assessment, 

as AIFR results are above 1x10-4. However, the 

maximum likelihoods range from 2,500 years 

for small event, 6,700 for medium event, and 

20,000 for large event for one of the fans. 

Under Table 6 of APP6, the small event would 

be ‘unlikely’ and both the medium and large 

events would be ‘rare’ (taking the maximum 

likelihoods). When these are applied to Table 

8 (risk table), it is only possible for the risk to 

be acceptable or tolerable, as there is no ‘red’ 

for significant risk on the ‘unlikely’ and ‘rare’ 

rows of the table. This does not correspond 

with the AIFR assessment undertaken, which 

identified significant risk. Under the APP6 

methodology, there would be no requirement 

to proceed to a quantitative assessment in this 

situation. 

 

This case study suggests that the qualitative 

methodology in Steps 1 to 3 of APP6 is not 

aligned with the quantitative methodology in 

Step 4. This inconsistency needs to be 

remedied. It is suggested that the qualitative 

methodology should be amended, rather than 

- it includes low frequency events, 

such as the likelihood table included 

in the AGS 2007 methodology 

- there is alignment between the 

results expected through the 

qualitative assessment methodology 

and the quantitative assessment 

methodology 

- if appropriate, there is a distinction 

between the likelihood table that 

applies to life-threatening hazards 

that are difficult to mitigate (such as 

debris flows) and hazards that are 

less likely to kill people (such as 

liquefaction).  
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Step 4, including by adjusting the likelihood 

table (Table 6).     

 

APP6  

Step 2 

Table 7 

 

Amend 

 

The list (1) to (11) in Step 2 of APP6 includes a 

wide range of matters. Some of the matters 

are considered to be inappropriate and should 

be removed. The following concerns are 

identified: 

- It is not clear why items (1) to (5) and 

(7) and (8) are included in the list, as 

they overlap directly with Table 7.  

- Risk reduction measures should not 

be included in the assessment of 

consequences, unless they are 

already in place. It is necessary to 

know what the risk is first, in order 

to understand how to design 

mitigation structure to reduce the 

risk (item 6). 

- ‘The changing natural hazard 

environment’ is a very vague 

reference and it is not clear what is 

meant by it, particularly when 

climate change is referenced in a 

separate matter (item 9). 

- It would be very difficult and 

complicating to consider the 

consequences of multiple and 

cascading hazards in the APP6 

framework when it is only the 

likelihood of one hazards that is 

considered in Step 2 (item 10).  

- It is difficult to understand what a 

factor that exacerbates a natural 

hazard might be, particularly when 

this matter is listed under the 

consequences assessment, rather 

than the likelihood assessment. The 

effects of climate change will be on 

the magnitude and frequency of the 

hazard event, so should be 

considered under the likelihood 

assessment, rather than the 

consequence assessment (item 11).  

 

That the list (1) to (11) in Step 2 be deleted. If 

guidance for using Table 7 is considered 

necessary, this should be provided through 

descriptive text rather than the list. 

It is not clear how Table 7 would work in 

practice. For example, how is the hazard ‘zone’ 

identified? Zone is a planning term, but it is not 

clear that it is used in its planning context in 

Table 7. Is  it the area over which each of the 

hazard scenarios extends, in which case is it a 

That Step 2 and Table 7 is amended to clarify 

how Table 7 is applied in terms of the meaning 

of ‘hazard zone’, and to clarify that any death 

from a natural hazard event is no less than a 

major consequence.  
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different size for each of the three events 

being considered? Or is it the extent the 

maximum credible event could cover?  

 

Table 7 includes a column for health and 

safety, which specifies ranges for numbers of 

people killed or injured in a natural hazard 

event.  This indicates that a minor event could 

include 1 person dead or 1 – 10 people injured. 

In our view, any number of people that could 

be killed from an event should be 

representative of a major consequence. 

 

APP6  

Step 3 

 

Amend The list (1) to (5) should be removed from Step 

3. Step 3 is a simple ‘fill out the table’ exercises 

to understand how the likelihood and 

consequence combine to provide a level of 

risk. There should be no ability to modify 

where on the table an event is placed based 

on the list above the table. The list is out of 

place in Step 3 and brings confusion to the 

Step. 

That the list (1) to (5) in Step 3 be deleted, and 

the introductory text to Step 3 amended as 

follows: 

 

Using the information within steps 1 and 2 

above, and complete Table 8 for each of the 

hazard scenarios considered, and identify if 

the risk from each of the scenarios is assess 

whether the natural hazard scenarios will have 

an acceptable, tolerable, or significant risk to 

people, property and communities, by 

considering: 

 

The colour coding of Table 8 in order to define 

default levels of acceptable, tolerable and 

significant risk is supported. However, the 

colour coding within Table 8 may need to be 

amended to reflect the amendments 

requested above to the likelihood table.  

 

It is noted that the colour coding and risk level 

definitions do not align with results from a 

site-specific community tolerance exercise 

that QLDC conducted in 2019, and so the note 

to the table, and the intention in HAZ-M2(1), 

for the APP6 Table 8 to be a default until 

community consultation is undertaken, is 

supported.  

 

That the colour coding and risk level 

definitions are amended, if required, is 

response to changes sought to the likelihood 

table. 

APP6  

Step 4 

 

Support The use of AIFR and APR values to define 

acceptable, tolerable and significant risk is 

supported. It is considered that these levels 

are appropriate and in accordance with 

international best practice (e.g. AGS 2007). In 

particular, the distinction between existing 

development, with a higher tolerance than for 

new development, is supported. 

 

Retain the definitions of acceptable, tolerable 

and significant risk as set out in Step 4(4), 

including the distinction between new and 

existing development.    

bookmark://_bookmark32/
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Amend The requirement for a qualitative risk 

assessment should apply in two situation: 

where there is a risk to life that needs to be 

managed, and where the qualitative risk 

assessment in Step 3 indicates a level of risk 

that is tolerable or above.  

 

Risk of death by a natural hazard is a serious 

concern, and we should apply a high level of 

understanding to our management of risk to 

life. Particular hazards, such as rock fall and 

debris flows, have a higher potential to kill 

people without warning, than do hazards such 

as flooding and liquefaction. A quantitative 

assessment should be required in these 

situations, regardless of what the qualitative 

assessment suggests. 

 

Quantitative assessments are much more 

accurate than qualitative assessments, and so 

they are able to narrow the margin of error 

and provide better definition of areas where 

significant risk is a concern. With a qualitative 

assessment, it would be possible for a ‘false 

tolerable’ result to be returned, that is, a 

tolerable risk identified, that when assessed 

quantitatively, is found to be significant. With 

an objective to manage risk to tolerable levels, 

we should be sure the levels are tolerable, and 

a quantitative assessment should be required 

when the qualitative assessment identifies 

tolerable or significant risk.   

 

That Step 4 be amended to require a 

quantitative assessment where the hazard 

being considered poses a real risk to life, and 

where the qualitative assessment under Step 

3 shows a tolerable or significant risk. 

It is not clear why step (1) of Step 4 requires 

consideration of at least five hazard scenarios. 

Three is considered to be sufficient.  

 

Step (2) of Step 4 uses the term ‘zone’, which 

should be clarified in this context as it does not 

appeal to meaning planning zone, but it is not 

clear what the hazard zone is. This step also 

uses quite technical terminology, for example 

it is not clear what ‘loss exceedance 

probabilities’ are or how they help in the 

assessment. This comment applies to step (3) 

as well. A better approach would be to refer to 

a document outside the plan that sets out the 

methodology for the AIFR and APR 

assessment, and leave the technical 

terminology and instructions to that 

document. The AGS 2007 document is 

recommended. 

That (1) to (5) of Step 4 are amended as 

follows: 

- (1) is amended to require at least 3 

hazard scenarios. 

- Delete steps (2) and (3) and replace 

with a requirement to follow the 

methodology in AGS 2007 to 

calculate AFIR and APR.  

- Delete step (5) as it appears 

unnecessary when step (5) identifies 

the risk to be assigned to the area. 
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It is not clear why a ‘first past the post’ 

principle is necessary for a quantitative 

assessment. The results are what they are, and 

there is no need to restrict the management 

response so that either life or property risk 

takes precedence. This appears to be a case of 

‘over thinking’ the process.  

 

It appears to foreclose a nuisanced approach 

to the management of risk. For example, in the 

debris flow example QLDC are currently 

working through, results indicate that AIFR 

and APR range from 1x10-6 to above 1x10-3 

across the alluvial fan surfaces, and different 

management responses are being considered 

within each ‘band’ of risk level – there is no 

need to apply the ‘significant’ risk label to the 

whole area, which would result in unnecessary 

restrictions in areas of acceptable or tolerable 

risk. 

 

That step (4) of Step 4 be amended to remove 

reference to a ‘first past the post’ principle, so 

that it simply sets out what acceptable, 

tolerable and intolerable means in terms of 

AIFR and APR, and the explanatory paragraph 

following (5) that discussed the ‘first past the 

post’ principle is deleted. 

HAZ–NH–

P3 

Amend The policy approach to have three levels of 

direction, or response, to the three levels of 

risk is supported. This sets up a targeted and 

specific approach to managing levels of risk 

that will allow measures commensurate with 

the level of risk to be applied, which is a fair 

approach. 

 

Specifically: 

- the requirement to avoid significant 

risk is supported.   

- The requirement for tolerable risk to 

not become significant conflicts with 

objective HAZ–NH–O1 as it suggests 

that levels of risk for new activities 

could lie between tolerable and 

significant. It is suggested that this 

limb should ensure that new 

activities are managed so that a 

tolerable level of risk is not 

exceeded.  

- The requirement to maintain 

acceptable levels of risk is supported. 

 

That the three level policy direction in HAZ–

NH–P3 is retained, subject to the following 

amendment: 

 

(2) when the natural hazard risk is tolerable, 

manage the level of risk so that it does not 

become significant exceed tolerable, and 
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HAZ–NH–

P4 

 

Amend 

 

The policy should specify what level risk is to 

be reduced to. To be consistent with Objective 

1, the policy must set out that risk is to be 

reduced to a level that is not greater than 

tolerable. This is also necessary to achieve the 

result set out in HAZ-NH-ARE4. 

 

Limbs 1 and 2 appear to suggest that risk be 

reduced or community vulnerability be 

reduced. It is not clear why these limbs present 

an either or option when both are important 

and should be sought.  

Limb 3 should also reference property 

alongside people and communities. This 

ensures that the built environment is 

recognised in this policy and would improve 

consistency with other policies in the chapter.  

 

As drafted, only limb 3 provides the capability 

to ‘reduce’ risk. The other limbs appear to 

keep risk at their current levels and either stop 

risk getting worse, or slow the rate at which 

risk increases. It is important for this policy to 

acknowledge that risk can only be reduced 

when the existing characteristics of people, 

property and communities are changed. Risk 

cannot be reduced simply by managing the 

future characteristics of people, property and 

communities. Additional amendments should 

be considered to ensure it provides helpful 

direction as to how risk can be reduced.  

 

The policy should consider timelines for 

reducing risk and different methods for 

reduction i.e. in some instances reduction may 

be necessary now, or it may be necessary over 

a longer timeframe.  

 

The policy should provide additional context 

as to what constitutes vulnerable activities. 

This may include more traditional vulnerable 

activities (i.e. aged care facilities) as well as 

other types of activities that accommodate 

vulnerable populations such as tourists or 

transient populations.  

 
It is recommended that the policy outline 

when existing risk needs to be reduced i.e. 

when risk exceeds tolerable/is significant. This 

would be more directive and consistent with 

the policy directions set out in other parts of 

his chapter.  

That HAZ–NH–P4 be amended to clarify it and 

make it more directive and specific to address 

the concerns raised, including the following 

specific change: 

 

Reduce existing natural hazard risk to a 

tolerable or lower level by… 
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The policy could consider non-RMA methods 

to reduce risk as there are other effective 

methods to assist in reducing risk. 

 

It is recommended that limbs 5 and 6 are 

moved to HAZ-NH-P8.  
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HAZ–NH–

P4(4)(a) 

Amend Limb 4(a) does not support the policy’s intent 

to reduce risk. In particular, the reference to 

recovery, while an important component of 

post event response, with the use of ‘or’ 

implies that a design which provides for 

recovery alone will reduce risk. This limb 

appears to sit better with HAZ–NH–P3(3) 

relating to new activities.  

 

That HAZ–NH–P4(4)(a) be deleted and 

relocated to be associated with HAZ–NH–

P3(3). 

HAZ-NH-

P5 

Amend The application of a precautionary approach 
that seeks to avoid development in situations 
of uncertainty is supported. This is the best 
way to ensure we do not inadvertently create 
new areas of significant risk. 
 
Amendments are sought to remove possible 
confusion from the policy and improve clarity. 
   
 

That HAZ-NH-P5 be amended as follows: 

 

Where the natural hazard risk, either 

individually or cumulatively, is uncertain or 

unknown, but potentially significant or 

irreversible, apply a precautionary approach 

to identifying, assessing and managing that 

risk by adopting an avoidance or adaptive 

management response to diminish the risk and 

uncertainty  

 
 

HAZ-NH-

P6 

Support This policy is supported as it is consistent with 
achieving the objectives. 

That HAZ-NH-P6 be retained as notified.  

HAZ–NH–

P7 

Amend It is considered that limb 1 does not provide a 
sufficiently directive approach to the use of 
hard protection/engineering structures in the 
management of natural hazards. In some 
cases, it may be argued that hard 
protection/engineering structures are the 
only means by which significant or intolerable 
risk can be reduced to tolerable. This conflicts 
with the intent of the RPS to avoid such levels 
of risk, and does not convey the position that 
that engineering structures should be a last 
resort. Limb 2 more effectively conveys the 
intent of this policy, i.e. that hard 
protection/engineering structures are a last 
resort. As such, it is recommended that limb 1 
be deleted.   
 
 

That HAZ-NH-P7 be amended as follows: 

 

Prioritise risk management approaches that 

reduce the need for hard protection structures 

or similar engineering interventions, and 

provide for hard protection structures only 

when:  

 

(1) hard protection structures are essential to 

manage risk to a level the community is able to 

tolerate,  

(2) there are no reasonable alternatives that 

result in reducing the risk exposure,  

(3) hard protection structures would not result 

in an increase in risk to people, communities 

and property, including displacement of risk 

off-site,  

(4) the adverse effects of the hard protection 

structures can be adequately managed, and  

(5) the mitigation is viable in the reasonably 

foreseeable long term or provides time for 

future adaptation methods to be 

implemented, or  

(6) the hard protection structure protects a 

lifeline utility, or a facility for essential or 

emergency services. 

HAZ–NH–

P8 

Support This policy is supported as it is consistent with 
achieving the objectives. 

That HAZ-NH-P8 be retained as notified.  
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HAZ–NH–

P9 

Support This policy is supported as it is consistent with 
achieving the objectives. 

That HAZ-NH-P9 be retained as notified. 

HAZ–NH–

M1 

Amend 

 

The statement of responsibilities method is 

very important, as under the RMA both 

regional councils and territorial authorities 

have overlapping responsibilities for managing 

natural hazards. This method should go 

further than the RMA and provide specific and 

clear responsibilities between the two levels of 

local government. Where both levels retain 

overlapping responsibilities, there should be 

an additional method for resolved who does 

what, such as an agreement outside of the 

RMA relevant to a particular hazard issue.  

 

Limb (1) should be deleted, as it is repetition 

of the RMA and does not provide helpful 

direction. 

   

ORC has the power to create land use rules in 

a regional plan to manage risks from natural 

hazards. In particular, only regional land use 

rules 

(rather than district land use rules) are able to 

reduce risk to existing communities, through 

the management of existing uses. This power 

should also be included in this method.  

 

HAZ–NH–M1(3)(b) creates duel 

responsibilities with respect to mapping or 

identifying natural hazards. While it is 

anticipated that territorial authorities will 

update their hazard registers in association 

with the development of district plans and 

when new information is made available, it is 

considered that the regional council is best 

placed to undertake the mapping and 

identification of hazards within the region as 

per the responsibility outlined in  HAZ–NH–

M1(2). The regional council has the specific 

range of professional staff needed to 

undertake this activity. In addition, territorial 

authorities to not have the responsibility of 

managing land use within the areas identified 

in (2)(a). It appears that HAZ–NH–M1(3) 

references back to (2)(b) and (2)(c) in error 

rather than 2(a)(i) – (iii).  

 

That HAZ-NH-M1 be amended as follows: 

 

In accordance with section 62(1)(i)(i) of the 

RMA 1991, the responsibilities for the control 

of land use to avoid or mitigate natural 

hazards or any group of hazards are as follows: 

(1) the Regional Council and territorial 

authorities are both responsible for 

specifying objectives, policies and 

methods in regional and district 

plans for managing land subject to 

natural hazard risk,  

 

(2) the Regional Council is responsible 

for: 

(a) specifying objectives, policies and 

methods in regional plans: 

(i) in the coastal marine area, 

(ii) in wetlands, lakes and 

rivers, and 

(iii) in, on or under the beds of 

rivers and lakes, 

(iv) on land in relation to risk reduction, 

(b) identifying areas in the region 

subject to natural hazards and 

describing their characteristics as 

required by Policy HAZ–NH–P1, 

mapping the extent of those areas in 

the relevant regional plan(s) and 

including those maps on a natural 

hazard register or database, 

(c) in the coastal environment, 

identifying the coastal hazards as 

required by CE–P2(3) in accordance 

with Policy 24 of the NZCPS, mapping 

the extent of those areas in the 

relevant regional plan(s) and 

including those maps on a natural 

hazard register or database, and 

 

(3) territorial authorities are responsible 

for 

(a) specifying objectives, policies and 

methods in district plans for land 

outside of the areas listed in (2)(a) 

for purposes other than risk 

reduction, and  
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(b) mapping or identifying via the 

natural hazard register or database, 

areas identified in 2(a), (b) and (c) 

above subject to natural hazards and 

describing the characteristics and the 

extent of those areas in the relevant 

district plan(s).  

HAZ–NH–

M2 

Amend It is considered that this method doesn’t 
assist in assigning roles and responsibilities 
i.e. either ORC or TAs should be assigned the 
responsibility for assessing natural hazard 
risk. It would be preferable for the method to 
outline a requirement for ORC and TAs to 
develop collaboration agreements on how to 
assess risk in accordance with the 
requirements which follow.  
 
Greater specificity should be outlined in this 
policy about what ORC will do and what TAs 
will do in defining risk and undertaking 
consultation. As drafted, the method has the 
potential for overlapping tasks and associated 
inefficiencies.  
 

That HAZ–NH–M2 state that ORC ‘and’ TAs 
should do this task in a collaborative manner 
and set out how this collaboration is to be 
achieved and over what timeframe.  
 

HAZ-NH-

M3 

Amend This method is generally supported, as it 
provides appropriate direction to regional 
plans. It is suggested that the term ‘risk’ is 
inserted into limb (2). 

That HAZ-NH-M3 be retained as notified, with 
the exception of the addition of the term 
‘risk’ as follows: 
 

(2)  include natural hazard risk reduction 
measures, such as removing or restricting 
existing land uses, where there is 
significant risk to people or property 
 

HAZ–

NH–M4 
 

Amend 

 

HAZ–NH–M4(1) sets out that territorial 
authorities must amend their district plans to 
achieve policy HAZ–NH–P2 – Risk 
assessments. This direction appears to place 
the onus of undertaking risk assessments on  

That Method 4 is amended to: 
 
Provide greater clarity  in regard to which 
authority is responsible for undertaking risk 
assessments and how local authorities will 
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territorial authorities. This contrasts with 
HAZ–NH–M2(1) which states that ‘local 
authorities’ must assess natural hazard risk in 
accordance with  HAZ–NH–P2. Greater clarity 
is sought on which authority will be 
responsible for undertaking risk assessments. 
As outlined elsewhere in this submission. It is 
more appropriate for the regional council and 
territorial authorities to undertake risk 
assessments in a collaborative manner.  
 
Limb (2) requires district plans to implement 
risk reduction measures. This is not legally 
possible, as district rules are forward looking 
and cannot apply to existing activities (see 
s10 RMA). The best a district plan can do is 
provide a pathway for changes in use to less 
vulnerable uses, but this cannot be ‘forced’ or 
achieved proactively.  
 
Limb (7) states that territorial authorities 
must amended their district plans to require a 
risk assessment when an activity will increase 
the risk from natural hazards. If a risk 
assessment is required to then it cannot be 
clear at the outset if risk will increase as a 
result of the plan change or resource consent. 
The method should more appropriately set 
out that a risk assessment is required to be 
undertaken when a plan change or resource 
consent is within an area that is known to be 
subject to a natural hazard.  
 

work together to undertake this risk 
assessment.  
Delete the requirement for district plans to 
implement risk reduction measures. 
Change limb (7) as follows: require a natural 
hazard risk assessment be undertaken where 
an activity requires a plan change or resource 
consent to change the use of land which will 
increase the risk from natural hazards be 
located within areas subject to natural 
hazards, and where the application is lodged 
prior to the natural hazard risk assessment 
required by HAZ–NH–M2(1) being completed, 
the natural hazard risk assessment must 
include… 

 

 

HAZ–

NH–M5 

 

Amend 

 

 

The provision of a method to support the 
application of ‘other incentives and 
mechanisms’ is supported, subject to the 
specific modifications requested below.  

 

That the intent of this method be retained.  

Limb (4) should provide clarification as to who 
information and guidance is to be provided 
to, in what form and by who. 
 
 

That greater clarity be provided within the 
method in regard to what information and 
guidance could be provided and to who.  

It would be helpful to reference mechanisms 
outside of the RMA that could be employed 
to reduce risk i.e. creating reserves, property 
purchase, Public Works Act etc.  
 

That the method reference the full range of 
mechanisms outside of the RMA that could be 
employed to reduce risk including the 
creation of reserves, property purchase, and 
the Public Works Act.  

New 

method 

 The approach to risk management in this 

chapter of the RPS requires some degree of 

monitoring risk to understand how levels of 

risk change overtime. It is not clear within the 

methods how this risk monitoring is intended 

to take place nor whose responsibility this 

monitoring will be.  

That a new method is included to set out 
expectations with regard to monitoring of risk 
levels, in order to understand if the objectives 
are being achieved or not.  
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HAZ-NH-

AER2 

Amend As well as individual developments being 
subject to significant risk, specific areas might 
be identified as having significant risk. Both 
situations should be avoided, rather than just 
the ‘development’ situation.  

That HAZ-NH-AER2 is amended as follows: 
 
No developments result in proceed that have 
a significant level of risk. 
 

HAZ–

NH–

AER4 

Support The result set out in this provision is 
supported. But note earlier submission that 
Policy HAZ–NH–P4 does not specifically set 
out what the risk level must be reduced to for 
existing developments.  
 

That HAZ–NH–AER4 be retained as notified.  

HAZ–

NH–

AER5 

Amend The result should also reference ‘community’ 
alongside life and property to be consistent 
with other provisions within the chapter and 
to acknowledge the wider range of 
community characteristics and values that 
necessitate the management of natural 
hazards.  
 
In addition, it is considered that the reference 
to natural hazards and climate change being 
‘managed’ fails to provide a measurable 
outcome for the provisions within this 
chapter. The result should specify to what 
level risk is to be managed or for what overall 
purpose.  
 

That HAZ–NH–AER5 be incorporated within 
HAZ–NH–AER4 or amended to provide a more 
specific and measurable result that the 
provisions of the chapter are to achieve.   

 

HCV – Historical and Cultural Values 

HCV-

WT-01 

HCV-

WT-02 

 

Support These objectives are supported and align with 

the approach taken in the QLDC Proposed 

District Plan.   

That HCV-WT-01 – 02 be retained as notified.  

HCV-

WT-P1 

to HCV-

WT-P2 

Support QLDC have recently included a schedule of 

wāhi tūpuna into the QLDC Proposed District 

Plan. 

 

That HCV-WT-P1 – P2 be retained as notified. 

HCV-

WT-M1 

to HCV-

WT-M3 

 

Support These three methods are appropriate ways to 

achieve the objective and policy framework 

and are supported. 

 

QLDC have recently included a schedule of 

wāhi tūpuna into the PDP. 

 

That HCV-WT-M1 – M3 be retained as notified.  

APP7 Support The guidance set out in APP7 is generally 

supported 

That APP7 be retained as notified.  
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HCV-

WT-PR1 

 

Support The provision is generally supported. That HCV-WT-PR1 be retained as retain as 

notified. 

HCV-

WT-

AER1 to 

AER2 

 

Support The provisions are generally supported. That HCV-WT-AER1 to AER2 be retained as 

retain as notified. 

HCV-HH-

03 

 

Support The objective is generally supported. That HCV-HH-03 be retained as notified. 

HCV-HH-

P3 to 

HCV-HH-

P7 

 

Support The provisions are generally supported. That HCV-HH-P3 to HCV-HH-P7 be retained as 

notified. 

APP8 Support The identification criteria for places and areas 

of historic heritage are generally supported.  

That APP8 be retained as notified. 

HCV-HH-

M5 to 

M6 

Support The provisions are generally supported. That HCV-HH-M5 to M6 be retained as 

notified.  

HCV-HH-

E2 

Support The explanation is generally supported. That HCV-HH-E2 be retained as notified.  

HCV-HH-

PR2 

Support The principal reasons are generally supported. That HCV-HH-PR2 be retain as notified.  

HCV-HH-

AER3 to 

HCV-HH-

AER5 

 

Support The provisions are generally supported. That HCV-HH-AER3 – AER5 be retain as 

notified.  

NFL – Natural Features and Landscapes 

NFL-O1 

NFL-P1 

to NFL-

P5 

Support The objective and policy framework for 

managing natural landscapes and features is 

supported as it aligns well with the approach 

taken in the QLDC PDP. In particular, the use of 

‘capacity’ as a key aspect of the policy 

approach is supported, as this provides a 

clearer and more certain management 

framework.  

 

Significant time and resources have been put 

into the Environment Court process that has 

resulted in the QLDC PDP approach to 

landscape management, with significantly 

more resource required to implement the 

approach, particularly the values identification 

framework. The fact that this investment will 

not be wasted is supported. 

 

That NFL-O1 and NFL-P1 to NFL-P5 be retained 

as notified. 
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NFL-M1 

to MFL-

M3 

Support These three methods are appropriate ways to 

achieve the objective and policy framework 

and are supported.  

That NFL-M1 to MFL-M3 be retained as 

notified.  

NFL-M4 Amend Three of the ‘other incentives and 

mechanisms’ listed in method 4 are opposed 

because of the disproportional cost they 

would have for QLDC. The three methods 

opposed are: 

(2) purchase of land that forms part of a 

natural feature or landscape  

(4) rates relief for land that is protected due to 

its status as an outstanding natural feature or 

landscape,  

(6) waiver or reduction of processing fees for 

activities where the primary purpose is to 

enhance the values of highly valued natural 

features or landscapes   

 

Approximately 95% of the Queenstown Lakes 

District is classified as a natural feature or 

landscape. It is unfeasible to suggest that QLDC 

(or ORC) could consider purchasing even a 

small proportion of this land. Similarly, rates 

relief for this land is also not feasible. These 

two methods ((2) and (4)) should be deleted, 

as they set an unreasonable expectation that 

could never be fulfilled. 

 

Method 6 is considered to be too uncertain for 

inclusion in the RPS. Whether the ‘primary 

purpose’ of a resource consent application is 

for enhancement would be a matter of some 

debate, particularly for applications covering 

multiple activities. This becomes a significant 

issue given the scale of land in the 

Queenstown Lakes District to which this could 

apply. A better alternative is to provide a more 

permissive activity status for these activities, 

which would result in lower transaction costs 

and therefore provide an incentive. No 

amendments are needed to the RPS to provide 

for this to happen, because it is provided for by 

NFL-P4.     

 

The other methods in NFL-M4 are supported. 

 

That limbs (2), (4) and (6) be deleted from NFL-

M4, and  the other limbs of the method be 

retained. 

NFL-E1, 

NFL-PR1, 

NFL-

AER1 to 

NFL-

AER3 

Support The explanation, reasons and anticipated 

environmental results are supported as they 

provide helpful support to the objective and 

policy framework.  

That NFL-E1, NFL-PR1, NFL-AER1 to NFL-AER3 

be retained as notified. 
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APP9 Support The identification criteria are supported as 

they accord with good practice and are 

consistent with the approach taken in the 

QLDC PDP.  

That APP9 be retained as notified. 

UFD - Urban Form and Development 

Definitio

ns 

Amend The notified RPS refers to housing affordability 

but does not contain a definition of affordable 

housing. 

That a definition of affordability is added to the 

Interpretation section.  

 

The following definition is suggested: 

 

Affordability: where a low- or moderate-

income household spends no more than 35% 

of their gross annual income on rent or 

mortgage (principal and interest) repayments. 

 

 

UFD–O1  Support The policy gives effect to Part 2 of the RMA and 

is generally supported. 

That UFD–O1 be retained as notified. 

 

UFD–O2  Amend (8) – remove sustainable and replace with use 

within environmental limits 

 

 

That UFD-02(8) be amended so it results in 

sustainable and efficient use of water, energy, 

land, and infrastructure that does not exceed 

environmental limits. 

UFD–O2  Amend (1) What is the definition of affordability?  That the word ‘affordability’ be defined in the 

interpretation section. 

UFD–O3  Support The provision is generally supported. 

 

That UFD–O3 is retained as notified. 

 

UFD–O4  Conditional 

support 

The provision is generally supported. 

 

That UFD–O4 is retained as notified, subject to 

relief on LF-LS-P19 

 

UFD–O5  Support The provision is generally supported. 

 

That UFD–O5 be retained as notified. 

 

UFD–P1  Amend Add: integration of land use and 

transportation planning  

That UFD-P1(9) is amended in the following 

manner: integrate land use and public 

transport planning  

 

(EIT–TRAN–O8, EIT–TRAN–P18) 

UFD–P2  Support The provision is generally supported. 

 

 

That UFD–P2 is retained as notified. 

UFD–P3  Amend Protection sometimes means avoiding adverse 

effects not just managing it. Especially for 

environmental bottom lines. Example – avoid 

adverse effects on the ONL values. 

That UFD-P3(6) is amended so that it manages 

or avoids adverse effects on values or 

resources identified by this RPS that require 

specific management or protection. 

UFD–P4  Conditional 

Support 

Subject to relief on LF-LS-P19 

 

That UFD-P4(5) be amended to manage or 

avoid adverse effects on other values or 
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resources identified by this RPS that require 

specific management or protection. 

 

That UFD-P4(6) be retained as notified, subject 

to acceptance of the relief sought on LF-LS-P19 

 

That the balance of UFD-P4 be retained as 

notified. 

 

UFD–P5  Support The provision is generally supported. 

 

That UFD–P5 be retained as notified. 

UFD–P6  Support The provision is generally supported. 

 

That UFD–P6 be retained as notified. 

UFD–P7  Conditional 

support 

In some cases, the important features and 

values identified in the RPS would need 

protection and the word “maintenance” is not 

directive enough. 

That UFD-P7(1) be amended to provide for the 

maintenance, protection and wherever 

possible, enhancement, of important features 

and values identified by this RPS. 

 

That UFD-P7(3) be retained, subject to 

acceptance of the relief sought on LF-LS-P19. 

 

 

That the balance of UFD-P7 be retained as 

notified. 

 

UFD–P8  Conditional 

support 

In some cases, the important features and 

values identified in the RPS would need 

protection and the word “maintenance” is not 

directive enough.  

 

 

That UFD-P8 be amended as set out below: 

 

(6) Provides for the maintenance, protection 

and wherever possible, enhancement, of 

important features and values identified by 

this RPS. 

 

(4) avoids, as the first priority, highly 

productive land identified in accordance with 

LF–LS–P169, 

 

Retain (4) as amended above – subject to the 

relief on LF-LS-P19 

 

That the balance of UFD-P8 be retained as 

notified. 

 

 

UFD–P9  Support The provision is generally supported. 

 

That UFD–P9 be retained as notified. 

UFD–

P10  

Amend Should also still maintain and protect the 
important features and values identified in 
the RPS  
 

That UFD-P10 be amended to include: 

 

(6) Provides for the maintenance, protection 

and wherever possible, enhancement, of 



 

 
02/07/21 42  QLDC Submission to ORC RPS 

 
 

Add requirement to provide affordable 

housing. 

important features and values identified by 

this RPS. 

 

(7) The proposal adds to the affordable 

housing stock in the district. 

 

UFD–M1  Support The provision is generally supported. 

 

That UFD–M1 be retained as notified. 

UFD–M2 Amend Error in reference numbers Amend to correct the error in reference 

numbers from UFD- P3- onwards. 

UFD–M3 Support The provision is generally supported. 

 

That UFD–M3 be retained as notified. 

UFD–E1 Support The provision is generally supported. 

 

That UFD–E1 be retained as notified. 

UFD–

PR1 

Support The provision is generally supported. 

 

That UFD–PR1 be retained as notified. 

UFD–

AER1 – 

8, 10 and 

11 

Support The provision is generally supported. 

 

That UFD–AER 1-8, 10 and 11 be retained as 

notified. 

UFD–

AER9 

Amend Affordable housing has not been defined. It 

would be helpful for this to be defined to avoid 

ambiguity. 

That the interpretation section be amended to 

include a definition of ‘affordability’ or 

‘affordable housing’. 

 

4.0 Summary 

4.2 In summary, QLDC supports the development of a Regional Policy Statement but with advice relevant 

to this disctirct: 

 

• QLDC seeks amendments to the Significant Resource Management Issues 

• QLDC generally supports the policy statement with a few amendments sought for Air 

• The section on Ecosystems and Indigenous Biodiversity has some amendments sought 

• Land and Freshwater is for the most part supported by QLDC with a few amendments 

• In Energy and Infrastructure, there are sections supported and opposed by QLDC and some 

amendments sought 

• QLDC seeks amendments are made to the Transport Provisions 

• Hazards and Risks provisions have several amendments sought 

• QLDC supports all provisions on Historical and Cultural Values 

• Natural Feature and Landscapes section is predominantly supported by QLDC and, 

• Urban Form and Development section has conditional support 

 

 



 

 

Proposed Otago Regional Policy Statement 2021 
 

Information for Submitters 
 
Submissions must be in the prescribed form (Form 5) specified by the Resource Management Act and must be received by Otago Regional Council 
by 3 pm Friday 3 September 2021 
 
Privacy: Be aware that all submissions are considered public, including your name and address which will be uploaded to ORC website as part of this process.  The Council 
and further submitters will use your name and contact details for correspondence in relation to the making of the Regional Policy Statement. 
 
LODGE A SUBMISSION MANUALLY (USING FORM BELOW) 
 
A template complying with the requirements of Form 5 is provided below. Once completed, please forward to ORC by one of the following: 
 

Email: rps@orc.govt.nz  Submissions in MS Word or other editable format are preferred, if possible 
Post: Otago Regional Council, Private Bag 1954, Dunedin 9054. Att: ORC Policy Team 
Hand Delivery at  

Dunedin: Otago Regional Council Office, 70 Stafford St, Dunedin, Att: ORC Policy Team 
Queenstown: Terrace Junction, 1092 Frankton Road, Queenstown, Att: ORC Policy Team 
Alexandra: William Fraser Building, Dunorling Street, Alexandra. Att: ORC Policy Team 
 

INQUIRIES 

Email: rps@orc.govt.nz 
Phone: ORC Call Centre: 0800 474 082, Monday - Friday, 8am-5pm 

  

mailto:rps@orc.govt.nz
mailto:rps@orc.govt.nz


 

 

NOTES TO PERSON MAKING A SUBMISSION 

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make a submission may be limited 
by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991.  
 
Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is satisfied that at least 1 of the following applies to the 
submission (or part of the submission): 
• it is frivolous or vexatious: 
• it discloses no reasonable or relevant case: 
• it would be an abuse of the hearing process to allow the submission (or the part) to be taken further: 
• it contains offensive language: 
• it is supported only by material that purports to be independent expert evidence but has been prepared by a person who is not independent or who does 

not have sufficient specialised knowledge or skill to give expert advice on the matter. 
 
Go to Written Submission Form on next page 

https://www.legislation.govt.nz/regulation/public/2003/0153/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM241221#DLM241221


 

 

Written Submission on Proposed Otago Regional Policy Statement 2021 
(Submissions must be received by Otago Regional Council by 3 pm Friday 3 September 2021 

To:  Otago Regional Council 

1. Name of submitter (full name of person/persons or organisation making the submission. Note: The submissions will be referred to by the name of the submitter)  

Erin Auchterlonie 

2. This is a submission on the Proposed Otago Regional Policy Statement 2021. 

3. I could/could not (Select one) gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission. (See notes to person making submission)  

4. I am/am not (Select one) directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that  

a. adversely affects the environment; and 

b. does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition (See notes to person making submission) 

5. I wish/do not wish (Select one) to be heard in support of my submission  

6. If others make a similar submission, I will/will not (Select one) consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing 

7. Submitter Details  

a. Signature of submitter (or person authorised to sign on behalf of submitter)  

Erin Auchterlonie 

b. Signatory name, position, and organisation (if signatory is acting on behalf of a submitter organisation or group referred to at Point 1 above) 

Name Erin Auchterlonie 

Position Policy and Performance Advisor 

Organisation Queenstown-Lakes District Council 

c. Date 

3 September 2021 



 

 

 

Address for service of submitter (This is where all correspondence will be directed) 

d. Contact person (name and designation, if applicable)  

Erin Auchterlonie 

e. Email: 

Erin.auchterlonie@qldc.govt.nz 

f. Telephone: 

03 441 0499 

g. Postal address (or alternative method of service under section 352 of the Act): 

10 Gorge Road, Queenstown, 9300 

8. My submission is: See Extra Document 

 

 

Column 1 Column 2 Column 3 Column 4 
The specific provisions 
of the proposal that my 
submission relates to 
are: 
 
(Please enter the relevant 
objective, policy, method, or 
‘other’ provision reference 
where possible. For example, 
‘AIR-O1’.)  

I support or 
oppose the 
specific provisions 
or wish to have 
them amended. 
(Please indicate 
“support” or 
“oppose” or 
“amend”)”  

The reasons for my views are: 
 
 
 
 
 

I seek the following decision from the 
local authority: 
 
 
 
(Please be as clear as possible – for example, 
include any alternative wording for specific 
provision amendments.) 

 

    

    

Note: Additional rows for each separate provision or submission point should be added as required. 

https://www.legislation.govt.nz/regulation/public/2003/0153/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM239099#DLM239099


Appendix B – Queenstown Lakes District Council’s further submission on the Proposed Otago 
Regional Policy Statement dated 12 November 2021 

  



From: Erin Auchterlonie
To: RPS
Cc: Michelle Morss; Alyson.Hutton
Subject: Further Submission on the ORC PRPS by QLDC
Date: Friday, 12 November 2021 4:45:40 p.m.
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png
ORC PRPS21 FS points by QLDC.docx

Hi,
 
Please see attached the Further Submission by QLDC on the ORC Proposed RPS.
 
Kind regards,
Erin
 

Erin Auchterlonie  |  Strategy and Development

Policy and Performance Advisor  |  Corporate Services
Queenstown Lakes District Council
DD: +64 3 450 1789 | P: +64 3 441 0499
E: erin.auchterlonie@qldc.govt.nz

 
 
 

mailto:Erin.Auchterlonie@qldc.govt.nz
mailto:rps@orc.govt.nz
mailto:Michelle.Morss@qldc.govt.nz
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=user2ec2f237
mailto:erin.auchterlonie@qldc.govt.nz
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Form 6

Further submission in support of, or in opposition to, submission on notified

proposed Otago Regional Policy Statement 2021

(Submissions must be received by Otago Regional Council by 5pm on Friday 12 November 2021, and by original submitters within 5 working days of service on ORC)

To:  Otago Regional Council

1. Name of person making further submission 

		Queenstown Lakes District Council





2. This is a further submission in support of (or in opposition to) a submission on the Proposed Otago Regional Policy Statement 2021.

3. I am (tick whichever applies and add grounds if required):

		

Yes

		A person representing a relevant aspect of the public interest. In this case, also specify the grounds for saying that you come within this category; or



		

		a person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general public has. In this case, also explain the grounds for saying that you come within this category; or



		Grounds:





		



		Yes

		the local authority for the relevant area.







4. I wish/do not wish (Select one) to be heard in support of my further submission. 

5. If others make a similar submission, I will/will not (Select one) consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing.



6. Further Submitter Details 

a. Signature of person making further submission 

(or person authorised to sign on behalf of submitter. A signature is NOT required if you make your submission by electronic means).

		





b. Signatory name, position, and organisation (if signatory is acting on behalf of a submitter organisation or group referred to at Point 1 above)

		Name

Position

Organisation





c. Date

		12/11/2021







Address for service of person making further submission (This is where all correspondence will be directed)

d. Contact person (name and designation, if applicable) 

		Erin Auchterlonie





e. Email: (this is our preferred means of contact)

		Erin.auchterlonie@qldc.govt.nz





f. Telephone:

		03 441 0499





g. Postal address (or alternative method of service under section 352 of the Act):

		10 Gorge Road, Queenstown 9300












[image: A lake surrounded by mountains

Description automatically generated with low confidence]Private Bag 50072, Queenstown 9348, New Zealand 

QUEENSTOWN, 10 Gorge Road, Phone +64 3 441 0499, Fax +64 3 450 2223

WANAKA, 47 Ardmore Street, Phone +64 3 443 0024, Fax +64 3 450 2223





12 November 2021

Via email: rps@orc.govt.nz 



FURTHER SUBMISSION TO THE OTAGO REGIONAL COUNCIL’S REGIONAL POLICY STATEMENT

Thank you for providing the Queenstown Lakes District Council (QLDC) with the opportunity to further submit on the abovementioned document. 

Queenstown-Lakes District Council initial submission broadly supports the intent of the ORC with regard to the development of the Regional Policy Statement (RPS). That submission outlined key details and recommendations under each section. In summary, QLDC supported some provisions of the proposed RPS, and sought amendments to other provisions in the below sections: 

· QLDC seeks amendments to the Significant Resource Management Issues 

· QLDC generally supports the policy statement with a few amendments sought for Air 

· The section on Ecosystems and Indigenous Biodiversity has some amendments sought 

· Land and Freshwater is for the most part supported by QLDC with a few amendments 

· In Energy and Infrastructure, there are sections supported and opposed by QLDC and some amendments sought 

· QLDC seeks amendments are made to the Transport Provisions 

· Hazards and Risks provisions have several amendments sought 

· QLDC supports all provisions on Historical and Cultural Values 

· Natural Feature and Landscapes section is predominantly supported by QLDC and, 

· Urban Form and Development section has conditional support 



In its further submission (attached), QLDC details our position on submissions, as it relates to the views and priorities of QLDC and the district. 

QLDC would welcome the opportunity to be heard on its submission. It should be noted that this submission represents the view of officers and has not yet been ratified by full council. Thank you again for the opportunity to comment. 



Yours sincerely, 	

[image: ][image: A pair of glasses

Description automatically generated with medium confidence]








	Jim Boult						Mike Theelen

	Mayor							Chief Executive

		Original submission point number 

		Support OR Oppose 

		The reasons for my support/opposition are:



		I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of the submission be allowed (or disallowed):

[Please state].



		AgResearch Limited

		

		

		



		00208.001

00208.004

00208.008

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Amend SRMR – I4 to include “potential primary production activities”;

Amend LF – LS – E4 to land used “predominantly” for primary production;

New rules for “substantial setbacks from residential areas for some typical rural activities”.









		[bookmark: _Hlk87343692]Original submission point number 

		Support OR Oppose 

		The reasons for my support/opposition are:



		I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of the submission be allowed (or disallowed):

[Please state].



		Aotearoa Water Action (AWA)

		

		

		



		00502.001

		Support in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be allowed:

Amend SRMR – 15 “Some of these uses largely beneficial effects on the environment and communities; in contrast, other uses of water can have unacceptable adverse effects”.







		Original submission point number 

		Support OR Oppose 

		The reasons for my support/opposition are:



		I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of the submission be allowed (or disallowed):

[Please state].



		Aurora Energy Limited

		

		

		



		00315.035

00315.036

00315.037

00315.038

00315.039

00315.040

00315.047

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Amend ECO – P3, P4, P5, P6 by adding a carve out for infrastructure. 

Amend ECO – M4, M5 to delete reference to ECO – P3.

Amend EIT – INF – P11 to delete reference to ECO – P4.



		00315.043

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

EIT – INF – O4 Delete “within environmental limits”.



		00315.045

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Amend EIT – INF – O6 to include “the national grid and distribution network”.



		00315.054

		Support in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be allowed:

Amend EIT – INF – P16 to change maintain to “provide for”.



		00315.059

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Amend EIT – INF – M6 to Local authorities must “Initiate a private plan change to remedy the significant adverse effects.”



		00315.074

00315.075

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Amend NFL – P2, P3 by adding a carve out for infrastructure.



		00315.080

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Amend UFD – P4 to add “while restricting the establishment of those activities that may result in reverse sensitivity effects”.







		Original submission point number 

		Support OR Oppose 

		The reasons for my support/opposition are:



		I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of the submission be allowed (or disallowed):

[Please state].



		Ballance Agri-Nutrients Limited

		

		

		



		00409.009

00409.013

		Support in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be allowed:

Amend LF – VM – P6, LF – FW – P7 to include “in consultation with Kāi Tahu and the community”.



		00409.014

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Amend LF – LS – P19 to delete “cohesiveness” from land used for primary production.



		00409.016

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Amend LF – LS – P21 to add “where practicable” to reducing discharges of contaminants to water.







		Original submission point number 

		Support OR Oppose 

		The reasons for my support/opposition are:



		I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of the submission be allowed (or disallowed):

[Please state].



		Beef & Lamb NZ and Deer Industry NZ

		

		

		



		00237.011



		Oppose in part 

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Amend SRMR – I5 to remove reference to goal of improving freshwater quality within 5 years.



		00237.012

		Oppose in part 

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Amend SRMR – I6 to describe and distinguish effects of urban development to the same extent as agricultural land uses.



		00237.026

		Oppose in part 

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Amend LF – VM – O2 to add “where necessary to ensure” for discharges of nutrients and other contaminants.



		00237.049

		Oppose in part 

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Delete ECO chapter and redraft when the NPS-IB has been made operative.



		00237.060

00237.061

		Oppose in part 

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Amend NFL – O1 to replace ‘protection’ with ‘sustainment’.

Amend NFL – P2 to avoiding “more than minor” adverse effects on landscape values.



		00237.063

		Oppose in part 

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Rewrite UFD Topic.







		Original submission point number 

		Support OR Oppose 

		The reasons for my support/opposition are:



		I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of the submission be allowed (or disallowed):

[Please state].



		Blackthorn Lodge Glenorchy Limited

		

		

		



		00119.009

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Amend LF – FW – O9 to add “discernible” to no reduction in ecosystem health.







		Original submission point number 

		Support OR Oppose 

		The reasons for my support/opposition are:



		I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of the submission be allowed (or disallowed):

[Please state].



		Boxer Hill Trust

		

		

		



		00025.004

00025.005

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Delete UFD – P8(1) “the land is adjacent to existing or planned urban areas and ready access to employment and services is available”.







		Original submission point number 

		Support OR Oppose 

		The reasons for my support/opposition are:



		I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of the submission be allowed (or disallowed):

[Please state].



		Cain whānau

		

		

		



		00010.004

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

MW – P4 shall be given primacy over any other provision in this RPS.







		Original submission point number 

		Support OR Oppose 

		The reasons for my support/opposition are:



		I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of the submission be allowed (or disallowed):

[Please state].



		Central Otago District Council

		

		

		



		00201.006

00201.007

		Support

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be allowed:

IM – M2 Support partnering with mana whenua, consulting with communities, and working with other key stakeholders.



		00201.011

		Support

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be allowed:

AIR – M3 Support in principle providing for walking and cycling connectivity and active transport options in the District Plan, reducing dependence on motor vehicles. Support managing spatial growth by consolidation of towns and urban development will assist by making active transport options a more attractive option.



		00201.025

		Support

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be allowed:

Amend ECO – M7 to state that the responsibility of monitoring ecosystems will sit with the Regional council.









		Original submission point number 

		Support OR Oppose 

		The reasons for my support/opposition are:



		I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of the submission be allowed (or disallowed):

[Please state].



		Central Otago Winegrowers Association

		

		

		



		00302.001

00302.002

00302.003

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

A compelling requirement for engagement with primary industry, landowners, representative associations and related parties should form part of the overriding context of the pORPS.







		Original submission point number 

		Support OR Oppose 

		The reasons for my support/opposition are:



		I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of the submission be allowed (or disallowed):

[Please state].



		Chorus, New Zealand Limited, Spark New Zealand Trading Limited and Vodafone New Zealand

		

		

		



		00310.014

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Amend NFL – P2 to exclude infrastructure from Protection of outstanding natural features and landscape.







		Original submission point number 

		Support OR Oppose 

		The reasons for my support/opposition are:



		I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of the submission be allowed (or disallowed):

[Please state].



		Christchurch International Airport Limited

		

		

		



		00307.001

		Oppose

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission, and because the amendment sought would create significant uncertainty regarding the meaning and application of the definition of RSI, including uncertainty regarding the status of airports that aren’t specifically listed in the notified version of the definition, which is intentionally precise.

		I seek that the submission point seeking amendments to the definition of regionally significant infrastructure be disallowed.



		00307.014

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Amend ECO – P6 to delete “if the residual adverse effects cannot be compensated for in accordance with APP4, the activity is avoided.”



		

		

		

		







		Original submission point number 

		Support OR Oppose 

		The reasons for my support/opposition are:



		I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of the submission be allowed (or disallowed):

[Please state].



		Contact Energy Limited

		

		

		



		00318.011

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

“In the Clutha Mata – au FMU: ….. (5) “effective migration of” indigenous species along and within the river system is “maintained or where practicable improved”.



		00318.015

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Amend LF – FW – P13 to delete “(i) for effects on indigenous biodiversity, either ECO – P3 or ECO – P6 (whichever is applicable)…”.



		00318.034

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Amend NFL – P2 to Protect outstanding natural features and landscapes “from inappropriate subdivision, use and development” by: (1) avoiding “significant” adverse effects.



		00318.035

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Amend NFL – P3 to delete “(1) Avoiding significant adverse effects on the values of the natural feature or landscape”







		Original submission point number 

		Support OR Oppose 

		The reasons for my support/opposition are:



		I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of the submission be allowed (or disallowed):

[Please state].



		Director-General of Conservation

		

		

		



		00137.081

00137.078	

00137.077

00137.079

00137.080

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Insert a new method LF – LS and LF – FW as follows or words to like effect: “x. Local authorities must: 1. establish a long term monitoring programme that incorporates cultural health monitoring; 2. record information (including monitoring data) about the state of land and soils and the challenges to their health and well-being; and regularly prepare reports in the matters in (1) and (2) and publish those reports.”



		00137.149

		Support in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be allowed:

Amend NFL – P5 to provide buffer distances from wilding conifers to ONFs and ONLs







		Original submission point number 

		Support OR Oppose 

		The reasons for my support/opposition are:



		I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of the submission be allowed (or disallowed):

[Please state].



		Federated Farmers of New Zealand

		

		

		



		00239.192

		Support in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be allowed:

Adopt a comprehensive glossary of all te reo terms utilised in the RPS.



		00239.164

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Delete NFL – P2 and replace with an approach consistent with Policy 3.2.4 of the partially operative RPS.







		Original submission point number 

		Support OR Oppose 

		The reasons for my support/opposition are:



		I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of the submission be allowed (or disallowed):

[Please state].



		Fire and Emergency New Zealand - Te Kei Region Otago Southland

		

		

		



		00219.006

		Support in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be allowed:

Enable the sharing of registers and mapping layers of significant places/sites/areas to enable joint planning activities and foster shared situational awareness.



		00219.016

		Support in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be allowed:

Amend LF – FW – M7 (3) so that “water sensitive urban design techniques” to consider firefighting water supplies when managing subdivision, use or development of land.



		00219.017

		Support in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be allowed:

Amend UFD – O4 so that FENZ have input into what is deemed to be "suitable" for expansion/development in terms of ability to service the community and mitigate fire risk in rural areas.







		Original submission point number 

		Support OR Oppose 

		The reasons for my support/opposition are:



		I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of the submission be allowed (or disallowed):

[Please state].



		Fulton Hogan Limited

		

		

		



		00322.004

		Support in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be allowed:

Include a new statement in Part 2 of the RPS as follows. “Aggregates are a vital component of everyday life including as a key construction material for regionally and nationally significant infrastructure…”.



		00322.027

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Delete ECO – P2 (identify the areas and values of significant natural areas).







		Original submission point number 

		Support OR Oppose 

		The reasons for my support/opposition are:



		I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of the submission be allowed (or disallowed):

[Please state].



		Glenpanel Limited Partnership

		

		

		



		00405.015

00405.016

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Amend NFL – O1 to insert “inappropriate subdivision, use and development” into protection of outstanding natural features and landscapes. Define “inappropriate development”, rather than just seeking that ONLs/ ONFs be “protected”.



		00405.017

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Amend NFL – P2 to insert “inappropriate subdivision, use and development”.



		00405.003

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Amend UFD – O3 to allow strategic planning by the proponent of a private plan change.



		00405.014

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Amend UFD – P10 clause (5) to also enable smaller contributions to housing.







		Original submission point number 

		Support OR Oppose 

		The reasons for my support/opposition are:



		I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of the submission be allowed (or disallowed):

[Please state].



		Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga

		

		

		



		00123.009

		Support in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be allowed:

Insert a new appendix: for Archaeological Requirements.







		Original submission point number 

		Support OR Oppose 

		The reasons for my support/opposition are:



		I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of the submission be allowed (or disallowed):

[Please state].



		Horticulture New Zealand

		

		

		



		00236.111

		Support in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be allowed:

Include a glossary of all te reo terms and phrases.



		00236.051

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Amend AIR – E1 to add “Territorial authorities will include provisions in district plans for spatial distribution and separation in district plan provisions for urban development.”



		00236.052

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

“Otago has an urban form that takes into account the effects of activities, including potential reverse sensitivity effects in the spatial distribution and separation of sensitive activities from activities that discharge to air.”







		Original submission point number 

		Support OR Oppose 

		The reasons for my support/opposition are:



		I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of the submission be allowed (or disallowed):

[Please state].



		Infinity Investment Group Holdings Limited

		

		

		



		00414.002 

00414.003

00414.004

00414.006

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Amend LF – LS – P19 to change “prioritising” the use of highly productive land for primary production to “supporting” and delete “ahead of other land uses”

Amend UFD – O4, UFD – P4, and UFD – P8 to delete “avoids as the first priority, land and soils”.



		00414.005

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Amend UFD – P7 to delete “7. otherwise limits the establishment of residential activities, sensitive activities, and non-rural businesses to those that can demonstrate an operational need to be located in rural areas.”







		Original submission point number 

		Support OR Oppose 

		The reasons for my support/opposition are:



		I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of the submission be allowed (or disallowed):

[Please state].



		Lane Hocking

		

		

		



		00210.037

00210.039

00210.043

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Amend objective NFL – O1 to not provide for unqualified protection, but to reflect a more nuanced approach from the policy level.

Remove recognition of highly valued section 7 landscape matters.

Recognise a differential level of character and values for landscapes that are open, modified, or otherwise degraded, as opposed to truly 'natural' and unmodified landscapes (both at a policy and objective level, as well as at a schedule level when identifying landscapes).



		00210.045

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Amend or delete all urban growth provisions



		00210.049

00210.050

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

UFD – remove all protections of development on rural land generally. Remove all references to amenity values, rural character and reverse sensitivity.







		Original submission point number 

		Support OR Oppose 

		The reasons for my support/opposition are:



		I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of the submission be allowed (or disallowed):

[Please state].



		LAC Properties Trustees Limited

		

		

		



		00211.039

00211.043

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Remove recognition of highly valued section 7 landscape matters.

Recognise a differential level of character and values for landscapes that are open, modified, or otherwise degraded, as opposed to truly 'natural' and unmodified landscapes (both at a policy and objective level, as well as at a schedule level when identifying landscapes).



		00211.045

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Amend or delete all urban growth provisions



		00211.049

00211.050

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

UFD – remove all protections of development on rural land generally. Remove all references to amenity values, rural character and reverse sensitivity.







		Original submission point number 

		Support OR Oppose 

		The reasons for my support/opposition are:



		I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of the submission be allowed (or disallowed):

[Please state].



		Meridian Energy Limited

		

		

		



		00306.033

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Amend LF – FW – O8 to delete “(2) water flow is continuous throughout the whole system”.



		00306.073

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

For NFL – M, NF - E, NFL – PR and NFL – AER, delete all references to highly valued natural features and landscapes in the NFL methods, explanations, principal reasons and anticipated environmental results.



		00306.070

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Delete NFL – P3 







		Original submission point number 

		Support OR Oppose 

		The reasons for my support/opposition are:



		I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of the submission be allowed (or disallowed):

[Please state].



		Minister for the Environment

		

		

		



		00136.003

		Support in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be allowed:

Amend LF –WAI–P1 – Prioritisation to “in all decision – making affecting freshwater”.



		00136.011

		Support in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be allowed:

Amend or clarify UFD – P4 – Urban expansion to ensure it clearly does not limit territorial authorities’ ability to give effect to NPS – UD Subpart 2 requirements.







		Original submission point number 

		Support OR Oppose 

		The reasons for my support/opposition are:



		I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of the submission be allowed (or disallowed):

[Please state].



		Maryhill Limited

		

		

		



		00118.064

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Amend MFL – O1 to not provide for unqualified protection, but to reflect a more nuanced approach from the policy level.



		00118.066

		

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Amend or delete all urban growth provisions







		Original submission point number 

		Support OR Oppose 

		The reasons for my support/opposition are:



		I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of the submission be allowed (or disallowed):

[Please state].



		Mt Cardrona Station

		

		

		



		00014.064

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Amend MFL – O1 to not provide for unqualified protection, but to reflect a more nuanced approach from the policy level.



		00014.066

		

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Amend or delete all urban growth provisions.







		Original submission point number 

		Support OR Oppose 

		The reasons for my support/opposition are:



		I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of the submission be allowed (or disallowed):

[Please state].



		New Zealand Infrastructure Commission, Te Waihanga

		

		

		



		00321.022

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Provide for a broad carve out for infrastructure is needed to access the effects management hierarchy (ECO – P4).







		Original submission point number 

		Support OR Oppose 

		The reasons for my support/opposition are:



		I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of the submission be allowed (or disallowed):

[Please state].



		Oceana Gold (New Zealand) Ltd

		

		

		



		00115.030

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Delete NFL – P3, or amend so as to achieve the following: ensuring development within such areas achieves appropriate integration with that landscape.







		Original submission point number 

		Support OR Oppose 

		The reasons for my support/opposition are:



		I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of the submission be allowed (or disallowed):

[Please state].



		Off Road Adventures Limited

		

		

		



		00205.003

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Review the extent of Outstanding Natural Landscapes in the Queenstown Lakes District; with affected landowners to be involved in that review process.









		Original submission point number 

		Support OR Oppose 

		The reasons for my support/opposition are:



		I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of the submission be allowed (or disallowed):

[Please state].



		Otago Water Resource Users Group

		

		

		



		00235.020

		Support in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be allowed:

Include te reo terms in the interpretation section.



		00235.141

00235.142

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Amend Policy NFL – P2 as follows: (3) recognising that for infrastructure, EIT – INF – P13 applies instead of NFL – P2.

Amend NFL – P3 as follows: (2) recognising that for infrastructure, EIT – INF – P13 applies instead of NFL – P3.







		Original submission point number 

		Support OR Oppose 

		The reasons for my support/opposition are:



		I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of the submission be allowed (or disallowed):

[Please state].



		PowerNet Limited

		

		

		



		00511.028

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Delete NFL – P3, or amend to “Avoiding, remedying or mitigating adverse effects on the values of the natural feature or landscape.”







		Original submission point number 

		Support OR Oppose 

		The reasons for my support/opposition are:



		I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of the submission be allowed (or disallowed):

[Please state].



		Queenstown Airport Corporation Limited

		

		

		



		00313.018

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Amend EIT – INF – P11 to delete ““Except as provided for by ECO – P4”.



		00313.029

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Amend NFL – P2 to add “(3) recognising that for infrastructure, EIT – INF – P13 applies instead of NFL – P2(1) and (2).”







		Original submission point number 

		Support OR Oppose 

		The reasons for my support/opposition are:



		I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of the submission be allowed (or disallowed):

[Please state].



		Royal Forest and Bird Protection Society NZ (Forest and Bird)

		

		

		



		00230.009

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Add a method for district councils to provide for and protect key civic public spaces.



		00230.014

		Support in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be allowed:

Amend definition of Rural Area – If rural production is the focus of rural areas then national parks and land held for other purposes should not be considered “rural area”. Include a definition which sets out the meaning for “rural area” where that term is used in the RPS, rather than a default.



		00230.108

		Support in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be allowed:

Amend ECO – P9 to include (2) avoiding afforestation and replanting of plantation forests with wilding conifer species listed in APP5 within: (a) areas identified in a district plan as being of high amenity values; (b) outstanding natural features and landscapes.







		Original submission point number 

		Support OR Oppose 

		The reasons for my support/opposition are:



		I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of the submission be allowed (or disallowed):

[Please state].



		Shaping our Future

		

		

		



		00013.001

		Support in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be allowed:

The ORC to establish funding and a group of Kai Tahu, key experts, local, regional and central government, key stakeholders, and community members to follow through the recommendations contained in the Shaping our Future Wakatipu Water report and prepare a plan of direct community and stakeholder actions.







		Original submission point number 

		Support OR Oppose 

		The reasons for my support/opposition are:



		I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of the submission be allowed (or disallowed):

[Please state].



		Te Rūnanga o Moeraki, Kāti Huirapa Rūnaka ki Puketeraki, Te Rūnanga o Ōtākou, Hokonui Rūnanga (Kāi Tahu ki Otago / Aukaha)

		

		

		



		00226.279

		Support in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be allowed:

Amend HCV – WT – M1 to enable Kāi Tahu to identify wāhi tūpuna sites, areas and values, “where appropriate, using the guide set out in APP7”.



		00226.284

		Support in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be allowed:

Amend HCV – WT – AER1 to “Wāhi tūpuna areas and places” are identified in the relevant regional and district plans



		00226.290

		Support in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be allowed:

Amend HCV – HH – P6 to “Enhance places and areas of historic heritage through: a. the implementation of plan provisions, b. decisions on applications for resource consent and notices of requirement, c. the integration of historic heritage values into new activities, d. enabling adaptive reuse or upgrade of historic heritage places and areas, and e. non – regulatory methods”.



		00226.293

		Support in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be allowed:

Amend HCV – HH – M5 Territorial authorities must prepare or amend and maintain their district plans to “(2) enable Kāi Tahu to identify places and areas with historic heritage values for mana whenua in accordance with HCV – HH – P4 that are located outside the beds of lakes and rivers, wetlands and the coastal marine area”





		00226.294

		Support in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be allowed:

Amend HCV – HH – M6 Local authorities are encouraged to use other mechanisms or incentives to assist in achieving Policies HCV – HH – P3 to HCV – HH – P7, including: … “(2) enabling Kāi Tahu to interpret places and areas with historic heritage values for mana whenua”.







		Original submission point number 

		Support OR Oppose 

		The reasons for my support/opposition are:



		I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of the submission be allowed (or disallowed):

[Please state].



		Toitū Te Whenua, Land Information New Zealand

		

		

		



		00101.060

		Support in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be allowed:

Amend NFL – P5 so that afforestation and planting of invasive species and plantation forest species, not just wilding conifers, is prevented from entering the highly valued features and landscapes in the Otago region. For example, the use of lupins should be prevented in high country landscapes.







		Original submission point number 

		Support OR Oppose 

		The reasons for my support/opposition are:



		I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of the submission be allowed (or disallowed):

[Please state].



		Transpower New Zealand Limited

		

		

		



		00314.047

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Amend NFL – P2 to add “in the case of the development of the National Grid, seeking to avoid adverse effects on the values that contribute to the natural feature or landscape being considered outstanding, and (1) above does not apply”.



		00314.048

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Amend NFL – P2 to add “3. avoiding, remedying or mitigating adverse effects of the development of the National Grid and (1) above does not apply.”







		Original submission point number 

		Support OR Oppose 

		The reasons for my support/opposition are:



		I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of the submission be allowed (or disallowed):

[Please state].



		Trojan Holdings

		

		

		



		00206.030

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Amend LF – FW – O9 to add “discernible” to no reduction in ecosystem health.



		00206.043

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Amend ECO – P3 protect significant natural areas and indigenous species and ecosystems that are taoka by: (1) avoiding adverse effects that result in: (a) any “discernible” reduction of the area or values.



		00206.064

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Amend NFL – P2 to Protect outstanding natural features and landscapes “from inappropriate subdivision, use and development” by: (1) avoiding “significant” adverse effects.







		Original submission point number 

		Support OR Oppose 

		The reasons for my support/opposition are:



		I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of the submission be allowed (or disallowed):

[Please state].



		Trustpower Limited

		

		

		



		00311.024

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Amend ECO – P6 to add “significant” to adverse effects.



		00311.059

00311.060

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Amend NFL – O1, NFL – P2 to add (1): the protection of ONF/ONL “from inappropriate subdivision, use and development”.







		Original submission point number 

		Support OR Oppose 

		The reasons for my support/opposition are:



		I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of the submission be allowed (or disallowed):

[Please state].



		Tussock Rise Limited

		

		

		



		00401.003



00401.005

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Amend UFD – O3 and UFD – P1 to make it clear the proponent of a private plan change can also do strategic planning as part of providing for a competitive land market and increasing housing supply.



		00401.006

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Amend UFD – P2 to replace the word ‘Sufficient’ with ‘Significant’ or ‘More than sufficient’



		00401.011

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Amend UFD – P10 (4) and (5) to also enable smaller or moderate contributions.



		00401.012

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Amend UFD – M2 (1)(a) and (b) to provide for greater flexibility by allow for departures from the future development strategy and a local authority adopted strategic plan at the discretion of the local authority.







		Original submission point number 

		Support OR Oppose 

		The reasons for my support/opposition are:



		I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of the submission be allowed (or disallowed):

[Please state].



		Universal Developments Hawea Limited

		

		

		



		00209.037

00209.039

00209.043

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Amend objective NFL – O1 to not provide for unqualified protection, but to reflect a more nuanced approach from the policy level.

Remove recognition of highly valued section 7 landscape matters.

Recognise a differential level of character and values for landscapes that are open, modified, or otherwise degraded, as opposed to truly 'natural' and unmodified landscapes (both at a policy and objective level, as well as at a schedule level when identifying landscapes).



		00209.045

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Amend or delete all urban growth provisions.



		00209.049

00209.05

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

UFD – remove all protections of development on rural land generally, remove all references to amenity values, rural character and reverse sensitivity.







		Original submission point number 

		Support OR Oppose 

		The reasons for my support/opposition are:



		I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of the submission be allowed (or disallowed):

[Please state].



		Waterfall Park Developments Limited

		

		

		



		00023.005

00023.006

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Delete UFD – P8(1) “the land is adjacent to existing or planned urban areas and ready access to employment and services is available”.







		Original submission point number 

		Support OR Oppose 

		The reasons for my support/opposition are:



		I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of the submission be allowed (or disallowed):

[Please state].



		Wayfare Group Ltd

		

		

		



		00411.042



		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Amend LF – FW – O9 to add “discernible” to no reduction in ecosystem health.



		00411.055

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Amend ECO – P3 protect significant natural areas and indigenous species and ecosystems that are taoka by: (1) avoiding adverse effects that result in: (a) any “discernible” reduction of the area or values.



		00411.078

		Oppose in part

		For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original Submission.

		I seek that part of the submission be disallowed:

Amend NFL – P2 to Protect outstanding natural features and landscapes “from inappropriate subdivision, use and development” by: (1) avoiding “significant” adverse effects.









		Original submission point number 

		Support OR Oppose 

		The reasons for my support/opposition are:



		I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of the submission be allowed (or disallowed):

[Please state].



		Natural Hazards



		

		

		



		00103.003

		Oppose

		QLDC supports the RPS defining ‘significant risk’, and supports the removal of existing use rights as an option to reduce risk.

		Disallow submission point.



		00418.002

		Oppose

		QLDC supports the RPS defining ‘significant risk’, and supports the removal of existing use rights as an option to reduce risk.

		Disallow submission point.



		00420.014

		Support

		Options to reduce risk should not be restricted.

		Allow submission point



		00012.002

		Oppose

		QLDC supports the RPS defining ‘significant risk’, and supports the removal of existing use rights as an option to reduce risk.

		Disallow submission point.



		00211.030

		Oppose

		QLDC supports the approach in the RPS.

		Disallow submission point.



		00211.031

		Oppose

		Mitigation measures should be taken into account following the initial risk assessment.

		Disallow submission point.



		00211.032

		Oppose

		QLDC generally supports the precautionary approach in the RPS.

		Disallow submission point.



		00210.030

		Oppose

		QLDC supports the approach in the RPS.

		Disallow submission point.



		00210.031

		Oppose

		Mitigation measures should be taken into account following the initial risk assessment.

		Disallow submission point.



		00210.032

		Oppose

		QLDC generally supports the precautionary approach in the RPS.

		Disallow submission point.



		00205.004

		Oppose

		Inconsistent with QLDC’s submission.

		Disallow submission point.



		00205.005

		Oppose

		Management of existing activities may be necessary is some cases.

		Disallow submission point.



		00308.001

		Oppose

		QLDC supports the RPS defining ‘significant risk’, and supports the removal of existing use rights as an option to reduce risk.

		Disallow submission point.



		00217.002

		Oppose

		QLDC supports the RPS defining ‘significant risk’, and supports the removal of existing use rights as an option to reduce risk.

		Disallow submission point.



		00028.002

		Oppose

		QLDC supports the RPS defining ‘significant risk’, and supports the removal of existing use rights as an option to reduce risk.

		Disallow submission point.



		00029.002

		Oppose

		QLDC supports the RPS defining ‘significant risk’, and supports the removal of existing use rights as an option to reduce risk.

		Disallow submission point.



		00223.118

		Supports

		Aligns with QLDC’s submission.

		Allow the submission point.



		00216.002

		Oppose

		QLDC supports the RPS defining ‘significant risk’, and supports the removal of existing use rights as an option to reduce risk.

		Disallow submission point.



		00215.003

		Oppose

		QLDC supports the RPS defining ‘significant risk’, and supports the removal of existing use rights as an option to reduce risk.

		Disallow submission point.



		00214.002

		Oppose

		QLDC supports the RPS defining ‘significant risk’, and supports the removal of existing use rights as an option to reduce risk.

		Disallow submission point.



		00011.002

		Oppose

		QLDC supports the RPS defining ‘significant risk’, and supports the removal of existing use rights as an option to reduce risk.

		Disallow submission point.



		00209.030 

		Oppose

		QLDC supports the approach in the RPS.

		Disallow submission point.



		00209.031

		Oppose

		Mitigation measures should be taken into account following the initial risk assessment.

		Disallow submission point.



		00209.032

		Oppose

		QLDC generally supports the precautionary approach in the RPS.

		Disallow submission point.



		00237.056

		Support

		The gathering of information is important.

		Allow the submission point.



		00119.017

		Oppose

		Implications for Policy 28.3.1.2 of the QLD PDP need to be considered.

		Disallow submission point to the extent is causes inconsistencies with Chapter 28 of the QLD PDP.



		00139.191

		Support

		Consistent with QLDC’s submission.

		Allow the submission point.



		00122.030

		Oppose

		It may be necessary for individual developments to be avoided.

		Disallow the submission point. 



		00223.114

		Support

		Aligns with QLDC’s submission.

		Allow the submission point.



		00230.135

		Oppose

		The practicalities of this inclusion need to be considered further.

		Disallow the submission point.



		00230.136

		Oppose

		The practicalities of this inclusion need to be considered further.

		Disallow the submission point.



		00139.194

		Support

		The change is helpful.

		Allow the submission point.



		00230.137

		Oppose

		The practicalities of this inclusion need to be considered further.

		Disallow the submission point.



		00119.015

		Oppose

		The suggested change needs further consideration.

		Disallow the submission point.



		00201.039

		Oppose

		Clarity would be helpful but regional level will not always be appropriate.

		Disallow the submission point.



		00139.195

		Support 

		Guidance would be helpful.

		Allow the submission point.



		00236.085

		Oppose

		Clarity would be helpful but local authorities will not always be appropriate.

		Disallow the submission point.



		00321.075

		Support

		Clarity would be helpful.

		Allow the submission point



		00301.047

		Support

		Clarity would be helpful.

		Allow the submission point



		00206.054

		Oppose

		The suggested change needs further consideration.

		Disallow the submission point.



		00411.068

		Oppose

		The suggested change needs further consideration.

		Disallow the submission point.



		00509.104

		Oppose

		The intent of the change is not clear.

		Disallow the submission point.



		00315.061

		Oppose

		Nationally and regionally significant infrastructure should avoid areas of significant risk. ‘appropriately’ is not a helpful term to use in the policy.

		Disallow the submission point.



		00139.196

		Support

		The clarity sought would be helpful, although use of ‘avoid’ is considered appropriate.

		Allow the submission point in part (retain ‘avoid’).



		00022.021

		Oppose

		Functional need should not be a reason to establish activities in areas of significant risk.

		Disallow the submission point.



		00118.056

		Oppose

		QLDC generally supports the approach in the RPS.

		Disallow the submission point.



		00014.056

		Oppose

		QLDC generally supports the approach in the RPS.

		Disallow the submission point.



		00115.027

		Oppose

		The changes are considered unnecessary.

		Disallow the submission point.



		00314.044

		Oppose

		Nationally and regionally significant infrastructure should avoid areas of significant risk. ‘appropriately’ is not a helpful term to use in the policy.

		Disallow the submission point.



		00206.055

		Oppose

		The change is considered unnecessary.

		Disallow the submission point.



		00411.069

		Oppose

		The change is considered unnecessary.

		Disallow the submission point.



		00315.062

		Oppose

		The policy should not be deleted.

		Disallow the submission point.



		00119.016

		Support

		The addition is helpful.

		Allow the submission point.



		00310.009

		Oppose

		Clause 5 should not be deleted.

		Disallow the submission point.



		00226.251

		Support

		The amendment appears helpful.

		Allow the submission point.



		00118.057

		Oppose

		QLDC generally supports the approach in the RPS.

		Disallow the submission point.



		00014.057

		Oppose

		QLDC generally supports the approach in the RPS.

		Disallow the submission point.



		00321.077

		Support

		The clarification sought appears useful

		Allow the submission point.



		00301.049

		Oppose

		The amendment appears unnecessary as there is a separate policy for new activities.

		Disallow the submission point.



		00121.082

		Oppose

		Use of ‘reduce’ is supported.

		Disallow the submission point.



		00206.056

		Oppose

		The addition would change the intent of the policy.

		Disallow the submission point.



		00411.070

		Oppose

		The addition would change the intent of the policy

		Disallow the submission point.



		00239.136

		Oppose

		The policy should not be deleted.

		Disallow the submission point.



		00121.083

		Oppose

		The policy should not be deleted.

		Disallow the submission point.



		00139.198

		Support

		Additional explanation may be helpful.

		Allow the submission point.



		00118.058

		Oppose

		QLDC generally supports the approach in the RPS.

		Disallow the submission point.



		00014.058

		Oppose

		QLDC generally supports the approach in the RPS.

		Disallow the submission point.



		00226.254

		Support

		The additions are appropriate.

		Allow the submission point. 



		00311.054

		Oppose

		The addition is unhelpful as it does not identify ‘some circumstances’.

		Disallow the submission point.



		00119.020

		Oppose

		The deleted text should be retained.

		Disallow the submission point.



		00013.015

		Oppose

		The addition is not necessary and may cause implementation issues.

		Disallow the submission point.



		00139.205

		Support

		The amendment is practical.

		Allow the submission point.



		00236.088

		Oppose

		The timeframe is not reasonable.

		Disallow the submission point.



		00235.130

		Oppose

		The timeframe is not reasonable.

		Disallow the submission point.



		00121.086

		Oppose

		The deleted text should be retained.

		Disallow the submission point.



		00206.057

		Oppose

		The deleted text should be retained.

		Disallow the submission point.



		00411.071

		Oppose

		The deleted text should be retained.

		Disallow the submission point.



		00119.021

		Oppose

		The ability to manage existing uses should be identified as an available method.

		Disallow the submission point.



		00239.139

		Oppose

		The precautionary approach is appropriate.

		Disallow the submission point.



		00236.089

		Support

		The addition is appropriate.

		Allow the submission point



		00235.131

		Support

		The addition is appropriate.

		Allow the submission point



		00301.052

		Oppose

		The deleted text should be retained.

		Disallow the submission point.



		00121.087

		Oppose

		The precautionary approach is appropriate.

		Disallow the submission point.



		00206.058

		Oppose

		The ability to manage existing uses should be identified as an available method.

		Disallow the submission point.



		00411.072

		Oppose

		The ability to manage existing uses should be identified as an available method.

		Disallow the submission point.



		00239.140

		Oppose

		The precautionary approach is appropriate.

		Disallow the submission point.



		00236.090

		Support

		The addition is appropriate.

		Allow the submission point.



		00235.132

		Support

		The addition is appropriate.

		Allow the submission point.



		00121.088

		Oppose

		The precautionary approach is appropriate.

		Disallow the submission point.



		00119.023

		Oppose

		The proposed wording requires further consideration.

		Disallow the submission point.



		00119.024

		Oppose

		The proposed wording requires further consideration.

		Disallow the submission point.



		00119.025

		Oppose

		The deletion of ‘reduces’ is opposed.

		Disallow the submission point.



		0119.026

		Oppose

		The change is not appropriate.

		Disallow the submission point.



		00239.142

		Oppose

		The change is not appropriate.

		Disallow the submission point.



		00119.029

		Oppose

		The proposed changes require further consideration.

		Disallow the submission point.



		00119.030

		Oppose

		The proposed changes require further consideration.

		Disallow the submission point.



		00119.031

		Oppose

		The proposed changes require further consideration.

		Disallow the submission point.



		00119.032

		Oppose

		The proposed changes require further consideration.

		Disallow the submission point.



		00119.033

		Oppose

		The proposed changes require further consideration.

		Disallow the submission point.



		00139.206

		Support

		The change is practical.

		Allow the submission point.



		00239.189

		Oppose

		The proposed changes require further consideration.

		Disallow the submission point.



		00415.001

		Support

		The changes appear appropriate, but will need to be considered further.

		Allow the submission point.



		00415.002

		Support

		The changes appear appropriate, but will need to be considered further.

		Allow the submission point.



		00206.075

		Oppose

		The proposed changes require further consideration.

		Disallow the submission point.



		00206.076

		Oppose

		The proposed changes require further consideration.

		Disallow the submission point.



		00411.090

		Oppose

		The deletion is unnecessary.

		Disallow the submission point.



		00411.091

		Oppose

		The proposed changes require further consideration.

		Disallow the submission point.



		00411.092

		Oppose

		The proposed changes require further consideration.

		Disallow the submission point.



		00411.093

		Oppose

		The proposed changes require further consideration.

		Disallow the submission point.



		00411.094

		Oppose

		The proposed changes require further consideration.

		Disallow the submission point.









image2.emf



image3.png







image1.jpeg

QUEENSTOWN

LAKES DISTRICT
COUNCIL

www.gldc.govt.nz









Form 6 

Further submission in support of, or in opposition to, submission on notified 
proposed Otago Regional Policy Statement 2021 

(Submissions must be received by Otago Regional Council by 5pm on Friday 12 November 2021, and by original submitters within 5 working days of service on ORC) 

To:  Otago Regional Council 

1. Name of person making further submission  

Queenstown Lakes District Council 

2. This is a further submission in support of (or in opposition to) a submission on the Proposed Otago Regional Policy Statement 2021. 

3. I am (tick whichever applies and add grounds if required): 

 
Yes 

A person representing a relevant aspect of the public interest. In this case, also specify the grounds for saying that 

you come within this category; or 

 a person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general public has. In this case, 

also explain the grounds for saying that you come within this category; or 

Grounds: 
 
 

 

Yes the local authority for the relevant area. 

 

4. I wish/do not wish (Select one) to be heard in support of my further submission.  

5. If others make a similar submission, I will/will not (Select one) consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing. 



 

6. Further Submitter Details  

a. Signature of person making further submission  

(or person authorised to sign on behalf of submitter. A signature is NOT required if you make your submission by electronic means). 

 

b. Signatory name, position, and organisation (if signatory is acting on behalf of a submitter organisation or group referred to at Point 1 above) 

Name 

Position 

Organisation 

c. Date 

12/11/2021 

 

Address for service of person making further submission (This is where all correspondence will be directed) 

d. Contact person (name and designation, if applicable)  

Erin Auchterlonie 

e. Email: (this is our preferred means of contact) 

Erin.auchterlonie@qldc.govt.nz 

f. Telephone: 

03 441 0499 



g. Postal address (or alternative method of service under section 352 of the Act): 

10 Gorge Road, Queenstown 9300 

 

  

https://www.legislation.govt.nz/regulation/public/2003/0153/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM239099#DLM239099


 
 

12 November 2021 

Via email: rps@orc.govt.nz  

 

FURTHER SUBMISSION TO THE OTAGO REGIONAL COUNCIL’S REGIONAL POLICY STATEMENT 

Thank you for providing the Queenstown Lakes District Council (QLDC) with the opportunity to 
further submit on the abovementioned document.  

Queenstown-Lakes District Council initial submission broadly supports the intent of the ORC with 
regard to the development of the Regional Policy Statement (RPS). That submission outlined key 
details and recommendations under each section. In summary, QLDC supported some provisions 
of the proposed RPS, and sought amendments to other provisions in the below sections:  

• QLDC seeks amendments to the Significant Resource Management Issues  
• QLDC generally supports the policy statement with a few amendments sought for Air  
• The section on Ecosystems and Indigenous Biodiversity has some amendments sought  
• Land and Freshwater is for the most part supported by QLDC with a few amendments  
• In Energy and Infrastructure, there are sections supported and opposed by QLDC and 

some amendments sought  
• QLDC seeks amendments are made to the Transport Provisions  
• Hazards and Risks provisions have several amendments sought  
• QLDC supports all provisions on Historical and Cultural Values  
• Natural Feature and Landscapes section is predominantly supported by QLDC and,  
• Urban Form and Development section has conditional support  

 

In its further submission (attached), QLDC details our position on submissions, as it relates to the 
views and priorities of QLDC and the district.  

QLDC would welcome the opportunity to be heard on its submission. It should be noted that this 
submission represents the view of officers and has not yet been ratified by full council. Thank 
you again for the opportunity to comment.  

 

Yours sincerely,   

 

  

 

 

 Jim Boult      Mike Theelen 

 Mayor       Chief Executive

Private Bag 50072, Queenstown 9348, New Zealand  
QUEENSTOWN, 10 Gorge Road, Phone +64 3 441 0499, Fax +64 3 450 2223 
WANAKA, 47 Ardmore Street, Phone +64 3 443 0024, Fax +64 3 450 2223 

mailto:rps@orc.govt.nz


Original submission point 
number  

Support OR Oppose  The reasons for my support/opposition are: 
 

I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of 
the submission be allowed (or disallowed): 
[Please state]. 

AgResearch Limited    

00208.001 
00208.004 
00208.008 

Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Amend SRMR – I4 to include “potential primary 
production activities”; 
Amend LF – LS – E4 to land used “predominantly” 
for primary production; 
New rules for “substantial setbacks from 
residential areas for some typical rural activities”. 

 

 

Original submission point 
number  

Support OR Oppose  The reasons for my support/opposition are: 
 

I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of 
the submission be allowed (or disallowed): 
[Please state]. 

Aotearoa Water Action 
(AWA) 

   

00502.001 Support in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be allowed: 
Amend SRMR – 15 “Some of these uses largely 
beneficial effects on the environment and 
communities; in contrast, other uses of water can 
have unacceptable adverse effects”. 

 

Original submission point 
number  

Support OR Oppose  The reasons for my support/opposition are: 
 

I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of 
the submission be allowed (or disallowed): 
[Please state]. 

Aurora Energy Limited    

00315.035 
00315.036 
00315.037 

Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Amend ECO – P3, P4, P5, P6 by adding a carve out 
for infrastructure.  



00315.038 
00315.039 
00315.040 
00315.047 

Amend ECO – M4, M5 to delete reference to ECO 
– P3. 
Amend EIT – INF – P11 to delete reference to ECO 
– P4. 

00315.043 Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
EIT – INF – O4 Delete “within environmental 
limits”. 

00315.045 Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Amend EIT – INF – O6 to include “the national grid 
and distribution network”. 

00315.054 Support in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be allowed: 
Amend EIT – INF – P16 to change maintain to 
“provide for”. 

00315.059 Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Amend EIT – INF – M6 to Local authorities must 
“Initiate a private plan change to remedy the 
significant adverse effects.” 

00315.074 
00315.075 

Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Amend NFL – P2, P3 by adding a carve out for 
infrastructure. 

00315.080 Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Amend UFD – P4 to add “while restricting the 
establishment of those activities that may result in 
reverse sensitivity effects”. 

 

Original submission point 
number  

Support OR Oppose  The reasons for my support/opposition are: 
 

I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of 
the submission be allowed (or disallowed): 
[Please state]. 

Ballance Agri-Nutrients 
Limited 

   

00409.009 
00409.013 

Support in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be allowed: 
Amend LF – VM – P6, LF – FW – P7 to include “in 
consultation with Kāi Tahu and the community”. 

00409.014 Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 



Amend LF – LS – P19 to delete “cohesiveness” 
from land used for primary production. 

00409.016 Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Amend LF – LS – P21 to add “where practicable” to 
reducing discharges of contaminants to water. 

 

Original submission point 
number  

Support OR Oppose  The reasons for my support/opposition are: 
 

I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of 
the submission be allowed (or disallowed): 
[Please state]. 

Beef & Lamb NZ and Deer 
Industry NZ 

   

00237.011 
 

Oppose in part  For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Amend SRMR – I5 to remove reference to goal of 
improving freshwater quality within 5 years. 

00237.012 Oppose in part  For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Amend SRMR – I6 to describe and distinguish 
effects of urban development to the same extent 
as agricultural land uses. 

00237.026 Oppose in part  For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Amend LF – VM – O2 to add “where necessary to 
ensure” for discharges of nutrients and other 
contaminants. 

00237.049 Oppose in part  For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Delete ECO chapter and redraft when the NPS-IB 
has been made operative. 

00237.060 
00237.061 

Oppose in part  For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Amend NFL – O1 to replace ‘protection’ with 
‘sustainment’. 
Amend NFL – P2 to avoiding “more than minor” 
adverse effects on landscape values. 

00237.063 Oppose in part  For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Rewrite UFD Topic. 

 



Original submission point 
number  

Support OR Oppose  The reasons for my support/opposition are: 
 

I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of 
the submission be allowed (or disallowed): 
[Please state]. 

Blackthorn Lodge 
Glenorchy Limited 

   

00119.009 Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Amend LF – FW – O9 to add “discernible” to no 
reduction in ecosystem health. 

 

Original submission point 
number  

Support OR Oppose  The reasons for my support/opposition are: 
 

I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of 
the submission be allowed (or disallowed): 
[Please state]. 

Boxer Hill Trust    

00025.004 
00025.005 

Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Delete UFD – P8(1) “the land is adjacent to existing 
or planned urban areas and ready access to 
employment and services is available”. 

 

Original submission point 
number  

Support OR Oppose  The reasons for my support/opposition are: 
 

I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of 
the submission be allowed (or disallowed): 
[Please state]. 

Cain whānau    

00010.004 Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
MW – P4 shall be given primacy over any other 
provision in this RPS. 

 

Original submission point 
number  

Support OR Oppose  The reasons for my support/opposition are: 
 

I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of 
the submission be allowed (or disallowed): 
[Please state]. 



Central Otago District 
Council 

   

00201.006 
00201.007 

Support For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be allowed: 
IM – M2 Support partnering with mana whenua, 
consulting with communities, and working with 
other key stakeholders. 

00201.011 Support For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be allowed: 
AIR – M3 Support in principle providing for walking 
and cycling connectivity and active transport 
options in the District Plan, reducing dependence 
on motor vehicles. Support managing spatial 
growth by consolidation of towns and urban 
development will assist by making active transport 
options a more attractive option. 

00201.025 Support For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be allowed: 
Amend ECO – M7 to state that the responsibility 
of monitoring ecosystems will sit with the Regional 
council. 

 

 

Original submission point 
number  

Support OR Oppose  The reasons for my support/opposition are: 
 

I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of 
the submission be allowed (or disallowed): 
[Please state]. 

Central Otago 
Winegrowers Association 

   

00302.001 
00302.002 
00302.003 

Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
A compelling requirement for engagement with 
primary industry, landowners, representative 
associations and related parties should form part 
of the overriding context of the pORPS. 

 

Original submission point 
number  

Support OR Oppose  The reasons for my support/opposition are: 
 

I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of 
the submission be allowed (or disallowed): 



[Please state]. 
Chorus, New Zealand 
Limited, Spark New 
Zealand Trading Limited 
and Vodafone New Zealand 

   

00310.014 Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Amend NFL – P2 to exclude infrastructure from 
Protection of outstanding natural features and 
landscape. 

 

Original submission point 
number  

Support OR Oppose  The reasons for my support/opposition are: 
 

I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of 
the submission be allowed (or disallowed): 
[Please state]. 

Christchurch International 
Airport Limited 

   

00307.001 Oppose For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission, and because the amendment sought 
would create significant uncertainty regarding the 
meaning and application of the definition of RSI, 
including uncertainty regarding the status of 
airports that aren’t specifically listed in the 
notified version of the definition, which is 
intentionally precise. 

I seek that the submission point seeking 
amendments to the definition of regionally 
significant infrastructure be disallowed. 

00307.014 Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Amend ECO – P6 to delete “if the residual adverse 
effects cannot be compensated for in accordance 
with APP4, the activity is avoided.” 

    

 

Original submission point 
number  

Support OR Oppose  The reasons for my support/opposition are: 
 

I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of 
the submission be allowed (or disallowed): 
[Please state]. 



Contact Energy Limited    

00318.011 Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
“In the Clutha Mata – au FMU: ….. (5) “effective 
migration of” indigenous species along and within 
the river system is “maintained or where 
practicable improved”. 

00318.015 Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Amend LF – FW – P13 to delete “(i) for effects on 
indigenous biodiversity, either ECO – P3 or ECO – 
P6 (whichever is applicable)…”. 

00318.034 Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Amend NFL – P2 to Protect outstanding natural 
features and landscapes “from inappropriate 
subdivision, use and development” by: (1) 
avoiding “significant” adverse effects. 

00318.035 Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Amend NFL – P3 to delete “(1) Avoiding significant 
adverse effects on the values of the natural 
feature or landscape” 

 

Original submission point 
number  

Support OR Oppose  The reasons for my support/opposition are: 
 

I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of 
the submission be allowed (or disallowed): 
[Please state]. 

Director-General of 
Conservation 

   

00137.081 
00137.078  
00137.077 
00137.079 
00137.080 

Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Insert a new method LF – LS and LF – FW as 
follows or words to like effect: “x. Local authorities 
must: 1. establish a long term monitoring 
programme that incorporates cultural health 
monitoring; 2. record information (including 
monitoring data) about the state of land and soils 
and the challenges to their health and well-being; 



and regularly prepare reports in the matters in (1) 
and (2) and publish those reports.” 

00137.149 Support in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be allowed: 
Amend NFL – P5 to provide buffer distances from 
wilding conifers to ONFs and ONLs 

 

Original submission point 
number  

Support OR Oppose  The reasons for my support/opposition are: 
 

I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of 
the submission be allowed (or disallowed): 
[Please state]. 

Federated Farmers of New 
Zealand 

   

00239.192 Support in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be allowed: 
Adopt a comprehensive glossary of all te reo terms 
utilised in the RPS. 

00239.164 Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Delete NFL – P2 and replace with an approach 
consistent with Policy 3.2.4 of the partially 
operative RPS. 

 

Original submission point 
number  

Support OR Oppose  The reasons for my support/opposition are: 
 

I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of 
the submission be allowed (or disallowed): 
[Please state]. 

Fire and Emergency New 
Zealand - Te Kei Region 
Otago Southland 

   

00219.006 Support in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be allowed: 
Enable the sharing of registers and mapping layers 
of significant places/sites/areas to enable joint 
planning activities and foster shared situational 
awareness. 

00219.016 Support in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be allowed: 
Amend LF – FW – M7 (3) so that “water sensitive 
urban design techniques” to consider firefighting 



water supplies when managing subdivision, use or 
development of land. 

00219.017 Support in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be allowed: 
Amend UFD – O4 so that FENZ have input into 
what is deemed to be "suitable" for 
expansion/development in terms of ability to 
service the community and mitigate fire risk in 
rural areas. 

 

Original submission point 
number  

Support OR Oppose  The reasons for my support/opposition are: 
 

I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of 
the submission be allowed (or disallowed): 
[Please state]. 

Fulton Hogan Limited    

00322.004 Support in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be allowed: 
Include a new statement in Part 2 of the RPS as 
follows. “Aggregates are a vital component of 
everyday life including as a key construction 
material for regionally and nationally significant 
infrastructure…”. 

00322.027 Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Delete ECO – P2 (identify the areas and values of 
significant natural areas). 

 

Original submission point 
number  

Support OR Oppose  The reasons for my support/opposition are: 
 

I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of 
the submission be allowed (or disallowed): 
[Please state]. 

Glenpanel Limited 
Partnership 

   

00405.015 
00405.016 

Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Amend NFL – O1 to insert “inappropriate 
subdivision, use and development” into protection 
of outstanding natural features and landscapes. 



Define “inappropriate development”, rather than 
just seeking that ONLs/ ONFs be “protected”. 

00405.017 Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Amend NFL – P2 to insert “inappropriate 
subdivision, use and development”. 

00405.003 Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Amend UFD – O3 to allow strategic planning by 
the proponent of a private plan change. 

00405.014 Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Amend UFD – P10 clause (5) to also enable smaller 
contributions to housing. 

 

Original submission point 
number  

Support OR Oppose  The reasons for my support/opposition are: 
 

I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of 
the submission be allowed (or disallowed): 
[Please state]. 

Heritage New Zealand 
Pouhere Taonga 

   

00123.009 Support in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be allowed: 
Insert a new appendix: for Archaeological 
Requirements. 

 

Original submission point 
number  

Support OR Oppose  The reasons for my support/opposition are: 
 

I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of 
the submission be allowed (or disallowed): 
[Please state]. 

Horticulture New Zealand    

00236.111 Support in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be allowed: 
Include a glossary of all te reo terms and phrases. 

00236.051 Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Amend AIR – E1 to add “Territorial authorities will 
include provisions in district plans for spatial 
distribution and separation in district plan 
provisions for urban development.” 



00236.052 Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
“Otago has an urban form that takes into account 
the effects of activities, including potential reverse 
sensitivity effects in the spatial distribution and 
separation of sensitive activities from activities 
that discharge to air.” 

 

Original submission point 
number  

Support OR Oppose  The reasons for my support/opposition are: 
 

I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of 
the submission be allowed (or disallowed): 
[Please state]. 

Infinity Investment Group 
Holdings Limited 

   

00414.002  
00414.003 
00414.004 
00414.006 

Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Amend LF – LS – P19 to change “prioritising” the 
use of highly productive land for primary 
production to “supporting” and delete “ahead of 
other land uses” 
Amend UFD – O4, UFD – P4, and UFD – P8 to 
delete “avoids as the first priority, land and soils”. 

00414.005 Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Amend UFD – P7 to delete “7. otherwise limits the 
establishment of residential activities, sensitive 
activities, and non-rural businesses to those that 
can demonstrate an operational need to be 
located in rural areas.” 

 

Original submission point 
number  

Support OR Oppose  The reasons for my support/opposition are: 
 

I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of 
the submission be allowed (or disallowed): 
[Please state]. 

Lane Hocking    

00210.037 
00210.039 
00210.043 

Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 



Amend objective NFL – O1 to not provide for 
unqualified protection, but to reflect a more 
nuanced approach from the policy level. 
Remove recognition of highly valued section 7 
landscape matters. 
Recognise a differential level of character and 
values for landscapes that are open, modified, or 
otherwise degraded, as opposed to truly 'natural' 
and unmodified landscapes (both at a policy and 
objective level, as well as at a schedule level when 
identifying landscapes). 

00210.045 Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Amend or delete all urban growth provisions 

00210.049 
00210.050 

Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
UFD – remove all protections of development on 
rural land generally. Remove all references to 
amenity values, rural character and reverse 
sensitivity. 

 

Original submission point 
number  

Support OR Oppose  The reasons for my support/opposition are: 
 

I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of 
the submission be allowed (or disallowed): 
[Please state]. 

LAC Properties Trustees 
Limited 

   

00211.039 
00211.043 

Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Remove recognition of highly valued section 7 
landscape matters. 
Recognise a differential level of character and 
values for landscapes that are open, modified, or 
otherwise degraded, as opposed to truly 'natural' 
and unmodified landscapes (both at a policy and 
objective level, as well as at a schedule level when 
identifying landscapes). 



00211.045 Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Amend or delete all urban growth provisions 

00211.049 
00211.050 

Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
UFD – remove all protections of development on 
rural land generally. Remove all references to 
amenity values, rural character and reverse 
sensitivity. 

 

Original submission point 
number  

Support OR Oppose  The reasons for my support/opposition are: 
 

I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of 
the submission be allowed (or disallowed): 
[Please state]. 

Meridian Energy Limited    

00306.033 Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Amend LF – FW – O8 to delete “(2) water flow is 
continuous throughout the whole system”. 

00306.073 Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
For NFL – M, NF - E, NFL – PR and NFL – AER, 
delete all references to highly valued natural 
features and landscapes in the NFL methods, 
explanations, principal reasons and anticipated 
environmental results. 

00306.070 Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Delete NFL – P3  

 

Original submission point 
number  

Support OR Oppose  The reasons for my support/opposition are: 
 

I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of 
the submission be allowed (or disallowed): 
[Please state]. 

Minister for the 
Environment 

   

00136.003 Support in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be allowed: 
Amend LF –WAI–P1 – Prioritisation to “in all 
decision – making affecting freshwater”. 



00136.011 Support in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be allowed: 
Amend or clarify UFD – P4 – Urban expansion to 
ensure it clearly does not limit territorial 
authorities’ ability to give effect to NPS – UD 
Subpart 2 requirements. 

 

Original submission point 
number  

Support OR Oppose  The reasons for my support/opposition are: 
 

I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of 
the submission be allowed (or disallowed): 
[Please state]. 

Maryhill Limited    

00118.064 Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Amend MFL – O1 to not provide for unqualified 
protection, but to reflect a more nuanced 
approach from the policy level. 

00118.066  For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Amend or delete all urban growth provisions 

 

Original submission point 
number  

Support OR Oppose  The reasons for my support/opposition are: 
 

I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of 
the submission be allowed (or disallowed): 
[Please state]. 

Mt Cardrona Station    

00014.064 Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Amend MFL – O1 to not provide for unqualified 
protection, but to reflect a more nuanced 
approach from the policy level. 

00014.066  For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Amend or delete all urban growth provisions. 

 

Original submission point 
number  

Support OR Oppose  The reasons for my support/opposition are: 
 

I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of 
the submission be allowed (or disallowed): 



[Please state]. 
New Zealand Infrastructure 
Commission, Te Waihanga 

   

00321.022 Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Provide for a broad carve out for infrastructure is 
needed to access the effects management 
hierarchy (ECO – P4). 

 

Original submission point 
number  

Support OR Oppose  The reasons for my support/opposition are: 
 

I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of 
the submission be allowed (or disallowed): 
[Please state]. 

Oceana Gold (New 
Zealand) Ltd 

   

00115.030 Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Delete NFL – P3, or amend so as to achieve the 
following: ensuring development within such areas 
achieves appropriate integration with that 
landscape. 

 

Original submission point 
number  

Support OR Oppose  The reasons for my support/opposition are: 
 

I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of 
the submission be allowed (or disallowed): 
[Please state]. 

Off Road Adventures 
Limited 

   

00205.003 Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Review the extent of Outstanding Natural 
Landscapes in the Queenstown Lakes District; with 
affected landowners to be involved in that review 
process. 

 

 



Original submission point 
number  

Support OR Oppose  The reasons for my support/opposition are: 
 

I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of 
the submission be allowed (or disallowed): 
[Please state]. 

Otago Water Resource 
Users Group 

   

00235.020 Support in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be allowed: 
Include te reo terms in the interpretation section. 

00235.141 
00235.142 

Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Amend Policy NFL – P2 as follows: (3) recognising 
that for infrastructure, EIT – INF – P13 applies 
instead of NFL – P2. 
Amend NFL – P3 as follows: (2) recognising that for 
infrastructure, EIT – INF – P13 applies instead of 
NFL – P3. 

 

Original submission point 
number  

Support OR Oppose  The reasons for my support/opposition are: 
 

I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of 
the submission be allowed (or disallowed): 
[Please state]. 

PowerNet Limited    

00511.028 Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Delete NFL – P3, or amend to “Avoiding, 
remedying or mitigating adverse effects on the 
values of the natural feature or landscape.” 

 

Original submission point 
number  

Support OR Oppose  The reasons for my support/opposition are: 
 

I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of 
the submission be allowed (or disallowed): 
[Please state]. 

Queenstown Airport 
Corporation Limited 

   

00313.018 Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Amend EIT – INF – P11 to delete ““Except as 
provided for by ECO – P4”. 



00313.029 Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Amend NFL – P2 to add “(3) recognising that for 
infrastructure, EIT – INF – P13 applies instead of 
NFL – P2(1) and (2).” 

 

Original submission point 
number  

Support OR Oppose  The reasons for my support/opposition are: 
 

I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of 
the submission be allowed (or disallowed): 
[Please state]. 

Royal Forest and Bird 
Protection Society NZ 
(Forest and Bird) 

   

00230.009 Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Add a method for district councils to provide for 
and protect key civic public spaces. 

00230.014 Support in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be allowed: 
Amend definition of Rural Area – If rural 
production is the focus of rural areas then national 
parks and land held for other purposes should not 
be considered “rural area”. Include a definition 
which sets out the meaning for “rural area” where 
that term is used in the RPS, rather than a default. 

00230.108 Support in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be allowed: 
Amend ECO – P9 to include (2) avoiding 
afforestation and replanting of plantation forests 
with wilding conifer species listed in APP5 within: 
(a) areas identified in a district plan as being of 
high amenity values; (b) outstanding natural 
features and landscapes. 

 

Original submission point 
number  

Support OR Oppose  The reasons for my support/opposition are: 
 

I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of 
the submission be allowed (or disallowed): 
[Please state]. 

Shaping our Future    



00013.001 Support in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be allowed: 
The ORC to establish funding and a group of Kai 
Tahu, key experts, local, regional and central 
government, key stakeholders, and community 
members to follow through the recommendations 
contained in the Shaping our Future Wakatipu 
Water report and prepare a plan of direct 
community and stakeholder actions. 

 

Original submission point 
number  

Support OR Oppose  The reasons for my support/opposition are: 
 

I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of 
the submission be allowed (or disallowed): 
[Please state]. 

Te Rūnanga o Moeraki, Kāti 
Huirapa Rūnaka ki 
Puketeraki, Te Rūnanga o 
Ōtākou, Hokonui Rūnanga 
(Kāi Tahu ki Otago / 
Aukaha) 

   

00226.279 Support in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be allowed: 
Amend HCV – WT – M1 to enable Kāi Tahu to 
identify wāhi tūpuna sites, areas and values, 
“where appropriate, using the guide set out in 
APP7”. 

00226.284 Support in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be allowed: 
Amend HCV – WT – AER1 to “Wāhi tūpuna areas 
and places” are identified in the relevant regional 
and district plans 

00226.290 Support in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be allowed: 
Amend HCV – HH – P6 to “Enhance places and 
areas of historic heritage through: a. the 
implementation of plan provisions, b. decisions on 
applications for resource consent and notices of 
requirement, c. the integration of historic heritage 
values into new activities, d. enabling adaptive 



reuse or upgrade of historic heritage places and 
areas, and e. non – regulatory methods”. 

00226.293 Support in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be allowed: 
Amend HCV – HH – M5 Territorial authorities must 
prepare or amend and maintain their district plans 
to “(2) enable Kāi Tahu to identify places and areas 
with historic heritage values for mana whenua in 
accordance with HCV – HH – P4 that are located 
outside the beds of lakes and rivers, wetlands and 
the coastal marine area” 
 

00226.294 Support in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be allowed: 
Amend HCV – HH – M6 Local authorities are 
encouraged to use other mechanisms or 
incentives to assist in achieving Policies HCV – HH 
– P3 to HCV – HH – P7, including: … “(2) enabling 
Kāi Tahu to interpret places and areas with historic 
heritage values for mana whenua”. 

 

Original submission point 
number  

Support OR Oppose  The reasons for my support/opposition are: 
 

I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of 
the submission be allowed (or disallowed): 
[Please state]. 

Toitū Te Whenua, Land 
Information New Zealand 

   

00101.060 Support in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be allowed: 
Amend NFL – P5 so that afforestation and planting 
of invasive species and plantation forest species, 
not just wilding conifers, is prevented from 
entering the highly valued features and landscapes 
in the Otago region. For example, the use of lupins 
should be prevented in high country landscapes. 

 

Original submission point 
number  

Support OR Oppose  The reasons for my support/opposition are: 
 

I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of 
the submission be allowed (or disallowed): 



[Please state]. 
Transpower New Zealand 
Limited 

   

00314.047 Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Amend NFL – P2 to add “in the case of the 
development of the National Grid, seeking to 
avoid adverse effects on the values that contribute 
to the natural feature or landscape being 
considered outstanding, and (1) above does not 
apply”. 

00314.048 Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Amend NFL – P2 to add “3. avoiding, remedying or 
mitigating adverse effects of the development of 
the National Grid and (1) above does not apply.” 

 

Original submission point 
number  

Support OR Oppose  The reasons for my support/opposition are: 
 

I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of 
the submission be allowed (or disallowed): 
[Please state]. 

Trojan Holdings    

00206.030 Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Amend LF – FW – O9 to add “discernible” to no 
reduction in ecosystem health. 

00206.043 Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Amend ECO – P3 protect significant natural areas 
and indigenous species and ecosystems that are 
taoka by: (1) avoiding adverse effects that result 
in: (a) any “discernible” reduction of the area or 
values. 

00206.064 Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Amend NFL – P2 to Protect outstanding natural 
features and landscapes “from inappropriate 
subdivision, use and development” by: (1) 
avoiding “significant” adverse effects. 

 



Original submission point 
number  

Support OR Oppose  The reasons for my support/opposition are: 
 

I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of 
the submission be allowed (or disallowed): 
[Please state]. 

Trustpower Limited    

00311.024 Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Amend ECO – P6 to add “significant” to adverse 
effects. 

00311.059 
00311.060 

Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Amend NFL – O1, NFL – P2 to add (1): the 
protection of ONF/ONL “from inappropriate 
subdivision, use and development”. 

 

Original submission point 
number  

Support OR Oppose  The reasons for my support/opposition are: 
 

I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of 
the submission be allowed (or disallowed): 
[Please state]. 

Tussock Rise Limited    

00401.003 
 
00401.005 

Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Amend UFD – O3 and UFD – P1 to make it clear 
the proponent of a private plan change can also do 
strategic planning as part of providing for a 
competitive land market and increasing housing 
supply. 

00401.006 Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Amend UFD – P2 to replace the word ‘Sufficient’ 
with ‘Significant’ or ‘More than sufficient’ 

00401.011 Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Amend UFD – P10 (4) and (5) to also enable 
smaller or moderate contributions. 

00401.012 Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Amend UFD – M2 (1)(a) and (b) to provide for 
greater flexibility by allow for departures from the 
future development strategy and a local authority 



adopted strategic plan at the discretion of the 
local authority. 

 

Original submission point 
number  

Support OR Oppose  The reasons for my support/opposition are: 
 

I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of 
the submission be allowed (or disallowed): 
[Please state]. 

Universal Developments 
Hawea Limited 

   

00209.037 
00209.039 
00209.043 

Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Amend objective NFL – O1 to not provide for 
unqualified protection, but to reflect a more 
nuanced approach from the policy level. 
Remove recognition of highly valued section 7 
landscape matters. 
Recognise a differential level of character and 
values for landscapes that are open, modified, or 
otherwise degraded, as opposed to truly 'natural' 
and unmodified landscapes (both at a policy and 
objective level, as well as at a schedule level when 
identifying landscapes). 

00209.045 Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Amend or delete all urban growth provisions. 

00209.049 
00209.05 

Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
UFD – remove all protections of development on 
rural land generally, remove all references to 
amenity values, rural character and reverse 
sensitivity. 

 

Original submission point 
number  

Support OR Oppose  The reasons for my support/opposition are: 
 

I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of 
the submission be allowed (or disallowed): 
[Please state]. 

Waterfall Park 
Developments Limited 

   



00023.005 
00023.006 

Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Delete UFD – P8(1) “the land is adjacent to existing 
or planned urban areas and ready access to 
employment and services is available”. 

 

Original submission point 
number  

Support OR Oppose  The reasons for my support/opposition are: 
 

I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of 
the submission be allowed (or disallowed): 
[Please state]. 

Wayfare Group Ltd    

00411.042 
 

Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Amend LF – FW – O9 to add “discernible” to no 
reduction in ecosystem health. 

00411.055 Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Amend ECO – P3 protect significant natural areas 
and indigenous species and ecosystems that are 
taoka by: (1) avoiding adverse effects that result 
in: (a) any “discernible” reduction of the area or 
values. 

00411.078 Oppose in part For the reasons outlined in QLDC’s Original 
Submission. 

I seek that part of the submission be disallowed: 
Amend NFL – P2 to Protect outstanding natural 
features and landscapes “from inappropriate 
subdivision, use and development” by: (1) 
avoiding “significant” adverse effects. 

 

 

Original submission point 
number  

Support OR Oppose  The reasons for my support/opposition are: 
 

I seek that the whole (or part [describe part]) of 
the submission be allowed (or disallowed): 
[Please state]. 

Natural Hazards 
 

   



00103.003 Oppose QLDC supports the RPS defining ‘significant risk’, 
and supports the removal of existing use rights as 
an option to reduce risk. 

Disallow submission point. 

00418.002 Oppose QLDC supports the RPS defining ‘significant risk’, 
and supports the removal of existing use rights as 
an option to reduce risk. 

Disallow submission point. 

00420.014 Support Options to reduce risk should not be restricted. Allow submission point 

00012.002 Oppose QLDC supports the RPS defining ‘significant risk’, 
and supports the removal of existing use rights as 
an option to reduce risk. 

Disallow submission point. 

00211.030 Oppose QLDC supports the approach in the RPS. Disallow submission point. 

00211.031 Oppose Mitigation measures should be taken into 
account following the initial risk assessment. 

Disallow submission point. 

00211.032 Oppose QLDC generally supports the precautionary 
approach in the RPS. 

Disallow submission point. 

00210.030 Oppose QLDC supports the approach in the RPS. Disallow submission point. 

00210.031 Oppose Mitigation measures should be taken into 
account following the initial risk assessment. 

Disallow submission point. 

00210.032 Oppose QLDC generally supports the precautionary 
approach in the RPS. 

Disallow submission point. 

00205.004 Oppose Inconsistent with QLDC’s submission. Disallow submission point. 

00205.005 Oppose Management of existing activities may be 
necessary is some cases. 

Disallow submission point. 

00308.001 Oppose QLDC supports the RPS defining ‘significant risk’, 
and supports the removal of existing use rights as 
an option to reduce risk. 

Disallow submission point. 

00217.002 Oppose QLDC supports the RPS defining ‘significant risk’, 
and supports the removal of existing use rights as 
an option to reduce risk. 

Disallow submission point. 



00028.002 Oppose QLDC supports the RPS defining ‘significant risk’, 
and supports the removal of existing use rights as 
an option to reduce risk. 

Disallow submission point. 

00029.002 Oppose QLDC supports the RPS defining ‘significant risk’, 
and supports the removal of existing use rights as 
an option to reduce risk. 

Disallow submission point. 

00223.118 Supports Aligns with QLDC’s submission. Allow the submission point. 

00216.002 Oppose QLDC supports the RPS defining ‘significant risk’, 
and supports the removal of existing use rights as 
an option to reduce risk. 

Disallow submission point. 

00215.003 Oppose QLDC supports the RPS defining ‘significant risk’, 
and supports the removal of existing use rights as 
an option to reduce risk. 

Disallow submission point. 

00214.002 Oppose QLDC supports the RPS defining ‘significant risk’, 
and supports the removal of existing use rights as 
an option to reduce risk. 

Disallow submission point. 

00011.002 Oppose QLDC supports the RPS defining ‘significant risk’, 
and supports the removal of existing use rights as 
an option to reduce risk. 

Disallow submission point. 

00209.030  Oppose QLDC supports the approach in the RPS. Disallow submission point. 

00209.031 Oppose Mitigation measures should be taken into 
account following the initial risk assessment. 

Disallow submission point. 

00209.032 Oppose QLDC generally supports the precautionary 
approach in the RPS. 

Disallow submission point. 

00237.056 Support The gathering of information is important. Allow the submission point. 

00119.017 Oppose Implications for Policy 28.3.1.2 of the QLD PDP 
need to be considered. 

Disallow submission point to the extent is causes 
inconsistencies with Chapter 28 of the QLD PDP. 

00139.191 Support Consistent with QLDC’s submission. Allow the submission point. 



00122.030 Oppose It may be necessary for individual developments 
to be avoided. 

Disallow the submission point.  

00223.114 Support Aligns with QLDC’s submission. Allow the submission point. 

00230.135 Oppose The practicalities of this inclusion need to be 
considered further. 

Disallow the submission point. 

00230.136 Oppose The practicalities of this inclusion need to be 
considered further. 

Disallow the submission point. 

00139.194 Support The change is helpful. Allow the submission point. 

00230.137 Oppose The practicalities of this inclusion need to be 
considered further. 

Disallow the submission point. 

00119.015 Oppose The suggested change needs further 
consideration. 

Disallow the submission point. 

00201.039 Oppose Clarity would be helpful but regional level will 
not always be appropriate. 

Disallow the submission point. 

00139.195 Support  Guidance would be helpful. Allow the submission point. 

00236.085 Oppose Clarity would be helpful but local authorities will 
not always be appropriate. 

Disallow the submission point. 

00321.075 Support Clarity would be helpful. Allow the submission point 

00301.047 Support Clarity would be helpful. Allow the submission point 

00206.054 Oppose The suggested change needs further 
consideration. 

Disallow the submission point. 

00411.068 Oppose The suggested change needs further 
consideration. 

Disallow the submission point. 

00509.104 Oppose The intent of the change is not clear. Disallow the submission point. 



00315.061 Oppose Nationally and regionally significant 
infrastructure should avoid areas of significant 
risk. ‘appropriately’ is not a helpful term to use in 
the policy. 

Disallow the submission point. 

00139.196 Support The clarity sought would be helpful, although use 
of ‘avoid’ is considered appropriate. 

Allow the submission point in part (retain ‘avoid’). 

00022.021 Oppose Functional need should not be a reason to 
establish activities in areas of significant risk. 

Disallow the submission point. 

00118.056 Oppose QLDC generally supports the approach in the 
RPS. 

Disallow the submission point. 

00014.056 Oppose QLDC generally supports the approach in the 
RPS. 

Disallow the submission point. 

00115.027 Oppose The changes are considered unnecessary. Disallow the submission point. 

00314.044 Oppose Nationally and regionally significant 
infrastructure should avoid areas of significant 
risk. ‘appropriately’ is not a helpful term to use in 
the policy. 

Disallow the submission point. 

00206.055 Oppose The change is considered unnecessary. Disallow the submission point. 

00411.069 Oppose The change is considered unnecessary. Disallow the submission point. 

00315.062 Oppose The policy should not be deleted. Disallow the submission point. 

00119.016 Support The addition is helpful. Allow the submission point. 

00310.009 Oppose Clause 5 should not be deleted. Disallow the submission point. 

00226.251 Support The amendment appears helpful. Allow the submission point. 

00118.057 Oppose QLDC generally supports the approach in the 
RPS. 

Disallow the submission point. 



00014.057 Oppose QLDC generally supports the approach in the 
RPS. 

Disallow the submission point. 

00321.077 Support The clarification sought appears useful Allow the submission point. 

00301.049 Oppose The amendment appears unnecessary as there is 
a separate policy for new activities. 

Disallow the submission point. 

00121.082 Oppose Use of ‘reduce’ is supported. Disallow the submission point. 

00206.056 Oppose The addition would change the intent of the 
policy. 

Disallow the submission point. 

00411.070 Oppose The addition would change the intent of the 
policy 

Disallow the submission point. 

00239.136 Oppose The policy should not be deleted. Disallow the submission point. 

00121.083 Oppose The policy should not be deleted. Disallow the submission point. 

00139.198 Support Additional explanation may be helpful. Allow the submission point. 

00118.058 Oppose QLDC generally supports the approach in the 
RPS. 

Disallow the submission point. 

00014.058 Oppose QLDC generally supports the approach in the 
RPS. 

Disallow the submission point. 

00226.254 Support The additions are appropriate. Allow the submission point.  

00311.054 Oppose The addition is unhelpful as it does not identify 
‘some circumstances’. 

Disallow the submission point. 

00119.020 Oppose The deleted text should be retained. Disallow the submission point. 

00013.015 Oppose The addition is not necessary and may cause 
implementation issues. 

Disallow the submission point. 



00139.205 Support The amendment is practical. Allow the submission point. 

00236.088 Oppose The timeframe is not reasonable. Disallow the submission point. 

00235.130 Oppose The timeframe is not reasonable. Disallow the submission point. 

00121.086 Oppose The deleted text should be retained. Disallow the submission point. 

00206.057 Oppose The deleted text should be retained. Disallow the submission point. 

00411.071 Oppose The deleted text should be retained. Disallow the submission point. 

00119.021 Oppose The ability to manage existing uses should be 
identified as an available method. 

Disallow the submission point. 

00239.139 Oppose The precautionary approach is appropriate. Disallow the submission point. 

00236.089 Support The addition is appropriate. Allow the submission point 

00235.131 Support The addition is appropriate. Allow the submission point 

00301.052 Oppose The deleted text should be retained. Disallow the submission point. 

00121.087 Oppose The precautionary approach is appropriate. Disallow the submission point. 

00206.058 Oppose The ability to manage existing uses should be 
identified as an available method. 

Disallow the submission point. 

00411.072 Oppose The ability to manage existing uses should be 
identified as an available method. 

Disallow the submission point. 

00239.140 Oppose The precautionary approach is appropriate. Disallow the submission point. 



00236.090 Support The addition is appropriate. Allow the submission point. 

00235.132 Support The addition is appropriate. Allow the submission point. 

00121.088 Oppose The precautionary approach is appropriate. Disallow the submission point. 

00119.023 Oppose The proposed wording requires further 
consideration. 

Disallow the submission point. 

00119.024 Oppose The proposed wording requires further 
consideration. 

Disallow the submission point. 

00119.025 Oppose The deletion of ‘reduces’ is opposed. Disallow the submission point. 

0119.026 Oppose The change is not appropriate. Disallow the submission point. 

00239.142 Oppose The change is not appropriate. Disallow the submission point. 

00119.029 Oppose The proposed changes require further 
consideration. 

Disallow the submission point. 

00119.030 Oppose The proposed changes require further 
consideration. 

Disallow the submission point. 

00119.031 Oppose The proposed changes require further 
consideration. 

Disallow the submission point. 

00119.032 Oppose The proposed changes require further 
consideration. 

Disallow the submission point. 

00119.033 Oppose The proposed changes require further 
consideration. 

Disallow the submission point. 

00139.206 Support The change is practical. Allow the submission point. 

00239.189 Oppose The proposed changes require further 
consideration. 

Disallow the submission point. 



 

 

00415.001 Support The changes appear appropriate, but will need to 
be considered further. 

Allow the submission point. 

00415.002 Support The changes appear appropriate, but will need to 
be considered further. 

Allow the submission point. 

00206.075 Oppose The proposed changes require further 
consideration. 

Disallow the submission point. 

00206.076 Oppose The proposed changes require further 
consideration. 

Disallow the submission point. 

00411.090 Oppose The deletion is unnecessary. Disallow the submission point. 

00411.091 Oppose The proposed changes require further 
consideration. 

Disallow the submission point. 

00411.092 Oppose The proposed changes require further 
consideration. 

Disallow the submission point. 

00411.093 Oppose The proposed changes require further 
consideration. 

Disallow the submission point. 

00411.094 Oppose The proposed changes require further 
consideration. 

Disallow the submission point. 



Appendix C – List of names and addresses of persons served 

Name Address for Service  

AgResearch Limited graeme.mathieson@mitchelldaysh.co.nz 

Alluvium Ltd and Stoney Creek 
Mining Ltd 

kate.mckenzie@tprl.co.nz  

Angus, Alistair; Singleton, 
Robert; Bryant, Neville; Rivett, 
Ruth; Mckenzie, David and 
Fiona; Britton, Tania; Burrel, 
Marie; Young, Keri; Tayler, Kate; 
Afleck, Vern 

mrangus57@gmail.com 

Aurora Energy Limited angus.robertson@auroraenergy.nz  

Beef & Lamb NZ and Deer 
Industry NZ 

may.ponsonby@beeflambnz.co.nz  

Blackthorn Lodge Glenorchy 
Limited 

katharine.hockly@laneneave.co.nz 

Boxer Hill Trust rachel@brownandcompany.co.nz 

Business South Inc mike.collins@business-south.org.nz  

Canterbury Regional Council 
(Environment Canterbury) 

paul.thompson@ecan.govt.nz 

Central Otago District Council 
(CODC) 

ann.rodgers@codc.govt.nz 

Central Otago Winegrowers 
Association 

andy@mishasvineyard.com 

Chorus, New Zealand Limited, 
Spark New Zealand Trading 
Limited and Vodafone New 
Zealand 

chris@incite.co.nz 

Christchurch International 
Airport Limited (CIAL) 

aime.green@chapmantripp.com  

Contact Energy Limited chris.drayton@contactenergy.co.nz 

Daisy Link Garden Centres 
Limited 

Derek.mclachlan@gallawaycookallan.co.nz 

Danelle, Jones dnell.jones@gmail.com 

Danny Walker, Peter Hall, Cold 
Clutha Ltd and Awa Koura 
Mining Ltd 

kate.mckenzie@tprl.co.nz 

Director - General of 
Conservation 

mbrass@doc.govt.nz 

mailto:joanne.dowd@auroraenergy.nz
mailto:may.ponsonby@beeflambnz.co.nz
mailto:aime.green@chapmantripp.com


Name Address for Service  

Dunedin City Council sarah.hickey@dcc.govt.nz   

Federated Farmers of New 
Zealand 

elinscott@fedfarm.org.nz 

Fire and Emergency New 
Zealand – Te Kei Region Otago 
Southland 

liz.metsers@fireandemergency.nz 

Fonterra Co – operative Group 
Limited 

Ben.Williams@chapmantripp.com 

Fulton Hogan Limited tensor@tonkintaylor.co.nz 

Girling, Kit kit.girling@gmail.com 

Glenpanel Limited Partnership blair@vivianespie.co.nz 

Graymont (NZ) Limited bmurray@graymont.com 

Greenpeace 
Aotearoa 

crose@greenpeace.org 

Hopkins, Jim jimhop46@gmail.com 

Horticulture New Zealand amelia.scharting@holmmajurey.nz  

Howson, Andrew Richard andrewrhowson@gmail.com 

Infinity Investment Group 
Holdings Ltd 

sarah.eveleigh@al.nz 

Kāi Tahu ki Otago / Aukaha (Te 
Rūnanga o Moeraki, Kāti 
Huirapa Rūnaka ki Puketeraki, 
Te Rūnanga o Ōtākou, Hokonui 
Rūnanga) 

sandra@ukaha.co.nz 

LAC Properties Trustees Limited laura.mclaughlan@al.nz 

Lane Hocking laura.mclaughlan@al.nz 

Lauder Creek Farming office@laudercreek.co.nz 

Maryhill Limited laura.mclaughlan@al.nz 

Meridian Energy Limited andrew.feierabend@meridianenergy.co.nz 

Ministry of Education Kate.Graham@beca.com  

Mt Cardrona Station laura.mclaughlan@al.nz 

Network Waitaki Limited megan.justice@mitchelldaysh.co.nz 

mailto:sarah.hickey@dcc.govt.nz
mailto:amelia.scharting@holmmajurey.nz


Name Address for Service  

New Zealand Cherry Corp Ltd sarah.eveleigh@al.nz 

New Zealand Infrastructure 
Commission 

Robert.addison@tewaihanga.govt.nz 

Oceana Gold (New Zealand) Ltd alison.paul@oceanagold.com 

Off Road Adventures Limited ben@cuee.nz 

Otago Fish & Game Council and 
the Central South Island Fish & 
Game Council 

nparagreen@fishandgame.org.nz 

Otago Regional Council warren.hanley@orc.govt.nz 

Otago Rock Lobster Industry 
Association Inc and Pauamac 5 
Incorporated 

katekhesson@gmail.com 

Otago Water Resource Users 
Group (OWRUG) 

bridget.irving@gallawaycookallan.co.nz 

Port of Otago Ltd. joanne.dowd@portotago.co.nz  

Porteos, Sonya songreenstone@gmail.com 

PowerNet Ltd megan.justice@mitchelldaysh.co.nz 

Queenstown Airport Corporation melissa.brook@queenstownairport.co.nz 

Ravensdown Limited carmen@planzconsultants.co.nz 

Reid Pete petelisareid@xtra.co.nz 

Royal Forest and Bird Protection 
Society of New Zealand 
Incorporated 

P.Anderson@forestandbird.org.nz  

Rural Contractors NZ graeme.mathieson@mitchelldaysh.co.nz 

Sanford Ltd. AUndorf-Lay@sanford.co.nz 

Sharpe, Kelly Ann kellygynz@hotmail.com 

Sharpe, Toby William Montague tobysharpe@mac.com 

Silver Fern Farms steve.tuck@mitchelldaysh.co.nz 

Sipka Holdings Ltd blair@vivianespie.co.nz 

Te Ao Marama  Maria.bartlett@tami.maori.nz 

Terry Dwayne info@jetboat.com 

Thomson Chris gytommo@xtra.co.nz 

mailto:joanne.dowd@portotago.co.nz
mailto:P.Anderson@forestandbird.org.nz


Name Address for Service  

Thomson Dawn dawnthomson@xtra.co.nz 

Todi, Emese Erika todierika@yahoo.com 

Transpower New Zealand 
Limited 

ainsley@amconsulting.co.nz 

Trojan Holdings Limited (Trojan) ben@cuee.nz 

Manawa Energy (formerly 
Trustpower Limited) 

nicola.foran@manawaenergy.co.nz  

Tussock Rise Ltd blair@vivianespie.co.nz 

Universal Developments Hawea 
Limited 

laura.mclaughlan@al.nz 

Waka Kotahi NZ Transport 
Agency 

richard.shaw@nzta.govt.nz 

Waterfall Park Developments 
Limited 

rachel@brownandcompany.co.nz  

Wayfare Group Ltd ben@cuee.nz 

Wise Response Society Inc secretary@wiseresponse.org.nz 

Z Energy Limited, BP Oil NZ 
Limited, Mobil Oil NZ Limited 

gavin.mccullagh@slrconsulting.com  
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