
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 
FORM 5 

SUBMISSION ON NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 
TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN 

Clause 6 o f  Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991 

To: Central Otago District Council 
PO Box 122 
ALEXANDRA 9340 

Name of Submitter: Gary Carl Hyndman and Deborah Lee Hyndman 
(Full name) 

This is a submission on proposed Plan Change 13 to the Central Otago District Plan (the proposal). 

I could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission. (* 
Select one) 

I am directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that- 
(a) adversely affects the environment 

The specific provisions of the proposal that my submission relates to are: 

Proposed Plan Change 13 : River Terrace - the proposition that Land in the River Terrace Resource Area 
be developed into medium to high density residential activity, retirement living, a neighbourhood centre, a 

possible school, with associated open space network, walkways, roading and infrastructure 

My submission is: 

We are opposed to this proposed change of land use as we believe: 
it is currently unnecessary 
it will negatively impact on existing successful businesses in the area 
it will negatively impact on lifestyle properties that exist in this rural location 

(see additional pages) 

• whether you support or oppose the specific provisions or wish to have them amended; and 
• reasons for your views; 

and continue on additional page if necessary) 

I seek the following decision from the local authority: 

That the proposed change of zoning from Rural to Medium to High Density Housing not be allowed. 
That substantial boundaries including visual and noise barriers between the proposed development and 
existing neighbours be a condition of the development should it be allowed to go ahead. 
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If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing. 

Gary Carl Hyndman and Deborah Lee Hyndman 
Signature of Submitter 
(or person authorised to sign on behalf of submitter) 
(A signature is not required if you make a submission by electronic means) 

Date 18/06/2018 

Electronic address for service of submitter: gary.deb@xtra.co.nz 

Telephone No: 03 445 1616 

Postal Address: 131 Pearson Road 
RD2 
Cromwell 

Contact Person: Gary Carl Hyndman (joint property owner of 
property bounding the proposed development). 

SUBMISSIONS CLOSE IN RESPONSE TO PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 13 ON 
WEDNESDAY 20 JUNE 2018 

Note to person making 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 
a 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. 



Concerns re Proposed Property Development 

Our concerns re the medium and high density residential property 
development proposed by River Terrace Developments Limited for land 
situated alongside Sandflat Road, Cromwell. 

This land is currently zoned as 'Rural' and when we purchased our property 
situated at 131 Pearson Road, Cromwell, it was on the understanding that the 
property located next to us was zoned as such. 

Our property is zoned 'Rural Residential' meaning that we live on a 2.2 hectare 
block that we are unable to subdivide even if we wanted to. 

Our property is located down a long driveway and much of its appeal is that it 
is away from the noise of the road and other residences. 

We operate a small homestay on our property and the overwhelming 
comments by guests are that they love the peace and quiet that we enjoy at 
our property. 

We are concerned that the development of high density housing on the land 
located next to us is going to bring with it the noise and dust that is associated 
with such a development, causing us loss of privacy and enjoyment as well as 
income from our homestay. 

We are anticipating that this noise and dust could exist for a number of years 
until the land is fully developed. 

We are also concerned about issues air pollution, noise, the loss of privacy and 
security with having a large number of buildings located right next to our 
eastern boundary. 

We have a large number of implements/machinery associated with an orchard 
that we run on our property and we have concerns re the security of that 
property as well as the health and safety issues with having families with 
children living next door and having easy access onto our property during our 
absence. 

The proposed development appears to be suggesting that building platforms 
could be as close as a meter off our boundary fence and that our properties 



will only be separated by a hedge that the developer is going to plant (and 
maintain?) 

We purchased our property 8 years ago to live in a private quiet area and on 
the understanding that the land in question was only ever going to be used for 
horticulture/viticulture. 

In our opinion to change the zoning from 'Rural' into 'Medium and High 
Density Housing' is a drastic and unnecessary proposal which lacks any sort of 
consideration for the residential and business properties that have existed in 
this area for some time. 

We believe that this development will negatively impact on the residential 
properties by: 

• Loss of privacy 
• Increase in noise 
• Security concerns 
• Noise and dust caused throughout construction/development process 
• Loss of income 
• Loss of small intimate community feeling 

• Increase in air pollution 
• Increase in traffic 

• Complaints from residences re existing rural activities such as the use of 
machinery, chain-sawing, slaughter of livestock, pest eradication, 
electric fencing and the regular burning of orchard prunings. 

• Problems with urban dogs worrying livestock 

• Decrease in property values 

We also believe that there will be issues with existing businesses such as: 

• Noise complaints against Highlands Motor Sport Park 
• Noise complaints against Cromwell Speedway 
• Noise complaints against the local water bottling plant 

• Noise complaints against Jones' Orchard 

• Complaints about bird scaring/firearm use by Jones' Orchard. 

• Noise complaints re machinery and vehicle use on Jones' Orchard and 
our own orchard 

• Complaints about chemical sprays being used at Jones' Orchard and our 
own orchard. 



These businesses are all well established and create employment for Cromwell 
locals. 

We are concerned that a large property development located amidst these 
businesses would have a detrimental effect and could potentially result in the 
closing of such businesses, and the loss of local jobs. 

The Highlands Motor Sport Park is a major complex which brings a lot of 
visitors to Cromwell and has been instrumental in influencing a number of 
motor enthusiasts to either move to Cromwell or to purchase holiday homes in 
Cromwell. 

It doesn't make sense to place a housing development directly across the road 
from a 'noisy' motorsport park and speedway despite proposed clauses to 
prevent complaints about the noise. 

The closing down of Western Springs is a clear indication on how residential 
complaints will eventually 'win the day'. 

We don't believe that there is a need for a high density housing development 
at this location as Cromwell currently has a number of other housing 
developments underway at present. 

We believe it makes more sense for housing development to be completed at 
these other locations before considering this drastic zoning change. 

These other more suitable housing development areas are: 

• Gair Avenue development 

• Wooing Tree development 

• The Chalets development 
• Alpha Street development 

These developments are all better located to be part of the Cromwell township 
expansion and in our opinion would be more likely to be supporting local shops 
and services than if they were located as essentially a satellite township of 
Cromwell. 

In our opinion the proposed high density housing development beside Sandflat 
Road would probably become an affordable housing area for workers from 
Queenstown, and would be of very little benefit to Cromwell. 



Cromwell already has two fairly substantial retirement complexes as well as an 
arguably underutilised shopping mall, two local primary schools and a 
secondary school. 

We don't believe that a proposed retirement facility located across the road 
from the motor sport park is a logical proposition. 

Apart from the noise issues the location is remote from Cromwell township 
and its facilities. 

Likewise we don't think it is in the interest of the existing Cromwell retail 
community for a shopping centre to be created in this satellite township. 

We don't believe that the proposed school is a serious proposition. 

It appears that the developer has already spent a considerable amount of 
money in landscaping the boundary of the proposed development situated 
closest to state highway 6. 

Hedging has also already been planted around the property owned and 
occupied by Rex Edgar despite concerns that he has raised with the developer. 

These actions infer that the developer seems to believe that to that this 
proposed plan change is a 'done deal' and he has planted his hedge around the 
Edgar's property in spite of Mr Edgar's protestations. 

We are concerned that a property developer may be more concerned about 
making a profit than co-operating and considering the impact on the local and 
extended Cromwell community. 

In the developers submissions at 6.1.3 'Bell and Hopper Shaft' there is a blatant 
mistake. The proposal states as follows : 

The Bell & Hopper Mine Shaft is located on the western boundary of number 
131 Pearson Road approximately 130m from the proposed subdivision 
boundary (Appendix A, Figure lb). The current landowner of 131 Pearson 
Road confirmed that he has never seen any evidence of the Bell & Hopper 
Shaft on the ground surface. 



As the current landowners of 131 Pearson Road we would like to know exactly 
who the developers or their representatives spoke to in order to be able to 
state the above. 

They have not spoken to us. 

If the proposed development is still to go ahead we personally seek the 
following: 

• A green area of 10 meters between existing neighbours and the 
proposed development. 

• A planted mound suitable as a visual/sound barrier be located on the 
green area between existing neighbours and the proposed development. 

• That the proposed planted mound be created and maintained by the 
developer. 

If the proposed development is still to go ahead, on behalf of well 
established businesses in the area, we seek the following: 

• Provision is made that no complaints can be made in relation to noise 
• Provision is made that no complaints can be made in relation to orchard 

activities 
• Provision is made that no complaints can be made in relation to 

everyday farm activities such as the slaughtering of livestock, burning of 
orchard prunings or any other activities relating to the functioning of the 
businesses that are already existing. 



RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 
FORM 6 

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN 0 
SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSE 

TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PL 
Clause 8 of  Schedule 1, Resource Management Ac 

To: Central Otago District Council 
PO Box 122 
ALEXANDRA 9340 

Name of person making further submission: 
o a , e y  

etit-s-eS 

(Full name) 

This is a further submission in support of (or in opposition to) a submission on proposed Plan 
Change 13 to the Central Otago District Plan. 

I am: 
1. A person representing a relevan of t l e t f - - - - u b l i c  interest, the grounds for saying this 

being: 

; or, 

2. A person who has an Interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general public 
has, the grounds for saying this being: 

W e s - ,  / --&-1 eyi 

; or, 
(Please state whether you are a person who r6ay make a submission under 1 and/or 2 above and also specify/explain the 

grounds for saying that you come within category 1 and/or 2) 

3. The local autho e relevant area. 

I support (or oppose) the submission of: 
A i  /6' / / 4 ,  6 3 -  6. ' /  ..?)4 Plan Change 13. 

(Please state the name and address of original submitter and submission number and submission 
point number of original submission) 

The particular parts of the submission I support tr_.Qppese) are: 
-1-4L4 

er- /5 

(Please clearly indicate which parts of the original submission you support or oppose, together with any relevant provisions 
of the proposal and continue on an additional page if necessary) 

The reasons for my support -opposition are: 
/ -1 k2-et.:Ai La co4 

1 1  
I c_s 4 • 6 - ,  

4 , 1  C . “ ( / / e  
eass 

(Please give reasons and continue on an additional age 
(necessary) 

e 
-Aee /776,5 



I seek that the whole or  part [describe part], of the submission be allowed (or-disal-14awed): 

(Please give precise details) 

1-wis4/(or do not wish) to be heard in support of my further submission. 
(Please strike out as applicable) 

If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing. 
(Please delete you would not consider presenting a joint case) 

8 i n a t u r o f  person making Further Submission Date 
/or person authorised to sign on behalf of person making further submission) 
(A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means) 

Electronic address for service of person making further submission: 9 ha-4- 
(Please write clearly) C • CW_ •C‘c.ik C OCV\ 

Telephone No: 4 2 2 2  ' 7  22 

Postal Address: / /  1 e , 7 7  • ' t  •(4 

Contact Person: / 5  4-_•7 
(name & designation, if applicable) 

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, ANY SUBMISSION 
ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 13 CLOSE ON MONDAY 29 OCTOBER 2018 

Note to person making Further submission 
A copy of your further submission must be served on the original submitter within 5 working days after it is 
served on the local authority. 

Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is satisfied 
that a least 1 of the following applies to the submission (or part of the submission): 

• it is frivolous or vexatious: 
O it discloses no reasonable or relevant case: 
O it would be an abuse of the hearing process to allow the submission (or the part) to be taken further: 
O it contains offensive language: 
O 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. 

y-- ri6---0177•))11 
1_\_01 



RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 

FORM 6 

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOS!TI TOCZ 
SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PL A,,p-i 

TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN is\ ? RECE/VEfl \-,::: -,1 9 ocr 2018 
Clause 8 o f  Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1 i 2 

To: Central Otago District C o u n c i l o r q o  
• 

• , /  
, PO Box 122 :'. . °1ST 

c , AL k xt?1 C T 
ALEXANDRA 9340 sp;,.. ANDRA 

. 
<, 

Name of person making further submission: 

(Full name) name) 

This is a further submission in support of (or in opposition to) a submission on proposed Plan Change 
13 to the Central Otago District Plan. 

I am: 
1. A person representing a relevant aspect of the public interest, the grounds for saying this 

being: 

; or, 

2. A person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general public 
has, the grounds for saying this being: 

ei) ; or, 
(Please state whether you are a person who mdy ake a submission under 1 and/or 2 wove and also specify/explain the 

grounds for saying that you come within category 1 and/or 2) 

3. The local authority for the relevant area. 

I support (or oppose) the submission of: 

f r I c 2 - a l e  d 4 0  LA/  t e  CfC1.,-)kk'D A IMO"-D-1 r f l  
(;) 

on Plan Change 13. 
(Please state the name and address of original submitter and submission number and submission 

point number of original submission) 

The particular parts of the submission I support (or oppose) are: 
j 

czo c_v)czn ‘3 

(Please clearly indicate which parts of the original submission you support or oppose, together with any relevant 
provisions of the proposal and continue on an additional page if necessary) 

The reasons for my support (or opposition) are: 
' e c 3 o V e e _ i c a k  

.... vA0V.,) 
(Please give reasons and continue on an additional p ge if necessary) 04' c_hi,(Q___ 



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

G7sy--) C I _ V A C I T Z / T y .  \ 

(Please give precise details) 

/(or do not wish) to be heard in support of my further submission. 
Please strike out as applicable) 

If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing. 
(Please delete if you would not consider presenting a joint case) 

ci I I C5 
Signature of person making Further Submission Date 
(or person authorised to sign on behalf of person making further submission) 
(A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means) 

Electronic address for service of person making further submission' QV U.Ak ic-b(a co • 
(Please write clearly) 

Telephone No: 

Postal Address: IC() k-CV 

Contact Person: 

1-7 

CAfa.e.v--nc 
Wr\ 

(name & designation, if applicable) 

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO ANY SUBMISSION 
ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 13 CLOSE ON MONDAY 29 OCTOBER 2018 

Note to person making Further submission 
A copy of your further submission must be served on the original submitter within 5 working days after it is 
served on the local authority. 

Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is satisfied that 
a 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. 



RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 
FORM 6 

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, 
SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 

TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN 
Clause 8 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991 

To: Central Otago District Council 
PO Box 122 
ALEXANDRA 9340 

Name of person making further submission: ..... Rits .(Full name) 
This is a further submission in support of (or-in-eppesition-t.o) a submission on proposed Plan 
Change 13 to the Central Otago District Plan. 
I am: 
1. A person representing a relevant aspect of the public interest, the grounds for saying this being: 

; or, 
2. A person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general public 
has, the grounds for saying this being: 

a-K e'Atitit Whol‘DKa r e / S t g r e 4 t a  
t k a 4 4  tke, geinelArMic,  

as 
I 

ail( a CrothWoR ttttristikioniK6c, a. 
kw-U(441km sttiorktoitsrivk6sr, 

a, arvOl ix t r  oh 
the, 114sc, a d  a. rate, Mer. 

(Please state whether you are a person who may make a submission under 1 and/or 2 above and also specify/explain 
the grounds for saying that you come within category 1 and/or 2) 

3. The local authority for the relevant area. I support (or-eppese) the submission of: 

e@grai9ovisitm.cavti--, 10 — sufrortaR 
-Noiiq bi 

, 
rkantimiWit, - rortail 

5. T'-t-:ex Neaa7 9. A-)as--Wr Srtark, 
a . a t . r ‘ i ;  228 — stwrort ivk 

if. b f t 4 1 - n t ,  tov,re&t r r 114ki r e c .  aitt@xtra.co.vw- 
, 

1(4 
— surert 

5. •WITAN ,41ek I 
removigex, 

1 rakcive,r.-A-@ totak,oht, 15(9 surrortAt 

(9. -Thowts, Max CD14 tinoketvAiit/on (95 — surrorta# 
1. 14,merib1utraw, carokademer@rhaixotw, 1 0 ,  surport 

3. -1fortiukfttAre 'hew 2ezda.4, Kaz,14..iitccLuiel‘orbw-bow- 
, 

IS - 
worortaff 

N o - b 4 r t t l ,  49 r i cvA i l v t1999or tag „ - , IM  
— 

stArrortaff 

ID. /hit bi 1fic4-titIAJiec,phatt@ok-Officatit.wi-, — 
s t o r o r t a t  r a r t i c t i A  211115 Wscar vistatki 

11. +ligkfa4s, No-brsport-  Utwiteci l l9r i*mith4@rffatNairook‘k.o.Pki-_-,  

— rrtaff 
11/. Srimm pkvt ?ets ikl@rovv4„0,,,151 

_ s rorta# 
5.11//Trcurks o r t  

, 
riclkad.$6.tAAK-kt.a..ojovtwv, 2514 — wrort itA rart — iKskffic:teKt6fe.t4 

ILL &re aid aktaAr.fp @rin DIN 11,\VIvi-, — StArrbrt 

on Plan Change 13. / (Please state the name and address of original submitter and submission number and submission A , 

i point number of original submission) /7 

r'__ c< ..-1 e„: i loc i- 2010 1:_:: --- .-----) 
0461..... C "'et /... rospNvi ,,<„, \I /1?—/71.1---G\ 



I seek that the whole or  part [describe part], of the submission be allowed (or disallowed): 
-As Atotif)a aloovo, "tke, iriArtut Of tke  rrorseeQrfa, , , 7 . 4  ivkstkf—iievct- ivciorilmtioh191-0Vi a YestAk iiA tko 

ttiociisim -that t 4  torDeoul: is, iku,iora;t4 Lt./id\ ti‘e Xtrevtict Crcrvklivi. cl\DIAR tak-o. 

(Please give precise details) 
I -wislaltsa-r-do not wish) to be heard in support of my further submission. 
(Please strike out as applicable) 
If o -iers mIlke a similar submission, I will consider presenting a jo int  case with them at a hearing. 
(Ple s d' lee if you would not consider presenting a joint case) 

lg 
A, .1 „,,, .i ......29 October 2018......... 

Si natur ' o f e r s o n  m a k i i F u r t h e r  Submission Date 
(or person authorised to sign n behalf of person making further submission) 
(A signature is not required ift'you make your submission by electronic means) 

Electronic address for service o f  person making further submission: ... info@heliview.co.nz... 
(Please write clearly) 

Telephone No: . 0 3  445 0444....... 
Postal Address: ...... PO Box 450 Cromwell 9342 

Contact Person: ......... Richard & Jolanda Foale, Owners... ....... (name & designation, if applicable) 

..... • . • ... • • .......... • • • • - 

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, ANY SUBMISSION 
ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 13 CLOSE ON MONDAY 29 OCTOBER 2018 
Note to  person making Further submission 
A copy of your further submission must be served on the original submitter within 5 working days after it is 
served on the local authority. 
Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is satisfied 
that a 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. 



RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 
FORM 6 

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, SUBMISSION ON 
PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN 

Clause 8 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991 

To: Central Otago District Council 

PO Box 122 

Alexandra 9340 

, 
4. 

'•::31•14 

, ,/ 

SUBMITTER: Highlands Motorsport Park Limited (Highlands) ; • 
1. This is a further submission in opposition of a submission made on proposed Plan 

Change 13 to the Central Otago District Plan ("PC13"). 

2. Highlands is a person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the 
interest the general public has. Highlands interest in the application was outlined in 
detail in their original submission (submitter no 144). 

3. Highlands oppose the submission of Anthony Streeter (submitter no 353). 

4. Highlands wish to be heard in support of this submission and will consider presenting a 
joint case with other parties that make a similar submission. 

- -t 

Summary 

5. PC13 is located within a rural area that has lawfully established horticultural and 
motorsport activities. PC13 will give rise to reverse sensitivity effects. These reverse 
sensitivity effects cannot be adequately avoided, remedied or mitigated by the 
developer or by future landowners. 

Specific Points 

6. Highlands oppose the following submission points 353/1, 353/2, 353/3, 353/4 and 
353/5. We provide a summary of our reasons below: 

(a) Highlands oppose the submission that the site is the most appropriate location for 
the development. A comprehensive assessment of alternative locations has not 
been provided by the applicant. 

(b) An assessment of the level of demand for housing in Cromwell has not been 
undertaken as part of PC13, particularly demand within a noise producing 
environment. Two significant subdivisions (Holiday Park and Wooing Tree) have 
just been approved within Cromwell which will provide supply in the short to 
medium term whilst the master planning work is being completed. 

DAM-307282-4-73-V1 
Vy747171P77)) 
Vi_911_441q51.0 
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(c) Highland's oppose the submission that P013 is the most cost effective option in 
regard to the provision of infrastructure. A comparative assessment has not been 
provided within the application to support this submission. 

(d) The application fails to provide sufficient infrastructure and connectivity to the 
Cromwell Township. 

(e) PC13 gives rise to reverse sensitivity issues. The application fails to provide a 
mechanism which protects the consented level of activity, but also risks the 
imposition of further restrictions due to future complaints and may significantly 
constrain potential future developments at the Speedway and Highlands which 
are both physical resources. 

Relief Sought 

7. The application is incompatible with the receiving environment. Highlands seek the 
following decision from Council: 

(a) PC13 is refused. 

Date: 29 October 2018 

B Irving / D McLachlan 

Solicitor for Submitter 

Address: 

Phone: 

Gallaway Cook Allan, Lawyers 

PO Box 143, 

Dunedin 9054 

03 477 7312 

Email: bridget.irving@gallawaycookallan.co.nz 

derek.mclachlan@gallawaycookallan.co.nz 

DAM-307282-4-73-V1 



RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 
FORM 6 

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, SUBMISSION ON 
PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN 

Clause 8 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991 
/- 

To: Central Otago District Council 

PO Box 122 

Alexandra 9340 

SUBMITTER: Highlands Motorsport Park Limited (Highlands) 

.6 
qui3 

i-iLaxAtvoir.?,Ek 
1 

1. This is a further submission in support of a submission made on proposed Plan Change 
13 to the Central Otago District Plan ("PC13"). 

2. Highlands is a person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the 
interest the general public has. Highland's interest in the application was outlined in 
detail in their original submission (submitter no 144). 

3. This submission is in support of Lindsay Mathers, Submitter Number 223. 

4. Highlands wish to be heard in support of this submission and will consider presenting a 
joint case with other parties that make a similar submission. 

Summary 

5. Lindsay Mathers is a shareholder and employee of a local cherry orchard. PC13 is 
located within a rural area that has lawfully established horticultural and motorsport 
activities. PC13 fails to provide the necessary reverse sensitivity protection to these 
activities. There is an inherent conflict between these activities which suggest the 
inappropriateness of this application. 

6. PC13 has the potential to significantly impact the operation of local businesses that 
provide both direct and indirect benefits to the community through employment and 
economic opportunities. 

Specific Points 

7. Highlands support the following submission points: 223/1, 223/2, 223/3, 223/4, 223/5 
and 223/6. As a summary we have outlined the following reasons: 

(a) Agricultural activities, particularly orchards, are an important element of the 
Cromwell community. These activities provide both direct and indirect 
contributions through employment and economic activity. A comprehensive 
assessment of the flow on effects of PC13 on local businesses has not been 
undertaken as part of this application. 

DAM-307282-4-86-V1 5--orroritl,T 1-) 
LL 9 U 
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(b) Highlands support the submission that reverse sensitivity effects concerning 
agricultural activity, particularly orchards, have not been addressed by PC13. 
Orchards are sources of noise that include the operation of machinery, bird 
scaring, frost fighting and helicopters. Further contributory effects may include 
chemicals and burning for biosecurity reasons. 

(c) PC13 results in an inappropriate loss of productive land. A comprehensive 
assessment of alternatives has not been undertaken. 

(d) PC13 Objective, Policy and Rule framework is deficient in terms of addressing 
reverse sensitivity effects. 

Relief Sought 

8. The application is incompatible with the receiving environment. Highlands seek the 
following decision from Council: 

(a) P013 is refused. 

"( , 

Date: 

B Irving / D McLachlan 

Solicitor for Submitter 

Address: 

Phone: 

Gallaway Cook Allan, Lawyers 

PO Box 143, 

Dunedin 9054 

03 477 7312 

Email: bridgetirving@gallawaycookallan.co.nz 

derek.mclachlan@gallawaycookallan.co.nz 
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RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 
FORM 6 

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, SUBMISSION ON 
PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN 

Clause 8 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Ac A491 

To: Central Otago District Council 

PO Box 122 

Alexandra 9340 

. , .8 

SUBMITTER: Highlands Motorsport Park Limited (Highlands) 

1. This is a further submission in support of a submission made on proposed Plan Change 
13 to the Central Otago District Plan (''P013"). 

2. Highlands is a person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the 
interest the general public has. Highlands interest in the application was outlined in 
detail in their original submission (submitter no 144). 

3. This submission is in support of 45 South Group of Companies ("45 South"), Submitter 
Number 123. 

4. Highlands wish to be heard in support of this submission and will consider presenting a 
joint case with other parties that make a similar submission. 

Summary 

5. P013 is located within a rural area that has lawfully established horticultural and 
motorsport activities. PC13 fails to provide the necessary reverse sensitivity protection 
to these activities. There is an inherent conflict between these activities which suggest 
the inappropriateness of this application. P013 has the potential to significantly impact 
the operation of local businesses that provide both direct and indirect benefits to the 
community through employment and economic opportunities. 

Specific Points 

6. Highlands support the entire submission (being submission points 123/1-35). We have 
provided a summary below: 

(a) Agricultural activities, particularly orchards, are an important element of the 
Cromwell community. These activities provide both direct and indirect 
contributions through employment and economic activity. 

(b) Highlands support the submission that reverse sensitivity effects concerning 
agricultural activity, particularly orchards, have not been addressed by PC13. 
Orchards are sources of noise that include the operation of machinery, bird 
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scaring, frost fighting and helicopters. Further contributory effects may include 
chemicals and burning for biosecurity reasons. 

(c) It is also important to note that these activities are not specific to 45 South, and 
other forms of agricultural activity exist in proximity to the application site. P013 is 
inconsistent with these activities. 

(d) The increase in traffic volumes on State Highway 6 and other parts of the roading 
network (particularly Sandflat Road) have not been adequately assessed. 
Highlands support the submission that these reverse sensitivity effects cannot be 
adequately avoided, remedied or mitigated by the developer, or by future 
landowners. 

(e) PC13 results in an inappropriate loss of productive land. 

(f) P013 Objective, Policy and Rule framework is deficient in terms of addressing 
reverse sensitivity effects. 

(g) PC13 fails to give effect to the National Policy Statement for Urban Development 
Capacity. The NPS-UDC requires decision makers to consider effects of urban 
development on the local, district, regional and greater scales. We support the 
submission that both the horticultural industry and motorsport activity have a 
significant economic benefit to the Cromwell area and beyond. This proposal has 
the potential to severely compromise the viability of these activities. 

(h) The application is inconsistent with other planning instruments, including: 

(i) Purpose and Principles of the Resource Management Act 1991; 

(ii) Objectives and Policies of the operative and proposed Regional Policy 
Statement; 

(iii) Objectives and Policies of the Central Otago District Plan. 

Relief Sought 

7. The application is incompatible with the receiving environment. Highlands seek the 
following decision from Council: 

(a) PC13 is refused. 

Date: 29 October 2018 

B Irving / D McLachlan 

Solicitor for Submitter 
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Address: 

Phone: 

Gallaway Cook Allan, Lawyers 

PO Box 143, 

Dunedin 9054 

03 477 7312 

Email: bridget.irving@gallawaycookallan.co.nz 

derek.mclachlan@gallawaycookallan.co.nz 
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RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 
FORM 6 

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, SUBMISSION ON 
PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN 

Clause 8 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991 

To: Central Otago District Council 

PO Box 122 

Alexandra 9340 

SUBMITTER: Highlands Motorsport Park Limited (Highlands) 

1. This is a further submission in support of a submission made on proposed Plan Change 
13 to the Central Otago District Plan ("PC13''). 

2. Highlands is a person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the 
interest the general public has. Highlands interest in the application was outlined in 
detail in their original submission (submitter no 144). 

3. This submission is in support of Breen Construction Co Ltd ("Breens"), Submitter No 
366. 

",,AL (7,1. 
R4, r 

4. Highlands wish to be heard in support of this submission and will consider presenting a 
joint case with other parties that make a similar submission. 

Summary 

5. PC13 has the potential to significantly impact the operation of local businesses that 
provide both direct and indirect benefits to the community through employment and 
economic opportunities. 

6. Since their establishment, Highlands have made a point to work with local businesses, 
and in doing so have established themselves as a significant and important contributor 
to the community. In this regard, establishing mutually beneficial relationships with local 
businesses has been of particular importance. Breens are an example of a business 
that has developed as a result of the opportunities generated by the activity at 
Highlands. 

Specific Points 

7. Highlands support the following submission points: 366/1 and 366/2. We have provided 
a summary of these issues: 

(a) Breens have established themselves as a complimentary business to the 
motorsport park. A comprehensive assessment of the flow on effects of PC13 on 
local businesses has not been undertaken as part of this application. 
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(b) PC13 gives rise to reverse sensitivity issues, particularly in relation to motorsport 
activity. The application fails to provide a mechanism which protects the 
consented level of activity, but also risks the imposition of further restrictions due 
to future complaints and may significantly constrain potential future developments 
at the Speedway and Highlands which are both physical resources. 

Relief Sought 

8. The application remains incompatible with the receiving environment. Highlands seek 
the following decision from Council: 

(a) PC13 is refused. 

Date: 29 October 2018 

B Irving / D McLachlan 

Solicitor for Submitter 

Address: 

Phone: 

Gallaway Cook Allan, Lawyers 

PO Box 143, 

Dunedin 9054 

03 477 7312 

Email: bridget.irving@gallawaycookallan.co.nz 

derek.mclachlan@gallawaycookallan.co.nz 
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RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 
FORM 6 

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, SUBMISSION ON 
PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN 

Clause 8 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991 
- 

To: Central Otago District Council 

PO Box 122 

Alexandra 9340 

SUBMITTER: Highlands Motorsport Park Limited (Highlands) 

1. This is a further submission in support of a submission made on proposed Plan Change 
13 to the Central Otago District Plan ("PC13"). 

2. Highlands is a person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the 
interest the general public has. Highland's interest in the application was outlined in 
detail in their original submission (submitter no 144). 

3. This submission is in support of Le Fresh International Limited ("Le Fresh"), Submitter 
Number 182. 

4. Highlands wish to be heard in support of this submission and will consider presenting a 
joint case with other parties that make a similar submission. 

Summary 

1. Le Fresh is an exporter who relies on produce grown by adjoining properties to the 
application site. The submission notes that the adjoining land produces 10% of the total 
NZ cherry export crop along with some for the NZ market and other varieties of fruit for 
both the local and export markets. 

2. PC13 is located within a rural area that has lawfully established horticultural and 
motorsport activities. PC13 fails to provide the necessary reverse sensitivity protection 
to these activities. There is an inherent conflict between these activities which suggest 
the inappropriateness of this application. PC13 has the potential to significantly impact 
the operation of local businesses that provide both direct and indirect benefits to the 
community through employment and economic opportunities. 

Specific Points 

3. Highlands support the following submission points: 182/2, 182/5, 182/6, 182/7, 182/8, 
182/9, 182/10, 182/11, 182/12, 182/13 and 182/14. As a summary we have outlined the 
following reasons: 
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(a) Agricultural activities, particularly orchards, are an important element of the 
Cromwell community. These activities provide both direct and indirect 
contributions to the community through employment and economic activity. 

(b) Highlands support the submission that reverse sensitivity effects concerning 
agricultural activity, particularly orchards, have not been addressed by PC13. 
Orchards are sources of noise that include the operation of machinery, bird 
scaring, frost fighting and helicopters. Further contributory effects may include 
chemicals and burning for biosecurity reasons. 

(c) PC13 results in an inappropriate loss of productive land. A comprehensive 
assessment of alternatives has not been undertaken. 

(d) PC13 Objective, Policy and Rule framework is deficient in terms of addressing 
reverse sensitivity effects. 

(e) Highlands support the submission that the horticultural industry activity has a 
significant economic benefit to the Cromwell area and beyond. This proposal has 
the potential to severely compromise the viability of these activities. 

Relief Sought 

4. The application is incompatible with the receiving environment. Highlands seek the 
following decision from Council: 

(a) PC13 is refused. 

Date: 29 October 2018 

B Irving / D McLachlan 

Solicitor for Submitter 

Address: 

Phone: 

Gallaway Cook Allan, Lawyers 

PO Box 143, 

Dunedin 9054 

03 477 7312 

Email: bridget.irving@gallawaycookallan.co.nz 

derek.mclachlan@gallawaycookallan.co.nz 
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RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 
FORM 6 

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, SUBMISSION ON 
PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN 

Clause 8 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 194 

To: Central Otago District Council 

PO Box 122 

Alexandra 9340 
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SUBMITTER: Highlands Motorsport Park Limited (Highlands) 

1. This is a further submission in support of a submission made on proposed Plan Change 
13 to the Central Otago District Plan ("PC13"). 

2. Highlands is a person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the 
interest the general public has. Highlands interest in the application was outlined in 
detail in their original submission (submitter no 144). 

3. This submission is in support of Peter John Mead & Alastair David Stark as trustees of 
the McKay Family Trust ("The Trust"), Submitter Number 228. 

4. Highlands wish to be heard in support of this submission and will consider presenting a 
joint case with other parties that make a similar submission. 

Summary 

5. The Trust owns 20ha of adjoining land to the north of the application site. This is 
currently utilised as a cherry orchard with further opportunity to expand. 

6. PC13 is located within a rural area that has lawfully established horticultural and 
motorsport activities. PC13 fails to provide the necessary reverse sensitivity protection 
to these activities. There is an inherent conflict between these activities which suggest 
the inappropriateness of this application. PC13 has the potential to significantly impact 
the operation of local businesses that provide both direct and indirect benefits to the 
community through employment and economic opportunities. 

Specific Points 

7. Highlands support the following submission points: 228/2, 228/3, 228/4, 228/5, 228/6, 
228/7, 228/8, 228/9, 228/10, 228/12 and 228/13. As a summary we have outlined the 
following reasons: 

(a) Agricultural activities, particularly orchards, are an important element of the 
Cromwell community. These activities provide both direct and indirect 
contributions through employment and economic activity. 
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(b) Highlands support the submission that reverse sensitivity effects concerning 
agricultural activity, particularly orchards, have not been addressed by PC13. 
Orchards are sources of noise that include the operation of machinery, bird 
scaring, frost fighting and helicopters. Further contributory effects may include 
chemicals and burning for biosecurity reasons. 

(c) The presence of high density residential has the potential to prevent any further 
development or growth of these businesses as well. 

(d) PC13 results in an inappropriate loss of productive land. A comprehensive 
assessment of alternatives has not been undertaken. Further, two significant 
subdivisions (Holiday Park and Wooing Tree) have just been approved within 
Cromwell which will provide supply in the short to medium term whilst the master 
planning work is being completed. 

(e) PC13 Objective, Policy and Rule framework is deficient in terms of addressing 
reverse sensitivity effects. 

(f) Horticultural activity has a significant economic benefit to the Cromwell area and 
beyond. A comprehensive assessment of the flow on effects of PC13 on local 
businesses has not been undertaken as part of this application. 

Relief Sought 

8. The application is incompatible with the receiving environment. Highlands seek the 
following decision from Council: 

(a) PC13 is refused. 

Date: 29 October 2018 

B Irving / D McLachlan 

Solicitor for Submitter 

Address: 

Phone: 

Email: 
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To: Central Otago District Council 

PO Box 122 

Alexandra 9340 

SUBMITTER: Highlands Motors port Park Limited (Highlands) 

1. This is a further submission in support of a submission made on proposed Plan Change 
13 to the Central Otago District Plan ("PC13"). 

2. Highlands is a person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the 
interest the general public has. Highlands interest in the application was outlined in 
detail in their original submission (submitter no 144). 

3. This submission is in support of the Ministry of Education ("MOE"), Submitter Number 
239. 

NEC/T./Fr: 
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4. Highlands wish to be heard in support of this submission and will consider presenting a 
joint case with other parties that make a similar submission. 

Summary 

5. Highlands consider that the proposal overstates the benefits of the development, 
particularly the provision of educational facilities which require Ministry approval. Most 
significantly, the MOE identify that that they do not have plans to establish a school on 
the site. 

Specific Points 

6. Highland's supports the following submission points; 239/3, 239/4 and 239/5. We 
provide a summary of these issues below: 

(a) The level of development anticipated by PC13 is insufficient to justify a state 
school on the site. 

(b) Any additional demand for school facilities can be accommodated by Cromwell 
Primary School and Goldfields Primary School. These sites have capacity to 
accommodate future growth generated by PC13 and other developments. 
Similarly, Cromwell College has potential for expansion to meet future demand as 
well. 
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(c) There are connectivity issues and increased travel times associated with those 
students who are required to go to school within the Cromwell Township. 

(d) The application overstates the benefits provided by the provision of educational 
facilities. There is no guarantee that these aspects of the proposal will be 
constructed. 

Relief Sought 

7. The application is incompatible with the receiving environment. Highlands seek the 
following decision from Council: 

(a) P013 is refused. 

, 

Date: 29 October 2018 

B Irving / D McLachlan 

Solicitor for Submitter 

Address: 

Phone: 

Gallaway Cook Allan, Lawyers 

PO Box 143, 

Dunedin 9054 

03 477 7312 

Email: bridget.irving@gallawaycookallan.co.nz 

derek.mclachlan@gallawaycookallan.co.nz 
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RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 
FORM 6 

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, SUBMISSION ON 
PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN 

Clause 8 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991 
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To: Central Otago District Council 
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SUBMITTER: Highlands Motorsport Park Limited (Highlands) 

1. This is a further submission in support of a submission made on proposed Plan Change 
13 to the Central Otago District Plan ("PC13"). 

2. Highlands is a person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the 
interest the general public has. Highlands interest in the application was outlined in 
detail in their original submission (submitter no 144). 

3. This submission is in support of Owen Ross Shearer, Submitter No 326. 

4. Highlands wish to be heard in support of this submission and will consider presenting a 
joint case with other parties that make a similar submission. 

Summary 

5. Since their establishment, Highlands have made a point to work with local businesses, 
and in doing so have established themselves as a significant and important contributor 
to the community. In this regard, establishing mutually beneficial relationships with local 
businesses has been of primary importance for Highlands. Own Shearer provides an 
example of a business that has developed as a result of the opportunities generated by 
the activity at Highlands. 

6. PC13 has the potential to significantly impact the operation of local businesses that 
provide both direct and indirect benefits to the community through employment and 
economic opportunities. 

Specific Points 

7. Highlands support the following submission points: 326/1, 326/2, 326/3 and 326/5. We 
have provided a summary of these issues: 

(a) The submitter is an owner of a commercial complex in Alexandra. They submit 
that they operate because of Highlands. No assessment has been made on the 
direct or indirect effects of PC13 on local businesses. 

DAM-307282-4-92-V1 r 



2 

(b) Highlands support the submission that the motorsport activity attracts a diverse 
range of business activities. PC13 gives rise to reverse sensitivity issues, 
particularly in relation to motorsport and horticulture activity. The application fails 
to provide a mechanism which protects the consented level of activity, but also 
risks the imposition of further restrictions due to future complaints and may 
significantly constrain potential future developments at the Speedway and 
Highlands which are both physical resources. 

Relief Sought 

8. The application remains incompatible with the receiving environment. Highlands seek 
the following decision from Council: 

(a) PC13 is refused. 

Date: 29 October 2018 

B Irving / D McLachlan 

Solicitor for Submitter 

Address: 

Phone: 

Gallaway Cook Allan, Lawyers 

PO Box 143, 

Dunedin 9054 

03 477 7312 

Email: bridget.irving@gallawaycookallan.co.nz 

derek.mclachlan@gallawaycookallan.co.nz 
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RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 
FORM 6 

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, SUBMISSION ON 
PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN 

Clause 8 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991-- 

To: Central Otago District Council 

PO Box 122 

Alexandra 9340 

SUBMITTER: Highlands Motorsport Park Limited (Highlands) 
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1. This is a further submission in support of a submission made on proposed Plan Change 
13 to the Central Otago District Plan (PC13"). 

2. Highlands is a person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the 
interest the general public has. Highlands interest in the application was outlined in 
detail in their original submission (submitter no 144). 

3. This submission is in support of the Otago Regional Council ("ORC"), Submitter 
Number 261. 

4. Highlands wish to be heard in support of this submission and will consider presenting a 
joint case with other parties that make a similar submission. 

Summary 

5. PC13 is located within a rural area that has lawfully established horticultural and 
motorsport activities. P013 fails to provide the necessary reverse sensitivity protection 
to these activities. There is an inherent conflict between these activities which suggest 
the inappropriateness of this application. PC13 has the potential to significantly impact 
the operation of local businesses that provide both direct and indirect benefits to the 
community through employment and economic opportunities. 

Specific Points 

6. Highlands supports the parts of the ORC's submission that relate to reverse sensitivity. 
Highlands support the following submission points: 261/1, 261/2 and 261/5. As a 
summary we have outlined the following reasons: 

(a) The Central Otago District Council's decision must have regard to whether PC13 
gives effect to the Regional Policy Statement ("RPS") and the Proposed RPS 
(mediation version). 

(b) PC13 utilises a no-complaints covenant as a method of preventing complaints 
against all lawful activities. Reverse sensitivity effects have not been adequately 
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addressed within the application, and fails to give effect to the RPS and Proposed 
RPS, most notably the following policies: 

(i) Proposed RPS, Policy 4.5.1 (mediation version); and 

(ii) Proposed RPS, Policy 5.3.1 

7. PC13 is inconsistent with operative and proposed Regional Policy Statements. Overall, 
RTDL's proposal fails to adequately recognise and protect the existing activities 
surrounding the PC13 site. 

Relief Sought 

8. The application is incompatible with the receiving environment. Highlands seek the 
following decision from Council: 

(a) PC13 is refused. 

Date: 29 October 2018 

B Irving / D McLachlan 

Solicitor for Submitter 

Address: 

Phone: 

Gallaway Cook Allan, Lawyers 

PO Box 143, 

Dunedin 9054 

03 477 7312 

Email: bridget.irving@gallawaycookallan.co.nz 

derek.mclachlan@gallawaycookallan.co.nz 
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To: Central Otago District Council 

PO Box 122 

Alexandra 9340 

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 
FORM 6 

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, SUBMISSION ON 
PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN 
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SUBMITTER: Highlands Motorsport Park Limited (Highlands) 

1. This is a further submission in support of a submission made on proposed Plan Change 
13 to the Central Otago District Plan (PC13"). 

2. Highlands is a person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the 
interest the general public has. Highlands interest in the application was outlined in 
detail in their original submission (submitter no 144). 

3. This submission is in support of the Public Health South, submitter no 285. 

4. Highlands wish to be heard in support of this submission and will consider presenting a 
joint case with other parties that make a similar submission. 

Summary 

5. PC13 is located within a rural area that has lawfully established activities. The 
development enabled by PC13 will result in reverse sensitivity effects that cannot be 
avoided, remedied or mitigated. PHS have raised further concerns, particularly in 
relation to the health and safety of future residents. 

Specific Points 

6. Highlands support the following submission points; 285/1, 285/2, 285/3, 285/4, 285/5, 
285/6, 285/7, 285/8, 285/9, 285/10, 285/12, 285/13, 285//14 and 285/15. We provide a 
summary of these reasons below: 

(a) PHS identify the importance of reducing the adverse effects on the health and 
safety of the community pursuant to the New Zealand Public Health and Disability 
Act 2000 and the Health Act 1956. 

(b) PHS supported the original application for Motorsport Park on the basis that the 
consent would not detrimentally effect the rural environment. The introduction of a 
high density development fundamentally alters the environment on which this 
support was provided. 
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(c) The application does not avoid remedy or mitigate the reverse sensitivity effects 
of the development. Noise associated with the operation of Highlands and the 
Speedway is significant, and exposure to it for a prolonged duration is likely to 
have significant reverse sensitivity effects 

(d) The proposal does not enable the maintenance and enhancement of amenity 
values. The proposed objective, policy and rule framework are deficient. 

(e) The proposal does not enable the people or the community or provide for their 
social, economic and cultural wellbeing. 

(f) The proposal does not adequately address the reverse sensitivity effects of noise 
and spray drift resulting from the operation of the established orchards. This 
includes: 

(i) Deficient setback from boundaries; 

(ii) Deficiency of no-complaints covenants; 

(g) Adequate provision for outdoor recreation has not been provided. Physical activity 
is associated with many positive outcomes for individuals, including reducing the 
risk of depression and chronic diseases like heart disease and diabetes. In 
addition it also provides a number of community benefits such as increased 
productivity in local work places and improved perception of community safety as 
there are more people around in public places and increased liveability in the 
local areas. 

Relief Sought 

7. The application is incompatible with the receiving environment. Highlands seek the 
following decision from Council: 

(a) PC13 is refused. 

6(, 
Date: 29 October 2018 

B Irving / D McLachlan 

Solicitor for Submitter 
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Phone: 

Gallaway Cook Allan, Lawyers 

PO Box 143, 

Dunedin 9054 

03 477 7312 

Email: bridgetirving@gallawaycookallan.co.nz 

derek.mclachlan@gallawaycookallan.co.nz 
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To: Central Otago District Council 

PO Box 122 

Alexandra 9340 

SUBMITTER: Highlands Motorsport Park Limited (Highlands) 

1. This is a further submission in support of a submission made on proposed Plan Change 
13 to the Central Otago District Plan ("PC13"). 

2. Highlands is a person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the 
interest the general public has. Highlands interest in the application was outlined in 
detail in their original submission (submitter no 144). 

3. This submission is in support of Racer Products limited, Submitter No 288. 

4. Highlands wish to be heard in support of this submission and will consider presenting a 
joint case with other parties that make a similar submission. 

Summary 

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 
FORM 6 

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, SUBMISSION ON 
PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN 
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5. PC13 has the potential to significantly impact the operation of local businesses that 
provide both direct and indirect benefits to the community through employment and 
economic opportunities. 

6. Since their establishment, Highlands have made a point to work with local businesses, 
and in doing so have established themselves as a significant and important contributor 
to the community. In this regard, establishing mutually beneficial relationships with local 
businesses has been of particular importance. Racer Products provide an example of a 
business that has developed as a result of the opportunities generated by the activity at 
Highlands. 

Specific Points 

7. Highland's support the following submission points: 288/1, 288/2, 288/3 and 288/5. We 
have provided a summary of these issues: 

(a) Racer Products Limited have established themselves as a complimentary 
business to the motorsport park. No assessment has been made on the direct or 
indirect effects of P013 on local businesses. 

a] 
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(b) PC13 gives rise to reverse sensitivity issues, particularly in relation to motorsport 
activity. The application fails to provide a mechanism which protects the 
consented level of activity, but also risks the imposition of further restrictions due 
to future complaints and may significantly constrain potential future developments 
at the Speedway and Highlands which are both physical resources. 

Relief Sought 

8. The application is incompatible with the receiving environment. Highlands seek the 
following decision from Council: 

(a) PC13 is refused. 

Date: 29 October 2018 

B Irving / D McLachlan 

Solicitor for Submitter 

Address: 

Phone: 

Gallaway Cook Allan, Lawyers 

PO Box 143, 

Dunedin 9054 

03 477 7312 

Email: bridget.irving@gallawaycookallan.co.nz 

derek.mclachlan@gallawaycookallan.co.nz 
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RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 
FORM 6 

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, SUBMISSION ON 
PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT 

PLAN 

Clause 8 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991., 

To: Central Otago District Council 

PO Box 122 

Alexandra 9340 

SUBMITTER: Highlands Motorsport Park Limited (Highlands) 

1. This is a further submission in opposition of a submission made on proposed Plan 
Change 13 to the Central Otago District Plan (PC13"). 

2. Highlands is a person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the 
interest the general public has. Highlands interest in the application was outlined in 
detail in their original submission (submitter no 144). 

3. Highlands oppose the entire submission of River Terraces Development Limited 
("RTDL") on PC13 (submitter no 298). 

4. Highlands wish to be heard in support of this submission and will consider 
presenting a joint case with other parties that make a similar submission. 

Summary 

, 

5. PC13 is located within a rural area that has lawfully established activities. The 
development enabled by PC13 will result in reverse sensitivity effects that cannot 
be avoided, remedied or mitigated. 

Specific Points 

6. RTDL has introduced acoustic insulation framework as a method of reverse 
sensitivity protection. These can be summarised as: 

(a) Requiring all noise sensitivity activities on the site to be adequately 
acoustically insulated from noise sources within the surrounding 
environment; and 

(b) Requiring that all incoming residents and occupants of the site are made very 
well aware of the nature and scale of the noise effects that are permitted on 
nearby orchards, HMP and Speedway sites through a no-complaints 
covenant. 

Acoustic Insulation 
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7. RTDL propose three categories of 'acoustic insulation zones.' This is proposed to 
give effect to Objective 20.3.10 — Compatibility with surrounding activities and the 
ASTM E1332-16 - Standard Classification for Rating Outdoor-Indoor Sound 
Attenuation ("0ITC") . Highlands consider the proposed provision to be 
inadequate. 

(a) The proposed insulation will not avoid residents being exposed to noise 
levels inconsistent with a residential area. They are not adequate to mitigate 
noise generated at Highlands and will result in significant adverse effects on 
residents. 

(b) Acoustic insulation is limited to 'noise sensitive spaces' only. 

(c) No mitigation is available for noise effects on outdoor areas. 

(d) The Style's Group Report identifies that because the design of the dwelling is 
not available at the plan change stage, it is not possible to prepare precise 
specifications for construction. Therefore the outcome is uncertain. 

(e) The proposed insulation rules require that buildings are designed, 
constructed and maintained to achieve OITC requirements in the Acoustic 
Insulation Plan, and that a report is required to confirm compliance. This 
places an obligation on future Lot owners to commission a report for every 
building constructed. This will be costly and inefficient and serves to 
demonstrate that the site is inappropriate for residential activity. 

(f) For clarity, Highlands submit that the reverse sensitivity effects cannot be 
avoided, remedied or mitigated. 

No-Complaints Covenant 

8. RTDL has modified Rule 20.7.7 ((viii) and (ix) and provided draft restrictive no- 
complaints covenants within Appendix 2 of the submission. 

(a) RTDL fail to address the administrative difficulties of enforcing no-complaints 
covenants. 

(b) The Styles Report identifies that no-complaints covenants will raise 
'awareness' and consider this to be the most important measure of protecting 
against reverse sensitivity effects. No consideration has been given to the 
ability to enforce the no-complaints covenant or the ability for Highlands to 
manage the inevitable complaints. 

(c) The no-complaints covenant is restricted to 'Approved Activities' on the date 
on of the instrument. Essentially, a covenant does not provide for the 
development or growth of either motorsport or horticultural activities. This will 
hamstring future development of Highlands which fails to achieve sustainable 
management of it as a physical resource. 

9. Overall, RTDL's proposal fails to adequately recognise and protect the existing 
activities surrounding the PC13 site. 

Relief Sought 

10. The application remains incompatible with the receiving environment. Highlands 
seek the following decision from Council: 

(a) PC13 is refused. 
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Date: 29 October 2018 

B Irving / D McLachlan 

Solicitor for Submitter 

Address: 

Phone: 

Gallaway Cook Allan, Lawyers 

PO Box 143, 

Dunedin 9054 

03 477 7312 

Email: bridget.irving@gallawaycookallan.co.nz 

derek.mclachlan@gallawaycookallan.co.nz 

BI-307282-4-46-V3 



RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 

FORM 6 

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION 71-7,--0, 
SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN I+GE 

'-// TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN 4 .  ',.- 
-• RECOVED .\ .--: 

2 9 OCT 2018 P:- To: Central Otago District Council 
PO Box 122 1 . .  s.TRAL M A O  --I 0 0ISTRICT 

. ALEXANDRA 9340 

Clause 8 o f  Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991 

Name o f  person making further submission: _ 
_!.).r 

(Full name) 

AL-ExANDRA 

• 11, 

This is a further submission in support o f  (or in opposition to) a submission on proposed Plan 
Change 13 to the Central Otago District Plan. 

I am: 
1. A person representing a relevant aspect of the public interest, the grounds for saying this 

being: 

( .vD x-k-k c ; or, 

2. A person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general public 
has, the grounds for saying this being: 

t c t i N  C '%••• 
; Or, 

(Please state whether you are a person who may make a submission under 1 and/or 2 above and also specify/explain the 
grounds for saying that you come within category 1 and/or 2) 

3. The local authority for  the relevant area. 

I support (or oppose) the submission of: 

CA)) on Plan Change 13. 
(Please state the name and address of original submitter and submission number and submission 

point number of original submission) 

The particular parts o f  the submission I support (or oppose) are: 

(Please clearly indicate which parts of the original submission you support or oppose, together with any relevant provisions 
of the proposal and continue on an additional page if necessary) 

The reasons f o r  my support (or opposition) are: 

o v n  C,I 

(Please give reasons and continue on an additional page if necessary) 



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

(Please give precise details) 

I wish/(0P-det-not-1.vish). to  be heard in support o f  my further submission. 
(Please strike out as applicable) 

I f  others make a similar submission, I wil l  consider presenting a jo int  case with them at a hearing. 
(Please delete if you would not consider presenting a joint case) 

( r /  
Signature o f  person making Further Submission Date 
(or person authorised to sign on behalf of person making further submission) 
(A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means) 

Electronic address for service o f  person making further submission' C). "A " .  — 
(Please write clearly) 

Telephone No: 

Postal Address: - 3  S 

Contact Person: 

ka.A. I 

KJIA 
(name & designation, if applicable) 

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, ANY SUBMISSION 
ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 13 CLOSE ON MONDAY 29 OCTOBER 2018 

Note to  person making Further submission 
A copy of your further submission must be served on the original submitter within 5 working days after it is 
served on the local authority. 

Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is satisfied 
that a least 1 of the following applies to the submission (or part of the submission): 

O it is frivolous or vexatious: 
o it discloses no reasonable or relevant case: 
O it would be an abuse of the hearing process to allow the submission (or the part) to be taken further: 
O it contains offensive language: 
o 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. 



Further Submission in Opposition to Proposed Plan Change 13 
Addendum to Form 6 

25 October 2018 

To: Central Otago District Council, PO Box 122, Alexandra (InfoPcodc.flovt.nz) 

Name of Person Making Further Submission: Ian Anderson 

I am making this submission as either or both a person representing a relevant aspect of the public 
interest and as a person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the 
general public has; the grounds for saying this being I live and own property in Cromwell and will be 
affected if PPC13 is approved. 

The local authority for the relevant area is Central Otago District Council, and also includes the 
Otago Regional Council. 

I support the submissions of all those original submitters (400+) who indicated that they were in 
opposition to PPC13, as per the summary of submissions provided by CODC. I do not support the 
single submission that was in support of PPC13. 

The particular parts of the submissions that were in opposition to PPC13, and that I support are in 
relation to the environmental effects on myself and others. These include, but are not limited to 
the loss of Cromwell's rural character because of high density, inappropriate urban development 
that may affect my land value, and the enjoyment of my local area. PPC13 is the wrong type of 
subdivision in the wrong location. The environmental effects that either directly or indirectly affect 
me are set out below: 

Air 
The proposal states, in one line, that it will meet ORC's Air Plan. It does not state at all how it will 
meet the requirements, and that is concerning as currently the proposed development will be 
located in Air Zone 3, separated by approximately 250 metres from the boundary with Air Zone 1. 
Air Zone 1 covers all of Cromwell, from near Aurum Vineyards going south to Cemetery Road, 
including Ripponburn Home area, then east to Lake Dunstan, including the sewage treatment plant 
but excluding the chaffer beetle reserve, then north to Deadman's Bridge, then follows the 
shoreline back to near Aurum Vineyards. 
See www.orc.govt.nz/media/1456/air-zone-1-cromwell.pdf for the actual map. 

As the proposed development is located in Air Zone 3 it would allow home owners to install 
woodburners with a particulate emission rate of less than 1.5 g/kg and a thermal efficiency of not 
less than 65%, whereas if the property was in Air Zone 1 the particulate emission rate would have to 
be 0.7 g/ kg or less. If the proposed 800+ houses all install woodburners then this would have an 
horrific effect on the health and well being of all the residents in Cromwell, including myself, with 
the increased smoke and ash that would hang over Cromwell, especially on the calm days of winter. 

There are also different rules for outdoor burning between Air Zone 1 and Air Zone 3. 
Rule 16.3.2.1 of the Air Plan states: 
Discharges from outdoor burning on residential properties in Air Zone 1 or 2 - are a permitted 
activity 



Except as provided for by Rule 16.3.2.5,(cooking of food) the discharge of contaminants into air 
from outdoor burning on any residential property in Air Zone 1 or 2; is a permitted activity, 
providing: 
(1) Only paper, cardboard, vegetative matter or untreated wood is burnt; and 
(2) The material is from the property where the burning occurs; and 
(3) The material is dry at the time of burning; and 
(4) The burning does not occur within 50 metres of the closest part of the boundary of the 
property; and 
(5) Any discharge of smoke, odour or particulate matter is not offensive or objectionable at or 
beyond the boundary of the property. 

Most residential properties in Air Zone 1 cannot meet the the 50 metres boundary restriction and 
therefore residents are prohibited from burning rubbish outdoors. 

However, Rule 16.3.2.3 doesn't have a boundary restriction. It states that: 
Discharges from outdoor burning on properties which are not production land, in Air Zone 3 - are a 
permitted activity. 
Except as provided for by Rule 16.3.2.5,(cooking of food) the discharge of contaminants into air 
from outdoor burning on any property which is not production land, in Air Zone 3; is a permitted 
activity, providing: 
(a) Only paper, cardboard, vegetative matter or untreated wood is burnt; and 
(b) The material is from the property where the burning occurs; and 
(c) The material is dry at the time of burning; and 
(d) Any discharge of smoke, odour or particulate matter is not offensive or objectionable at or 
beyond the boundary of the property. 

Therefore all the residents in the proposed development which will be non production land in Air 
Zone 3, and are permitted to burn all their dry outdoor rubbish regardless of how far away the fire 
would be from their house boundary. This will have a detrimental effect not just on myself but all 
the surrounding residents of Cromwell. The ORC submission stated that on average Cromwell 
residents experience over 30 days during winter where pollution levels breach the national standard 
and that a major source of these particulates are emissions from solid fuel home heating appliances, 
but it did not mention the cumulative effects of backyard rubbish burning from the residential 
properties in the proposed development. 

It would be prudent for Council/Environment Court, if the Plan Change is ultimately approved, to 
ensure that the Rules for this Plan Change impose conditions similar to those at Lake Hayes Estate; 
that there are no domestic or commercial fires at all, either inside or outdoors, and that heating is 
only from electricity, diesel or gas? If this is not possible then ORC needs to promote a change to Air 
Zone 1 to include the development area, thereby effectively banning outdoor burning. 

Infrastructure (Water, Sewage, Stormwater): 
I am very concerned about, and oppose the extra burden that will be placed on myself as well as 
other ratepayers providing infrastructure to the proposed development. 
Water- 
The proposal stated that the existing water pipes do not have the capacity to supply potable water 
to the proposal. An upgrade to the town reticulated supply could cost upwards of $3,500,000 (Pg 
310). Who is going to pay for that? If it falls to Council, then that is going to affect me as a ratepayer. 



An imposed one-off development levy could fall well short of the necessary funding needed. There 
was no assessment in the application, of the effects on the Cromwell aquifer from the use of 
irrigation bores throughout the proposed development, therefore this aspect may or may bot have 
an effect on me. 

Sewage - 
As the existing wastewater pipe doesn't have enough capacity if this proposal goes ahead, then who 
will pay to upgrade the wastewater connection from the land to Bannockburn Road and the two 
wastewater pump stations that will be required ?(pg 270). Again, an imposed one-off development 
levy could fall well short of the necessary funding needed. 
The proposal is silent as to whether the current wastewater treatment ponds have the capacity to 
process the expected sewage from the proposed development. If the treatment ponds need 
upgraded again that is going to affect me as a ratepayer as new consents will be needed from ORC 
and there will be no allowance in the Long Term Plan for funding for this. Cromwell ratepayers do 
not want another debacle regarding lack of long term planning and funding that occurred in the past 
with renewing ORC discharge consents and expanding the wastewater ponds. 

Stormwater - 
Proposed soak pits for each residence and business are not and should not be the "usual method 
for development in Cromwell". The Paterson Pitts report states that there is no reticulated 
stormwater system in the Cromwell area. (pg 267 of application). This is untrue as I live in Cromwell 
and my household stormwater is collected into pipes that flow into a network administered by the 
CODC. I'm sure this reticulated system, paid for by ratepayers is not just for my sole benefit. 
Reticulation of stormwater should be the norm now, especially given the sheer size of the proposal 
and we should all be doing our best to protect the receiving environment from any possible 
contaminants from property and road run-off. The receiving environment includes considering any 
adverse effects on other water users which has not been considered in the application. As a 
fisherman I value and use the lake regularly and do not want the water quality of Lake Dunstan 
adversely affected by large volumes of stormwater entering the lake via the underground aquifers. 

Visual - 
I regularly drive past the proposed area and have enjoyed the open vistas to Bannockburn. This area 
is currently zoned for 2 ha lifestyle blocks and would look absolutely awful if it was crowded with 
tiny sections with 2 story houses sitting side by side. It is an entirely inappropriate use of the land 
and should not be rezoned to high density housing. It would be depressing to have to view rows and 
rows of high density block housing. 

Noise - 
Many submitters raised concerns about noise and how ineffective proposed covenants would be in 
alleviating this issue for residents. There is already the noise from legally allowed and consented 
activities surrounding the proposed development, such as frost fighting helicopters, bird scaring 
devices, orchard spraying machinery, road traffic, air traffic from the nearby airport and car and go 
kart racing at the Central Speedway and Highlands Motorsport Park. I will be personally affected if 
my rates increase to cover the processing of noise complaints for all the above activities, from 
visitors, workers and residents of the proposed development. The possible loss or closure of the 
orchards and motor racing facilities would affect my enjoyment of being able to buy fresh fruit 
straight from the orchard, and attend events at both motorsport facilites, both as a spectator and 
volunteer. 



Traffic - 
As an emergency services volunteer and having attended many crashes at intersections I will be 
affected by the proposed increase in volume of traffic that will be using the highway intersection 
with Sandflat Road. If there are events on at Highlands, there is always some form of temporary 
traffic management at the intersection, but there would be serious effects on emergency services 
and Cromwell residents because of the daily increase at this intersection, especially as it is on a 100 
kph stretch of highway. I will also be affected by the inability in an emergency to manouvre a large 
fire engine around the very narrow streets which will be crowded with parked cars, boats, trailers 
and caravans in the proposed development, especially as there is only a proposed provision for 1 off 
street car park. I note that there was no submission made by FENZ in relation to the these effects 
of PPC13. 

The reasons for my support of the opposing submissions' particular parts, have been outlined with 
each particular part of my submission above. 

I seek that the whole of this further submission and/or the 400 plus submissions in opposition that I 
support, be allowed. 

I wish to be heard in support of my further submission. I request that Council give consideration to 
the Hearing being held in Cromwell, not Alexandra. 

If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing. 
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r — Name of person making further submission: ...Jackson, Elvidge & Stark Partnership vOn r b t  P 
18843).... 

(Full name) 

This is a further submission in support of (or in opposition to) a submission on proposed Plan Change 
13 to the Central Otago District Plan. 

I am: 
1. A person representing a relevant aspect of the public interest, the grounds for saying this being: 

; or, 

2. A person who has an Interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general public 
has, the grounds for saying this being: 

The Partnership is the owner of the property located at 180 State Highway 86 which could also provide future 
residential development land to support Cromwell's growth; or, 
(Please state whether you are a person who may make a submission under 1 and/or 2 above and also specify/explain the 

grounds for saying that you come within category 1 and/or 2) 

3. The local authority for the relevant area. 

I support (or oppose) the submission of: 

Support the submission of Shirley Ann Calvert (submission number 40) on Plan Change 13. 
(Please state the name and address of original submitter and submission number and submission 

point number of original submission) 

The particular parts of the submission I support (or oppose) are: 

Support the assertion that the proposal should be put on hold until after the completion of the Masterplan and 
District Plan review processes. 

(Please clearly indicate which parts of the original submission you support or oppose, together with any relevant provisions 
of the proposal and continue on an additional page if necessary) 

The reasons for my support (or opposition) are: 

To ensure that the development of Cromwell into surrounding areas is undertaken in an orderly and logical 
manner. The partnership also submitted on Resource consent application RC170387 by CHP Developments 
Ltd to ensure that provision was made for suitable roading and cross-border connectivity to protect the future 
development potential of suitably-located land capable of accommodating Cromwell's growth. 

(Please give reasons and continue on an additional page if necessary) 
C r  Weir' ' '17 



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

(Please give precise details) 

I wis-14/ do not wish to be heard in support of my further submission. 
(Please strike out as applicable) 

2 
Signature of person making Further Submission Date 
(or person authorised to sign on behalf of person making further submission) 
(A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means) 

Electronic address for service of person making further submission: davidstarkmeadstark.co.nz 
(Please write clearly) 

Telephone No: 03 4450616 

Postal Address: PO Box 29 
The Mall 
Cromwell 

Contact Person: David Stark 
(name & designation, if applicable) 

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, ANY SUBMISSION 
ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 13 CLOSE ON MONDAY 29 OCTOBER 2018 

Note to person making Further submission 
A copy of your further submission must be served on the original submitter within 5 working days after it is 
served on the local authority. 

Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is satisfied that 
a 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. 



To: Central Otago District Council 
PO Box 122 
ALEXANDRA 9340 

j A v t 4  
Name of person making further submission: S icE 

(Full name) 

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 

FORM 6 

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION T9,7-74--- 
SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN CH t GE- 

TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN 
Clause 8 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991 17: EtEn 

2 9 OCT 2[118 1--- 
gAr tOty . 

.̀ . ALEXANDRA 
. • 

This is a further submission in support of (or.in=oppositienvto) a submission on proposed Plan Change 
13 to the Central Otago District Plan. 

I am: 
1. A person representing a relevant aspect of the public Interest, the grounds for saying this 

being: 01:40 A;.'ed"4,,It)„ lArttiV4,<-,g/LIY, 

5 c t Z _  c4-frrtev'e44-e_A, 0-6 1 3-c-4,-N I u,h1,1 LIA-AvA (JO 

2. A person who has an interest In the proposal that is greater than the intrept the general public 
has, the grounds for say ng this being: I I ;kit )1-. 16-4,4,-e-c44,,if) I Iv̀die- .ft-se .1 imedtkia-i AciAr 

,9" al kA•41" lin ar-d 11-\ teAACal ahAd, 
, or, 

(Please state whether you are a person who may make a submission under 1 and/or 2 above and also specify/explain the 
grounds for saying that you come within category 1 and/or 2) 

3. The local authority for the relevant area. 

I support (or oppose) the submission of: 

eI t_if,4-e_ 
etv- 

outLe,tAcoi 
on Plan Change 13. 

(Please state the name and address of original submitter and submission number and submission 
point number of original submission) 

The particular parts of the submission I support (or oppose) are: 

(Please clearly indicate which parts of the original submission you support or oppose, together with any relevant 
provisions of the proposal and continue on an additional page if necessary) 

The reasons for my support (or opposition) are: 

(Please give reasons and continue on an additional page if necessary) 



I seek that the whole or--part-feleseFilee-paFt], o f  the submission be allowed (or disallowed): 

(Please give precise details) 

I w ish t (or -de-net -w)  to be heard in support of my further submission. 
(Please strike out as applicable) 

lf_lattum-s-rnake-a-similar submission, I will consider presenting_ajnint_case-with-thain-at-a-hearing. 
(Please delete if you would not corsider presenting a joint case) 

Si n ture of p rson making Further Submission Date 
(or person auttlorised to sign on behalf of person making further submission) 
(A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means) 

Electronic address for service o f  person making further submission: 
(Please write clearly) 

Telephone No: 
02-7-4/LIS-06 0 /- 

Postal Address: (2-g C9.>"6--YRA-A-4k 4 6 , 1 i  x..02 
(k-e-l. 

Contact Person: 

;24 ) ) ?in 

.te 

(name & designation, if applicable) 

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, ANY SUBMISSION 
ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 13 CLOSE ON MONDAY 29 OCTOBER 2018 

Note to person making Further submission 
A copy of your further submission must be served on the original submitter within 5 working days after it is 
served on the local authority. 

Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is satisfied that 
a 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 riot have sufficient specialised knowledge or skill to 
give expert advice on the matter. 



I support the submission 
of (listed below) on Plan 
Change 13 

The particular 
parts of the 
submission I 
support are: 

The reasons for my support are: I seek that the 
whole of the 
submission be 
allowed: 

2. Roger James Aburn 2/2 2/2 Removal of land for food production will remove a valuable natural resource Yes 
2/3 from the region. The town of Cromwell has partially grown due to the success of 
2/4 farming endeavours (pastoral, horticultural and viticultural) 
2/6 2/3 The loss of the land will remove the land as a resource to support employment 
2/7 if it is not farmed 

2/4 The existing businesses in the area will be affecting 
2/6 No complaints covenants are not effective planning tools and do not stop 
people from making complaints. Offset is not practical on this site given the 
distance the noise is likely to travel, the same applies to horticultural sprays 
2/7 The decision/process for Plan Change 13 should be delayed until after the 
Cromwell Masterplan process is completed. Residential space will only be required 
in the long term, assuming the pace of development continues as it is 

7. Gary Anthony 7/1 7/1 Economic and social benefits for Cromwell and the region of Highlands are Yes 
Anderson 7/2 massive 

7/3 7/2 This development puts the development of a high end $50m golf course at risk 
7/3 This development will extend the regions urban sprawl 

8. Ian Anderson 8/5 8/5 The turn in to Sandflat road is currently dangerous with both the traffic pole Yes 
8/6 and the stone wall recently installed by the developer plus associated plantings 

making assessment of traffic difficult and turning on to the State Highway 
dangerous 
8/6 Likely this will increase the level of air pollution outside the air shed defined 
for Cromwell. As it is outside the ORC air shed this may result in wood burners 
which are subject to rural rather than urban controls 

18. Alan Duncan Beaton 18/2 18/2 This development undermines the planning included in the District Plan and Yes 
18/4 has had no community input. Additionally, it destroys the open spaces the 

Cromwell Community values. 
18/4 The no-complaints covenants will be difficult and costly to enforce and will be 
a burden on the rate payers. 

19. Ian Campbell Begg 19/1 19/1 This will create a community disconnected to Cromwell Yes 



I support the submission 
of (listed below) on Plan 
Change 13 

The particular 
parts of the 
submission I 
support are: 

The reasons for my support are: I seek that the 
whole of the 
submission be 
allowed: 

19/2 19/2 There will be no physical or cultural connection to Cromwell 
19/3 19/3 The other areas in Cromwell nominated in the submission should be 
19/4 developed first, if still required and the noise and spray issues can be resolved with 

appropriate design controls and offsets, then the Plan Change could be considered 
19/4 Having a retirement home at close proximity to noisy activities makes no 
sense 

22. Ivan James Blackler 22/1 22/1 Fragmentation will occur with a school and shops outside the existing town 
infrastructure. Additionally, numbers will not support a school according to the 

Yes 

Ministry of Education 
26. Peter Raymond Brass 26/8 26/8 The full impact of the ratepayers for the cost of infrastructure has not been 

properly costed out as detailed consideration on the scale and loading of existing 
infrastructure is not full analysed 

Yes 

45. Central Speedway 45/5 45/5 & 45/7 The continued impact of the noise from surrounding activities is likely Yes 
Club Cromwell 
Incorporated 

45/7 to have a health impact on the residents of the subdivision and the controls able to 
be put in place will likely be ineffective as they cannot stop all the noise nor can 
they adequately reduce noise outside the houses in the sections and associated 
areas. 

52. Anthony John Clark 52/9 52/9 There is no substantive affordable housing plan included within Plan Change _ Yes 
13. Small sections do no guarantee housing affordability. 

63. Thomas Alan Coull 63/7 63/7 Small sections do not translate in to being affordable. The development is not Yes 
63/8 located near to an appropriate transport hub 
63/9 63/8 There is a lack of cycling or walking facilities to link the development to 
63/10 Cromwell and the developer has not addressed these properly in their submission. 
63/11 The design guidelines additionally do not adequately consider the cultural value of 
63/14 open space and landscape values of Cromwell 
63/16 63/9 The developer has a history of promising facilities and then removing them to 

place additional houses in their place (see the Northlake development and what 
has happened with the tennis courts and nature and type of shopping facilities) 
63/10 The additional people the sub-division wi!I bring will increase the danger of 



I support the submission 
of (listed below) on Plan 
Change 13 

The particular 
parts of the 
submission I 
support are: 

The reasons for my support are: f seek that the 
whole of the 
submission be 
allowed: 

the roads around Cromwell and for the commute to Queenstown or Wanaka 
63/11 The infrastructure on this side of Cromwell is not able to cope with the 
number of residences and there is insufficient evidence the full scope of the 
impact on community funded infrastructure has been undertaken to the 
appropriate level 
63/14 A disregard for the planning process has been demonstrated by the 
developer starting the formation of roads within the subdivision and how the road 
frontage has been dressed up. 
63/16 Low light areas such as Cromwell are becoming more rare — the 
development has not adequately addressed this issue 

69. Anthony John Cox 69/3 69/3 Travellers accommodation in a residential sub-division should be removed as Yes 
69/4 the impacts are significant 

69/4 The no complaint covenant needs to extend to every single section as they 
will be all affected 

91. Matt Dicey 91/4 91/4 A lack of staging for the development indicates that this is a money grab Yes 
91/6 rather than an attempt to create a development that meets the needs of Cromwell 
91/13 91/6 A lack of car parking in Cromwell will be exacerbated by the increased 

residents at the subdivision 
91/13 The visual amenity from the south, including night light amenity, has not 
been properly considered 

92. Robin Henry Maguire 
Dicey 

92/5 92/5 The creation of what is obviously a commuter satellite community does 
nothing to enhance the values of the Cromwell Community 

Yes 

96. Rex Edgar 96/9 96/9 Emergency services will have trouble to access a number of the areas in the 
development due to clogged roads on the sub-division due to poor consideration 
for parking 

Yes 

122. Richard Andrew 122/4 122/4 The inclusion of to storey buildings in the retirement centre area smacks of a Yes 
Ford 122/5 lack of planning and foresight on accessing aged care facilities and indicates that 

122/7 the retirement centre is included as a red herring to give the developer more 
122/10 flexibility in the future and would likely remove this component 



I support the submission 
of (listed below) on Plan 
Change 13 

The particular 
parts of the 
submission 
support are: 

The reasons for my support are: 1 seek that the 
whole of the 
submission be 
allowed: 

122/11 
122/13 
122/20 

122/5 A 3 storey building in a rural surrounding shows poor rural/urban planning 
and is completely inappropriate for the area the development is in 
122/7 A buffer zone is not sufficient to properly address noise issues from all the 
surrounding areas 
122/10 Better planning relating to traffic movements is required 
122/11 Sandflat road upgrade should be at the cost of the developer and shows a 
lack of contribution to the full cost of the infrastructure 
122/12 The safety of the road verge with the current construction materials is 
compromised and will likely lead to more significant harm to people if there is an 
accident on that stretch of the road the subdivision touches 
122/20 A lack of consideration of other local infrastructure such as usage of the 
local tracks shows the unintended or ill considered consideration of the full cost of 
the development on the local community 

123. 45 South Group of 
Companies (45 South 
Cherry Orchards Ltd & 
45 South Management 
Ltd) 

123/8 
123/9 
123/13 
123/16 
123/26 
123/27 
123/28 

123/8 Agrichemicals are toxic and odorous and one of the best methods of 
reducing impact is offset —the development plan does not comply with the 
recommended offset of a minimum of 100m as included in the ORC Air Plan 
123/9 The use of burning as a biosecurity protocol can negatively affect air quality 
in close proximity to the development 
123/13 Alternate access routes need to be considered in the development plan 
and contributions to upgrading these offered 
123/16 The distance to walk or cycle to Cromwell makes the location of the 
development unsuitable 
123/26 PC 13 is contrary to and does not give effect to the Operative Regional 
Policy Statement, in particular 5.4.1, 5.4.2, 5.5.2, 5.5.3, 5.5.4, 9.4.1, 9.5.2, 9.5.3, 
9.5.4 and 9.5.5. 
123/7 PC 13 is contrary to and does not have regard to the Proposed Regional 
Policy Statement, in particular Chapter 1, Objective 3.1, Policy 3.1.7, Objective 4.3, 
Objective 4.5, Policies 4.5.1 to 4.5.3, Objective 5.3 and Policy 5.3.1. 
123/28 PC 13 is contrary to the objectives and policies of the Central Otago District 

Yes 



I support the submission 
of (listed below) on Plan 
Change 13 

The particular 
parts of the 
submission I 
support are: 

The reasons for my support are: I seek t ha t  the 
whole of the 
submission be 
allowed: 

Plan, in particular Objectives 4.3.1 and 4.3.7, Policies 4.4.3, 4.4.6, 4.4.8, 4.4.9 and 
4.4.10, Objectives 6.3.1, 6.3.2, 6.3.3, 6.3.4 and 6.3.6, Policies 6.4.1, 6.4.2 and 6.4.4, 
Objectives 7.1.1 and 7.1.2, Policy 7.2.1, Objectives 13.3.1, 13.3.2 and 13.3.5, Policy 
13.4.2, Objectives 16.3.1, 16.3.2, 16.3.4 and 16.3.5 and Policies 16.4.1, 16.4.3 and 
16.4.7. 

126. Freshmax NZ 
Limited 

126/11 126/11 Shelterbelts will increase shading on residential areas and need to be 
considered as part of the reverse sensitivity issues 

Yes 

144. Highlands 144/3 144/3 There has been no consultation by the developer (noticeable by its absence) Yes 
Motorsport Park Limited 144/10 with the local community so will likely lead to additional complaints and issues 
(Highlands) 144/11 with the development and its neighbours and the community at  large 

144/9 144/10 The impact of the noise will be a significant issue for the residents of the 
subdivision and cannot be fully mitigated. The particular type of noise from 
Highlands in particular will have a negative effect on people 
144/11 Mlitigation measures for the noise from Highlands and the Speedway 
cannot be fully effective due to the type and level of noise. There is also a 
cumulative noise effect with concurrent activities to be considered (traffic, orchard 
operations, airport etc all happening at  the same time) 
144/9 Cumulatively the health impact from noise should not be underestimated 
and needs to be a key consideration when the overall impact on residents is 
considered. 

146. Greg & Ros Hinton 146/12 146/12 The National Policy Statement for Urban Development Capacity is not Yes 
146/17 properly considered in the planning aspects of the document about how the 

development will fit in with the overall aspect of the environment 
146/17 PC 13 is contrary to the purpose and principles of the Resource 
Management Act. 

151. Horticulture New 
Zealand 

151/3 151/3 Suitable high quality rural land, particularly for grapes and cherries are 
increasingly under threat 

Yes 

191. Julene Ludlow 191/7 191/7 It is uncertain that  there be sufficient capability in the aquifer to enable the Yes 
191/8 I greenways to be sufficiently irrigated. It does not appear that the ORC been 

, 



I support the submission 
of (listed below) on Plan 
Change 13 

The particular 
parts of the 
submission I 
support are: 

The reasons for my support are: I seek that the 
whole of the 
submission be 
allowed: 

191/10 contacted to ensure this is possible or feasible. 
191/8 Soakpits are insufficient in a residential subdivision to adequately deal with 
storm and waste water. It should be a condition of Plan Change 13 to properly 
dispose of waste water 
191/10 Proper research and consideration to the impacts of Plan Change 13 into 
the ORC Air Plan are required and are currently insufficient 

239. Ministry of 239/3 239/3 & 239/4 & 239/5The Ministry of Education suggests that there is no need Yes 
Education 239/4 under PC13 for a school to be included — it appears likely that if this is the case 

239/5 then the land will be used for additional housing lots 
252. Werner Murray 252/6 252/5 Objectives 20.3.1, 20.3.8, 20.3.9 are not properly considered as this is not a Yes 

252/8 logical progression of development 
252/21 252/8 The urban design report is not sufficiently detailed or considered 

252/21 NPS-UDC is not applicable to Cromwell 
285. Public Health South 285/4 285/4 Reverse sensitivity in the context of health are not fully or properly Yes 

285/5 considered 
285/5 Health and safety of residents is not properly considered 

310. Santa Orchard 310/5 310/5 Proximity of residential sections to orchards presents an enhanced 
biosecurity risk 

Yes 



RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 
FORM 6 

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPO 
SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN 

TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN 
Clause 8 o f  Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991 

To: Central Otago District Council 
PO Box 122 
ALEXANDRA 9340 

RECEIVED .‘ 
2 9 OCT ?8;8 
C:NI-FiAL. 0 TA:3r) 

N ATV"' NORA 
ANGE 

Name o f  person making further submission: Janeen Margaret Wood 

This is a further submission in support o f  for-i-n-eppes-iti-en-te+ a submission on proposed Plan 
Change 13 to  the Central Otago District Plan. 
am: 

1. A person representing a relevant aspect o f  the public interest, the grounds for saying this being: 

Or, 
2. A person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general public 
has, the grounds for  saying this being: 

a Cromwell resident, in the tourism industry and a supporter of motorsport. 

3. The local authority for  the relevant area. 
I support fec-epiaosc) the submission of: 

1. Thomas Alan Coull, thomascoull@qmail.com, 63 — support all 
2. Highlands Motorsport Park Limited, bridaet.irvinqqallawavcookallan.co.nz, 144 — support all 
3. Motorsport NZ, brian@motorsport.org.nz, 248 — support all 
4. Mt Difficulty Wines matta.mtdifficultv.nz, 249 — support all, particularly 249/13 landscape visual amenity 
5. Werner Murray, carolvnwerner@mac.com, 252 — support all 
6. Wally Sanford, mrwallvsanfordgmail.com, 308 — support all 
7. David Garth Stark, davidstarkameadstark.co.nz , 349 — support all 
8. Greg & Vivienne Wilkinson, greq.a.wikinson@amail.com, 396 — support all 

on Plan Change 13. 

The particular parts o f  the submission I support  ter-eppese)-are: 

• 249, 308, 349, 396 — Effect on Orchards: Incompatibility with orchard operation (349/2) Land use 
priority should be in favour of horticulture (308/1) A loss of agricultural land, impact on economy, 
Cromwell is known as a great region to grow very high quality fruits, and is one of our communities 
sustainable industries (349/4), Impact on tourism, reverse sensitivity particularly spray drift — orchards 
by their very nature generate noise and undertake activities that are not conducive to a residential 
neighbourhood (396/4). These matters have been raised by submitters but there is 
insufficient information in the application to address these matters. We request a report in accordance 
with 842A(1) of the Resource management Act 1991. 

• 249, 252, 396 — Effect on Infrastructure: Impact on wastewater or other amenities do not seem to 
have been addressed (249/3) Significantly overload the town infrastructure and associated amenities 
(249/4) Extending services to this part of the basin is not economically viable (252/13) Additional 
residences will add strain on existing wastewater and reticulated water infrastructure.(396/8) 

Insufficient detail in Matt McDonald report to make 
infrastructure decisions, and to determine cost on rate payers in the future, we request a report in 
accordance with S42A(1) of the Resource management Act 1991. 

• 63, 249, 252, 308, 396— Effect on Community: Immediate and untimely disproportionate effect on the 
small Cromwell community in relation to its current population; the proposal has adverse effects on the 



environment and its resources (63/4, 252/3, 308/14), Cromwell community plan has not been addressed 
in this regard. Dark sky policies have not been addressed (63/16). Effect on landscape and amenity 
(249/13). Connectivity for cyclists and pedestrians (396/11) Effect on the economy (144/16) 

• 249, 252, 349, 396 - Effect on Master Planning and Urban Design: Out of centre development, no 
analysis on established commercial uses in Cromwell, no comment on retail hierarchy has been made 
(252/1), Ensure effective and meaningful development of Masterplan exercise (249/1 & 2, 252/1, 396/2 
& 13) Against our town evolving in an ad hoc unstructured manner (349/6) 

• 144, 248, 249, 349— Effect on Tourism: Employment in Cromwell (144/2), Tourism (144/16, 248/4, 
349/5), Visual amenity in relation to views and against CODC regional identity 249/13. 

Insufficient information provided in application to address these 
issues, We request a report in accordance with S42A(1) of the Resource management Act 1991. 

• 249, 252,396 - Effect on Traffic: Additional traffic on Cromwell to Bannockburn roads, commuters to 
Queenstown put pressure on roading network (249/5) Safety concerns not addressed or the cost of 
congestion with commuters (252/11 & 396/10) Sandflat Rd would need to be sealed and upgraded 
(396/8). Traffic report is insufficient and a Council peer review should be 
conducted. NZTA have not applied enough rigger as the development will impact the Kawarau Gorge 
and ultimately the Shotover bridge. Further information is required. 

(Please clearly indicate which parts of the original submission you support or oppose, together with any relevant 
provisions of the proposal and continue on an additional page if necessary) 
The reasons for my support (or opposition) are: 

As detailed above there are a number of outstanding issues that need further information and are also 
significant enough to mean that ultimately the issues cannot be mitigated making this plan change at this 
scale and in this location un-supportable. 

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

I wish/(or do not wish) to be heard in support of my further submission. 
(Please strike out as applicable) 
If-ethers-rnake-a-simitar-submission, l-will-c-ens-ider-presenting ajoint-Gase-with-them-at-a-liearine. 
Signature of person making Further Submission Date 
(or person authorised to sign on behalf of person making further submission) 
(A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means) 

Electronic address for service of person making further submission: ... janeenmwood@xtra.co.nz 
Telephone No. 027 445 4488 
Postal Address: 271 Bannockburn Rd, RD2, Cromwell, 9348 
Contact Person: Janeen Wood 

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, ANY SUBMISSION 
ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 13 CLOSE ON MONDAY 29 OCTOBER 2018 
Note to person making Further submission 
A copy of your further submission must be served on the original submitter within 5 working days after it is 
served on the local authority. 
Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is satisfied 
that a 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. 

,11-21i)_Ftioo118 



RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 
FORM 6 

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, 
SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 

TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN 
Clause 8 of  Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991 

To: Central Otago District Council 
PO Box 122 
ALEXANDRA 9340 
Name of person making further submission: .... ..... 

,t4aNfa, AlAila Safe, (Full name) 

This is a further submission in support of (er-iii-eppesition-te) a submission on proposed Plan 
Change 13 to the Central Otago District Plan. 
I am: 
1. A person representing a relevant aspect of the public interest, the grounds for saying this being: 

; or, 2. A person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general public 
has, the grounds for saying this being: 
I reXSoin 

i N 6  ltDOS 
alfk ihtp.V.e&-tgreatp-rt-Aavk ttke, rer419i419(1iG ttS(1 

avik CrothINA resiefeit a 60114Ni-ter OK 
"tke, M a k ,  

a rani/twit-1k appf 1,-4,  ilk t i k o  -t1)14.150- storfit iaustrit, a surrprtor 
criKrbisrort, 04 a rate, parr. 
(Please state whether you are a person who may make a submission under 1 and/or 2 above and also specify/explain 

the grounds for saying that you come within category 1 and/or 2) 

3. The local authority for the relevant area. I support (or-oppose) the submission of: 

daliv@pirare,visiovvr,o.wx- 10 — sttiloortaR 
.3-dombi 

, 
rkeKet9i211,.., - s portaff 

5. *Pe,tkr (\okik Ned si( Afastair Sftark, o.vu., /.23 — s iv rrt 

t . K e &  tt rust, t D r c L r i f a c ,  Uof — sitorort 4,1 
S. -kareto 1\-11‘K Irowlex, I reoorr.-4@raiffAtt, 1% — surrorta# 

IDYKaS-Maik CCUR tkoil(aSc.N.Abgrekaikabk, (05 
- 

StAri9ortaq 

1. Via-1,1er l'hurrait, carofevierryx@rixa&Lorik, ZS/. -- stroortaR 
3. Ifortiatfturo /hew 1e4a1AR, .racle,?..ttuttrekorliti..c,o3ki, 

, 
151 - stkirrtaq 

1. IllotorSc9rotla, riati‘®likotorsrortorg.vg:, /}13 sufrort aft' 
ID. Nt bifficiA.ftit vJieputt-t@ivrtAffictif-tri, - sttrort4 rartic,444. /AI 5 'a.dscare, vist4 

aolakitt 
U. itig4a4s Notorsrort l'ark \AKte4(1, t5iriietirvmegattatev.,00kaffavt.cav4:, 144 -- stkrrortaff 

Ssimoh )jolwt bott 19a,5s &ik .0kovokl@max.,.ailt, 151 — surrortaR 
15.11'11TraKs ort , 

riclarcNketw®Ki-tet..govtwk., 1.54 — stkr port r a r t  - ivkskf-fic,ie)At 4e,taif 
14. &re avt8os - S L I T  o r t  64f -1 

on Plan Plan Change 13. \. 
(Please state the name and address of original submitter and submission number and su missioh 
point number of original submission) =. 9 n • / — Centre/ 

0 . 
• ' 

Ctutriet'ago "--- 
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The particular parts of the submission I support (or oppose) are: 

• 10, 1'11, 1 (olf, 151 — Effecit DK adkotIA: (IDS‘f agriabtrat fad, iPhoabt WDKDill, Dh 
tDttriSkh, reverse, sonsiteq rartia4artt spraw ' r i f t  (1 (A/1/), t h6e  }ratters have, beak raisdt. 

stAlolikitters lout there, is irkstk-gic,ierkt irkformtioik 61,14icatiM aOress, thee, }ratters. We reta. 

l'ooDrt iacc,or4aW,e, With Srin,A0 Dftike,IZoSDIA.1-6.o illahageihelAt Act 1111. 
• 15(p — Effecit otkIrkfrastrtiffb.re: iv‘stLffierkt4taill ihNOttihla)ohe# rerort tDitiAake iwfrastruz,ture, 

atvf-b eteripe. Vint DK rate, rakes i 
l i k e /  f ighLre, ,  

we, retest a r e r r t  iv au,o‘kce with 

W A - 0  ) the -6otkrc,e Nokageokeht Ar/t lilt. 
• (05, 252, 241 — Effwto CoNhiLhitit: ikvodiau (44 Lthtimeh6fisproportioNft effwt o tike, smaq 

C r a i k w e R i v  refatiDK -b its curractrorktatim; tke, rroposa! kas a4Vase, effeuts ork tiNe. 

ehvirDwheht ah, its reottr6es ((o5P-1, 25215), CrowkiNA avoktokitti, 1,6 ka.s, vktit boon agroSrSe) ih this 
r e r r  bark Hoe& kave/ Kot loom agrese) (OP (p). -ffect.Dh faasca.o ark4ame,Kitw (241/15). 

• 252 - Effextutx /huts-ter tvjarvf lAxt9a)A -1)eigkk: act- of centre 4eV4Drheht, hD cthafpiS Dh 
6-taRiShea? c,Ditk-Merciateç iv Crahinleilt hi) CONheht ret4 kierar61.1 kas-19e,e,yk V 4 e ,  (1,52/1), 

• VII 1ifi, 151 — EffwtoKTourisot: 0/140leheht ih CrahWeg (I LV-1/2), touristy, (1'44/110), vIcu aihe/kitw 
re),atioK tt, viems et4 agaiiikst CIA)C regiotk4 241/15.1tkstkfficiactit4,routtioy, rrovi4e4 ivk 
arOcatiDh tD aa96fre,s,s, - thee  iSyke,5f, rev&cta, rwort irk au,orXaswe witk of ti\e,1Z6ourc,e, 
ita,o,okeirktAT,t tilt. 

• 251f, I if (o, 252, -ffecit o traffiv traffic' re,Drt 1 irkstiffijerkt a4,10(' CDttiV4) peer mviem sko04 
co4uota ItlITA k.ve Kot afrfia erkougk rigger a& the jieN4rheht LNI iiircit the raWaraik &Dir 
t b w a t e i  the Slko-bver'3}4. Furtker ifrk-rDilhatiork is rerira. 

(Please clearly indicate which parts of the original submission you support or oppose, together with any relevant 
provisions of the proposal and continue on an additional page if necessary) 
The reasons for my support (or opposition) are: 

Aletaild (Jove tere. are, a vktA}4er Df DIAtSt4ihg iSrStke& tAat hex, furtiNer iy4rthatiovk are, 40 
sirificakt elk to }Nark tha t  ik(itio.tare,k the, isstte,s cakvko4e, mitigaW tali tkis. H'atkokeurkr at this 
S 4  a44i this fDcatiOh Vh-S119rDrtalafe, 
(Please give reasons and continue on an additional page if necessary) 



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

As A t a i W  atoove/, tke itKoaut tu1tA& rrorose, rA'av\ &kale. ot4) iin-rDwatioh r r o v i V  1-64-t tke, 

t h a t  the- r e c t  is iiquokoottiWie, k -tko CrotniNe.lsinvf,() 

(Please give precise details) 
I wish/for-do-not-wis143-to be heard in support of my further submission. 
(Please strike out as applicable) 
If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing. 
(Please d'letr if you would not consider presenting a joint case) 

.......... ..... ........... 
......29 October 2018......... 

Signature of person making Further Submission Date 
(or person authorised to sign on behalf of person making further submission) 
(A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means) 

Electronic address for service of person making further submission: ... jolanda@heliview. co. nz... 
(Please write clearly) 

1-telephone No: ...03 445 0444....... 
Postal Address: ......PG Box 450 Cromwell 9342 . . . .  .......... ..... Contact Person: 
(name & designation, if applicable) 

•.. • ........ •.. •.• • . . . .  • 

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, ANY SUBMISSION 
ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 13 CLOSE ON MONDAY 29 OCTOBER 2018 
Note to person making Further submission 
A copy of your further submission must be served on the original submitter within 5 working days after it is 
served on the local authority. 
Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is satisfied 
that a 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. 



RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 

To: Central Otago District Council 
PO Box 122 
ALEXANDRA 9340 

6v\cs•-\--\erv-\ 
Name o f  person making fur ther  submiss ion:  

(Full name) 

This is a fur ther  submission in suppor t  o f  (or in opposi t ion to) a submiss ion on proposed Plan 
Change 13 to  the Central Otago Distr ict Plan. 

I am: 
1. A person representing a relevant aspect o f  the publ ic interest, the grounds f o r  saying this 

being: 

1 \ ; or, 

2. A person w h o  has an interest in the proposal that  is greater than the interest the general public 
has, the grounds f o r  saying th is  being: 

; or, 
(Please state whether you are a person who may make a submission under 1 and/or 2 above and also specify/explain the 

grounds for saying that you come within category 1 and/or 2) 

3. The local authori ty f o r  the relevant area. 

I support  (or oppose) the submiss ion of: 

on Plan Change 13. 
(Please state the name and address of original submitter and submission number and submission 

point number of original submission) 

The part icular parts o f  the submiss ion I-sop-pert (or oppose) are: 
((z.  

r 

(Please clearly indicate which parts of the original submission you support or oppose, together with any relevant provisions 
of the proposal and continue on an additional page if necessary) 

The reasons f o r  m y  suppor t  (or  opposi t ion) are: 

cAo 1 F  ve, 

FORM 6 

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN O P P 4  

'1 VECA:VEGOE 
iTiOiJT 

TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PL 
SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED 4 

Clause 8 o f  Schedule 1, Resource Management A t-1- 91 2 g 
co . 

D 

O C T  2018 

CE R 

CL 

n k - e y  h‘1/4) 62_ 
(Please gire reasons and continue on an additional page if necessary) 

C Atik ‘1%,-\ \ 0 ?  J e - c - L  ki e93`, 

6.---"A••• 



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

\ IT" b e .  ..50110,-->42.0A 
• 

(Please give precise details) 

I wish/(cAsti:Mtieitish) to be heard in support of my further submission. 
(Please strike out as applicable) 

If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing. 
(Please delete if you would not consider presenting a joint case) 

2_00A1 
Signature of person making Further Submission Date 
(or person authorised to sign on behalf of person making further submission) 
(A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means) 

Electronic address for service of person making further submission: zp,.._70,,n030 • \- cc, (Please write clearly) 

Telephone No. 2 1 J 7 '  I 

Postal Address: 

Contact Person: 

LA ,c C, 0 v.. 
All 

(name & designation, if applicable) 

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, ANY SUBMISSION 
ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 13 CLOSE ON MONDAY 29 OCTOBER 2018 

Note to person making Further submission 
A copy of your further submission must be served on the original submitter within 5 working days after it is 
served on the local authority. 

Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is satisfied 
that a 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. 



RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 

FORM 6 
- 

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OP,POSITiON TO-; 
SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSER PLAN C 

TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT P N11)ECEIVE0 

Clause 8 o f  Schedule 1, Resource ManagementA10 1991 9 OCT 
To: Central Otago District Council aalie..srP 7-7;4 

cENN4L 
IL; :0018 

PO Box 122 . P "  ""Ivotti 
ALEXANDRA 9340 

Name of person making further submission. 
1 6 / i  " " \  

(Full name) 

This is a further submission in support of (or in opposition to) a submission on proposed Plan Change 
13 to the Central Otago District Plan. 

I am: 
1. A person representing a relevant aspect of the public interest, the grounds for saying this 

being: 

; Or, 

2. A person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general public 
has, the grounds for saying this being: 

ik /Os t . A "  4)-( i l .11/1- (S 44010/LS'()(>7"/ 1/)‘'1/ F 
; or, (Please state whether you are a person who may make a submission under 1 and/or 2 above and also specify/explain the 

grounds for saying that you come within category 1 and/or 2) 

3. The local authority for the relevant area. 

I rt (or oppose) the submission of: 

( (- r -eurl j<-1-.)71 11A eic, ' e - . -Ay  1 2 Xt. -̀, 
t i  

, ' on Plan Change 13. 
(Please state the name and address of original submitier and submission number and submission 

point number of original submission) 

The particular parts of the submission I support (or oppose) are: 

'>.(' 3 

(Please clearly indicate which parts of the original submission you support or oppose, together with any relevant 
provisions of the proposal and continue on an additional page if necessary) 

The reasons for my styprort (or opposition) are: 
5-/e4[t.  it,. •I 7.) 

I :  
4.-••• • • - e % f c 1 ( L '  A 7 

/ ( ,  

- ./. (Please give reasons and continue on an additional page if necessary) 



I seek that the whole or part [describe part], of the submission be a Ø i e d  (or disallowed): 

r f Lit ( 1 3 

(Please give precise details) 

I sh/(or do not wish) to be heard in support of my further submission. 
(Please strike out as applicable) 

If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing. 
(Please delete if you would not consider presenting a joint case) 

•-•) e d  1 0 /  

Signature of person making Further Submission Date 
(or person authorised to sign on behalf of person making further submission) 
(A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means) 

. 
" Electronic address for service of person making further submission: / e•• 71 

. (Please write clearly) 

Telephone No: (.7- ) 

Postal Address: 
Ffik-A/A f o r - i  /4/10 

Contact Person: 
(name & designation, If applicable) 

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, ANY SUBMISSION 
ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 13 CLOSE ON MONDAY 29 OCTOBER 2018 

Note to person making Further submission 
A copy of your further submission must be served on the original submitter within 5 working days after it is 
served on the local authority. 

Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is satisfied that 
a 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: 
a 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. 



RESOURCE 'MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 

FORM 6 

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, 
SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN ctimv,oe 

TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN .<0 
.,11 Clause 8 o f  Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991 rP:rri' 1 

To: Central Otago District Council 
PO Box 122 
ALEXANDRA 9340 

Name o f  person making further submission: , 
(Full name) 

cri 2 9 OCT 2310 
TPA! 
DM 

ALEXAKX 

• \ 
• • •'• • • • • - 

This is a further submission in support o f  (or inmpposithatizto) a submission on proposed Plan 
Change 13 to the Central Otago District Plan. 

I am: 
1. A person representing a relevant aspect o f  the public interest, the grounds for saying this 

being: / cr:;y2s / c l e f  --Ac- ../..,/,.//c.-) 1's c/o/17,-pr,, to 
Di eaet  ez o r  Ae seri709 c r f p  r o t  r /c474- t e  — 

101' p e i 2 , 7 / 2 . 7  .j?//:Sie- g i v )  scei /27a,s7c./ipkyr) P/c.1:51-cs 

2. A person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general public 
has, the grounds for saying this being: 

; or, 
(Please state whether you are a person who may make a submission under 1 and/or 2 above and also specify/explain the 

grounds for saying that you come within category 1 and/or 2) 

3. The local authority for the relevant area. 

I support (oroppose) the submission of: 
/41, /71eakii% J v c d i A  

on Plan Change 13. 
(Please state the name and address of original submitter and submission number and submission 

point number of original submission) 

The particular parts of the submission I support (amappiasta) are: 

zr.,4s 2sp 2,5-57// 

28.51 /.1 aks//is 
(PleaSe clearly indicate vAlich parts of the original submission you support or oppose, together with any relevant provisions 

of the proposal and continue on an additional page if necessary) 

The reasons for my support (orzopmattinn) are: 
—Me WM).  Re2cC. Ityg fe.(c).4eZ. .4g 

e?§W/ c r s  .4-.4 /.14.7:40y. / / / / y  e s - f a  h•//5/7 rot" 

Ato0 0 A i f  -5 
7.. 

4 ! / I  AW,7c(-1 / / t i r e  127.021.9X1)e,C/1- "ki a r / 6 " 1  /17' $ 4  
(Please give reasons4,nd continue on an additional page if necessary) 



I seek that the whole or  part [describe part], of the submission be allowed (acciisaticaus*: 

4.4,4 hir.02 4 . 0 \ J  ply a-Crash/ISA es /CWI7ce 

lead crc/cirgc. g sc7s Q./ Ar.: .972/0/;cci-Ak.:" 7 ..,,icaroanoi,.7 
k r i f 4 /  ,A4v.s.:-)e,sses 40,14V 

5 terriot-indy 07- (Please give precise details) 

I wish/(or dcrnotwistt) to be heard in support of my further submission. 
(Please strike out as applicable) 

If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing. 
(Please del te if you would not consider presenting a joint case) 

• Signature of person mak ng Further Submission Date 
(or person authorised to sign on behalf of person making further submission) 
(A signature is not\tiuired if you make your submission by electronic means) 

Electronic address for service of person making further submission: ,-)/ • t?cute)(71---4' 
' 60 • 1)• 

(Please write clearly) 

Telephone No: 0 3  44-5- og/L o 2 /  

Postal Address: 03: 
i f ; : a  M o o r 7 ; 7  s 

Contact Person: 

e - o r n  t...1 et/ 9.7i 

/ 4 ,  m re-.J 
(name & designation, if applicable) 

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, ANY SUBMISSION 
ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 13 CLOSE ON MONDAY 29 OCTOBER 2018 

Note to person making Further submission 
A copy of your further submission must be served on the original submitter within 5 working days after it is 
served on the local authority. 

Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is satisfied 
that a least 1 of the following applies to the submission (or part of the submission): 

• it is frivolous or vexatious: 
a it discloses no reasonable or relevant case: 
a it would be an abuse of the hearing process to allow the submission (or the part) to be taken further: 
e it contains offensive language: 
a 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. 



RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 

To: Central Otago District Council 
PO Box 122 
ALEXANDRA 9340 

FORM 6 
, FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPP SITION TO, / 

SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED " AN CHAN-QE 
TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLA tec 1, 

Oel 
Clause 8 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Ac 

. 
2018 01, 

o f  n)trict —go 
°ND* 

cc) 

Name of person making further submission: n (ALP RO 
(Full name) 

This is a further submission in support of (or in opposition to) a submission on proposed Plan 
Change 13 to the Central Otago District Plan. 

I am: 
1. A person representing a relevant aspect of the public interest, the grounds for saying this 

being: 

, \ \ c t  home. V p r  CAt2nIt(Ee(k 
; or, 

2. A person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general public 
has, the grounds for saying this being: 

; or, 
(Please state whether you are a person who may make a submission under 1 and/or 2 above and also specify/explain the 

grounds for saying that you come within category 1 and/or 2) 

3. The local authority for the relevant area. 

I sUppOrt (or oppose) the submission of: 

on Plan Change 13. 
(Please state the name and address of original submitter and submission number and submission 

point number of original submission) 

The particular parts of the submission I support (or oppose) are: 

(Please clearly indicate which parts of the original submission you support or oppose, together with any relevant provisions 
of the proposal and continue on an additional page if necessary) 

The reasons for my support (or opposition) are: 

.va...bampft, m e (  tAx4.,[6' 
N c A l i C i v I r e r \ - - 1  tA.AnniYc ihst_ co(ovvl U311 k1 ..ACKcAUT1o1vt) lilVA 1121\QM 
(Please give reasons and continue on an additional pade if necessary) 

l i j f k i  C k5 ieC::,7 C4 o x r  rt 

CONIOLaUn L/0 



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

. . 1 ( N Y v c - . 3 ( Q '  1 '  L e -  .4a:haRGA4C4 

(Please give precise details) 

1,144111tE do not wish) to be heard in support of my further submission. 
(Please strike out as applicable) 

If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing. 
(Please delete if you would not consider presenting a joint case) 

Signature of person making Further Submission Date 
(or person authorised to sign on behalf of person making further submission) 
(A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means) 

Electronic address for service of person making further submission: ct-t-)(a(ck-r‘dat nAa- (0(1(1 
(Please write clearly) 

Telephone No: 1-31, ) 

Postal Address: i S 1 0 1  ` N a ç f  

Contact Person: 
(name & designation, if applicable) 

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, ANY SUBMISSION 
ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 13 CLOSE ON MONDAY 29 OCTOBER 2018 

Note to person making Further submission 
A copy of your further submission must be served on the original submitter within 5 working days after it is 
served on the local authority. 

Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is satisfied 
that a 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 suffiqtertispecialiad knowledge 
or skill to give expert advice on the matter. , , 



RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 

To: Central Otago District Council 
PO Box 122 
ALEXANDRA 9340 

FORM 6 

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN IN: / 1-4100 
Clause 8 of  Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991 

2 S UCT 44zi CENTRAL OtAc bisrptcT ° 
d'ILOw14.5RA 

12qA-26 Z-Cic4 
Name o f  person making further submission: 

(Full name) 

This i s  a further s u b m i s s i o n  in support  o f  kr—in--opposition—te). a s u b m i s s i o n  o n  proposed  Plan 
Change 13 t o  t h e  Central Otago  District Plan. 

A person representing a relevant a s p e c t  o f  t h e  public interest, t h e  grounds  for  say ing  this 
being: 

; or, 

2. A person w h o  h a s  a n  interest in t h e  proposal that  Is greater than t h e  interest t h e  general  public 
has ,  t h e  grounds  for  say ing  th i s  being: 

CZ.AAA ( 7  
k•-fad (Yrk.e.„,y6AA, 

. ; or, 
(Please state whether you are a person who may make a submission under 1 and/or 2 above and also specify/explain the 

grounds for saying that you come within category 1 and/or 2) 

The local authority for  the relevant area. 

support  (91--eppese) t h e  s u b m i s s i o n  of: 

Y4 CA IV\ exAg- 6'w° 2 6 4  
4 

_ o n  Plan Change 13. 
(Please state the name and address of original submitter and submission number and submission 

point number of original submission) 

The particular parts o f  t h e  s u b m i s s i o n  I support  (er-oppose) are: 
2 C, ( - - 0 5 S C  

riAe A 6 / c-tt 
l e v ) c t i  160(.).-Ld 

(Please clearly indicate which parts of the original submission you support or oppose, together with any relevant provisions 
of the proposal and continue on an  additional page if necessary) 

The r e a s o n s  for  m y  support x-oppesition),are: 
Cie•AlAp-/ 0 cut() "e_ "(A 

77/t4)t,/ /lc t\locilb .6e to 
(Please give reasons and continue on an additional page if necessary) 

r_AA:V acv-LIDIoaJ 

'if-J.)0777 



I seek that the whole or part f-describe-part], of the submission be allowed (orAisatieweet): 

/ lcX ‘-wviade8 ceitut,/- 
(Please give precise details) 

I wish/ha-do-not-wish) to be heard in support of my further submission. 
(Please strike out as applicable) 

If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing. 
(Please delete if you would not consider presenting a joint case) 

•i-• • 

N 

C i 

Signature of person m king Furt Submission Date 
(or person authorised to sign on behalf of person making further submission) 
(A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means) 

te.t.. Electronic address for service of person making further submission - 
(Please write clearly) 

Telephone No: £2?" 

Postal Address: 

Contact Person: 

P4) 

e 
e & designation, if applicable) 

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO. ANY SUBMISSION 
ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 13 CLOSE ON MONDAY 29 OCTOBER 2018 

Note to person making Further submission 
A copy of your further submission must be served on the original submitter within 5 working days after it is 
served on the local authority_ 

Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is satisfied 
that a least I 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. 



RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 FORM 6 FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN Clause 8 o f  Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991 

To: Central Otago District Council 
PO Box 122 
ALEXANDRA 9340 

Name of person making further submission: 
;\'\.%1 

. 
(1C-,-- 

(Full‘name) 

This is a further submission in support of opposition to a submission on proposed Plan 
Change 13 to the Central Otago District Plan. 

I am: 
1. A person representing a relevant aspect of the public interest, the grounds for saying this 

being: 

; or, 

2. A person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general public 
has, the grounds for saying this being: 

A 
\ 
', 1ek,x.04,--.3c 1 re-A--e LK.,.%.)---- C.) 

C c o r i \ L o € , \ ‘  
. ; or, 

(Please state whether you are a person who may male a submission under 1 and/or 2 above and also specify/explain the 
grounds for saying that you come within category 1 and/or 2) 

3. The local authority for the relevant area. 

I support (or oppose) the submission of: 
• ) I 

- -  s"\ 
C O ` A \  L 3 i 1  ‘ 3 1 l b  

on Plan Change 13. 
(Please state the name and address of original submitter an submission number and submission 

point number of original submission) 

The particular parts of the submission I support ( -oppose) are: 1 , 3 i  &31 .1 .1 )  
.1 IS III 3/I3 

(Please clearly indicate which parts of the original submission you support or oppose, together with any relevant provisions 
of the proposal and continue on an additional page if necessary) 

The reasons for my support (or opposition) are: 

eA U f e  LQ 404 . ,11 (J7s  6.5 wvA,Alrec3 
C f \  Lain> ke.) ‘\,1 1 6 4 ' A  i c  t.44,72. ;,,,crac\ 0 LCD il\S,Aie (ZYWALA SZIOKS 

(Please give reasons and continue on an additional page if necessary) /L .b i52 5 5 0 ( 6  
prtitn uiroL4N:A 

• 



I seek that the whole o r  part [describe part], of the submission be allowed (odisattowed): 

j . q E V A  fk-Ac'i‘N.fer.i 

(Please give precise details) 

I voiethi(or do not wish) to be heard in support of my further submission. 
(Please strike out as applicable) 

-1Loillers make a singliii• submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing. 
(Please delete if you would not consider presenting a joint case) 

2 g /  ( 0 /  
i f  

Signature of person making Further Submission Date 
(or person attthorised to sign on behalf of person making further submission) 
(A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means) 

- , Electronic address for service of person making further submission. m c i 3  D 
(Please write clearly) 

Telephone No. 

Postal Address: 

Contact Person: 

031 r(33 53A_ 

Cc-Di\A03t \\ 

( I •  (6(11 

(name & designation, if applicable) 

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, ANY SUBMISSION 
ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 13 CLOSE ON MONDAY 29 OCTOBER 2018 

Note to person making Further submission 
A copy of your further submission must be served on the original submitter within 5 working days after it is 
served on the local authority. 

Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is satisfied 
that a 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. 

I 



s RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 7:.)2\7 4. RECEIVE° 
FORM 6 - 2 6OC 

r I 2018 
"!rai ota \ ; \ _  cDistr t g° 

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPP „,91310filerTlak 
SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE--- 

s \ TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN I 

Clause 8 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991 

To: Central Otago District Council 

PO Box 122 

ALEXANDRA 9340 

Name of person making further submission: 

/111,01- 

(Full name) 

This is a further submission in support of (or in opposition to) a submission on proposed Plan Change 
13 to the Central Otago District Plan. 

I am: 

gikce-4 citeol& 

1. A person representing a relevant aspect of the public interest, the grounds for saying this 
being: 

..; or, 

person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general public 
has, the grounds for saying this being: 

A 
t rte,01.--) keetil ILr f & 4 4 / 4 /  k o , t )  

. 
? i g y  

; or, 
(Please state whether you are a person who may make a submission under 1 and/or 2 above and also specify/explain the 

grounds for saying that you come within category 1 and/or 2) 

3. The local authority for the relevant area. 

14.4111Mit (o oppose))the submission of: 

c'=&Ce W0,2 12.1 cilytp,v iteN 411 
4 : 1 ' i o n  

Plan Change 13. 
(Please state the name and address of original submitter and submission number and submission 

its e /4-rrefetitz-)O6 c,A,4( cc41;nri lorTiTrynn 
I it I)) 



point number of original submission) 

The particular parts of the submission I augugnift (LT oppose) are: 
0 / 1 / C  

s A u  sC) 7-111 Cpant i l /a ,v  
• 

(Please clearly indicate which parts of the original submission you support or oppose, together with any relevant 
provisions of the proposal and continue on an additional page if necessary) 

The reasons for my toimmil (or opposition) are: 

b140-47 nfe Ent/2i As Es cogrZ; g r i t  mevaik ;  am)! 
. 

C A W /  r 

211(.44r. ... 
eitAilfe — 011t*edie4 C ,A).411.c. A f e  AL:4) *I1‘07'-- cri43/?•7z. 

(Please give reasons and continue on an additional page if necessary) 

Itittre 6 011t4mig( tm&wr1 1116* t i f / t f  
S4 4 1 ,  . z  Ott' 

F e f i l n  
I t  4/0 CALMAtelre t / & 7  f r e e / 7 7 0  /V 

I seek that the whole sopolifileilmilimp], of the submission be Jilnhlli (or disallowed): 

.17-7..Sak MA-7 .reft 1Mal . I f iT rek .  S;Aiithibroo .Prrife.(41'4111 

(Please give precise details) 

I wish/(emdmitIllalimis) to be heard in support of my further submission. 
(Please strike out as applicable) 

If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing. 
(Please delete if you would not consider presenting a joint case) 

Signature of person making Further Submission Date 
(or person authorised to sign on behalf of person making further submission) 
(A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means) 

Electronic address for service of person making further submission: 
(Please write clearly) 

Telephone No: .a7Y...62-.79.4....- 



Postal Address: 

Contact Person: 

a 1 kosoei Rod-) 

CiLor 01--a 

141 
(name & designation, if applicable) 

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, ANY SUBMISSION 
ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 13 CLOSE ON MONDAY 29 OCTOBER 2018 

Note to person making Further submission 
A copy of your further submission must be served on the original submitter within 5 working days after it is 
served on the local authority. 

Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is satisfied that 
a 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. 



RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 
FORM 5 

SUBMISSION ON NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 
TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN 

Clause 6 o f  Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991 

To: Central Otago District Council 
PO Box 122 
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• •: 

ALEXANDRA 9349 

Name o f  Submitter: 
1 . / k k  ft l ; 

A m )  
I 1.11 

;• 
(Full name) 

This is a submission on proposed Plan Change 13 to  the Central Otago District Plan (the proposal). 

not* gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission. 
(*Select one) 

I a i n / a m i l l r  directly affected by an effect o f  the subject matter o f  the submission that- 
(a) adversely affects the environment; and 

pet-Mono 
De t.-:e .e." re oaraoraph if you could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission) 

Select One) 

The specific provisions of the proposal that my submission relates to  are: 
• / i f ;  v . : 4  L.f 
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(Pleas4 give details and continue on additional page if necessaryf 

My submission is: 
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(Please include: 
• whether you support or oppose the specific provisions or wish to have them amended; and 

• reasons for your views; 
and continue on additional page if necessary) 

I seek the fol lowing decision from the local authority: 
1111-i?. try). C 

7-7 

" 
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iT,it"/ • Al ;441,4' • 
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. (Please dive precise details) 

I wishldo not wish to  be heard in support  of my submission. 
(Please strike out as applicable) 

•2. 



If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing. 
(Please delete if you would not consider presenting a joint case) 

Si 

/nature 

of Stibmitter 
0.1. 

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

Dat 

Electronic address for service of submitter: ,A,) y r ;  .A I.:0 ri 

afo 

Telephone No: LA " 

Postal Address. / A 5 it, 4) 

Contact Person: 
LA 

r 01- 
(name & designation, if a plicabl 

) 
..,0,,,,,,A., 

SUBMISSIONS CLOSE IN RESPONSE TO PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 13 ON 
WEDNESDAY 20 JUNE 2018 

-40P-Kwmp 

Note to person making 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 
a 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. 



Tuesday, 19 June 2018 

hilark and Rebecca SatafieId .„„„ 125 Pearson Road 

My Submission continued is ... 
We are opposed to this proposal for the following issues/reasons 

- ONLY GOT THIS FORM LESS THAN A WEEK AGO AND ONLY JUST REALLY 
FOUND OUT WHATS PROPOSED .... NOT ENOUGH NOTICE OR INFORMATION 
HAS BEEN SUBMITTED TO US FROM THE RELEVANT AUTHORITIES ... WE FEEL 
THIS HAS ALL BEEN DONE VERY SECRETIVELY AND NO TIME BEEN GIVEN 
FOR PEOPLE TO LOOK OVER. UNACCEPTABLE AND DEFINITELY NEEDS TO 
BE LOOKED/INVESTIGATED INTO. 

- Do not think this has been checked throughly, really rushed and absolutely no thought 
or consideration given to those already living/established in the area. 

Serious impact on the environment. 

- No way present infrastructure could cope with such an enormous development. Pretty 
much going to be a satellite village. Not enough police, ambulance and fire services. 
Public amenities and schools won't cope. 

- Serious negative impact on life style blocks and the environment that presently exist. 

- Surrounding roads will become very busy, especially our road Pearson Road. I feel it 
will become too dangerous for us to do our usual activities like walking the ktds and 
dogs, kids on bikes, and horse riding along our road. Also a lot more noise and 
pollution for us to put up with, which would have a detrimental effect on our home stay 
which enjoys beautiful views in a tranquil setting for visiting tourists. These changes 
might stop them staying anymore. 

- We have major concerns about seriously increased traffic volumes on the surrounding 
roads created by the proposed zoning change to residential, and believe that the 
developer has not addressed the significant increase in traffic flows from River View 
Terrace and Pearson Road and the effects on SH6 as this will significantly increase 
the number of road users in the immediate vicinity. 

- Our property I believe would decrease in value due to ... Loss of privacy, increase in 
noise, pollution from dust etc, security worries, increase in road traffic and general 
safety along our road. 

- We enjoy a rural environment which could be effected by new residents complaining 
of noise from our animals, chainsaws and other machinery being use. Complains of 
burning/fires due to pruning trees etc. 



Tuesday, 19 June 2018 

- The boundary limits proposed are by no means fair and completely unreasonable and 
in our opinion completely unnecessary. The proposed satellite village does not need 
to encroach on people boundaries so much and there should be a minimum of 30 
meters from such boundaries to any structure. 

- Existing businesses that bring a lot of tourists and business to Cromwell could be 
adversely affected and even close down due by complaints of existing practices. For 
example Jones Orchard frost protection, bird scaring, burning, Spraying and pest 
control noises. Highlands and the speed way noise, not that I think they should be 
allowed to make any changes to consents already in place to extend their privileges 
but they definitely shouldn't have to wind back on what they do. 

- Why have other proposals that I feel would be much better suited for Cromwell not 
going ahead instead? The following development proposals I feel would be much 
better suited for Cromwell ... The Wooing Tree, Gair Avenue, the Chalets, Alpha Street 
and others. 

- The fact that the developer has already gone ahead with planting hedges and erecting 
fences as if it is a done deal is out of order and should cease immediately. Especially 
as he is already annoying potential "neighbours" by planting directly on their boundary 
despite concerns/complaints. One example being Mr Edgar. 

- We feel this is a short fix solution for a housing issue that could be resolve better 
being located else where or done on a very less intense scale. All we see is someone 
trying to rake in a lot of money at the expense of others and the environment. 

- We bought our lifestyle block for all the reasons that this development will destroy by 
changing from a rural zone to a medium/high density housing and wouldn't have 
bought if we foresaw this happening. 

2 



Tuesday, 19 June 2018 

h‘ilar k ari-ge.4 Illebecca Schofieid .„ 125 PL All 1"1OAD 

I SEEK THE FOLLOWING DECISION FROM THE LOCAL AUTHORITY 
CONTINUED... 

- If goes ahead then we expect that the following to put in place. 

- 1. Pearson road has a sensible speed limit on it, a pavement is put in place and cycle/ 
horse track is done with railing. 

- 2. Sand flat road as above 

- 3. You need to rezone the whole area the same 

-- 4. The boundaries and distances to structures/properties need to be a good 20 meters 

- 5. Provisions need to put in place for existing activities/noises that lifestyle block have. 

- 6. Provisions need to be put in place for existing businesses activities/noises. 

- 7. Cromwell needs to increase police, fire and ambulance services drastically. 

- 8. More schools and public amenities. 

1 



RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 

FORM 6 

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN 
SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOS 

TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT P 
Clause 8 of Schedule 1, Resource Management 

To: Central Otago District Council 
PO Box 122 
ALEXANDRA 9340 

Name of person making further submission: 
(Full name) 

' 
POSIT1901 

LAN CHA 
e 9 067 2018 

0,i4L07.40 
ALF rkier 0 

This is a further submission in support of (or in opposition to) a submission on proposed Plan 
Change 13 to the Central Otago District Plan. 

I am: 
1. A person representing a relevant aspect of the public interest, the grounds for saying this 

being: 

'kr?. ; or, 

2. A person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general public 
has, the grounds for saying this being: 

r\f\k-- 
6 l A r r  0"0-̀ 2 or, 

J- 
15 

(Please state whether you are a person who may make a submission under 1 and/or 2 above and also specify/explain the 
grounds for saying that you come viiiithin category 1 and/or 2), 

). -1 1- 

3. The local authority for the relevant area. 

I support (or oppose) the submission of: 

(74:, LA '-‘-'''''••••••-• on Plan Change 13. 
(Please state the name and address of original sUbrnitter and submission number and submission 

point number of original submission) 

The particular parts of the submission I support (or oppose) are: 

(Please clearly Indicate which parts of the original submission you support or oppose, together with any relevant provisions 
of the proposal and continue on an additional page if necessary) 

The reasons for my support (or opposition) are: 
.Je5r4.it. 

(Please give reasons and continue on an additional page if necessary) 



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

,ce 'FL ,s451-. 
(Please give precise details) 

I wish/(eic=cie-iffet-wisiz) to be heard in support of my further submission. 
(Please strike out as applicable) 

If others maket similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing. 
(Please delete if c u w uld not consider presenting a joint case) y 

44/ 
-2_51114/g 

Sig ture 9f riersOn making Further Submission Date 
(or p rsoxi'authoFiseg to sign on behalf of person making further submission) 
(A sig gture is not required if you make your submission by electronic means) 

Electronic address for service of person making further submission. 
(Please write clearly) 

Telephone No: 
(:)251 C-40-1•2---74 

Postal Address: 

Contact Person: 
(name & designation, if applicable) 

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, ANY SUBMISSION 
ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 13 CLOSE ON MONDAY 29 OCTOBER 2018 

Note to person making Further submission 
A copy of your further submission must be served on the original submitter within 5 working days after it is 
served on the local authority. 

Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is satisfied 
that a 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. 



I support the submission 
of (listed below) on Plan 
Change 13 

The particular 
parts of the 
submission I 
support are: 

The reasons for my support are: I seek that the 
whole of the 
submission be 
allowed: 

2. Roger James Aburn 2/3 
2/4 
2/6 

2/3 The loss of the land will remove the land as a resource to support 
employment if it is not farmed 
2/4 The existing businesses in the area will be affecting 
2/6 No complaints covenants are not effective planning tools and do not stop 
people from making complaints. Offset is not practical on this site given the 
distance the noise is likely to travel, the same applies to horticultural sprays 

Yes 

7. Gary Anthony 7/1 7/1 Economic and social benefits for Cromwell and the region of Highlands are Yes 
Anderson 7/2 massive 

7/3 7/2 This development puts the development of a high end $50m golf course at 
risk 
7/3 This development will extend the regions urban sprawl 

8. Ian Anderson 8/5 8/5 The turn in to Sandflat road is currently dangerous with both the traffic pole Yes 
8/6 and the stone wall recently installed by the developer plus associated plantings 

making assessment of traffic difficult and turning on to the State Highway 
dangerous 
8/6 Likely this will increase the level of air pollution outside the air shed defined 
for Cromwell. As it is outside the ORC air shed this may result in wood burners 
which are subject to rural rather than urban controls 

18. Alan Duncan Beaton 18/2 18/2 This development undermines the planning included in the District Plan and Yes 
18/4 has had no community input. Additionally, it destroys the open spaces the 

Cromwell Community values. 
18/4 The no-complaints covenants will be difficult and costly to enforce and will 
be a burden on the rate payers. 

19. Ian Campbell Begg 19/1 19/1 This will create a community disconnected to Cromwell Yes 
19/2 19/2 There will be no physical or cultural connection to Cromwell 
19/3 19/3 The other areas in Cromwell nominated in the submission should be 
19/4 developed first, if still required and the noise and spray issues can be resolved 

with appropriate design controls and offsets, then the Plan Change could be 
considered 



I support the submission 
of (listed below) on Plan 
Change 13 

The particular 
parts of the 
submission I 
support are: 

The reasons for my support are: I seek that the 
whole of the 
submission be 
allowed: 

19/4 Having a retirement home at close proximity to noisy activities makes no 
sense 

22. Ivan James Blackler 22/1 22/1 Fragmentation will occur with a school and shops outside the existing town 
infrastructure. Additionally, numbers will not support a school according to the 

Yes 

Ministry of Education 
26. Peter Raymond Brass 26/8 26/8 The full impact of the ratepayers for the cost of infrastructure has not been 

properly costed out as detailed consideration on the scale and loading of existing 
infrastructure is not full analysed 

Yes 

45. Central Speedway 45/5 45/5 & 45/7 The continued impact of the noise from surrounding activities is Yes 
Club Cromwell 
Incorporated 

45/7 likely to have a health impact on the residents of the subdivision and the controls 
able to be put in place will likely be ineffective as they cannot stop all the noise 
nor can they adequately reduce noise outside the houses in the sections and 
associated areas. 

52. Anthony John Clark 52/9 52/9 There is no substantive affordable housing plan included within Plan Yes 
Change 13. Small sections do no guarantee housing affordability. 

63. Thomas Alan Coull 63/7 63/7 Small sections do not translate in to being affordable. The development is Yes 
63/8 not located near to an appropriate transport hub 
63/9 63/8 There is a lack of cycling or walking facilities to link the development to 
63/10 Cromwell and the developer has not addressed these properly in their 
63/11 submission. The design guidelines additionally do not adequately consider the 
63/14 cultural value of open space and landscape values of Cromwell 
63/16 63/9 The developer has a history of promising facilities and then removing them 

to place additional houses in their place (see the Northlake development and 
what has happened with the tennis courts and nature and type of shopping 
facilities) 
63/10 The additional people the sub-division will bring will increase the danger of 
the roads around Cromwell and for the commute to Queenstown or Wanaka 
63/11 The infrastructure on this side of Cromwell is not able to cope with the 
number of residences and there is insufficient evidence the full scope of the 



I support the submission 
of (listed below) on Plan 
Change 13 

The particular 
parts of the 
submission I 
support are: 

The reasons for my support are: I seek that the 
whole of the 
submission be 
allowed: 

impact on community funded infrastructure has been undertaken to the 
appropriate level 
63/14 A disregard for the planning process has been demonstrated by the 
developer starting the formation of roads within the subdivision and how the 
road frontage has been dressed up. 
63/16 Low light areas such as Cromwell are becoming rare — the development 
has not adequately addressed this issue 

69. Anthony John Cox 69/3 69/3 Travellers accommodation in a residential sub-division should be removed Yes 
69/4 as the impacts are significant 

69/4 The no complaint covenant needs to extend to every single section as they 
will be all affected 

92. Robin Henry Maguire 
Dicey 

92/5 92/5 The creation of what is obviously a commuter satellite community does 
nothing to enhance the values of the Cromwell Community 

Yes 

96. Rex Edgar 96/9 96/9 Emergency services will have trouble to access a number of the areas in the 
development due to clogged roads on the sub-division due to poor consideration 
for parking 

Yes 

122. Richard Andrew 122/4 122/4 The inclusion of two storey buildings in the retirement centre area smacks Yes 
Ford 122/5 of a lack of planning and foresight on accessing aged care facilities and indicates 

122/7 that the retirement centre is included as a red herring to give the developer 
122/10 more flexibility in the future and would likely remove this component 
122/11 122/5 A 3 storey building in a rural surrounding shows poor rural/urban planning 
122/13 and is completely inappropriate for the area the development is in 
122/20 122/7 A buffer zone is not sufficient to properly address noise issues from all the 

surrounding areas 
122/10 Better planning relating to traffic movements is required 
122/11 Sandflat road upgrade should be at the cost of the developer and shows 
a lack of contribution to the full cost of the infrastructure 



I support the submission 
of (listed below) on Plan 
Change 13 

The particular 
parts of the 
submission I 
support are: 

The reasons for my support are: I seek that the 
whole of the 
submission be 
allowed: 

122/12 The safety of the road verge with the current construction materials is 
compromised and will likely [ead to more significant harm to people if there is an 
accident on that stretch of the road the subdivision touches 
122/20 A lack of consideration of other local infrastructure such as usage of the 
local tracks shows the unintended or ill considered consideration of the full cost 
of the development on the local community 

123. 45 South Group of 123/8 123/8 Agrichemicals are toxic and odorous and one of the best methods of Yes 
Companies (45 South 123/9 reducing impact is offset —the development plan does not comply with the 
Cherry Orchards Ltd & 123/13 recommended offset of a minimum of 100m as included in the ORC Air Plan 
45 South Management 123/16 123/9 The use of burning as a biosecurity protocol can negatively affect air 
Ltd) 123/26 quality in close proximity to the development 

123/27 123/13 Alternate access routes need to be considered in the development plan 
123/28 and contributions to upgrading these offered 

123/16 The distance to walk or cycle to Cromwell makes the location of the 
development unsuitable 
123/26 PC 13 is contrary to and does not give effect to the Operative Regional 
Policy Statement, in particular 5.4.1, 5.4.2, 5.5.2, 5.5.3, 5.5.4, 9.4.1, 9.5.2, 9.5.3, 
9.5.4 and 9.5.5. 
123/7 PC 13 is contrary to and does not have regard to the Proposed Regional 
Policy Statement, in particular Chapter 1, Objective 3.1, Policy 3.1.7, Objective 
4.3, Objective 4.5, Policies 4.5.1 to 4.5.3, Objective 5.3 and Policy 5.3.1. 
123/28 PC 13 is contrary to the objectives and policies of the Central Otago 
District Plan, in particular Objectives 4.3.1 and 4.3.7, Policies 4.4.3, 4.4.6, 4.4.8, 
4.4.9 and 4.4.10, Objectives 6.3.1, 6.3.2, 6.3.3, 6.3.4 and 6.3.6, Policies 6.4.1, 
6.4.2 and 6.4.4, Objectives 7.1.1 and 7.1.2, Policy 7.2.1, Objectives 13.3.1, 13.3.2 
and 13.3.5, Policy 13.4.2, Objectives 16.3.1, 16.3.2, 16.3.4 and 16.3.5 and Policies 
16.4.1, 16.4.3 and 16.4.7. 

126. Freshmax NZ 
Limited 

126/11 126/11 Shelterbelts will increase shading on residential areas and need to be 
considered as part of the reverse sensitivity issues 

Yes 

...... 



I support the submission 
of (listed below) on Plan 
Change 13 

The particular 
parts of the 
submission I 
support are: 

The reasons for my support are: ' I seek that the 
whole of the 
submission be 
allowed: 

144. Highlands 144/3 144/3 There has been no consultation by the developer (noticeable by its Yes 
Motorsport Park Limited 144/10 absence) with the local community so will likely lead to additional complaints 
(Highlands) 144/11 and issues with the development and its neighbours and the community at large 

144/9 144/10 The impact of the noise will be a significant issue for the residents of the 
subdivision and cannot be fully mitigated. The particular type of noise from 
Highlands in particular will have a negative effect on people 
144/11 Mitigation measures for the noise from Highlands and the Speedway 
cannot be fully effective due to the type and level of noise. There is also a 
cumulative noise effect with concurrent activities to be considered (traffic, 
orchard operations, airport etc all happening at the same time) 
144/9 Cumulatively the health impact from noise should not be underestimated 
and needs to be a key consideration when the overall impact on residents is 
considered. 

146. Greg & Ros Hinton 146/12 146/12 The National Policy Statement for Urban Development Capacity is not Yes 
146/17 properly considered in the planning aspects of the document about how the 

development will fit in with the overall aspect of the environment 
146/17 PC 13 is contrary to the purpose and principles of the Resource 
Management Act. 

151. Horticulture New 
Zealand 

151/3 151/3 Suitable high quality rural land, particularly for grapes and cherries are 
increasingly under threat 

Yes 

191. Julene Ludlow 191/7 191/7 It is uncertain that there be sufficient capability in the aquifer to enable Yes 
191/8 the greenways to be sufficiently irrigated. It does not appear that the ORC been 
191/10 contacted to ensure this is possible or feasible. 

191/8 Soakpits are insufficient in a residential subdivision to adequately deal 
with storm and waste water. It should be a condition of Plan Change 13 to 
properly dispose of waste water 
191/10 Proper research and consideration to the impacts of Plan Change 13 into 
the ORC Air Plan are required and are currently insufficient 



I support the submission 
of (listed below) on Plan 
Change 13 

The particular 
parts of the 
submission I 
support are: 

The reasons for my support are: I seek that the 
whole of the 
submission be 
allowed: 

239. Ministry of 239/3 239/3 & 239/4 & 239/5The Ministry of Education suggests that there is no need Yes 
Education 239/4 under PC13 for a school to be included — it appears likely that if this is the case 

239/5 then the land will be used for additional housing lots 
252. Werner Murray 252/6 252/6 Objectives 20.3.1, 20.3.8, 20.3.9 are not properly considered as this is not Yes 

252/8 a logical progression of development 
252/21 252/8 The urban design report is not sufficiently detailed or considered 

252/21 NPS-UDC is not applicable to Cromwell 
285. Public Health South 285/4 285/4 Reverse sensitivity in the context of health are not fully or properly Yes 

285/5 considered 
285/5 Health and safety of residents is not properly considered 

310. Santa Orchard 310/5 310/5 Proximity of residential sections to orchards presents an enhanced 
biosecurity risk 

Yes 
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FORM 6 

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, 
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TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN 
Clause 8 o f  Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991 

To: Central Otago District Council 
PO Box 122 
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Name of person making further submission: 

Muller Family Trust 
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This is a further submission in support of a submission on proposed Plan Change 13 
to the Central Otago District Plan. 

I am: A person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the 
general public has, the grounds for saying this being: 

We own the neighbouring land to the south at 222 Pearson Rd. 

I support the submissions of: 

Horticulture NZ (151), Freshmax Ltd (126), the DJ Jones Family Trust and Suncrest Orchard 
Limited (164), Otago Regional Council (261) and Public Health South (285) 
on Plan Change 13. 

The particular parts of the submission I support (or oppose) are: 

The proposed Plan Change 13 will have a significant adverse effect on surrounding current or 
proposed horticultural land (including our property, which is currently largely undeveloped but 
intended for horticultural use). We are concerned that the proposed no complaints covenant 
will not adequately address the issue o f  reverse sensitivity to noise, spraydrift etc from 
surrounding horticultural land, particularly given the intensive and highly urbanised nature of 
the proposed development (see 151/4, 126/8-12, 164/6, 164/8 and 164/10-15). Public Health 
South also raise concerns about the mitigation proposed for the effects o f  spraydrift (285/10). 
We agree that more adequate mitigation is required via a larger setback distance, and submit 
that given the rural setting o f  the site this should apply to likely future horticultural land 
(including our property) as well as current orchards. 

We also support the submissions o f  ORC (261/6), Public Health South (285/12) and various 
other submitters who raised concerns about transportation issues associated with the 
development, specifically safety at the Sand flat Rd/SH6 intersection, indirect effects on other 
nearby roads (primarily Pearson Rd — see for example submissions 146/6, 167/6, 203/2 and 
various others) due to River Terrace residents avoiding that intersection, and the lack of 
pedestrian, cycle or public transport connections to the Cromwell town centre. Given the site's 
location and the surrounding activities and transport network, it is difficult to see how these 

Errir:COD 



issues could he adequately addressed. For instance, a walking or  cycle connection to the town 
centre would have to go either along the state highway or  through the industrial area, and in 
either case it would have low amenity value and would be unlikely to be widely used. In our 
opinion, there is no plausible scenario in which future urban development o f  Cromwell will 
encircle the site and mitigate these effects, even in the long-term. 

We acknowledge the urgent need for more affordable housing and that this will inevitably 
involve some expansion o f  Cromwell's town limits and more intensive residential development. 
We would support a development of a similar scale and intensity i f  it was connected to the 
existing town and not surrounded by incompatible land uses. However, for the above reasons, 
the proposed River Terrace site is in our opinion wholly inappropriate for such a development. 

The reasons for my support (or opposition) are: 
As above. 

We support the points made in the submissions referenced (including the request o f  most of 
these submissions that the Plan Change application be declined). We request that these 
submissions be allowed. 

I wish to be heard in support of my further submission. 

If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at 
a hearing. 

,z2 WA/de-- 
Signature of person making Further Submission Date: 28/10/2018 

(or person authorised to sign on behalf of person making further submission) 

Electronic address for service of person making further submission: 

tim.muller@gmail.corn 
(Please write clearly) 

Telephone No: ...027 459 0295 

Postal Address: ...68 Neplusultra St, Cromwell 

Contact Person: ...Tim Muller, trustee 
(name & designation, if applicable) 



FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, ANY SUBMISSION 
ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 13 CLOSE ON MONDAY 29 OCTOBER 2018 

Note to person making Further submission 
A copy of your further submission must be served on the original submitter within 5 working 
days after it is served on the local authority. 

Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority 
is satisfied that a 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. 



RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 
FORM 6 

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPO flON TO, \ 
SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED P 44:CHANO.e. 

TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN 1Cri,EIVED , 
29 rtrr • Clause 8 o f  Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 

To: Central Otago District Council 
PO Box 122 
ALEXANDRA 9340 

Name of person making further submission: 
N 

(Full name) 

•'AL Or/ 
A LEXANDRA 

This is a further submission in support of (or in opposition to) a submission on proposed Plan 
Change 13 to the Central Otago District Plan. 

I am: 
1. A person representing a relevant aspect of the public interest, the grounds for saying this 

being: 

;Or, 

2. A person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general public 
has, the grounds for saying this being: 

RES 6 LENTS 4 
C P o  

rrk LA) E.:LL ;or, 
(Please state whether you are a person who may make a submission under 1 and/or 2 above and also specify/explain the 

grounds for saying that you come within category 1 and/or 2) 

3. The local authority for the relevant area. 

I fdapper4 (91 oppose) the submission of: 

tvVer —re((ace beve [0 i'vvino 1-W on Plan Change 13. 
(Please state the name and address of ori inal submitter and submission number and submission 

point number of original submission) 
r o  1 VS 

The particular parts of the submission I support (or oppose) are: 

*IQ oVN40,E) CGNe),_ 
e"\--,\ • (Please clearly indic-ate which parts of the original submission you support or oppose, together with any relevant provisions 

of the proposal and continue on an additional page if necessary) 

•sk 

The reasons for my n o w t  (or opposition) are: 

acA atpco.icLi Nov. v4e 
co bc NWe ffv.suA LVv7v% 

(Please give reasons and continue on an additional page if necessary) 

c x  (\ce tr• 
cAr-NCL.V‘ct e S  6 

eklev.L'Ao,ve -OA°. e oclo e rSe 
e c e c k  Votzv\ Cfbvw1/4,e'ki E-)V‘ ( CV\ 



I seek that the whole or-pattideseribe-pafti, of the submission befkliewed-(or disallowed): 

(Please give precise details) 

13Atis.h/(or do not wish) to be heard in support of my further submission. 
(Please strike out as applicable) 

If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing. 
(Please delete if you would not consider presenting a joint case) 

S i q j t i  of person making Further Submission Date 
(or person authorised to sign on behalf of person making further submission) 
(A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means) 

k 
Electronic address for service of person making further submission: d Co. r17---- 
(Please write clearly) 

Telephone No: 
1 0 3  A 4 - 4 5  

Postal Address: a s - 1  ay( (Nock buj n 

Contact Person: 

RbD 
CrohAvse ‘i 

o'fC Jut_643 
(name & designation, if applicable) 

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, ANY SUBMISSION 
ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 13 CLOSE ON MONDAY 29 OCTOBER 2018 

Note to person making Further submission 
A copy of your further submission must be served on the original submitter within 5 working days after it is 
served on the local authority. 

Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is satisfied 
that a 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. 



PM O'Neill 

1 Ash Lane 

Cromwell 9310. 

To The Central Otago District Council. 

• I wish to make a submission against the Plan Change 13 to allow housing development on the 
said area. My reasons are that that area is bordering an orchard and that the area will have been 
subject to spraying over the years and not suitable for residential use. 

• Being over from a well-developed motor sport track it is no suitable for residential use. People 
could build and in time then complain about the noise and start putting restrictions on it 
activities. This track has attracted trade, business and tourists to the area which is about 
bringing in their dollars. I believe we should protect this asset. 

• I believe that with the Lets Talk Options this will give an indication about where the public want 
expansion. We have facilities in our town already and we do not need to replicate a township. 

• Look to the Queenstown expansion that has gone ad hoc. From Lake Hayes it went to 
Shotover Estate to Hanleys farm. This happened inconsequentially. Cromwell has the 
opportunity here and now to think o f  a thirty to fifty year vision. We do not need pop up areas. 
Our council needs to be creative and visionary to look at what an aerial view of Cromwell will 
look like for our grandchildren. 

• Resources are tight. We need to spend them wisely. 

• For people in Central to speak up it means they want a voice. We are not complacent to allow 
change to suit developers rather than the public. 

Yours faithfully, 

/ 2 0  0 - A 2 i )  V 

Patricia O'Neill 



RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 

FORM 6 

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, 
SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 

TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN 
0. 

-rrn.:7,,,,, 
, \ 

Clause 8 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 9f/->. 

(\_,1 
To: Central Otago District Council -./ 

P0 Box 122 
- -1 2 9 f)p7. ,.... ts, 

ALEXANDRA 9340 : : (dt, i 2018 — 

Name of of person making further submission' A i l  L. 1,(7 1,4-itio- tc r - raciftA . :), 
(Full name) 1- --ct 

This is a further submission ..iii-suppeot-of--(er-ki-opposition to) a submission on proposed Plan 
Change 13 to the Central Otago District Plan. 

I am: 
1. A person representing a relevant aspect of the public interest, the grounds for saying this 

being: 

,?rviivc-ickAwit) 4-0A--/A/ ... 020,ey.q., 2. A person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general public 
has, the grounds for saying this being: 

11/47 /IOW/ d • ;--s- //7 # ( f  roNc•-!:ef-10 1‘).rkt6 7i:4`Tor, 
(Please state whether you are a person who may make a submission under 1 and/or 2 above and also specify/explain the 

grounds for saying that you come within category 1 and/or 2) 
4 C 2 I l P  i t (  I f f  c i 1 0  ReCi--2e,c1z) 6-me4 

3. The local authority for the relevant area. 

I support (or oppose) the submission of: 

on Plan Change 13. 
(Please state the name and address of original submitter and submission number and submission 

point number of original submission) 

The particular parts of the submission I support (or oppose) are: 
"17i-104/ G.:11101 / 3  / / . f 4 '  i g  . 4 ; i y  

(Please clearly indicate which parts of the original submission you support or oppose, together with any relevant provisions 
of the proposal and continue on an additional page if necessary) 

The reasons for my wog/M-(0r opposition) are: 
1,-16 r / 2  ; 

(Please give reasons and continue on an additional page if necessary) 

5T-77.Pr°iii 579 7 7 1 7 )  7,71-6\ 

- 



RA-1NI 
I seek that the whole er-paft-Eele6ec4belta;1], of the submission tae-al-lowed (Ipt disallowed): 

(Please give precise details) 

I wishikar do not wish) to be heard in support of my further submission. 
(Please strike out as applicable) 

If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing. 
(Please delete if you would not consider presenting a joint case) 

- z6- 
ign e of person making Further Submission Date 

(or person authorised to sign on behalf of person making further submission) 
(A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means) 

/ - Electronic address for service of person making further submission. i l e / ( 6 7  (Li toc7A 
• e-4-1'11 

(Please write clearly) 

Telephone No: / 

Postal Address: ( C /)(;)( 

C f 

Contact Person: 
(name & designation, if applicable) 

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, ANY SUBMISSION 
ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 13 CLOSE ON MONDAY 29 OCTOBER 2018 

Note to person making Further submission 
A copy of your further submission must be served on the original submitter within 5 working days after it is 
served on the local authority. 

Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is satisfied 
that a least 1 of the following applies to the submission (or part of the submission): 

O it is frivolous or vexatious: 
O it discloses no reasonable or relevant case: 
o it would be an abuse of the hearing process to allow the submission (or the part) to be taken further: 
O it contains offensive language: 
9 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. 



The proposed development by River Terraces Development Limited is in the wrong location being 
too close to existing business' e.g. orchards, stock car track, Highlands Motor Sport Park etc. 

As a member of Highlands I am aware of the tremendous economic benefits it has brought to the 

area as an event centre / museum and tourist attraction. 

I am also aware of the past complaints be a few people inhibiting the park reaching its full potential. 

The proposed River Terraces development is too close and too intensive essentially setting up a 
small town in competition to Cromwell. 

Many residents of the proposed development would undoubtedly complain about noise from 
orchards / vineyards and stock car events plus Highlands activities. Viz Paul Keast in Alexandra — a 
relative new corner to the area now complaining about the noisy environment he voluntarily moved 
into. Article attached. 



24 REGIONS 

ALEXANDRA 

noises on orch 
I LYNDA VAN KEMPEN scaring and helicopters flying over- the outskirts of Alexandra, and said he 

head, Paul Keast said. was a relative newcomer to the  area. 
A "CONSTANT barrage of noise" from Noise from two-bladed frost- Noise pollution would become a big- 
some orchards during fruit harvesting fighting fans also disturbed the  peace, ger  issue as more people moved on to 
season sounded like World War 3 had he told the  Central Otago District rural blocks, he said. 
broken out. an Alexandra vineyard Council's 10-year plan hearing. His vineyard used nets to keep birds 
owner told a planning hearing this "I was out pruning in the snow [on out but several orchards used bird- 
week. Wednesday] and it was peaceful out scaring cannons or sirens, resulting in 

Continuous noise from dawn to dusk there, but for three months of the year, "artificial noises" in the environment, 
during the three-month period things change quite drastically." which could be very disconcerting. 
included sirens and cannons for bird- Mr Keast lives on Letts Gully Rd, on Two-bladed frost fans were cheaper 

Otago Daily Times • Saturday, June 9, 2018 

ards 'not acceptable' 
than fans with more blades but they expected in the country a t  certain Topliss said something needed. to be 
were also noisier and less efficient, times and for short duration: however. done "urgently" about Mr Keasfs 
Mr Keast said. the constant barrage of noises from concerns. 

He urged the council to restrict frost fans (all night sometimes) and "It's totally unacceptable as far as what could be used on horticulture from dawn to dusk for bird-scaring, I'm concerned." 
and viticulture blocks as bird-scaring continuously for more than three Mayor Tim Cadogan acknowledged 
devices and for frost-fighting. months, is not acceptable to the Mr Topliss' comment but said the issue 

"Continuing to state that  it's a rural majority of the  residents of rural had to be looked at  during the district 
area and noise is to be expected is not areas." plan review later this year. 
an  excuse. When the council considered sub- Cr Martin McPherson said the plan 

"Some rural noises a r e  to be missions on Thursday, Cr Malcolm already listed noise limits. 



RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 

FORM 6 

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITIOrst•TA\ 
SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN 4IGE 

TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN ' . r, 4. 1\`/ a i r E i g  
• C l a u s e  8 o f  S c h e d u l e  1, R e s o u r c e  M a n a g e m e n t  A c t  1991 

To: Central Otago District Council 
PO Box 122 

06A/TA'41.. 
0 /AL; bisTReci- ° ALEXANDRA 9340 /1.d.r„)(Ais141„4,1 

Name of person making further submission: 
(Full name) 

2 5  00. 4/10 

This is a further submission in support o f  (0f4ft--01113.0-SitiSR40)- a submission on proposed Plan 
Change 13 to the Central Otago District Plan. 

I am: 
1. A person representing a relevant aspect of the public interest, the grounds for saying this 

being: 

; or, 

2. A person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general public 
has, the grounds for saying this being: 4- r - -  to, (0,..,- c..4--cf p r - o f  ef-Xj o (--0--, e l -  is'• 

cr-ben.wei/. gio•--)ce_ VT 557 . Z  c"--4 pl.-•,..., 
--1---,o-,-A-2 /-)C41-1C- J & c -  ic=s-e 

..] --' ' 
G;c;) I n  e l  e 

C---il 0 - - ,  v a u l t \  +1.--,_ c z : 4 1 , , , „  e:,7C C-r12P-ri v i r a l /  c , - „ - /  -AL-e f r o G i  Cr-  h R f ; 6 1  
, 

• ; or, • (Please state whether you are a person who may make a submission under 1 and/or 2 above and also specify/explain the 
grounds for saying that you come within category 1 and/or 2) 

3. The local authority for the relevant area. 

I support (or-oppe%e)-the submission of: 
A l a r k t i ;  c o r - d  SL-te_ a4z 31Ag)(1 

-- 
I )  

on Plan Change 13. 
(Please state the name and address of original submitter and submission number and submission 

point number of original submission) 

The particular parts of the submission I support ( e p o s )  are: 
,4/1 p t h  2 k - J I 7 1 . ,  ii-e) gir 

• 0.,5pe 1,,L& 62—at 2 
(Please dearly indicate hich parts of h 

( 

e original submission you support or oppose, together with any relevant provisions 
of the proposal and continue on an additional page if necessary) 

, The reasons for my support (eFeviszmittn) are: 
i ç iOr-011-e--1 CrL4c-tc, ;--NpaArice- 

err 4-1-‘e- r i b  e - PC/3 .1:0.11_., d.e...c/roy TiAid; 

ord.  wsA c s s - , , e s  ere-ac{ 

.0.1•7x.<4. r :  4 S . 4  i l c c .  . . . .  tyrIa_4:?1,1, 44,C4+ V‘,161,71-e-1 -çer 
Cit  — 41-Air ..Cc "/(1 



I seek that the whole er-pa44d-eser4be-partt of the submission be allowed4or-disa4feweel)i. 

bilt) I ,gs ol--) 2 4 0  -fc) c3 4 ei/g) 

(Please give precise details) 

I wish/(ar-ea-not-wish) to be heard in support of my further submission. 
(Please strike out as applicable) 

(Please delete if you would not consider presenting a joint case 

e3c."1-0 be.7- 21)/ SignatLte of person making Further Submission Date 
(or persqn authorised to sign on behalf of person making further submission) 
(A signattire Is not required if you make your submission by electronic means) 

Electronic address for service of person making further submission. e ‘ „ S e ' r l  /-/°(-4je 2 di' 
• Lc"?' 

(Please Write clearly) 

Telephone No. . O 7 4 -  4 g  11 

Postal Address: 5 C-e5pe 
i<or-v r- 

Contact Person: 

ar2._ 
P A ;  / h e &  14 /0K -0 (  

(name & designation, if applicable) 

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, ANY SUBMISSION 
ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 13 CLOSE ON MONDAY 29 OCTOBER 2018 

Noe  to person making Further submission 
A copy of your further submission must be served on the original submitter within 5 working days after it is 
served on the local authority. 

Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is satisfied 
that a least 1 of the foliciwing applies to the submission (or part of the submission): 

• it is frivolous or vexatious: 
• it .cliscloses 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. 

rS_J)1_91- i ( t )  1 
t S '  

JL-J)' 



RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 

FORM 6 

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITI 
SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN 

TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN 
Clause 8 o f  Schedule 1, Resource Management A c t  1991 

To: Central Otago District Council 
PO Box 122 
ALEXANDRA 9340 

Name of person making further submission: ... . 
VA, -arc\ VrTh - 

(Full (Full name) 

This is a further submission in support of (or in opposition to) a submission on proposed Plan 
Change 13 to the Central Otago District Plan. 

I am: 
1. A person representing a relevant aspect of the public interest, the grounds for saying this 

being: 

<7.) C.4S-s:7)1.--x-w3c-A ; or, 

2. A person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general public 
has, the grounds for saying this being: 

..--- 
- O. r."-:) . . CI <---:...5.-;.. CA.e.t•c "A k 0 C  ).k.--cacr.)-:)\\ 

; or, (Please state whether you are a person who may make a submission under 1 and/or 2 above and also specify/explain the 
grounds for saying that you come within category 1 and/or 2) 

3. The local authority for the relevant area. 

I support (er-Jappose) the submission of: 

14,Q rm..... . V.N:.,...C..co.c.%•\\.....on Plan Change 13. 
(Please state the name and address of original submitter and submission number and submission 

point number of original submission) 

The particular parts of the submission I support (or oppose) are: 

3 Ltro / 3 4.012. 

(Please clearly indicate which parts of the original submission you support or oppose, together with any relevant provisions 
of the proposal and continue on an additional page if necessary) 

The reasons for my stiliiiiI;(411 opposition) are: 

‘-.4. 

_ . c•-.)(1).$e• ki\-)M (f4 'Tier ot5r1:-.A.e.14. 

(Please give reasons and continue on an additional page if necessary) 
c A r t A t l i k f t ' '  \ C ‘ t - l c - \  •'\()\C‘"- )O\ h K \ k A l c V .  ‘'•Q(0 

I C A \ F .  \c". V/".1k 
; e7 ( . 0 c  

Te6\-- 



jD 

I seek that the whole ai:-paltIdescribe part], of the submission be aticiwireft§sfitingd): 

Li-of t 3 40 /2 

(Please give precise details) 

I W O K *  do not wish) to be heard in support of my further submission. 
(Please strike out as applicable) 

If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing. 
(Please delete if you would not consider presenting a joint case) 

•-131))(4W-.142,- 7177;. 
. 

411.6• 
Signature o f  person making Further Submission Date 
(or person authorised to sign on behalf of person making further submission) 
(A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means) 

Electronic address for service o f  person making further submission. r k A f i S C A  (cDx‘re, 
(Please write clearly) 

Telephone No: .0:,5 14-11-5 0 4 -  2c1 

Postal Address: I S 

0 

Contact P e r s o n : ( r e . 6 0 .  .&-4-Y1ZIC, 
• 

(na e & designation, if applicable) 

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, ANY SUBMISSION 
ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 13 CLOSE ON MONDAY 29 OCTOBER 2018 

Note to person making Further submission 
A copy of your further submission must be served on the original submitter within 5 working days after it is 
served on the local authority. 

Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is satisfied 
that a least 'I 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. 



FORM 6 

1 0 
2 6 OCT 2018 

REC*EIVE 

- cE 
OCHTA 

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPO 
SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED POLICY'StATEMENf 
OR PLAN, CHANGE OR VARIATION 

Clause 8 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991 

To Central Otago District Council 
PO Box 122 
ALEXANDRA 

Name Public Health South 

Address Private Bag 1921 
DUNEDIN 9054 

(Note: different address for service below) 

1. This is a further submission in support of, or in opposition to, submissions on Proposed 
Plan Change 13 to the Central Otago District Plan ("PC13"). 

2. Public Health South is a party with an interest in the proposal that is greater than the 
interest of the general public. Southern District Health Board (Southern DHB) presents this 
submission through its public health service, Public Health South. Southern DHB delivers 
health services to a population of 319,200 and has responsibility under the New Zealand 
Public Health and Disability Act 2000 to improve, promote and protect the health of 
people and communities. It seeks to promote equity and to reduce adverse social and 
environmental effects on the wellbeing of people and communities. They aim to create or 
advocate for healthy social, physical and cultural environments. Public Health South's 
original submission on PC13 set out the reasons for their opposition to PC13. 

3. The original submissions that Public Health South either supports or opposes are 
described, and the reasons for Public Health South's support or opposition are detailed, in 
the table attached as Annexure A to this further submission. 

4. Public Health South seeks that the relief set out in Annexure A, in terms of allowing or 
disallowing original submissions, be granted. 

5. Public Health South does wish to be heard in support of this further submission. If others 
make a similar submission, Public Health South will not consider presenting a joint case 
with them at a hearing. 

Further Submission of Public Health South on PC13 to the Central Otago District Plan 1 
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Date: 26 October 2018 

Tom Scott, Public Health South 

Address for Service: Public Health South 

Cl- Mitchell Daysh Limited 
PO Box 489 
DUNEDIN 9054 

Telephone: 03 477 7884 
Email: megan.justice(Omitchelldaysh.co.nz 

Contact person: Megan Justice 

Note to  person making further submission 

A copy of your further submission must be served on the original submitter within 5 
working days after it is served on the local authority. 

Further Submission of Public Health South on PC13 to the Central Otago District Plan 2 



A N N E X U R E  A 

F U R T H E R  S U B M I S S I O N  TABLE 

Further submission of Public Health South 



PROVISION SUBMITTER THE 
PARTICULAR 

PARTS OF THE 
SUBMISSION 

PHS SUPPORTS 
OR OPPOSES 

RELIEF SOUGHT BY SUBMITTOR PUBLIC HEALTH SOUTH'S POSITION & REASONS RELIEF SOUGHT 

Rule 20.7.7 Riverview Terrace 
Developments Ltd 

Submitter 298 

298/1— 298/3 Modify PC 13 to add the following acoustic insulation 
standard as Rule 20.7.7(x): 

20.7.7(x) Acoustic Insulation of Buildings Containing 
Noise Sensitive Activities 

1) Noise Sensitive Spaces located within the River Terrace 
Resource Area shall be designed, constructed and 
maintained to ensure that the following Outdoor —Indoor 
Transmission Class (OITC) noise level reductions are 
achieved in the Acoustic Insulation Zones shown on the 
Acoustic Insulation Plan in 20.7.11 

PHS opposes this submission. 

i) The provision of sound insulation does not address 
issues of residential amenity including in the outdoor 
environment. 

ii) The sound insulation criteria proposed are at a basic 
standard that could generally be achieved without 

any upgrades to normal building constructions. This 
will not provide adequate protection for residents in 
this degraded acoustic environment. The assessment 
of the external noise environment by Styles Group 
does not adequately take into account the distinctive 
characteristics of motorsport sound and understates 
the potential impacts. 

iii) The sound insulation requirements proposed have 
been specified in terms of ASTM standards rather 
than ISO standards that are commonly used for this 
application in New Zealand. As well as for 
consistency, ISO standards are preferred as New 
Zealand is a participating member of ISO so can 
influence and vote on the relevant standards. 

iv) The sound insulation standards will be negated by the 
absence o f  any requirements for ventilation and 
heating/cooling. If residents have to open windows to 
achieve reasonable internal thermal comfort, then the 
required sound insulation will be bypassed. Further, it 
is noted that the ventilation specification suggested 
in the Styles Group report has not been included in 
the submission, but regardless, that specification is 
inadequate to avoid windows needing to be opened. 

Reject submission. 

Acoustic 
Insulation Zone 

OITC for 
Bedrooms 

OITC for Other 
Noise Sensitive 
Spaces 

A 30 30 

B 33 25 

C 30 25 

a) The OITC assessment shall be determined in 
accordance with ASTM E1332-16 Standard Classification 
for Rating Outdoor-Indoor Sound Attenuation 

(Nb. full submission point not shown) 

Rule 20.7.7 Riverview Terrace 
Developments Ltd 

Submitter 298 

298/4 — 298/8 

Section 2.3 of 
submission 

Rule 20.7.7(viii) and (ix) refer to restrictive no-complaint 
covenants that do not include or refer to any particular 
format and do not specify who determines that format. 
Modify Rules 20.7.7(viii) and (ix) to refer to a particular 
format for covenants in Rule 20.7.7(viii)(b) and Rule 
20.7.7(ix)(b) by: 

(a) adding the following subclause: 
"is in a format and wording approved by the Council" 

(b) include references to the draft covenants in Appendix 
2 [to the submission], either by including them in the rule 

The reasons for Public Health South's opposition to the 
restrictive no-complaints covenant are set out in full in 
its original submission. In brief, the proposed provisions 
do not provide for the reasonable protection of the 
health of people and communities and do not avoid, 
remedy or mitigate adverse noise effects upon the 
health and amenity values of people in future buildings 
used for noise sensitive activities. 

Reject submission. 

Further submission of Public Health South 1 



as draft covenants or by referring to them as document 
sitting outside the District Plan held by Council, in either 
case being draft covenants subject to final amendment 
and approval by Council prior to registration. 

Amend Rules 20.7.7(viii)(b)(ii) and (iii) and insert a new (v) 
as follows: 

(ii) In the case o f  Lot 400 DP 466637, prevents any owner 
or occupier of the servient land from complaining about 
or taking steps to prevent motorsports and related 
activities lawfully carried out as authorised by the terms 
and conditions of resource consent numbers RC 150225 
and RC 150281 includingany variations operative prior to 
19 May 2018. 

(iii) In the case of Lot 1 DP 403966, prevents any owner or 
occupier o f  the servient land from complaining about or 
taking steps to prevent speedway and stock car track 
and related activities lawfully carried out as authorised by 
the terms and conditions of the planning consent for 
those activities issued by the (former) Vincent County 
Council dated 29 September 1980 including any 
variations effective operative prior to insert dated RTRA 
flotified 19 May 2018. 

(v) In in a format and wording approved by the Council. 

Amend Rule 20.7.7(ix)(b)(ii) and insert a new (iv) as 
follows: 

(b)(ii) prevents any owner or occupier o f  the servient land 
from complaining about or taking any steps to prevent 
noise being lawfully generated in the normal course of 
orcharding activities being undertaken on the benefitting 
land, including noise from frost -fighting and bird-scaring, 

(iv) is in a format and wording approved by the Council. 

Make any other amendments, including adding additional 
legal descriptions, to achieve the objective of these rules 
which is to protect adjacent existing noise generating 
activities from complaints from 
residents or occupiers within the RTRA. 

Any alternative, additional and/or consequential 
amendments to the RTRA provisions (including plans), 
and to the wider District Plan provisions, as may be 
necessary or appropriate to achieve the RTRA as 
a new zone in the Central Otago District Plan. 

20.1 
Introduction 

New 
Objective 

New Policy 

Highlands 
Motorsport Park 
Limited 

Submitter number 
144 

144/9 -144/11, and 

Relief set out in 
Appendix 1 of the 
submission 

Amendments sought to the Introduction statement 20.1 — 
submission seeks that the introduction be deleted and 
replaced with: 

„ The River Terrace Resource Area is adjacent to a 

PHS supports the amendment sought to the 
Introduction 20.1. 

If PC13 is not rejected in its entirety, allow 
submission. 

variety o f  existing activities that affect the nature o f  the 
existing environment such that i t  is not  characteristic o f  a 
residential area. These include the Highlands Motorsport 
Park, the Central Otago Speedway, State Highway 6 and 

Further submission of Public Health South 2 



Orchard Activities. It is recognised that these existing 
activities all generate noise arid other effects that will 
compromise the amenity values o f  the River Terraces 
Resource Area to varying degrees. Hightand Tier 2 days 
and Speedway events generate noise effects on outdoor 
amenity that cannot be mitigated for residents within the 
River Terrace Resource Area. Significant levels of 
acoustic insulation and ventilation will be required for all 
buildings within the River Terrace Resource Area to 
mitigate the effects o f  Highland Tier 2 and Speedway 
events on indoor living environments. Objectives. 
Policies, Rules and other Methods are included within the 
River Terraces Resource Area to protect existing 
activities from reverse sensitivdy effects." 

Include new Objective: 
Obective: Healthy Buildings — Construction o f  buildin s 
that provide quiet and healthy internal environments that 
protect residents, to the extent possible from effects of 
existing activities surrounding the River Terrace resource 
Area. 

Include new Policy: 
Orientating building and locating outdoor living spaces 
behind structures to provide some protection from noise 
generated by the day to day activities o f  Highland Motor 
Park 

Rules 20.7.1 
and 

20.7.3 

Highlands 
Motorsport Park 
Limited 

Submitter number 
144 

Relief set out in 
Appendix 1 o f  the 
submission 

Highlands Motorsport Park Limited submitted on 
Permitted Activity Rules: 

- 20.7.1(u1) Residential Activities and buildings 
within Residential sub-areas A and B, 

and Restricted Discretionary Rules: 

- 20.7.3(ii) (buildings for residential activities in the 
retirement living overlay); 

- 20.7.3(iii) (buildings for centralised activities in 
the retirement living overlay); 

- 20.7.3(iv) (buildings within the neighbourhood 
centre overlay); 

- 20.7.3(v) (buildings within the education overlay); 

- 20.7.3(xi) (travellers' accommodation in 
Residential Sub-Areas A and B. 

These submission points seek to include new noise 
insulation requirements and outdoor amenity area 
location requirements under the specific standards for 
the activities provided for by the above rules, 

These submissions also seek that failure to comply with 
the "outdoor amenity location" standard and the "noise 
insulation" standard comprises a Prohibited Activity. 

PHS supports this submission insofar as the rule 
framework is clearer than the rule framework notified. 

As notified, section 20.7.7 General Standards includes 
the noise insulation requirements. Discretionary rule 
20.7.4 (i) requires all proposals comply with the general 
standards, and if proposals do not comply with the 
general standards, then the proposal is a Discretionary 
Activity. PHS's original submission sought that more 
robust noise insulation standards be included in section 
20.7.7. 

The notified rule framework is overly complicated and 
could be simplified by including the insulation standards 
(as set out in PHS's original submission) within Rules 
20.7.1, 20.7.3(i), 20.7.3(ii), 20.7.3(iii), 20.7.3(vi), 20.7.3(v) 
and 20.7.3(ix), or alternatively each o f  the rules could 
explicitly state that activities must also comply with the 
General Standards in Rule 20.7.7. 

PHS also supports Highlands Motorsport Park Limited's 
submission that a failure to comply with the standards is 

a prohibited activity, given the anticipated adverse 
health effects associated with the location of the PC13 
site. 

If PC13 is not rejected in its entirety, PHS 
seeks that the rule framework that links 
the requirement for all activities to comply 
with the noise insulation standard are 
more clearly indicated, and that failure to 
comply with these standards comprises a 
Prohibited Activity of the activities listed in 
rules 20.7.1 and 20.7.3. 

Further submission of Public Flealth South 3 



Please note that PHS seeks that the noise insulation 
standards set out in its original submission are preferred 

over the noise insulation standard sought by Highlands 
Motorsport Park Limited. 

Rules 20.7.7, 
20.7.4, and 
20.7.5 

Highlands 
Motorsport Park 
Limited 

Submitter number 
144 

Relief set out in 
Appendix 1 o f  the 
submission 

Highlands Motorsport Park Limited submitted on General 
Standards Rules 20.7.7 — seeking inclusion of the 
acoustic insulation requirements and location of outdoor 
amenity areas be General Standards, in order to ensure 
that these requirements apply to all buildings and 
activities. 

The submitter also sought an amendment to 
Discretionary Activity Rule 20.7.4(i) to exclude non- 
compliance with the noise insulation and outdoor amenity 

area location standards from being a Discretionary 
activity, and instead sought an amendment to Rule 20.7.5 
to make a breach of the amended General Standards 
(Rule 20.7.7) a non-complying activity, 

PHS supports the inclusion of the general standard 
relating to the location of outdoor amenity areas as it 
will assist in managing the adverse noise effects on 
residents. 

PHS supports the amendment to rule 20.7.5 that would 
result in any proposal/activity that does not achieve the 
General Standards set out in 20.7.7 to be a non- 
complying activity, as a non-complying activity status is 
more appropriate for a breach o f  these important 
standards. (It is noted that this submission point is in 
addition to the submission point on rules 20.7.1 and 
20.7.3 which seeks that non-compliance with the noise 
insulation standards for the activities listed rules 20.7.1 
and 20.7.3 comprises a Prohibited Activity). 

If PC13 is not rejected in its entirety, PHS 
seeks that the Highlands Motorsport Park 
Limited submission is allowed. 

PHS notes that the noise insulation 
standards set out in its original submission 
which it sought to be included in General 
Standard 20.7.7, is preferred over the 
noise insulation standard set out in the 
Highlands Motorsport Park submission. 

Rule 20.7.3 Kawarautrust 
Orchard Limited 

Submitter number 
167 

176/11 Rule 20.7.3(viii)(f) provides for subdivision as a 
discretionary restricted activity, and clause (f) relates to 
shelter belt planting. The submitter states that the 
minimum requirements for shelterbelts at maturity should 
be specified for this vegetation buffer, and states that 
there is no certainty that a 2m high vegetation buffer is 
capable of providing 'shelter' envisaged in the New 
Zealand Standard. 

PHS supports this submission and considers more 
certainty is required to ensure the buffer promoted is 
effective, 

If PC13 is not rejected in its entirety, PHS 
seeks that the rule requiring shelter belt 
planting is amended to ensure it achieves 
its intended purpose, and that any rule is 
based on evidential information. 

ALL Mayshield 
Properties Ltd 

Submitter number 
227 

227/1-227 The specific provisions of the proposal that the 
submission relates to are the absence of controls of 

any substance in relation to the dwelling/buildings 
to protect them from noise associated with the 
Motorsport Park with the exception o f  a no complaints 
covenant. 

The proposed rules suggest an acoustic insulation 
standard for residential buildings or buildings containing 
activities sensitive to road noise within 80 metres of State 
Highway 6. This rule needs further amending as follows- 

An acoustic insulation standard for residential buildings 

or buildings containing activities sensitive to both road 
noise and motorsport noise within 125 metres o f  State 
Highway 6 and within 125 metres o f  Sandflat Road. 

Erection o f  sound barriers in the form o f  motorway style 
fences/bunds with plantings to absorb o r  deflect road 
noise and motorsport noise. 

PHS supports this submission insofar as it seeks noise 
insulation requirements for all residential activities, and 
suggests other noise mitigation measures, such as a 
noise bund. 

If PC13 is not rejected in its entirety, PHS 
considers that all forms o f  noise mitigation 
should be considered to manage adverse 
effects on sensitive activities. 
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20.7.7 
General 
Standards 

New Zealand 
Transport Agency 

Submitter number. 
254 

254/1 The text of the plan change includes an exception 
regarding the application of the general standards 'as set 
out in Rules 20.7.1-20.7.3" The nature and consequence 
of this exception is unclear. The submitter seeks that the 
nature and consequence of the exception to the General 
Standards is clarified. 

PHS agrees that this exception is unclear and should be 
deleted as it contradicts Discretionary Rule 20.7.4 which 
requires all proposals to achieve the General Standards, 

If PC13 is not rejected in its entirety, PHS 
seeks that the text o f  Rule 20.7.7 be 
amended to state that the General 
Standards in 20.7.7 apply for all proposals, 
activities and buildings in the River 
Terrace Resource Area. 

General 
Standards 
20.7.7 (vii) 
rule 

New Zealand 
Transport Agency 

Submitter number 
254 

254/1 NZTA has sought that the Rule 20.7.7(vii) be amended to 
"take account o f  any increases in noise from projected 

PHS agrees that the future-proofing of noise insulation 
is required. PHS has provided alternative wording for 
this rule in its original submission but seeks that the 
underlined words be included as part of its original 
wording sought for this rule. 

If PC13 is not rejected in its entirety, PHS 
seeks that the text of Rule 20.7.7 be 
amended to include the underlined 
wording set out in this submission point. 

traffic growth during a period o f  not  less than 10 years 
from the commencement o f  construction o f  the 
development, 

General Otago Regional 
Council 

Submitter number 
261 

261/13-14 The Otago Regional Council has raised concerns about 
air quality and has sought that the use of low or no 
emission heating systems should be required within the 
PC 13 area; and the CODC should promote the use of low 
emission communal heating systems as developments of 
this type, ie. medium to high density residential housing 
with anchor community centre activities, are particularly 
suitable to such heating systems. 

PHS supports the requirement to manage emissions 
from heating sources to manage health effects 
associated with air quality, 

If PC13 is not rejected in its entirety, PHS 
seeks that air emissions are appropriately 
managed within the PC13 area. 

20.1 
Introduction 

Transpower New 
Zealand Ltd 

Submitter number 
373 

Set out in 
Schedule 1 to the 
submission 

20.1 Introduction - Transpower seeks that a new clause 
be inserted into the Introduction: 

Sections 11-15 o f  the District Plan contain issues 

PHS supports the insertion as these 'District Wide' 
sections of the District Plan are relevant to the River 
Terrace Resource Area. 

If PC13 is not rejected in its entirety, PHS 
seeks that this new clause is inserted into 
20.1 Introduction. 

objectives, policies, rules and standards which apPIV 
district wide, including in the River Terrace Resource 
Area. Where any o f  these district wide provisions 
(Sections 11-15) conflict with the provisions o f  the River 
Terrace Resource Area (Section 20) the district wide 
provisions (Sections 11-15) shall prevail. 

Policy 20.4 Transpower New 
Zealand Ltd 

Submitter number 
373 

Set out in 
Schedule 1 to the 
submission 

Amend Policy 20.4 as follows: 

Where any o f  the policies o f  the River Terrace Resource 
Area conflict with the policies in the sections listed 
above, the policies in the sections listed above o f  the 

PHS considers this amendment to be appropriate, as it 
is consistent with the operative District Plan. 

If PC13 is not rejected in its entirety, PHS 
seeks that Policy 20.4 is amended as 
requested by Transpower. 

Piver-terfoee-Resouree-Areo shall prevail. 

All Anthony Streeter 

Submitter number 
353 

Entire submission Submitter supports PC13 in its entirely and seeks that this 
is approved, 

PHS opposes this submission for the reasons set out in 
its original submission. 

Reject submission. 
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RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 
FORM 6 

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, 
SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 

TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN 
Clause 8 of  Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991 

To: central Otago Distr ict  Council 
P O  Box  122 
A L E X A N D R A  9340 

Name of person making further submission: .........i1o4WariNick (Full name) 

This is a further submission in support of (er-ifreppesitien-te) a submission on proposed Plan 
Change 13 to the Central Otago District Plan. 
I am: 
1. A person representing a relevant aspect of the public interest, the grounds for saying this being: 

.; or, 
2. A person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general public 
has, the grounds for saying this being: 
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(Please state whether you are a person who may make a submission under 1 and/or 2 above and also specify/explain 

the grounds for saying that you come within category 1 and/or 2) 

3. The local authority for the relevant area. I support (or oppose) the submission of: 
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The particular parts of  the submission I support (or oppose) are: 

• 10, 11,, 22S, 1 (otf, 151 — Effe&tov, DrcharofS: foss, of agriatfturaf fahcf, ithoac/t wohoill, iiTatit 
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(Please clearly indicate which parts of the original submission you support or oppose, together with any relevant 
provisions of the proposal and continue on an additional page if necessary) 
The reasons for my support (or opposition) are: 
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I seek that the whole or  part [describe partj, of tile submission be allowed (or disallowed): 
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(Please give precise details) 
I wishi(or—do-not-wi-sh)-to be heard in support of my further submission. 
(Please strike out as applicable) 
If others make a s)f1ilr submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing. 
(Please deletie if d not consider presenting a joint case) 

//4/4, ......29 October 2018......... 
Signature of p rs n making Further Submission 
(or person authorised to sign on behalf of person making further submission) 
(A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means) 

Date 

Electronic address for service of person making further submission: ...richard@heliview.co.nz... 
(Please write clearly) 

]Telephone No: ...03 445 0444....... 
Postal Address: ......P0 Box 450 Cromwell 9342 
Contact Person: ...... .............................. ..... ....... ....... ....... (name & designation, if applicable) 

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, ANY SUBMISSION 
ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 13 CLOSE ON MONDAY 29 OCTOBER 2018 
Note to person making Further submission 
A copy of your further submission must be served on the original submitter within 5 working days after it is 
served on the local authority. 
Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is satisfied 
that a 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. 
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FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITI 
SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 

TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN 
Clause 8 o f  Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991 

To: Central Otago District Council 
PO Box 122 
ALEXANDRA 9340 

Name of person making further submission: ...Robin Henry Maguire 
Dicey 

(Full name) 

This is a further submission in support of a submission on proposed Plan Change 13 to the Central 
Otago District Plan. 

I am: 
1. A person representing a relevant aspect of the public interest, the grounds for saying this being: 

N/A 

2. A person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general public 
has, the grounds for saying this being: 

I am a person who holds an interest greater than the general public as I am a Cromwell resident in the 
horticulture industry and a supporter of motorsport. 

(Please state whether you are a person who may make a submission under 1 and/or 2 above and also specify/explain 
the grounds for saying that you come within category 1 and/or 2) 

3. The local authority for the relevant area. N/A 

I support the submissions of: 

1. James Dicey, jamesqrapevision.co.nz, 90 — support all 
2. Peter John Mead & Alastair Stark, alanmckayxtra.co.nz, 228 — support in full 
3. DJ Jones Family Trust, and Suncrest Orchard Limited, iones.famxtra.co.nz , 164 — support in full 
4. Andrew John Iremonger, Iremoncier.AJ@gmail.com, 156 — support all 
5. Thomas Alan Coull, thomascoull@gmail.com, 63 — support all 
6. Werner Murray, carolynwernerAmac.com, 252 — support all 
7. Horticulture New Zealand, rachel.mcclunga,hortnz.co.nz , 151 - support all 
8. Motorsport NZ, brianamotorsport.org.nz, 248 — support all 
9. Mt Difficulty Wines, mattmtdifficulty.nz, 249 — support all, particularly 249/13 landscape visual amenity 
10. Highlands Motorsport Park Limited, bridget.irvingAgallawaycookallan.co.nz, 144 — support all 
11. Simon John Douglas Giles, simongiles1Amac.com, 131 — support all 
12. NZ Transport Agency, richard.shawnzta.govt.nz, 254 — support in part — insufficient detail 
13. Greg and Ros Hinton, alastair.loganrossdowling.co.nz , 146— support all 
14. River Terrace Development Limited, officebrownandcompany.co.nz , 298 — oppose in full 
15. Public Health South, megan.justice@mitchelldaysh.co.nz, 285 — support in full 

on Plan Change 13. 
(Please state the name and address of original submitter and submission number and submission 
point number of original submission) 
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The particular parts of  the submissions I support are: 

• 90 , 92, 228, 164, 151, 285 — Effect on Orchards: being loss of agricultural land, impact on economy, impact on 
tourism, reverse sensitivity particularly spray drift (164/2, 285/8), these matters have been raised by submitters but 
there is insufficient information in the application to address these matters. We request a report in accordance with 
S42A(1) of the Resource management Act 1991. 

• 156 — Effect on Infrastructure: insufficient detail in Mott McDonald report to make infrastructure decisions, and to 
determine cost on rate payers in the future, we request a report in accordance with S42A(1) of the Resource 
management Act 1991. 

• 63, 252, 249 — Effect on Community: immediate and untimely disproportionate effect on the small Cromwell 
community in relation to its current population; the proposal has adverse effects on the environment and its 
resources (63/4, 252/3), Cromwell community plan has not been addressed in this regard. Dark sky policies have 
not been addressed (63/16). Effect on landscape and amenity (249/13). 

• 252 - Effect on Master Planning and Urban Design: Out of centre development, no analysis on established 
commercial uses in Cromwell, no comment on retail hierarchy has been made (252/1), 

• 249, 144, 131 Effect on Tourism: employment in Cromwell (144/2), tourism (144/16), visual amenity in relation 
to views and against CODC regional identity 249/13. Insufficient information provided in application to address 
these issues, We request a report in accordance with S42A(1) of the Resource management Act 1991. 

• 254, 146, 252, Effect on traffic: traffic report is insufficient and a Council peer review should be conducted. NZTA 
have not applied enough rigour as the development will impact the Kawarau Gorge and ultimately the Shotover 
bridge. Further information is required. 

• 298 - Effects in relation to reverse sensitivity — I oppose claims in relation to covenants and insulation in noise 
sensitive areas as being able to mitigate noise effects. It defeats affordability which is claimed, and these effects 
that are placed on future residents mean that they will not be able to provide for their social, economic and cultural 
wellbeing. 

• 285/6, 285/7, 285/8 Effects on health. Rules/objectives cannot be written to remedy or mitigate noise and spray 
drift effects. Covenants are not an equitable or workable manner to deal with these effects — avoidance is the only 
course of action and as such any residential activity in this location should not be permitted. 

(Please clearly indicate which parts of the original submission you support or oppose, together with any relevant 
provisions of the proposal and continue on an additional page if necessary) 

The reasons for my support are: 

As detailed above there are a number of outstanding issues that need further information and are also significant 
enough to mean that ultimately the issues cannot be mitigated making this plan change at this scale and in this 
location un-supportable. 

(Please give reasons and continue on an additional page if necessary) 



I seek that the whole of the submission be allowed: 

...Please see details above.. 

(Please give precise details) 
I wish to be heard in support of my further submission. 
(Please strike out as applicable) 

If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing. 
(Please delete if you would not consider presenting a joint case) 

Signature of person making Further Submission Date 
(or person authorised to sign on behalf of person making further submission) 
(A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means) 

Electronic address for service of person making further submission: 
...rhmdicey@gmail.com 
(Please write clearly) 

Telephone No: 027 4451006 
Postal Address: _266 Felton Road 

CROMWELL 

Contact Person: ...Robin Dicey 
(name & designation, if applicable) 

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, ANY SUBMISSION 
ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 13 CLOSE ON MONDAY 29 OCTOBER 2018 
Note to person making Further submission 
A copy of your further submission must be served on the original submitter within 5 working days after it is 
served on the local authority. 
Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is satisfied 
that a 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. 



RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 
Op i FORM 6 

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSI • TO/P It 
SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLA A1403E, /If8 

TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN r--. co,, (i02- 
; Cf4:s-Z0%<-9°/8 

Clause 8 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991 ,..0„ 

To: Central Otago District Council •Y/ I ii PO Box 122 
ALEXANDRA 9340 

Name of person making further submission. as'ce(/ 
(Full name) 

This is a further submission in support o f  (or in opposition to) a submission on proposed Plan 
Change 13 to the Central Otago District Plan. 

I am: 
1. A person representing a relevant aspect of the public interest, the grounds for saying this 

being: 

; or, 

2. A person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general public 
has, the grounds for saying this being: 

Z'2 '  a 0 _ 
.7 ,,--ev-)1Lie /(.. ,,..._..es 7 e, i -  f4 

, or, 
(Please state whether you are a person who may make 0 submission under 1 and/or 2 above and also specify/explain the 

grounds for saying that you come within category 1 and/or 2) 

3. The local authority for the relevant area. 

I support (21114fietcee) the submission of: 

7r as ..ce fe • /-/. 
J 5 . ,  /1/4.)<-...- 

7-2 / 7  7 .  x - / /  e ' : . . , c r „  
j-e a A /  on Plan Change 13. 

(Please state the name and 
address 

of original subnnitter and submission number and submission 
point number of original submission) 

sztr, 
The particular parts of the submission I ( c o i t l i f i p )  are: 

(Please (Please clearly indicate which parts of the original submission you support or oppose, together with any relevant provisions 
of the proposal and continue on an additional page if necessary) 

The reasons for my .supportior opposition) are: 
C # 4 2 - 7 e  

/ I d '  l e e r ?  / e i  
I 

/1/{:e 
/-/C- 

(Please give reasons and continue on an additional page if necessary) 

/f-Ais 
71'7: 

ef,2 



.9Miovele7 
I seek that the whole oFgart [describe part], of the submission be ajkataild (orsaiLise#~444: 

g /7411-el 
. .  % / V  .2(,6/aa 

ea, a / elr-9.-Ietze/7 y c4i 1-0 (Please give precise details) 

I Oprifor do not wish) to be heard in support of my further submission. 
(Please strike out as applicable) 

"r."-m.fa•e// 

./ 4,1; ..c?-e? 

-1f-e.t1er44-ntake-a-ramiiar-s-u-lamiss-io44,-1 
(Please delete if you would not consider presenting a joint case) 

(2$i' /0-- 17 
Signature of person making Further Submission Date 
(or person authorised to sign on behalf of person making further submission) 
(A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means) 

/011. 

Electronic address for service of person making further submission: , v i ve /A ) /n / i -  z 
(Please write clearly) 

Telephone No: O S  445- 

W ge. 
7---p 0 

Postal Address: 

Contact Person: ee'Sye 11 oboLl'iti 
(name & designation, if applicable) 

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, ANY SUBMISSION 
ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 13 CLOSE ON MONDAY 29 OCTOBER 2018 

Note to person making Further submission 
A copy of your further submission must be served on the original submitter within 5 working days after it is 
served on the local authority. 

Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is satisfied 
that a 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. 

EL;(0-It'D 



RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 

FORM 6 

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, 
SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 

TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN 
Clause 8 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991 

To: Central Otago District Council 
PO Box 122 
ALEXANDRA 9340 

1. tr::-.1411 
C , 

Name o f  person making further submission: 
C.Nst. 

A 
rr 

Sam Paardekooper ••,‘ExANDF% 
(Full name) , 

0.• 

This is a further submission in support  o f  (or in opposition to) a submission on 
proposed Plan Change 13 to the Central Otago District Plan. 

I am: 
1. A person representing a relevant aspect o f  the public interest, the grounds for 

saying this being: 

; or, 

2. A person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the 
general public has, the grounds for saying this being: 

An active member of both the Cromwell and Queenstown Communities 

; or, 
(Please state whether you are a person who may make a submission under 1 and/or 2 above and 

also specify/explain the grounds for saying that you come within category 1 and/or 2) 

3. The local authority for the relevant area. 

I oppose the submission of: 

1. Submission #298 Winton Partners/River Terraces — the developer 
on Plan Change 13. 

(Please state the name and address of original submitter and submission number and submission 
point number of original submission) 

The particular parts o f  the submission I oppose are: 

Wrong Location 
Not good lifestyle for potential residence 

k---- i r  G•Tr7, 7 7 3 7 1  Ei 

, L..14zi 



It is not the right place for a new town almost half again the current sze size of Cromwell just 
to try help Queenstown housing issue. The road currently going from Cromwell to Queenstown 
is past what it can handle. It can take over 45min most days just to get out of shot over country, 
how long will it take with an hin percenrage of another 900 households commuting to work. 

I can see the dream being sold on a nice autumn day, buy a section/house here, then come 
summer with is location close to he orchards and with the bird scarers going from dawn till 
dusk, Speedway going at night and a baby not sleeping there will be many unhappy families. 
This is not the dream of owning a house they were promised. 

The developer is talking about all yje amenities in the subdivision What people will be sold on 
parks green spaces (no way to link these to Cromwell) etc but will they get built or will they 
just change it after they have sold the dream like has happened in other subdivisions? 

(Please clearly indicate which parts of the original submission you support or oppose, together with 
any relevant provisions of the proposal and continue on an additional page if necessary) 

The reasons for my support (or opposition) are: 

The lack o f  supporting infrastructure. This would have to be provided by Council placing 
substantial burden on Cromwell ratepayers the inclusion of a school and retirement 
accommodation in the proposal is unsound. It is not possible to achieve easy and safe 
access to important town facilities and the wider community, the development would not 
represent a logical progression for the residential growth of Cromwell and would result in 
out of centre development. Land should be release sequentially, not on an ad-hoc basis, 
and an overcrowded, urban design would degrade the horticultural visual aesthetic that is 
becoming one of the Cromwell basin's tourist draw cards. This is not the kind of 
subdivision Cromwell wants or needs 

This planned development does not come dose to making a effective case for their 
application to be successful. A review of the submissions confirms that Cromwell residents 
and businesses agree with me. Council needs to act on the side of its constituency. This 
proposal is not controversial, rather it is unanimously opposed. Saying yes to this would be 
signing a death warrant for the speedway and motor sport park with almost 100 years of 
history between them bring not only much joy but also a great deal of economic benefit to 
the Cromwell community. For the reasons described above, it amounts to nothing less 
than town planning sabotage and an exercise in the unprincipled desecration of 
Cromwell's renowned amenity. 

The site should remain zoned rural or when required, rezoned to light industrial to facilitate 
activities complimentary to currently established uses. 

I support growth and development but it needs to be a good fit for current and new 
resident not just for the developer. 

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



I request the proposed plan change be declined 

I do not wish to be heard in support of my further submission. 
(Please strike out as applicable) 

If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at 
a hearing. 
(Pleasp del t fiff you would not consider presenting a joint case) 

' fill 

S'ig'nature 'of person making Further Submission 
to 

Date 
,i(oV person authorised to sign on behalf of person making further submission) 
LVsignature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means) 

Electronic address for service of person making further submission: 
sampaardekooper@gmail.com 
(Please write clearly) 

Telephone No: 0273227732 

Postal Address: 786a frankton rd 
Queenstown 

Contact Person: Sam Paardekooper 
(name & designation, if applicable) 

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, ANY SUBMISSION 
ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 13 CLOSE ON MONDAY 29 OCTOBER 2018 

Note to person making Further submission 
A copy of your further submission must be served on the original submitter within 5 working 
days after it is served on the local authority. 

Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority 
is satisfied that a 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 

le specialised knowledge or skill to give expert advice on the matter. 



RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 

FORM 6 

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, 
SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN CIiPk6E--, 

TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN \' \ - ov\ - , Clause 8 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 199 r, 
4. 

NECEIVEn 
' 

To: Central Otago District Council 
PO Box 122 
ALEXANDRA 9340 

Name of person making further submission: ...................... . ..... ...... 

SCOCZ) 

(Full name) 

This is a further submission in support o f  (or in opposition to) a submission on proposed Plan Change 
13 to the Central Otago District Plan. 

2 6 OCT 2018 
• tO 

CENTRAL OTAGO 
DISTRICT 

ALEXANDRA 

I am: 
1. A person representing a relevant aspect of the public Interest, the grounds for saying this 

being: 

; or, 

2. A person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general public 
has, the grounds for  saying this being: 

; k H to/vis 
.. 

0 . 1 ( n  
... . .... or, 

(Please (Please state whether you are a person who may ma e a submission under 1 and/or 2 above and also specify/explain the 
grounds for saying that you come within category 1 and/or 2) 

3. The local authority for the relevant area. 

I support (oftiptpectre) the submission of: 

O on Plan Change 13. O N \  5 M 6 - 6 , N )  iRcA craivw-'-a — I 4J+ 

NJ (Please state the name and address of original sbbmitter and submission number and submission 
point number of original submission) 

The particular parts o f  the submission I support  (oraappase) are: 
e.01-1 ;re.A.1 

(Please clearly indicate which parts of the original submission you support or oppose, together with any relevant 
provisions of the proposal and continue on an additional page if necessary) 

The reasons for my support (aextgprisilta. n) are: 

kAJ 5 poo,/ uv( 000./111 
cte\J 5 I ncOvo (-(2- v\it•Ck o n A  CAS-es-5 

(Please give reasons and continue on an additional page if necessary) 

I 
041voitk jDj 



I seek that the whole o r  pax=t+tfgaor-il4e-part], of the submission be allowed (494=44eallewerf): 

-R-€DA-e3 .; A- be c4 it c r LAJ Q_Of 
(Please give precise details) 

I wislai(Avr-do not wish) to be heard in support of my further submission. 
(Please strike out as applicable) 

I f-Gthe-r-s-m-a-ke-a-similar-4;14)mis r re -je-int-ca vviti i 
(Please delete if you would not consider presenting a joint case) 

•••••••.. ........... .................... ...................... ..... ...... Signature of person making Further Submission Date 
(or person authorised to sign on behalf of person making further submission) 
(A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means) 

Electronic address for service of person making further submission: 5+-eu co 5 E). 
(Please write clearly) .cN.At>lf\C_ :.*CO ' 

Telephone No: 

Postal Address: . 0: ..L43............ ............ 

Contact Person: ............. ..... . ........ ...... ........... ...... ............ (name & designation, if applicable) 

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, ANY SUBMISSION 
ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 13 CLOSE ON MONDAY 29 OCTOBER 2018 

Note to person making Further submission 
A copy of your further submission must be served on the original submitter within 5 working days after it is 
served on the local authority. 

Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is satisfied that 
a 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. 



RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 

To: Central Otago District Council 
PO Box '122 
ALEXANDRA 9340 

Name of person making further submission. 

FORM 6 

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, 
SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 

TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN (-- 
Clause 8 o f  Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991 

r 
CLN7PAL 

O h l r  / 
Am AtCx4 • ozi 

/ • . 

(Full name) 

This is a further submission in support of (or in opposition to) a submission on proposed Plan Change 
13 to the Central Otago District Plan. 

I am: 
1. A person representing a relevant aspect of the public interest, the grounds for saying this 

being: 

; or, 

2. A person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general public 
has, the grounds for saying this being: 

kr \  5Lye.-_„+,2/ yvt,56/ y0A ect./U- ; Or, (Please state whether you are a person o may make a submission under 1 and/or 2 above and also specify/explain the 
grounds for saying that you come within category 1 and/or 2) 

3. The local authority for the relevant area. 

I support (or oppose) the submission of: 11 L k  LLA 

O c ' C . _  .-.te"..citton Y ( \ c \ 0 I A r n o n  Plan Change 13. 
(Please state the name and address of original submitter and submission number and submission 

point number of original submission) 

The particular parts of the submission I support (or oppose) are: 
P---1-Vm 4.-)\ 

(Please clearly indicate which parts of the original submission you support or oppose, together with any relevant 
provisions of the proposal and continue on an additional page if necessary) 

The reasons for my support (or opposition) are: 

C-05 1/40 I S  S / V C )  /(901 

t i \ - - )  freczci 
(Please give reasons and continue on a additional page if necessary) 

r-?,c)y r, 



I seek that the whole o r  part [describe part], of the submission be a ed (or  disallowed): 

IcTh ctmci-icw ( 

(Please give piecise details) 

I rihor do not wish) to be heard in support of my further submission. 
(Please strike out as applicable) 

If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing. 
(Please delete if you would not consider presenting a joint case) 

Signature of person making Further Submission Date 
(or person authorised to sign on behalf of person making further submission) 
(A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means) 

Electronic address for service of person making further submission: 
(Please write clearly) 

Telephone No: c7,3 4-1--?-.2 0 '79 

Postal Address: 
rrcl imlx.A-10,n r ( \ c 5  k-EDJ C,C3 Nr)e 

Contact Person! 

0 co Lk/ oZt)8-Nisc7,- c o 

n .1e,),AJA Ctre-Sc-c-AV. czsLck-c' 
lb-u1QrASi-roWn 

tir 
(name & signation, if applicable) 

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, ANY SUBMISSION 
ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 13 CLOSE ON MONDAY 29 OCTOBER 2018 

Note to person making Further submission 
A copy of your further submission must be sei ved on the original submitter within 5 working days after it is 
served on the local authority. 

Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may he struck out if the authority is satisfied that 
a 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. 



RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 

FORM 6 

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, 
SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 

TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN 
t.N\ • 

Clause 8 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 19 

To: Central Otago District Council 
PO Box 122 
ALEXANDRA 9340 

Name of person making further submission: Trevor Robert Haig Tinworth 

r 
29 n• 

••-- 

This is a further submission in support o f  (or in opposition to) a submission on proposed Plan Change 
13 to the Central Otago District Plan. 

I am• 
1. A person representing a relevant aspect of the public interest, the grounds for  saying this 

being: 

; or, 

2. A person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general public 
has, the grounds for saying this being: 

Living in Cromwell and a rate payer 

, or, 
(Please state whether you are a person who may make a submission under 1 and/or 2 above and also specify/explain the 

grounds for saying that you come within category 1 and/or 2) 

3. The local authority for the relevant area. 

I support (or oppose) the submission of: 

Refer Table One: PC 13 Submissions on Plan Change 13. 

(Please state the name and address of original submitter and submission number and submission 
point number of original submission) 

The particular parts of the submission I support (or oppose) are: 

Refer Table One: PC 13 Submissions 

(Please clearly indicate which parts of the original submission you support or oppose, together with any relevant 
provisions of the proposal and continue on an additional page if necessary) 

LctitPp_zb 



The reasons for my support (or opposition) are: 

Refer Table One: PC 13 Submissions 
(Please give reasons and continue on an additional page if necessary) 

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

Refer Table One: PC 13 Submissions 
(Please give precise details) 

I wish to be heard in support of my further submission. 
(Please strike out as applicable) 

...Trevor Tinworth 29 November 2018 
Signature of person making Further Submission Date 
(or person authorised to sign on behalf of person making further submission) 
(A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means) 

Electronic address for service of person making further submission: ...t.tinworth©xtra.co.nz. 
(Please write clearly) 

Telephone No: 022 603 4115 

Postal Address: 21 Magnetic Place 

Contact Person: 

Cromwell 9310 

(name & designation, if applicable) 

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, ANY SUBMISSION ON 
PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 13 CLOSE ON MONDAY 29 OCTOBER 2018 

Note to person making Further submission 
A copy of your further submission must be served on the original submitter within 5 working days after it is served 
on the local authority. 



Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is satisfied that 
a 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. 



Table One: PC 13 Submissions 

I support the 
submission of: 

The particular parts of the 
submission I support are: 

The reasons for my support are: I seek that the whole or part 
[describe part], of the 
submission be allowed (or 
disallowed): 

Trevor Robert Haig 
Tinworth 

Support: 370/1-14 In addition to 370/4 the Council has recently approved the building of up 
to 26 hangers at Cromwell Aerodrome. This will increase the amount of 
air traffic, noise and risk for the residents of the proposed development. 

The increased population development could also lead to increased 
operation of UAVs within 4kms of an aerodrome and causing an 
increased risk to aircraft on approach/landing. 

Whole submission be allowed 

Werner Murray Support 252/1-23 Agree with all points made. 

(252/7 and 252/9) 160m2 lot size with other current constraints on 
parking requirements and land coverage would lead to a very small lot 
building area and if approved the residents would have a higher 
dependency on the sub division amenities and facilities. Also, with the 
Ministry of Education submitting that the "PC is insufficient to justify a 
state school" (239/3) it could be seen plan changes to this proposal could 
OCCUr. 

This developer has a reported history (below) of controlling owners 
through the Sale and Purchase agreements stopping them in part 
objecting to planning proposals. 

This plan change does not deal with the rights of future owners when it 
comes to future developer changes. 

Otago Daily Times, 10 July 2018 
https://www.odt.co.nz/regions/wanaka/northlake-family-upset- 

Whole submission be allowed 

treatment Under Northlake's sale and purchase agreement's "no 
objection" clause, buyers of sections agree they "will not object to or 
lodge any submission against any planning proposal". Other parts of the 
agreement require a buyer to "promptly give its unqualified" written 
approval to any planning application. 



Andrew John 
lremonger 

Support 156/1-2 Agree with all points made. 

156/1, The proposal does not have enough detail on infrastructure 
requirements and extra burden it is going to place on rate payers. 

156/2, There has been significant rate payer money invested in the 
Cromwell Masterplan and this should be used firstly to guide future 
development. 

Whole submission be allowed 

Verdun Maxwell 
Burgess 

Support: 37/1 Agree with the point being made that the facilities (Highlands and 
Speedway) are having a positive social effect on the community. These 
entities would be negatively affected if this plan change was to go ahead 
and therefore so would the community. 

Whole submission be allowed 

Gary Anthony 
Anderson 

Support: 7/1-4 Agree with all the points made. 

With regards to 7/4 as proposed that the development is an overflow for 
Queenstown accommodation is not a viable option as there is no 
consideration for extra infrastructure requirements, such as roading, 
public transport for the Queenstown workforce. 

Whole submission be allowed 

MotorSport New 
Zealand 

Support: 248/1-5 Agree with all the points made. 

Also that there is not enough protection for Highlands and other exiting 
activities. 

Whole submission be allowed 

Highland Motorsport 
Park Limited 
(Highlands) 

Support: 144/1-16 Agree with all points made. 

In addition to 144/10 & 11 there has been no plan proposed to reduce 
external noise in housing sections or local environs. This could lead to 
residents of the development living significantly more inside their homes 
to reduce their exposure to the noise. This may lead to adverse health 
effects due to a more sedentary lifestyle. 

Whole submission be allowed 



RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 
FORM 6 

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, 
SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN gHANGE., 

TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN 
Clause 8 o f  Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 19 

To: Central Otago District Council 
PO Box 122 

2 9 ALEXANDRA 9340 OCT 2018 
Name o f  person making fur ther  submission:  . - • 

s '  0 rAG3 
' RiCT 

(Full name) 
: \ 

This is a further submission in suppor t  o f  (or in opposi t ion to) a submiss ion on peOpoS•tii Plan 
Change 13 to  the Central Otago District Plan. 
I am: 
1. A person representing a relevant aspect o f  the publ ic interest, the grounds for  saying th is  being: 

or, 
2. A person w h o  has an interest in the proposal tha t  is greater than the interest the general public 
has, the grounds f o r  saying th is  being: 

I am a person who holds an interest greater than the general public as I am a Cromwell resident 

(Please state whether you are a person who may make a submission under 1 and/or 2 above and also specify/explain 
the grounds for saying that you come within category 1 and/or 2) 

. The local authori ty for  the relevant area. 
suppor t  (or oppose) the submiss ion of: 

1. James Dicey, james(abrabevision.co.nz, 90 — support all 
2. Robin Dicey, rhmdicevqmail.com, 92 - support all 
3. Peter John Mead & Alastair Stark, alanmckayaxtra.co.nz, 228 — support in full 
4. DJ Jones Family Trust, and Suncrest Orchard Limited, iones.famxtra.co.nz , 164 — support in full 
5. Andrew John lremonger, Iremonoer.AJa,gmail.com, 156— support all 
6. Thomas Alan Coull, thomascoullornail.com. 63 — support all 
7. Werner Murray, carolynwerneramac.com, 252 — support all 
8. Horticulture New Zealand, rachel.mcclung(a.hortnz.co.nz , 151 - support all 
9. MotorSprot NZ, brianamotorsport.orc.nz, 248 — support all 
10. Mt Difficulty Wines mattamtdifficultv.nz, 249— support all, particularly 249/13 landscape visual amenity 
11. Highlands Motorsport Park Limited, bridget.irvingagallawaycookallan.co.nz, 144 — support all 
12. Simon John Douglas Giles, simongiles1mac.com, 131 — support all 
13. NZ Transport Agency, richard.shawanzta.govInz, 254 — support in part — insufficient detail 
14. Greg and Ros Hinton, alastair.losan@rossdowlinq.co.nz, 146— support all 
15. River Terrace Development Limited officebrownandcombany.co.nz , 298 — oppose in full 
16. Public Health South, megan.iusticeamitchelldaysh.co.nz, 285 — support in full 

on Plan Change 13. 
(Please state the name and address of original submitter and submission number and submission 
point number of original submission) 
The particular parts o f  the submiss ion I suppor t  (or  oppose) are: 

• 90, 92, 228, 164, 151, 285— Effect on Orchards: being loss of agricultural land, impact on economy, impact on 
tourism, reverse sensitivity particularly spray drift (164/2, 285/8), these matters have been raised by submitters but 



there is insufficient information in the application to address these matters. We request a report in accordance with 
S42A(1) of the Resource management Act 1991. 

• 156 - Effect on Infrastructure: insufficient detail in Mott McDonald report to make infrastructure decisions, and to 
determine cost on rate payers in the future, we request a report in accordance with S42A(1) of the Resource 
management Act 1991. 

• 63, 252, 249 - Effect on Community: immediate and untimely disproportionate effect on the small Cromwell 
community in relation to its current population: the proposal has adverse effects on the environment and its 
resources (63/4, 252/3), Cromwell community plan has not been addressed in this regard. Dark sky policies have 
not been addressed (63/16). Effect on landscape and amenity (249/13). 

• 252 - Effect on Master Planning and Urban Design: Out of centre development, no analysis on established 
commercial uses in Cromwell, no comment on retail hierarchy has been made (252/1), also the design is inward 
looking and does not connect with the greater environment or respond to the surrounding land uses making this 
site a poor selection for a site (151/18) 

• 249, 144, 131 - Effect on Tourism: employment in Cromwell (144/2), tourism (144/16), visual amenity in relation 
to views and against CODC regional identity 249/13. Insufficient information provided in application to address 
these issues, We request a report in accordance with S42A(1) of the Resource management Act 1991 

• 254, 146, 252. Effect on traffic traffic report is insufficient and a Council peer review should be conducted. NZTA 
have not applied enough rigger as the development will impact the Kawarau Gorge and ultimately the Shotover 
bridge. Further information is required_ 

• 298 - Effects in relation to reverse sensitivity - oppose claims in relation to covenants and insulation in noise 
sensitive areas as being able to mitigate noise effects. It defeats affordability which is claimed, and these effects 
that are placed on future residents mean that they will not be able to provide for their social, economic and cultural 
wellbeing. I support public health south in their submission to oppose on grounds of health related issues 285/6, 
285/7, 285/8). Rules/objectives/ or policies cannot be written to remedy or mitigate, these effects covenants are 
not an equitable manner in which to deal with these effects - avoidance is the only course of action and as such 
the future residential uses cannot be in this locality. 

(Please clearly indicate which parts of the original submission you support or oppose, together with any relevant 
provisions of the proposal and continue on an additional page if necessary) 
The reasons for my support (or opposition) are: 

As detailed above there are a number of outstanding issues that need further information and are also significant 
enough to mean that ultimately the issues cannot be mitigated making this plan change at this scale and in this 
location un-supportable 

(Please give reasons and continue on an additional page if necessary) 

Lai4S 



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

I seek that submissions 90, 92, 288, 164, 156, 63, 252, 151, 248, 249, 144, 131, 254, 146, 285 be allowed 

(Please give precise details) 
I wish/(e-r4e-not-wish) to be heard in support of my further submission. 
(Please strike out as applicable) 
If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing. 
(Please delete if you would not consider presenting a joint case) 

Signature of person making Further Submission Date 
(or person authorised to sign on behalf of person making further submission) 
(A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means) 
Electronic address for service of person making further submission: 

carolynwerner@mac.com 
(Please write clearly) 

Telephone No: 0274456845 
Postal Address: 23A Miners Terrace Bannockburn 

Contact Person: Werner Murray 
(name & designation, if applicable) 

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, ANY SUBMISSION 
ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 13 CLOSE ON MONDAY 29 OCTOBER 2018 
Note to person making Further submission 
A copy of your further submission must be served on the original submitter within 5 working days after it is 
served on the local authority. 
Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is satisfied 
that a 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. 



RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 

FORM 6 
, FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPO_S.1 •,90:9:u1":tooiv:;o://8 

SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PL 'OHADP:cr 
TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN N Ktefia 

tol 

• 

ALE)<ANDRA 

Clause 8 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 19 

To: Central Otago District Council 
PO Box 122 
ALEXANDRA 9340 

Name of person making further submission: 
k e t l e g 6  ° 1 - 1 - t o r  giAlc-LAIR 

(Full name) 

This is a further submission in support of (oc-444—eppositie44—to) a submission on proposed Plan 
Change 13 to the Central Otago District Plan. 

I am: 
1. 

*Ging: 

; Or, 

is 

2. A person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general public 
has, the grounds for saying this being: 

a t  r e b t e / a " . . 4 4 r - v -  c24•91- e i 4 4 - f i l o y - G a  GPIAG 

a . .ye  444.0e- rfrx-e_ e v o  /474t4."..4 
• ; or, 

(Please state whether you are a person who may make a submission under 1 and/or 2 ab ve and also specify/explain the 
grounds for saying that you come within category 1 and/or 2) 

I supportier--eppose) the submission of: 
.//t-44-eS / 4 6 , /  ../4114eSe 40Peffist4,4./. e0-4/Z on Plan Change 13. 

(Please state the name and address of original submitter and submission number and submission 
point number of original submission) 

The particular parts of the submission I support fer-0,914060) are: 

tka ace4.4.,-et.le-t7 4 < 4 . 4 d  

si,4e.e.774 /t7 7ike 

(Please clearly indicate which parts of the original submission you support or oppose, together with any relevant provisions 
of the proposal and continue on an additional page if necessary) 

The reasons for my support fer--eptiesitie+9 are: 

Z L  t t -e fez  v:e- 0-afisLes-e..1 0-r-1 cfdte- AJ/GCei Ge244,14-c444, 744.e 

( r t s e  give reasons a d  continue on an additional page if necessary) 



I seek that the whole or--part-Eclas4ribe-partl, of the submission be allowed(or-disalloweit): 

(Please give precise details) 

I wish/(or do not wish) to be heard in support of  my further submission. 
(Please strike out as applicable) 

If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing. 
(Please delete if you would not consider presenting a joint case) 

Pcrbee..,<, • 
Signature of person making Further Submission Date 
(or person authorised to sign on behalf of person making further submission) 
(A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means) 

Electronic address for service of person making further submission: iaeOrrA4z64°7-41,4 /4  -COM 
(Please write clearly) 

Telephone No: 1,227 3 2 7 5 1  
0.- 

Postal Address: / 3 7  8 4 2 \ 1 4 / e x i c e . " 1  /e-o44 

Contact Contact Person: 

,66 2 

C A m i t v e L L  9397L 

(name & designation, if applicable) 

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, ANY SUBMISSION 
ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 13 CLOSE ON MONDAY 29 OCTOBER 2018 

Note to person making Further submission 
A copy of your further submission must be served on the original submitter within 5 working days after it is 
served on the local authority. 

Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is satisfied 
that a 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. 



RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 

FORM 6 

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION 
SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN CHAN49'11;-- 

TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN / / ‘ ;  

Clause 8 0 f  Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991-7 RECEiVED 

1_ ir 2 9 orT 2918 : ) 
..-. • T 7 4  OTAC:( 

To: Central Otago District Council 

ALEXANDRA 93,10 
PO Box 122 

.... 
, , _.. 

, • .. 
s ..., Name of person making further submission: 45 South Group of ComPs'anie§ 

£45 South Cherry Orchards Limited and 45 South ManaRement Limited) 
(Full name) 

This is a further submission in support of a submission on proposed Plan Change 13 to the Central 
Otago District Plan. 

I am: 
1. A person representing a relevant aspect of the public interest, the grounds for saying this 

being: 

A participant in the horticultural industry which contributes significantly to the social, cultural and economic 
wellbeing of Cromwell. 

2. A person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general public 
has, the grounds for saying this being: 

The owner and operator of an orchard on the Ripponvale Flats which will be directly and adversely impacted by the 
plan change if approved. 

(Please state whether you are a person who may make a submission under 1 and/or 2 above and also specify/explain the 
grounds for saying that you come within category 1 and/or 2) 

3. The local authority-for-the-reievant-afea7 

I support the submission of: 

Central Speedway Club Cromwell Incorporated, Submission Number 45 on Plan Change 13. 

(Please state the name and address of original submitter and submission number and submission 
point number of original submission) 

The particular parts of the submission I support are: 

I support the request to decline Plan Change 13 in the submission of Central Speedway Club Cromwell 
Incorporated, Submission Number 45 

(Please clearly indicate which parts of the original submission you support or oppose, together with any relevant provisions 
of the proposal and continue on an additional page if necessary) 

The reasons for my support are: 

For the reasons given in Submission Number 45, Plan Change 13 is completely incompatible with established land 
uses on the Ripponvale Flats 

(Please give reasons and continue on an additional page if necessary) 

AJ1,369326-446-V 1 



I seek that part of the submission requesting that Plan Change 13 be declined be allowed: 

I seek that part of the submission requesting that Plan Change 13 be declined be allowed 

(Please give precise details) 

I wish to be heard in support of my further submission. 
(Please strike out as applicable) 

If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing. 
(Please delete if you would not consider presenting a joint case) 

A J Logan 
Lawyer for 45 South Group of Companies 
Signature of person making Further Submission 
(or person authorised to sign on behalf of person making further submission) 
(A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means) 

( Date 
'•)- 7 October 2018 

Electronic address for service of person making further submission: alastair.logangrossdowling.co.nz 
(Please write clearly) 

Telephone No: (03) 951-2363 

Postal Address: Ross Dowling Marquet Griffin 
Barristers & Solicitors 
PO Box 1144, Dunedin 9054, or 
DX: YP80015, Dunedin 

Contact Person: Alastair Logan, Partner 
(name & designation, if applicable) 

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, ANY SUBMISSION 
ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 13 CLOSE ON MONDAY 29 OCTOBER 2018 

Note to person making Further submission 
A copy of your further submission must be served on the original submitter within 5 working days after it is 
served on the local authority. 

Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is satisfied 
that a least 1 of the following applies to the submission (or part of the submission): 

O it is frivolous or vexatious: 
• it discloses no reasonable or relevant case: 
O it would be an abuse of the hearing process to allow the submission (or the part) to be taken further: 
O 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. 

ML-369326-4 -86 -V1 



RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 

FORM 6 

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, 
SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 

TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN 
Clause 8 o f  Schedule 1, Resource Management ATI 

r ,  , 
P.itCrit,rj) 

., 
To: Central Otago District Council . :  1 c i : • ...1 ( t( : ,.:.6/19 — l 

PO Box 122 
ALEXANDRA 9340 

---. ,-.. 
Name of  person making further submission: 45 South Group of COmpanies 

(.45 South Cherry Orchards Limited and 45 South Management Limited) 
(Full name) 

This is a further submission in support of a submission on proposed Plan Change 13 to the Central 
Otago District Plan. 

I am: 
1. A person representing a relevant aspect of the public interest, the grounds for saying this 

being: 

A participant in the horticultural industry which contributes significantly to the social, cultural and economic 
wellbeing of Cromwell. 

2. A person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general public 
has, the grounds for saying this being: 

The owner and operator of an orchard on the Ripponvale Flats which will be directly and adversely.impacted by the 
plan change if approved. 

(Please state whether you are a person who may make a submission under 1 and/or 2 above and also specify/explain the 
grounds for saying that you come within category 1 and/or 2) 

3. The-local authority-for-the-relevant-areai 

I support the submission of: 

Highlands Motorsport Park Limited, Submission Number 144 on Plan Change 13. 

(Please state the name and address of original submitter and submission number and submission 
point number of original submission) 

The particular parts of the submission I support are: 

I support the request to decline Plan Change 13 in the submission of Highlands Motorsport Park Limited, 
Submission Number 144 

(Please clearly indicate which parts of the original submission you support or oppose, together with any relevant provisions 
of the proposal and continue on an additional page if necessary) 

The reasons for my support are: 

For the reasons given in Submission Number 144, Plan Change 13 is completely incompatible with established 
land uses on the Ripponvale Flats 

(Please give reasons and continue on an additional page if necessary) 

AJL-369326-4-85-V1 



I seek that part of the submission requesting that Plan Change 13 be declined he allowed: 

I seek that part of the submission requesting that Plan Change 13 be declined be allowed. 

(Please give precise details) 

I wish to be heard in support of my further submission. 
(Please strike out as applicable) 

If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a Joint case with them at a hearing. 
(Please delete if you would not consider presenting a joint case) 

Date 
2 

October 2018 
A J Logan 
Lawyer for 45 South Group of Companies 
Signature of person making Further Submission 
(or person authorised to sign on behalf of person making further submission) 
(A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means) 

Electronic address for service of person making further submission: alastair.logan@rossdowling.co.nz 
(Please write clearly) 

Telephone No: (03) 951-2363 

Postal Address: Ross Dowling Marquet Griffin 
Barristers & Solicitors 
PO Box 1144, Dunedin 9054; or 
DX: YP80015, Dunedin 

Contact Person: Alastair Logan, Partner 
(name & designation, if applicable) 

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, ANY SUBMISSION 
ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 13 CLOSE ON MONDAY 29 OCTOBER 2018 

Note to person making Further submission 
A copy of your further submission must be served on the original submitter within 5 working days after it is 
served on the local authority. 

Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is satisfied 
that a 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. 

AJL-369326-4-8 5-V 



RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 

FORM 6 
FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, 

SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN CH GE 
TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN 

Clause 8 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991 
C t 

4'018 To: Central Otago District Council 
PO Box 122 _ 
ALEXANDRA 9340 Aix— 

L S :  RIC r 
IA/0RA 

Name of  person making further submission: 45 South Group of Companies Ij 
£45 South Cherry Orchards Limited and 45 South Management Limite 

(Full name) 

This is a further submission in support of a submission on proposed Plan Change 13 to the Central 
Otago District Plan. 

I am: 
1. A person representing a relevant aspect of the public interest, the grounds for saying this 

being: 

A participant In the horticultural Industry which contributes significantly to the social, cultural and economic 
wellbeing of Cromwell 

2. A person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general public 
has, the grounds for saying this being: 

The owner and operator of an orchard on the Ripponvale Flats which will be directly and adversely impacted by the 
plan change if approved. 

(Please state whether you are a person who may make a submission under 1 and/or 2 above and also specify/explain the 
grounds for saying that you come within category 1 and/or 2) 

3---The-tesal-autherity-for--the-relevant-arear 

I support the submission of: 

Horticulture New Zealand., Submission Number 151 on Plan Change 13, 

(Please state the name and address of original submitter and submission number and submission 
point number of original submission) 

The particular parts of the submission I support are: 

I support the whole of the submission of Horticulture New Zealand, Submission Number 151 

(Please clearly indicate which parts of the original submission you support or oppose, together with any relevant provisions 
of the proposal and continue on an additional page if necessary) 

The reasons for my support are: 

Plan Change 13 is entirely incompatible with existing orchard activities on the Ripponvale Flats. 

(Please give reasons and continue on an additional page if necessary) 

AM-369326-4-73-V1 
!I.. JL aclivok5 _I 



I seek that the whole of the submission be allowed: 

I seek that the whole of the submission be allowed. 

(Please give precise details) 

I wish to be heard in support of my further submission. 
(Please strike out as applicable) 

If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing. 
(Please delete if you would not consider presenting a Joint case) 

Date October 2018 
A J Logan 
Lawyer for 45 South Group of Companies 
Signature of person making Further Submission 
(or person authorised to sign on behalf of person making further submission) 
(A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means) 

Electronic address for service of person making further submission: alastair.logan@rossdowling.co.nz 
(Please write clearly) 

Telephone No: (03) 951-2363 

Postal Address: Ross Dowling Marquet Griffin 
Barristers & Solicitors 
PO Box 1144, Dunedin 9054; or 
DX: YP80015, Dunedin 

Contact Person: Alastair Logan, Partner 
(name & designation, if applicable) 

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, ANY SUBMISSION 
ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 13 CLOSE ON MONDAY 29 OCTOBER 2018 

Note to person making Further submission 
A copy of your further submission must be served on the original submitter within 6 working days after it is 
served on the local authority. 

Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is satisfied 
that a least 1 of the following applies to the submission (or part of the submission): 

O it is frivolous or vexatious: 
O it discloses no reasonable or relevant case: 
G it would be an abuse of the hearing process to allow the submission (or the part) to be taken further: 
O 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. 

AJL-369326-4-73-V1 



RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 

FORM 6 

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, 
SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLNO.HANGEIZ.(>, 

TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN 
Clause 8 o f  Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 01 RECEIVED \. 

2 9 OCT 2tna To: Central Otago District Council / 

ALEXANDRA 9340 DiSTR1CT PO Box 122 CENTI.41. OTAGO 
,;;NALEXANDRA 

Name o f  person making further submission: 45 South Group o f  Comp hiett 

L45 South Cherry Orchards Limited and 45 South Managemirit Milted) 
(Full name) 

This is a further submission in support  o f  a submission on proposed Plan Change 13 to  the Central 
Otago District Plan. 

I am: 
1. A person representing a relevant aspect o f  the public interest, the grounds for  saying this 

being: 

A participant in the horticultural industry which contributes significantly to the social, cultural and economic 
wellbeing of Cromwell. 

2. A person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general public 
has, the grounds for  saying this being: 

The owner and operator of an orchard on the Ripponvale Flats which will be directly and adversely impacted by the 
plan change if approved. 

(Please state whether you are a person who may make a submission under 1 and/or 2 above and also specify/explain the 
grounds for saying that you come within category 1 and/or 2) 

3. The-losal-autherity-fer-the-relevantarea. 

I support the submission of: 

Central Land Holdings Limited, Submission Number 43 on Plan Change 13. 

(Please state the name and address of original submitter and submission number and submission 
point number of original submission) 

The particular parts o f  the submission I suppor t  are: 

I support the request to decline Plan Change 13 in the submission of Central Land Holdings Limited, Submission 
Number 43 

(Please clearly indicate which parts of the original submission you support or oppose, together with any relevant provisions 
of the proposal and continue on an additional page if necessary) 

The reasons f o r  m y  support are: 

Plan Change 13 is completely incompatible with established land uses on the Ripponvale Flats 

(Please give reasons and continue on an additional page if necessary) 

AJL-369326-4-87-V1 



I seek that part o f  the submission requesting that Plan Change 13 be declined he allowed: 

I seek that part of the submission requesting that Plan Change 13 be declined be allowed. 

(Please give precise details) 

I wish to be heard in support of my further submission. 
(Please strike out as applicable) 

If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing. 
(Please delete if you would not consider presenting a joint case) 

Date 
:2̀') 

/ October 2018 
A J Logan 
Lawyer for 45 South Group of Companies 
Signature of person making Further Submission 
(or person authorised to sign on behalf of person making further submission) 
(A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means) 

Electronic address for service of person making further submission: alastair. loon@rossdowling.co.nz 
(Please write clearly) 

Telephone No: (03) 951-2363 

Postal Address: Ross Dowling Marquet Griffin 
Barristers & Solicitors 
PO Box 1144, Dunedin 9054.; or 
DX: YP80015, Dunedin 

Contact Person: Alastair Logan, Partner 
(name 8, designation, if applicable) 

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, ANY SUBMISSION 
ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 13 CLOSE ON MONDAY 29 OCTOBER 2018 

Note to person making Further submission 
A copy of your further submission must be served on the original submitter within 5 working days after it is 
served on the local authority. 

Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is satisfied 
that a 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. 
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RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 
FORM 6 

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION-TO, 
SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 

TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN 
Clause 8 o f  Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991 

To: Central Otago District Council 
PO Box 122 
ALEXANDRA 9340 

Name o f  person making further submission:  Annabelle Jane Tinworth 

This is a fur ther  submiss ion in suppor t  o f  (or  in opposit ion to) a submiss ion on proposed Plan 
Change 13 t o  the Central Otago Distr ict Plan. 
I am: 
1. A person representing a relevant aspect o f  the publ ic interest, the grounds for  saying th is  being: 

or, 
2. A person w h o  has an interest in the proposal that  is greater than the interest the general public 
has, the grounds for  saying th is  being: 

I am a person who holds an interest greater than the general public as I am a Cromwell resident and in the 
tourism industry 

3. The local authori ty f o r  the relevant area. 
I suppor t  the submiss ion of: 

1. James Dicey, jamesqrapevision.co.nz, 90— support all 
2. Robin Dicey, rhindiceyqmail.com, 92 - support all 
3. Peter John Mead & Alastair Stark, alanmckay(a)xtra.co.nz, 228 — support in full 
4. DJ Jones Family Trust, and Suncrest Orchard Limited, jones.famxtra.co.nz , 164 -- support in full 
5. Andrew John Iremonger, Iremonder.AJaqmail.com. 156 — support all 
6. Thomas Alan Coull, thornascouWqmail.com, 63 — support all 
7. Werner Murray, carolynvvernermac.com, 252 — support all 
8. Horticulture New Zealand, rachel.mccluncihortnz.co.nz , 151 - support all 
9. MotorSprot NZ, brianmotorsport.orq.nz, 248 — support all 
10. Mt Difficulty Wines, mattmtdifficulty.nz, 249 — support all, particularly 249/13 landscape visual amenity 
11. Highlands Motorsport Park Limited, bridoet.irvinoqallawavcookallan.co.nz, 144 — support all 
12. Simon John Douglas Giles, simonoiles1mac.com, 131 — support all 
13. NZ Transport Agency, richard.shawnzta.00vt.nz, 254— support in part— insufficient detail 
14. Greg and Ros Hinton, alastair.loqanrossdowlinq.co.nz , 146 — support all 

on  Plan Change 13. 

The part icular parts o f  the submission I suppor t  are: 

• 90, 92, 228, 164, 151 — Effect on Orchards: being loss of agricultural land, impact on economy, impact on 
tourism, reverse sensitivity particularly spray drift (164/2), these matters have been raised by submitters but there 
is insufficient information in the application to address these matters. We request a report in accordance with 
S42A(1) of the Resource management Act 1991. 

• 156 — Effect on Infrastructure: insufficient detail in Mott McDonald report to make infrastructure decisions, and to 
determine cost on rate payers in the future, we request a report in accordance with S42A(1) of the Resource 
management Act 1991 

• 63, 252, 249 — Effect on Community: immediate and untimely disproportionate effect on the small Cromwell 
community in relation to its current population; the proposal has adverse effects on the environment and its 



resources (63/4, 252/3), Cromwell community plan has not been addressed in this regard. Dark sky policies have 
not been addressed (63/16). Effect on landscape and amenity (249/13). 

• 252 - Effect on Master Planning and Urban Design: Out of centre development, no analysis on established 
commercial uses in Cromwell, no comment on retail hierarchy has been made (252/1), 

• 249, 144, 131 — Effect on Tourism, employment in Cromwell (144/2), tourism (144/16), visual amenity in relation 
to views and against CODC regional identity 249/13. Insufficient information provided in application to address 
these issues, We request a report in accordance with S42A(1) of the Resource management Act 1991. 

• 254, 146, 252, Effect on traffic: traffic report is insufficient and a Council peer review should be conducted. NZTA 
have not applied enough rigger as the development will impact the Kawarau Gorge and ultimately the Shotover 
bridge. Further information is required. 

The reasons f o r  my suppor t  are: 

As detailed above there are a number of outstanding issues that need further information and are also significant 
enough to mean that ultimately the issues cannot be mitigated making this plan change at this scale and in this 
location un-supportable. 



I seek that the whole of the submission be allowed 

(Please give precise details) 
I do not wish to be heard in support of my further submission. 
(Please strike out as applicable) 
Annabelle Jane Tinworth 
Signature of person making Further Submission Date 
(or person authorised to sign on behalf of person making further submission) 
(A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means) 
Electronic address for service of person making further submission: 

annabellefraser@xtra.co.nz. 
(Please write clearly) 
Telephone No: 0210301315 
Postal Address: 21 Magnetic Place 

Cromwell 9310 

Contact Person* 
(name & designation, if applicable) 
FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, ANY SUBMISSION 
ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 13 CLOSE ON MONDAY 29 OCTOBER 2018 
Note to person making Further submission 
A copy of your further submission must be served on the original submitter within 5 working days after it is 
served on the local authority. 
Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is satisfied 
that a 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. 
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FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPS1101416, 

SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN4.- 
TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN 

Clause 8 o f  Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991 

To: Central Otago District Council 
PO Box 122 
ALEXANDRA 9340 

Name of person making further submission: Central Otago District Council... 
(Full name) 

This is a further submission in support of (or in opposition to) a submission on 
proposed Plan Change 13 to the Central Otago District Plan. 

I am: 
1. A person representing a relevant aspect of  the public interest, the grounds for 

saying this being: 

; or, 

2. A person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest 
the general public has, the grounds for saying this being: 

; or, 
(Please state whether you are a person who may make a submission under 1 and/or 2 above and also 

specify/explain the grounds for saying that you come within category 1 and/or 2) 

The local authority for the relevant area. 

I support the submission of: 

2 — Aburn 172 VVaenga Dv, Cromwell 
8 — Anderson — 13 Sunhaven Cove, Cromwell 
40 — Calvert 17 Ortive Street Cromwell 
43 — Central Holdings PO Box 170, Dunedin, 
63 — Coull PO Box 501, Cromwell 
87 - de G r a m  3 Swann Road, Lowburn 
90— Dicey J 128 Cairnmuir Road, RD2, Cromwell 
91 - Dicey M 100 Cairnmuir Road, RD2, Nevis 
92 — Dicey R 266 Felton Road, Cromwell 
123 —45 South Group c/o- Alastair Logan at Ross Dowling Marquet Griffin Barrister and 
Solicitors, PO Box 1144, Dunedin 9054 
127— Friend 474 Lillburn Valley Road, RD 1, Tuatapere 
146 — Hinton 52 Pearson Road, Cromwell 

• 
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156 — Iremonger 78 Neplustultra Street, Cromwell 
167 — Kawarau Trust Orchard Ltd c/o- Alastair Logan at Ross Dowling Marquet Griffin 
Barrister and Solicitors, PO Box 1144, Dunedin 9054 
225 — May & Smith PO Box 650, Wanaka 
228 — Mead & Stark 346 Kawarau Gorge Road, RD 2, Cromwell 
249 — Mt Difficulty Wines PO Box 69, Cromwell 
252 — Murray 23a Miners Terrace, Bannockburn 
256 — O'Donnell 11 Park Street, Invercargill 
266 — Paterson 55 Smiths Road, Teviot, RD 2, Roxburgh 
282 — Powell 8 Orchard Place, Cromwell 
289 — Rae D 91 Jocelyn Road, Bannockburn, RD 2 Cromwell 
290 — Rae M 7 Cornish Place, Cromwell 
291 — Rae S 91 Jocelyn Road, Bannockburn, RD 2 Cromwell 
316 — Scott 29 Cairnmuir Cres, Cromwell 
341 — Smith 18 Blyth Street, Cromwell 
346 — Squires 281a Pearson Road, RD 2 Cromwell 
348 — Stark A & S Grove Farm. No 2 RD, 67 Burn Cottage Road, Cromwell 
349 — Stark D 67 Luggate — Cromwell Road, RD 2 Cromwell 
384— Wallace 176 Waenga Dv, Cromwell 
389 — Watson 80 Queen Street, Dunedin 
395 — Wilkinson A PO Box 328, Cromwell 
396 — Wilkinson G 47 Erris Street, Cromwell 
397— Wilkinson J 13 Cornish Place, Cromwell 
398 — Wilkinson M 13 Cornish Place, Cromwell 
399 — Williams PO Box 210 Cromwell 

on Plan Change 13. 

(Please state the name and address of original submitter and submission number and submission 
point number of original submission) 

The particular parts of the submission I support (or oppose) are: 

In relation to the 'affect on the Masterplan and any subsequent changes to the District Plan 

(Please clearly indicate which parts of the original submission you support or oppose, together with 
any relevant provisions of the proposal and continue on an additional page if necessary) 

The reasons for my support (or opposition) are: 

The Central Otago District Council is undertaking a comprehensive consultation process 
with its Cromwell community known as the Cromwell "Eye to the Future" Master Plan" 
("Master Plan"). This is an integrated planning approach to the future development of 
Cromwell, and a strategic vision to guide growth. 

Cromwell is experiencing rapid growth and housing demand. Its horticultural and viticultural 
industries are predicted to keep expanding. Its population is set to almost double over the 
next 30 years 

One of the core projects being explored is a spatial framework to guide the District Plan 
Zoning, sequencing of development and strategic planning of infrastructure, acknowledging 



that there is a lack of appropriately zoned and to accommodate growth and lack of variety in 
housing types. 

From May to July 2018, the Council held workshops and information sessions with the 
community. From community feedback, three options to provide for growth have been 
shortlisted. The Council is seeking further feedback from the community on these options. 
While the Council made a decision in August 2018 to put the District Plan review on hold 
while new national legislation is developed, it has agreed it will initiate plan changes to the 
operative District Plan if required. 

As a result of the outcomes of the Master Plan, the Council may initiate changes to its 
operative District Plan. 

The Council supports those original submissions calling for Plan Change 13 to be declined 
on the basis that it will pre-empt the outcomes of the Master Plan, and plan changes to the 
Operative Plan that may eventuate from it. 

While the RMA provides for privately initiated plan changes, those such as Plan Change 13, 
which are ad hoc and lacking in both an integrated and strategic vision, are not the most 
appropriate means of achieving the RMA's statutory purpose. 

(Please give reasons and continue on an additional page if necessary) 



I seek that  the whole  o r  part [describe part], o f  the submiss ion be al lowed (or 
disallowed): 

We  support those parts of the submissions that relate to the Cromwell Masterplan and the 
District Plan 

(Please give precise details) 

I wish/(or-de-Ret-wri-s-h-) to  be heard in suppor t  o f  m y  fur ther submission. 
(Please strike out as applicable) 

Signature o f  person making Further Submission Date 
(or person authorised to sign on behalf o f  person making further submission) 
(A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means) 

Electronic address f o r  service o f  person making fur ther  submission: 
' t  

Co1/4 A c 1  CA,/ C • 
f 

(Please write clearly) 

Telephone No: 

Postal Address: 
P 12-2-- 

..... 
2 D V \ o k r g  

Contact Person: ;1 j,,,_ IAA2 e 
(name & designation, if 

applicable) 

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, ANY SUBMISSION 
ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 13 CLOSE ON MONDAY 29 OCTOBER 2018 

Note to  person making Further submission 
A copy of your further submission must be served on the original submitter within 5 working 
days after it is served on the local authority. 

Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the 
authority is satisfied that a 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. 



RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 
FORM 6 

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, SUBMISSION ON 
PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN 

Clause 8 of Schedule 1, Resource Manage 

To: Central Otago District Council 

PO Box 122 

Act 1991 

-,/ NECENir." , 

2 9 Gil* \-- 
eal8 ;— /— CEN112AL OTAr- 1.:s7 

Alexandra 9340 , "--`' 611.ExmoR,4 
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SUBMITTER: CENTRAL SPEEDWAY CLUB CROMWELL INCORPORATED (" Central 
Speedway Club") 

1. This is a further submission in support of a submission made on proposed Plan Change 
13 to the Central Otago District Plan (''PC13"). 

2. Central Speedway Club is a person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater 
than the interest the general public has. Central Speedway Club's interest in the 
application was outlined in detail in their original submission (submitter no 45). 

3. This submission is in support of 45 South Group of Companies ("45 South"), Submitter 
Number 123. 

4. 4. Central Speedway Club wishes to be heard in support of this submission and will 
consider presenting a joint case with other parties that make a similar submission. 

Summary 

5. PC13 is located within a rural area that has lawfully established horticultural and 
motorsport activities. PC13 fails to provide the necessary reverse sensitivity protection 
to these activities. There is an inherent conflict between these activities which suggest 
the inappropriateness of this application. PC13 has the potential to significantly impact 
the operation of local businesses that provide both direct and indirect benefits to the 
community through employment and economic opportunities. 

Specific Points 

6. Central Speedway Club support the entire submission (being submission points 123/1- 
35). We have provided a summary below: 

(a) Agricultural activities, particularly orchards, are an important element of the 
Cromwell community. These activities provide both direct and indirect 
contributions through employment and economic activity. 

(b) Central Speedway Club support the submission that reverse sensitivity effects 
concerning agricultural activity, particularly orchards, have not been addressed by 

DAM-307282-4-75-V1 7 0 
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P013. Orchards are sources of noise that include the operation of machinery, 
bird scaring, frost fighting and helicopters. Further contributory effects may 
include chemicals and burning for biosecurity reasons. 

(c) It is also important to note that these activities are not specific to 45 South, and 
other forms of agricultural activity exist in proximity to the application site. PC13 is 
inconsistent with these activities. 

(d) The increase in traffic volumes on State Highway 6 and other parts of the roading 
network (particularly Sandflat Road) have not been adequately assessed. Central 
Speedway Club support the submission that these reverse sensitivity effects 
cannot be adequately avoided, remedied or mitigated by the developer, or by 
future landowners. 

(e) P013 results in an inappropriate loss of productive land. 

(f) PC13 Objective, Policy and Rule framework is deficient in terms of addressing 
reverse sensitivity effects. 

(g) P013 fails to give effect to the National Policy Statement for Urban Development 
Capacity. The NPS-UDC requires decision makers to consider effects of urban 
development on the local, district, regional and greater scales. We support the 
submission that both the horticultural industry and motorsport activity have a 
significant economic benefit to the Cromwell area and beyond. This proposal has 
the potential to severely compromise the viability of these activities. 

(h) The application is inconsistent with other planning instruments, including: 

(i) Purpose and Principles of the Resource Management Act 1991; 

(ii) Objectives and Policies of the operative and proposed Regional Policy 
Statement; 

(iii) Objectives and Policies of the Central Otago District Plan. 

Relief Sought 

7. The application is incompatible with the receiving environment. Central Speedway Club 
seek the following decision from Council: 

(a) PC13 is refused. 

Date: 29 October 2018 

B Irving / D McLachlan 

Solicitor for Submitter 

DAM-307282-4-75-V1 



Address: 

Phone: 

Gallaway Cook Allan, Lawyers 

PO Box 143, 

Dunedin 9054 

03 477 7312 

Email: bridget.irving@gallawaycookallan.co.nz 

derek.mclachlan@gallawaycookallan.co.nz 

DAM-307282-4-75-V1 



RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 
FORM 6 

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, SUBMISSION ON 
PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE TO CENTRAL OTAGD-pIsTRIo- PLAN 

Clause 8 of Schedule 1, Resource Manageme 

To: Central Otago District Council 

PO Box 122 

Alexandra 9340 

,Act 1991 

SUBMITTER: CENTRAL SPEEDWAY CLUB CROMWELL INCORPORATED ("Central 
Speedway Club") 

1. This is a further submission in support of a submission made on proposed Plan Change 
13 to the Central Otago District Plan ('PC13"). 

2. Central Speedway Club is a person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater 
than the interest the general public has. Central Speedway Club interest in the 
application was outlined in detail in their original submission (submitter no 45). 

3. This submission is in support of Breen Construction Co Ltd ("Breens"), Submitter No 
366. 

4. Central Speedway Club wish to be heard in support of this submission and will consider 
presenting a joint case with other parties that make a similar submission. 

Summary 

5. PC13 has the potential to significantly impact the operation of local businesses that 
provide both direct and indirect benefits to the community through employment and 
economic opportunities. Breens are an example of a business that has developed as a 
result of the opportunities arising out of the activity at Highlands. 

Specific Points 

6. Central Speedway Club supports the following submission points: 366/1 and 366/2. We 
have provided a summary of these issues: 

(a) Central Speedway Club support the submission that local businesses have 
developed and operated in reliance of Highlands. These form mutually beneficial 
relationships. A comprehensive assessment of the flow on effects of PC13 on 
local businesses has not been undertaken as part of this application. 

(b) P013 gives rise to reverse sensitivity issues, particularly in relation to motorsport 
activity. The application fails to provide a mechanism which protects the 
consented level of activity, but also risks the imposition of further restrictions due 

DAM-1017154-1-12-Vi 
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to future complaints and may significantly constrain potential future developments 
at the Speedway and Highlands which are both physical resources. 

Relief Sought 

7. The application is incompatible with the receiving environment. Central Speedway Club 
seek the following decision from Council: 

(a) PC13 is refused. 

Date: 29 October 2018 

B Irving / D McLachlan 

Solicitor for Submitter 

Address: 

Phone: 

Gallaway Cook Allan, Lawyers 

PO Box 143, 

Dunedin 9054 

03 477 7312 

Email: bridget.irving@gallawaycookallan.co.nz 

derek.mclachlan@gallawaycookallan.co.nz 

DAM-1017154-1-12-V1 



RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 
FORM 6 

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, SUBMISSION ON 
PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN 

- 
Clause 8 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Ac .91 

To: Central Otago District Council 

PO Box 122 

Alexandra 9340 

2 9 or .)1,18 
CI' ' DistRi 

ALE:NA Nrj`44 

SUBMITTER: CENTRAL SPEEDWAY CLUB CROMWELL INCORPORATED (" Central 
Speedway Club") 

.4 

1. This is a further submission in support of a submission made on proposed Plan Change 
13 to the Central Otago District Plan ("PC13"). 

2. Central Speedway Club is a person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater 
than the interest the general public has. Central Speedway Club interest in the 
application was outlined in detail in their original submission (submitter no 45). 

3. This submission is in support of the Ministry of Education ("MOE"), Submitter Number 
239. 

4. Central Speedway Club wish to be heard in support of this submission and will consider 
presenting a joint case with other parties that make a similar submission. 

Summary 

5. Central Speedway Club consider that the proposal overstates the benefits of the 
development, particularly the provision of educational facilities which require Ministry 
approval. Most significantly, the MOE identify that that they do not have plans to 
establish a school on the site. 

Specific Points 

6. Central Speedway Club supports the following submission points; 239/3, 239/4 and 
239/5). We provide a summary of these issues below: 

(a) The level of development anticipated by PC13 is insufficient to justify a state 
school on the site. 

(b) Any additional demand for school facilities can be accommodated by Cromwell 
Primary School and Goldfields Primary School. These sites have capacity to 
accommodate future growth generated by PC13 and other developments. 
Similarly, Cromwell College has potential for expansion to meet future demand as 
well. 

DAM-1017154-1-10-V1 row' 170 
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(c) There are connectivity issues and increased travel times associated with those 
students who are required to go to school within the Cromwell Township. 

(d) The application overstates the benefits provided by the provision of educational 
facilities. There is no guarantee that these aspects of the proposal will be 
constructed. 

Relief Sought 

7. The application is incompatible with the receiving environment. Central Speedway Club 
seek the following decision from Council: 

(a) PC13 is refused. 

Date: 29 October 2018 

B Irving / D McLachlan 

Solicitor for Submitter 

Address: 

Phone: 

Gallaway Cook Allan, Lawyers 

PO Box 143, 

Dunedin 9054 

03 477 7312 

Email: bridget.irving@gallawaycookallan.co.nz 

derek.mclachlan@gallawaycookallan.co.nz 

DAM-1017154-1-10-V1 



RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 
FORM 6 

SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN CHA GE 
FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION 

TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN 1-...ceivE0 4, 
Clause 8 o f  Schedule 1, Resource Managament Act 1991 2 9 nr••• „.,1 2018 t It 

To: Central Otago District Council 
PO Box 122 41.,txtivslw oick;,4t.;, ... -- 
ALEXANDRA 9340 

N a m e  o f  p e r s o n  mak ing  fu r the r  submission: 
(Fun name) 

This  is  a fu r the r  s u b m i s s i o n  in s u p p o r t  o f  O r  in oppos i t ion  to )  a s u b m i s s i o n  o n  p r o p o s e d  Plan 
C h a n g e  13 t o  t h e  Cent ra l  O t a g o  District Plan. 

I am: 
1. A p e r s o n  rep resen t ing  a re levant  a s p e c t  o f  t h e  public interest ,  t h e  g r o u n d s  f o r  say ing  this 

being: 

.; or, 

2. A p e r s o n  w h o  h a s  a n  in te res t  in t h e  p r o p o s a l  t h a t  i s  g rea t e r  t h a n  t h e  in te res t  t h e  genera l  public 
h a s ,  t h e  g r o u n d s  f o r  s ay ing  th i s  being: 

a v v \  
vyxegvi.bev-- 

5- f/L 12,k_ ;or, (Please state whether you are a person who may make a submission under I and or 2 above and also specify/explain the 
grounds for saying that you come within category 1 and/or 2) 

3. The  local authori ty  fo r  t h e  re levant  area. 

.1-s)ipteett fOr o p p o s e )  t h e  s u b m i s s i o n  of: 
/ AI - r t 2  M g  — 1 1 1 / - g  

o n  M a n  C h a n g e  13. 
(Please state the name and address of original submitter and submission number and submission 

point number of original submission) 

. . . . .  • • 

T h e  part icular  p a r t s  o f  t h e  s u b m i s s i o n  k w - m o o t  (o r  o p p o s e )  are: 
_L 

. I ; L s . (  e 

... (Please clearly indicate which parts of the original submission you support Or oppose, together with any relevant provisions 
of the proposal and continue on an additional page if necessary) 

T h e  r e a s o n s  for my swepport (o r  opposition) 

w r o y i  usca_ / a n  
a as. 

p r o p o s e d  b(A 

C I 3 
(Please give reasons and continue on an additional page if necessary) 

r .7  wtrip,771[,- 
soluolis 



I seek that the whote impart  (describe party, o f  the submission beiNgifelefigly disallowed): 

• ..... 

(Please give precise details) 

wisht(or do no t  wish) to  be heard in support o f  my further submission. 
(Please strike out as applicable) 

I f  others make a sirniiar submission, 1 win  consider presenting a joint case wi th  them at a hearing. 
(Please delete if you would not consider presenting a joint case) 

2 7 / 0  - Signatitre o f  person making Further Submission Date 
(or person authorised to sign on behalf of parson making further submission) 
(A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means) 

Electronic address f o r  service o f  person making further submission: 
C - A r  

teAt'l / 1 5  7 e f f i v 1 a , / ,  
COm 

(Please write clearly) 

Telephone No: 0 2 ,  ( 0 / 3 / 

Postal Address: 2 - 7  
...... 

S r  
a 0 , 4 1 1 , - 0 E - L . f  

Contact Person: 
(name & designation, if applicable) 

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, ANY SUBMISSION 
ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 13 CLOSE ON MONDAY 29 OCTOBER 2018 

Note to  person making Further submission 
A copy of your further submission must be served on the original submitter within 5 working days after it is 
served on the local authority. 

Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is satisfied 
that a least I of the following applies to the submission (or part of the submission): 

O it is frivolous or vexatious: 
O it discloses no reasonable or relevant -case: 
O it would be an abuse o f  the hearing process to allow the submission (or the party to be taken further: 
O 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. 



RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 

FORM 6 

E ' '''. 

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, 
SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLA • c.fic,AtNG4:,,-7,4." 

7/..,:„ 

Clause 8 o f  Schedule 1, Resource Management Act  19 1"-i 

TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN .., I, 4, 

..,. 
To: Central Otago District Council 

ALEXANDRA 9340 
PO Box 122 

ALEXANDRA 
--. 

- 2 5 On- 2018 J1±3 

Name of person making further submission: 
7 A R - R " 6 "  

CI::: • ',:_'-' 
(Full name) 

This is a further submission in support of (or in opposition to) a submission on proposed Plan 
Change 13 to the Central Otago District Plan. 

I am: 
1. A person representing a relevant aspect of the public interest, the grounds for saying this 

being: 

; or, 

2. A person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general public 
has, the grounds for saying this being: ct.. ra_4e_f>cote.,r (-2 
;rt. Cr-oertuye-Q, a l e t l a r  r e : j o i e : 1 - r  e cr.( 11.6--TÀ k i t r o w  I hat . ,  e 

.25$0e-es 4_16 Ork_‘,/- Gt.L2,r- ee i t l  r e _ e C t -  a-0-44 * e  e iewnwe-Cf  .40,-.4•4?* 

, or; 
(Please state whether you are a person who may make a submission under 1 and/or 2 above and also specify/explain the 

grounds for saying that you come within category 1 ancifor 2) 

3. The local authority for the relevant area. 

I support ‘ar-opfaisxat) the submission of: 

e - r n e _ r  tA,re-dx 4.4; r o  
i c s r \ w e r e w r e n t • a e , C  

on Plan Change 13. 
(Please state t name and address of original submitter and submission number and submission 

point number of original submission) 

The particular parts o f  the submission I support (p-oppose) are: 

pa-A-t"c" .00.4-1> r 
4 i L  

eee.t  - 
4.; 

f i a - r ±  

(Please clearly indicate which parts of the original submission you support or oppose, together with any relevant provisions 
of the proposal and continue on an additional page if necessary) 

The reasons for my support (r-eic.)pe,a+tion) are: 

ei-e oli-e- a, / 14  e_r- 
e l l ez . IWear td i  

c l i tee$ 4 4  /2eeei big-fru:4-0n and 

4e...froty.45..ii.e.(..(nAleerti ' M u  e,,rt..e: 443-n5 
... ea Y6 'MI5 

. .4-* 
4 - l e  1:- . 1.,:l . 

Y71:03 4 c 0,41'okt 
aire- !a6e7 ,r.`-3,t, r44.71-- 6 4  44.ce V r n e t .  4-441„..,e- c-i .e. ...., ... 

(Please give reasons and contirfue on an additional page i r  necessary) e..err, , pfcia-c-4-,q--6. t e  
. 



I seek that the whole or part [describe part], of the submission be allowed (or disallowed): 
-116 (4, L49A ( c z J I  K-res.4.4.11.„ isxj25) 

(Please give precise details) 

I wish/(ar-Gle-Het-wislt) to be heard in support of my further submission. 
(Please strike out as applicable) 

(Please delql if youftould not consider presenting a joint case) 
a-joint-r-ase..icia.theniALaileatiag 

c9.44.2.4— .7-01g 
Signature orkerion making Further Submission Date 
(or person authorised to sign on behalf of person making further submission) 
(A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means) 

Electronic address for service of person making further submission: 
d 14;4 r d  e a d / 7 ' $  t 17 2. 

(Please write clearly) 

Telephone No: Pg.7.  
. 47. k.?.. 

Postal Address: 35- A i l  

Contact Person: 

ketra ry 

red ee.1.-e- 

idejk 4.9 /2. 
) 4  

re 
11 

(name & designation, if applicable) 

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, ANY SUBMISSION 
ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 13 CLOSE ON MONDAY 29 OCTOBER 2018 

Note to person making Further submission 
A copy of your further submission must be served on the original submitter within 5 working days after it is 
served on the local authority. 

Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is satisfied 
that a 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. 



RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 
FORM 6 

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITIO 
SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN - 

TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN 
Clause 8 o f  Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 199 

To: Central Otago District Council 
PO Box 122 
ALEXANDRA 9340 

'-i°;-.1.---- kdE-li 

4. RECEIVED . , I'N - - 
, .,.... 2 6 OCT 2018 F.:: . CENTRAL OTAC 

DISTRICT Cj 
Name of person making further submission' David Samuel Moreton ALEXANOR 

(Full name) 
1 ir:\ 

This is a further submission in support of submissions on proposed Plan Change 1 1 4  entral 
Otago District Plan. 
I am: 
1. A person representing a relevant aspect of the public interest, the grounds for saying this being: 

or, 
2. A person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general public 
has, the grounds for saying this being: a Cromwell resident, in the tourism industry and a supporter 
of motorsport 

(Please state whether you are a person who may make a submission under 1 and/or 2 above and also specify/explain 
the grounds for saying that you come within category 1 and/or 2) 

3. The local authority for the relevant area. 
I support the submissions of: 

1. Peter Raymond Brass, cherrvtreefarmxtra.co.nz, 26 — support all 
2. Anthony John Clark, tonviudvclarkcimail.com, 52 — support all 
3. Central Otago Motorsport Club Inc, secretary@centralotaqomotorsport.co.nz, 44 — support all 
4. Central Speedway Club Cromwell Incorporated, bridciet.irvincagallowavcookallan.co.nz, 45— support 

all 
5. Highlands Motorsport Park Limited, bridget.irvingqallawavcookallan.co.nz, 144 — support all 
6. Motorsport NZ, brian©motorsport.orq.nz, 248 — support all 

on Plan Change 13. 
(Please state the name and address of original submitter and submission number and submission 
point number of original submission) 

The particular parts of their submissions I support are: 

• 26 — Effect on Orchards: being loss of agricultural land, impact on economy, health effects of sprays 
(26/5) 

• 44, 45, 144— Effect on Motorsport: potential negative impact on motorsport events that benefit the 
community (44/1) and reverse sensitivity effects (45/3, 144/7) 

• 26, 44, 45, 52, 144 — Effect on Community: Fragmentation of residential Cromwell (26/6) Social 
contribution to Cromwell of motorsport facilities (45/11, 144/16) Integral part of community and culture — 
motorsports and orchards (52/7) employment in Cromwell (144/2) 

• 44, 144 — Effect on Tourism: employment in Cromwell (144/2), premium tourism destination (144/1) 

7 • 26 - Effect on Traffic: access to SH6 and the Cromwell Town centre. (26/7) 
,i_ [ oTi l lo ikt  ILI--.9_ 



(Please clearly indicate which parts of the original submission you support or oppose, together with any relevant 
provisions of the proposal and continue on an additional page if necessary) 

The reasons for my support are: 

As detailed above there are a number of outstanding issues that need further information and are also 
significant enough to mean that ultimately the issues cannot be mitigated making this plan change at this 
scale and in this location un-supportable. 

(Please give reasons and continue on an additional page if necessary) 

I do not wish to be heard in support of my further submission. 
(Please strike out as applicable) 
Wethere-make-a-eimilef-sta3mise-i-enr 1-vvill-eensider-pfesenting a jointease-with4hem-at-a4leafifig. 
(Please delete if you would not consider presenting a joint case) 

Signature of person making Further Submission Date 
(or person authorised to sign on behalf of person making further submission) 
(A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means) 

Electronic address for service of person making further submission: 
davimore@xtra.co.nz 
(Please write clearly) 
Telephone No: ...03 445 4487 
Postal Address: ...271 Bannockburn Rd, RD2, Cromwell, 9384 

Contact Person: David Moreton 
(name & designation, if applicable) 

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, ANY SUBMISSION 
ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 13 CLOSE ON MONDAY 29 OCTOBER 2018 
Note to person making Further submission 
A copy of your further submission must be served on the original submitter within 5 working days after it is 
served on the local authority. 
Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is satisfied 
that a 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. 



DJ Jones Family Trust and Suncrest Orchard Limited • 

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 

FORM 6 

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, 
SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 

TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN 
Clause 8 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 9 4 

NECE1VED 
To: Central Otago District Council 

ALEXANDRA 9340 
2 9 OCT 2018 PO Box 122 

CENTRAL OTAGO 0)8  IniCT 
Name of person making further submission: ALExANDRA 

• 

This is a further submission in support of the following submissions on proposed 
Plan Change 13 to the Central Otago District Plan: 

- Horticulture New Zealand 
- 46 South Group of Companies (45 South Cherry Orchards Ltd & 45 South 

Management Ltd) 
- Public Health South 
- Mt Difficulty Wines Ltd 
- Santa Orchard Ltd 

This is also a further submission in opposition to the following submissions on 
proposed Plan Change 13 to the Central Otago District Plan: 

- River Terrace Developments Ltd (RTDL) 
- Anthony Streeter 

I am: 
-1. A person-r-epresentlag-a-Felevant-aspect of the publie-interest, the-grounds-for 

8-ayi-ng-this-beingl 

2. A person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest 
the general public has, the grounds for saying this being: 

DJ Jones Family Trust owns the adjoining orchard to the west of the subject plan 
change property which fronts onto Kawarau George Road/SH6. DJ Jones Family 
Trust began planting this Orchard in 1981. The orchard consists predominantly of 
plantings of Cherries, but also includes plantings of Nectarines, Peaches, Apples, 
Pears and Plums. These plantings have been undertaken to utilise the unique micro 
climate and soil conditions and are currently managed by Suncrest Orchard Limited. 

3. The local-auther-ity-fer-th-e-relevant-area. 

I support (or-oppose)-the submission of: 

Horticulture New Zealand (rachel.mcclung@hortnz.co.nz - Submission #151) 

TME, 
*F6114°141 Di 



(151/3) - The supply and use of kind suitable for quality horticidtural production is under pressure 
from urban development across New Zealand. Land fragmentation and reverse sensitivity Issues are 
inhibiting horticultural operations. Where horticulture is established on production land, a 
considerable limiting factor to high production of quality fresh produce are the reverse sensitivity 
effects o f  urban encroachment. The Council must consider and provide f o r  appropriate planning 
provisions that will be necessary to continue production to meet current and future food demand. 

Support - The locality of this proposal is specially suited to the growing of high value horticultural 
crops which showcase the best that New Zealand horticulture can produce on a world stage. 
Encroachment into these areas by reverse sensitive activities puts the future of these established 
horticultural activities at risk. 

051/4) - A key planning consideration that Is often overlooked is the reverse sensitivity effects on 
horticulture from urban encroachment. This can have the effect o f  Imposing economic burdens and 
operational limitations on the existing activity or use thereby reducing their viability. 

Support — Urban encroachment on horticultural activities is a major concern due the potential for 
higher levels of residential habitation to disrupt the current and future horticultural operations 
ability to respond to changes in horticultural methods that are demanded by the market in the 
future. For example, health authorities may Increase the required setback required from dwellings 
when using certain sprays which may limit the ability of an existing orchard to continue spraying 
their crop. 

051/6) - Distrkt Plans often lack appropriate separation distances between urban and rural activities, 
forcing growers to then create a buffer within their own productive land. 

Support — Reverse sensitivity from existing lawfully established activities to new areas that become 
rezoned is a major concern for any horticultural business. For example despite lawfully established 
horticultural activities having a certificate of compliance for the operation of helicopters for frost 
fighting and protecting fruit against splitting following rain on all parts of the our property, the 
operation of helicopters around residential areas and industrial areas of a town is governed by Civil 
Aviation Authority which limits helicopters ability to fly near residential activities due to health and 
safety concerns that are outside of the scope of the District Plan. The following is taken from the 
current CAA New Zealand Rules — Rule 91.311 

"(a) A pilot-in-command of an aircraft must not operate the aircraft under VFR— (1) over any 
congested area of a city, town, or settlement, or over any open air assembly of persons at a height 
of less than 1000 feet above the surface or any obstacle that is within a horizontal radius of 600 
metres from the point immediately below the aircraft;" 

So in effect the rezoning of this land from anything other than its current rural zoning would put in 
place a 600rn setback from our boundary and the erode our ability to undertake lawfully established 
and critically import activities on the orchard. 

0 5 1 / 4  - Horticultural production may involve many workers, loud noise and sometimes chemical 
sprays. These effects are acceptable within a rural environment and plan provisions generally provide 
for  them. Unfortunately reverse sensitivity Issues arise when urban dwellers expect a different level of 
amenity to what they experience when Hying on the urban-rural interface. Hort NZ Is o f  the view that 
appropriate reverse sensitivity mitigation should be created within the urban land being developed, 
and not within the productive rural land. 

Support — Rural land is almost impossible to be re-claimed once lost. So careful consideration needs 
to be given to protecting the areas in our District that have unique combinations of climate and soils 



(151/10) - Reverse serisitivity from the Urban encrbachinent proposed by PC 13 will have a significant 
impact on the future potential o f  crops, both grown and packed, in the Ripponvale area. As the 
Ripponvale orchards employ many workers and are a strong contributor to the local economy, this will 
Impact the wider community. 

Support — we are very concerned about the potential impact new reverse sensitivity from changing 
urban boundaries will have on our ability to continue to maintain our current business operations 
which a strong contributor to  the local economy. 

( . / 5 0 i )  - The PC 13 evaluation does not adequately assess the actual and potential adverse effects 
on the significant horticultural operations in the Immediate environment — including the 
environmental, economic and social impacts on the horticulture. 

Support — we do not feel the proposal has adequately assessed the contribution o f  the existing 
horticultural operations and the potential negative impacts that changes to zoning can have on 
these lawfully established activities. 

(151/16) - The AEE does not adequately assess the actual and potential reverse sensitivity effects on 
horticulture; and fails to adequately assess the environmental, economic and social Impact on 
significant horticultural operations as a result o f  the proposal. 

Support 

(151/17) - A no complaints covenant is not appropriate mitigation or sustainable management for  a 
development o f  this scale. It will not result In the adverse effects o f  adjoining rural activities being 
avoided or mitigated. To say that people con choose not to live here Is an unacceptable mitigation 
measure to avoid reverse sensitivity. f o r t  NZ strongly believes that reverse sensitivity effects on 
horticulture will not be avoided or mitigated by PC 13. 

Support 

4 5  Sou th  G r o u p  o f  C o m p a n i e s  (45 Sou th  Che r r y  Orchards  L t d  & 4 5  South 
Managemen t  L td)  (alastair. logan@rossdowling,co.nz - Submission 123) 

(123/3) - Orchards are noisy activities. Sources o f  noise include the operation o f  machinery, bird 
scaring, frost fighting and helicopters. The noise generated by the operation of orchards is 
incompatible with the activities proposed for  the Plan Change 13 site. 

Support — We do not feel adequate assessment has been given to the noise generated by existing 
lawfully established horticultural activities. 

(123/5) - Noise will lead to reverse sensitivity Issues for existing lawfully activities. Owners and 
occupiers o f  adjacent land cannot and should not be expected to cease or modify noise-generating 
activities or otherwise curtail their operations to avoid or mitigate noise effects from noise on the Plan 
Change 13 site. The rezoning o f  land will expose people to on unacceptable level o f  noise. 

Support. 

(123/8) - Orchards using agrichemicals. The use o f  agrichernicals In proximity to residential activities 
gives rise to further reverse sensitivity issues in relation, In particular, to odour and toxicity. These 
issues will Inevitably lead to conflict between residents and existing lawful activities. 

Support — the use o f  agrichernicals have very specific usage guides, and these are not compatible 
with residential activities. 

(123/9) - PrunIngs and trees that have been removed are burnt; and burning is desirable for 
biosecurity reasons. Fires are another source of land use conflict 



Support. 

(123/18) - Part o f  the Plan Change 13 site is suitable for horticultural activities. Adoption of Plan 
Change 13 will remove Its productive potential. 

Support — The PC13 site has very similar characteristics to our existing neighbouring orchard, so 
could be considered as suitable for  investment as a horticultural site. 

(123/20) - The NPRIDC requires decision makers to consider the effects of urban development at the 
local, district, regional and greater scale. Both the horticultural industiy and Highlands have a 
significant economic benefit to the Cromwell area and beyond. This proposal has the potential to 
severely compromise the viability o f  these lawfully established activities and reduce their social and 
economic contribution to the community. 

Support. 

(123/31) - The proposed development is disconnected from the Cromwell Town Centre and does not 
represent a logical extension o f  the township. 

Support. 

Pub l ic  Heal th S o u t h  ( m e o n . i u s t i c e P m i t c h e i l d a y s h . c o . n z  — S u b m i s s i o n  285) 

(285/3) - PC 13 seeks to Introduce noise sensitive and generally sensitive activities, including up to 900 
residential units, Into an environment that is affected by the Highlands and Speedway noise emissions. 
PHS has concerns about the rezoning o f  the land to enable urban density residential development, and 
other sensitive land uses, at the PC 13 site 

Support. 

(285/4) - PC 13 does not offer a full suite o f  objectives, policies and rules that recognise and provide 
for  the management of this potentially significant reverse sensitivity impact. PHS considers that the 
proposal fails to provide f o r  the sustainable management o f  the physical resource that comprises the 
subject site. On this basis PHS considers that PC 13 promotes an outcome that is contrary to the 
provisions o f  Part 2 o f  the RMA. 

Support. 

(285/5)- The proposal does not enable the people or community In the area to provide for their social, 
economic and cultural wellbeing, or for  their health and safety (55(2)) — noise ossociated with the 
operation of Highlands and the Speedway is significant, and exposure to it for  a prolonged duration Is 
likely to have significant reverse sensitivity effects 

Support — And further to this point the noise associated with the ongoing management of 
horticultural activities is significant at different times o f  year, with exposure to same likely to  have 
significant reverse sensitivity effects. 

(285/6) - The proposal does not avoid, remedy or mitigate the reverse sensitivity effects o f  the 
proposed development (s5(2)(c)) - PC 13 does not provide a full suite of mechanisms that will enable 
the appropriate avoidance, remediation or mitigation o f  the significant reverse sensitivity effects that 
are present within the area. 

Support. 

(285/7) - The proposal does not enable the maintenance and enhancement o f  amenity values (s7(c) — 
the ability of future residents of this area to enjoy their wider property will be significantly Impacted by 
the site's proximity to Highlands and the Speedway. PC 13 proposes addressing the reverse sensitivity 



effects o f  the sites location via the inclusion of a restrictive no Complaints covenant. While this may 
avoid the potential for  complaints, i t  does not suitably mitigate the actual and potential effects that 
result from the significant noise levels that may be generated by Highlands. As such PC 13 cannot be 
considered to maintain or enhance amenity values. 

Support. 

(285/8) - P1-IS is also concerned about the following environmental effects resulting from PC 13 being 
the potential for  reverse sensitivity noise, and spray drift effects arising from residential development 
establishing within a horticultural area; and the lack of connectivity of the site with the established 
urban environment o f  Cromwell. 

Support. 

(285/9) - The site Is located adjacent to an established orchard. Potential effects arising from 
legitimate horticultural activities include noise from bird scaring devices, noise from orchard activities 
which do not occur during typical working hours or days, and potential for  spray drift. 

Support — horticultural activities can happen at all times o f  the day and night and the effect o f  these 
activities have effects that can travel significant distance from their source, i.e. noise and spray drift. 

(285/10) - The 532 report discusses the mitigation proposed to manage the effects of spray drift, 
comparing the shelter planting and separation distances proposed on this western boundary with 
recommendations of NZS 8409:2004 Management o f  Agrkhemicals Guidelines, Part G6. In brief PC 13 
recommends a setback from activities sensitive to agrichemicals, Including shelter, o f  7m to mitigate 
the effects o f  a boom sprayer or air blast sprayer. However the Guidelines referenced recommend a 
10in setback where shelter Is provided, and an air blast .sprayer is used. The mitigation proposed is 
considered to be deficient. 

Support — Guidelines around the use o f  agrichemicals is subject to  ongoing reviews. So while the 
setback from activities sensitive to agrichemicals is set at 'X' it may easily become 'Y' In the future, 
which would erode an Orchards ability to use agrichemicals on some parts o f  the orchard. 

(285/11)- The 532 report discusses the use of covenants to mitigate against noise from frost fighting 
devices and bird scaring devices. The comments relating to no complaints covenants discussed in 
relation to the motorsport noise equally apply to this noise source. No complaint covenants are 
suggested to manage this effect — the use of no complaints covenants is not avoiding, remedying or 
mitigating this potential reverse sensitivity effect. 

Support. 

(285/12) - PHS Is concerned that the site Is not well connected to the Cromwell community. The site is 
spatially separated from Cromwell by the motorsport facilities, rural land and industrial areas. The site 
Is 3.7 km from the edge of Cromwell township, and access to Cromwell is obtained via SH6 or via 
Pearson Road and the Bannockburn Road, which have speed limits o f  100kph. Walking and cycling to 
schools, shops and community facilities from the PC 13 site is not provided for In the plan change. The 
location of PC 13 does not promote transportation alternatives such as cycling and walking which 
have physical health benefits. Physical activity Is associated with many positive outcomes for 
Individuals, including reducing the risk of depression and chronic diseases like heart disease and 
diabetes. In addition It also provides a number of community benefits such as Increased productivity in 
local work places and improved perception of community safety as there are more people around in 
public places and increased liveability in the local areas. Currently only half o f  adults in New Zealand 
are physically active 

Support. 



(285/13) - PHS considers that the potential adverse effects Of the proposal arising primarily from Its 
location will result In adverse health and wellbeing effects on people eventually living on the PC 13 
site. PHS therefore opposes the outcomes promoted by PC 13 in its entirety and considers that PC 13 
should be rejected. 

Support. 

Mt Difficulty Wines Ltd (mattnmtdiff iculty.nz — Submission 249) 

(249/2) - The ME report within the Plan Change 13 document highlights that Cromwell has enough 
potential for sections for  development through to the mid 2020s allowing enough time for  both the 10 
year District Plan to be developed and the Cromwell Master planning exercise to be completed. There 
is no time pressure to accelerate development by allowing the creation o f  a special housing resource 
area as proposed by Plan Change .13. 

Support — The District Plan review will allow the community and decision makers the ability to look 
at the whole District to decide where changes to land zoning are most appropriate, as opposed to 
this process which is lead by one land Owner to the potential exclusion of all other land owners 
within an area. 

(249/7) - Plan Change 13 will forever remove what has the potential to be very valuable and 
productive orchard and/or vineyard land. Although the land as currently constituted may not be 
productive a land use change to either orchards or vineyards would have significantly added to the 
productivity of the land and this has not been properly considered. 

Support — The area of PC13 has very similar characteristics to our own orchard which directly 
neighbours the property. We do not feel that significant assessment by the applicants has been 
made of the alternative use of the land for horticulture. 

Santa Orchard Ltd (saritaorchardAxtra.co.nz — Submission 310) 

(310/5) - In the event o f  an unwanted pest eq. Queensland Fruit Fly getting into the area the presence 
o f  900 more houses would Impede eradication efforts. The area would almost certainly be within the 
MPI exclusion zone with all the Inconvenience that entails. 

Support — In the event of exclusion zone being put in place by the Ministry of Primary Industries to 
try and deal with an introduced pest, this area would almost certainly include the land area of PC13. 

(3/0/6) - The soils of the Ripponvale Flats need to be protected. This application will not do that 

Support — The Rippovale Flats represent a unique mixture of climate and soils that facilitate the 
growth of high value export crops. This area should be protected for these types of uses. 

River Terrace Developments Ltd (RTDL) (off iceAbrownandcompany.co.nz — 
Submission 298) 

(298/1) - Modify PC 13 to add the following acoustic Insulation standard as Rule 20.7.7(x): 20.7.7(x) 
Acoustic Insulation o f  Buildings Containing Noise Sensitive Activities 

20.7.7(x) Acoustic Insulation of Buildings Containing Noise Sensitive Activities 

1) Noise Sensitive Spaces located within the River Terrace Resource Area shall be designed, constructed 
and maintained to ensure that the following Outdoor — Indoor Transmission Class (017'C) noise level 
reductions are achieved in the Acoustic Insulation Zones shown on the Acoustic Insulation Plan in 
20.7.11 



a) The OITC assessment shall be determined in accordance with ASTM E1332-16 Standard 
Classification for  Rating Outdoor-Indoor Sound Attenuation; 

b) Noise Sensitive Spaces includes: I) Bedrooms, kitchens, living areas and any other habitable rooms 
in dwellings; ii) classrooms and indoor learning areas, lecture theatres in schools or educational 
facilities; iii) conference or function spaces, bedrooms and living areas associated with visitor 
accommodation; iv) Noise sensitive spaces in medical facilities; and v) Any other rooms containing 
noise sensitive activities that are occupied frequently or for  extended periods, but does not include 
spaces insensitive to noise such as hallways, laundrys, bathrooms, toilets, garages, closets, lobbies, 
workshops or storage spaces. 

0 Compliance with this rule shall be demonstrated by a report from a suitably qualified and 
experienced acoustics expert. The report shall detail the constructions and assumptions used in the 
calculation process. Noise measurement is not required. 

Oppose — We do not think that modifying acoustic standards for building envelopes will adequately 
mitigate against reverse sensitivity issues with adjoining land uses. For example what provision has 
been made to ensure residents will keep their insulated windows closed at all times? Any 
assumptions would be on a closed building envelope. However, this is not how New 7.ealanders live 
and use their houses, especially our desire to have indoor/outdoor flow from our kitchen and living 
areas, which are considered noise sensitive environments. 

(298/2) - The proposed Standard 20.7.7(x) ensures that noise sensitive areas o f  dwellings/buildings In 
the River Terrace Resource Area (RTRA) are constructed so that the occupants are not adversely 
affected by noise generated external to the site (from the Motorsport Park, Speedway and adjacent 
orchard activities); and the Standard has been Informed by an Assessment o f  Noise Effects report that 
Is attached as Appendix 1 to the submission. Minimum standards of construction for noise sensitive 
activities are an effective mechanism to ensure that people are not disturbed by noise; and the new 
Standard 20.7.7(x) will work in tandem with the standard requiring registration o f  restrictive no- 
complaint covenants to ensure purchasers of properties are aware of the established land uses 
surrounding the RTRA. A section 32 analysis for the new Rule 20.7.7(x) Is included In the submission. 

Oppose — We do not feel that a no complaints covenant approach will adequately safeguard the 
existing orchard operations. This is because it would not address the expectation that a large 
development area would be suitable. Similarly it would not stop other people or organisations 
complaining. 

Anthony Streeter (p.t.streeteracrornwell.school.nz — Submission 353) 

(353/1) - Cromwell Is in a phase o f  rapid growth and the application allows for  the most suitable 
option to cater for the growth of the Cromwell urban area. 

Oppose -- limited regard has been given to the alternative uses this land would be suitable for. For 
example the PC13 land has very similar characteristics to the established horticultural land directly 
neighbouring it. 

(353/2) - The area under PC 13 is the lowest cost option for  the CODC In the provision of required 
infrastructure to subdivision boundaries, in terms o f  a large subdivision. Cromwell's growth Is 
dependent on the supply o f  affordable housing. 

Oppose — This is a speculative comment. A full study of the viability and suitability of all land 
surrounding the Cromwell township would need to be undertaken in order to back up this 
statement. 



(353/3) - This area is the most suitable also because it reduces pressure on land that Is intensively 
cultivated with stone and pip fruit. 

Oppose — We disagree with this statement. Changing the zone of this area from Rural will increase 
the pressure on orchard land by potentially limiting the ability of orchards to effectively manage 
their crops through the use of established and legitimate orcharding practices. 

I wish to be heard in support of my further submission. 

If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them 
at a hearing. .-----1 
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Person: Michael Jones - on behalf of DJ Jones Family Trust and Suncrest 
Orchard Limited 

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, ANY SUBMISSION 
ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 13 CLOSE ON MONDAY 29 OCTOBER 2018 

Note to person making Further submission 
A copy of your further submission must be served on the original submitter within 5 working 
days after it is served on the local authority. 

Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the 
authority is satisfied that a 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. 
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This is a further submission in support of (or in opposition to) a submission on proposed Plan 
Change 13 to the Central Otago District Plan. 

I am: 
1. A person representing a relevant aspect of the-public interest, the grounds for—say4n9-4=4s 

being+ 
2. A person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general public 

has, the grounds for saying this being: 

I own, and reside at, the property located at 344 Kawarau Gorge Road, which is directly opposite the proposed 
subdivision and the intersection of Sandflat Road with SH6. 

3. The local authority-for-the-relevant-a-rea, 

I support (er--eppese) the submission of: 

HILARY ANNE LENNOX on Plan Change 13. 

The particular parts of the submissions I support ( - o p p o s e )  are: 

All of the submission from HILARY ANNE LENNOX. 

The reasons for my support (or opposition) are: 

The Assessment of Effects on the Environment (AEE) prepared by Brown and Company Planning Group, dated 1 March 
2018, make specific reference to effects of the proposed development in relation to traffic, and further note that effects of 
the plan change on associated transportation issues are addressed in the Transportation Assessment report prepared by 
Carriageway Consulting, dated 14 December 2017. 

The following points from the AEE are discussed below: 

• "Under the expected future conditions for traffic flows, the need for auxiliary left-turn lanes at the State Highway 
6/Sandflat Road intersection can be met, and these are required by the RTRA standards. 

The Transportation Assessment has indicated that there may be some issues with providing the auxiliary left-turn 
land onto SH6 due to the presence of the power pole. I do not believe that the applicant has identified exactly how 
this will be rectified, rather they have simply committed to restricting the level of development until this issue has 
been resolved. I am concerned that if the issue is not able to be resolved, then the applicant will simply seek a 
plan change in the future to remove this requirement. At that point the development will be well progressed, and 
this will work in the applicant's favour. The result will be that the left-hand turn lane onto SH6 will not be provided. 

• Subject to the provision of the auxiliary lanes, the crash history in the vicinity of the site does not indicate that 
there would be any adverse safety effects from the proposal." 

rr 7\17,, 
p l  1 

g-L-J-' isatlY tpikt i 
0 



This statement is made by the author of the AEE using information from the Transportation Assessment, but the 
Transportation Assessment does not provide a reasonable level of assessment in relation to this matter. The 
Transportation Assessment has discussed the recent crash history occurring under current traffic flow conditions, 
but has not projected what the crash incidence might be with —50% more traffic on the road following the proposed 
development. 

• "The transportation assessment concludes that the proposed plan change will not cause adverse effects from a 
traffic and transportation perspective." 

• "The conclusion from that assessment is that the plan change is acceptable from a traffic perspective... The 
effects of the RTRA on the highway are there fore not adverse and are acceptable." 

These statements are false and show an attempt by the author of the AEE to manipulate information from the 
Transportation Assessment in favour of the proposal. The Transportation Assessment concludes that "there are 
no traffic and transportation reasons why the plan change could not be recommended for approval", but does not 
conclude that there will be no adverse effects. In the RMA planning context, plan changes are often granted 
where there are adverse effects, especially if those adverse effects are avoided, remedied and/or mitigated. Just 
because the Transportation Assessment concludes that there are "no reasons why the plan change could not be 
recommended for approval" does not, therefore, automatically mean that there are no adverse effects. The fact 
that the AEE confuses the conclusion of the Transportation Assessment with a determination of there being no 
adverse effects is a sign of either sloppy planning, and/or a deliberate manipulation of the words of the transport 
engineer for the benefit of the proposal. Either way, this undermines the integrity of any comments on 
transportation issues provided in the AEE. 

Note: I have provided further discussion below as to why there are reasons why the plan change should not be 
recommended for approval, and therefore I actually disagree with the conclusion of the Transportation 
Assessment too. 

• "The visual outlook from this properly (my property, at 344 Kawarau Gorge Rd) out towards the RTRA site will 
change, in the same way that the view from the highway will change, but the effects are mitigated by the existing 
shelter row on the north side of the highway road reserve, the RTRA's setback area adjacent to the highway and 
the northern section of Sandflat Road, and the landscaping within this setback. There are no effects on the privacy 
of this property, and any additional noise effects on the properly would be inconsequential given the existing noise 
effects from the highway, the Motorsport Park and the speedway, and nearby rural activities. There will be 
additional traffic to and from the RTRA site, using the highway and Sandflat Road, which will add to the perceived 
level of activity in the area, but this additional activity is not in itself an adverse effect. Additional traffic noise will be 
inconsequential in this environment." 

This paragraph from the AEE contains false statements based on bold conclusions, without the support of a 
meaningful assessment. There most certainly will be significant adverse effects on the privacy of my property, 
additional traffic noise effects will not be inconsequential, and the perceived level of activity is most certainly an 
adverse effect, as described below. 

When any vehicle is travelling up Sandflat Road towards SH6, the occupants of that vehicle have a clear view into 
my property. Results of the modelling undertaken as part of the Transportation Assessment show that the wait 
time of vehicles exiting the northern end of Sandflat Road is expected to increase by 44 - 76% on average (see 
below). This will impede on our sense of security and privacy, and the existing shelter row on the northern side of 
the highway road reserve will provide little mitigation of this adverse effect. Other traffic travelling along SH6 is 
moving at such a speed that we've never been concerned with these onlookers, and have only ever been 
concerned with onlooking drivers and passengers waiting at the Sandflat Road/SH6 intersection. 

When any vehicle is travelling up Sandflat Road towards 5H6 after dusk, the headlights of that vehicle shine 
directly into my living room, to the extent that my partner and I often mistakenly believe that someone is driving 
onto our property and one of us will move towards the door to see who it is. Currently, the low level of traffic 
activity on Sandflat Road after dusk means that this occurrence is relatively infrequent, but the proposed 
development will result in a significant increase in activity on Sandflat Road after dusk, and therefore a significant 
increase in this effect, which will impede on our enjoyment of my property, our sense of security and our sense of 
privacy. This effect will be more prominent in winter months when headlights are used much more frequently, and 
we are spending more time in the evenings in our living room. The existing shelter row on the northern side of the 
highway road reserve will not provide any mitigation of this adverse effect. 



The AEE provides no evidence to support the author's conclusion that additional traffic noise will be 
inconsequential. Between the hours of approximately 7am to 6pm, we experience noise from the adjacent SH6 
(this is reflected in the observations of traffic movements provided in the Transportation Assessment). After 6pm, 
however, this noise drops off significantly and the level of traffic noise experienced at our home in the evenings 
and during the night is far less, and often completely inaudible. The proposed development will undoubtedly 
increase the amount of local traffic noise in the evenings and throughout the night. Furthermore, I have observed 
that the noise generated from vehicles accelerating from Sandflat Road onto SH6 is distinct and more audible 
than the noise generated from passing vehicles moving at a steady speed along SH6. 

The frequency of vehicle movements between SH6 and Sandflat Road, and the associated noise generation, will 
increase significantly as a result of this proposal (data from the Transportation Assessment indicates that 
movements in the area on SH6 will increase by around 50%). Without engaging a specialist to assess these 
effects then I cannot comment exactly on the magnitude of these effects, but in the same vein, the applicant 
cannot conclude that these effect will be "inconsequential" without undertaking an adequate assessment. 

• "There are no adverse effects on traffic safety and efficiency." 

This statement is made by the author of the AEE and is not supported by the Transportation Assessment. 

The following points from the Transportation Assessment are discussed below: 

• "...it is reasonable to conclude that the primary role of the highway is to carry through traffic, with the balance of 
the roads providing for local journeys and property access" 

This statement confirms that the current primary role of the highway is to carry through traffic, rather than acting 
as a significant intersection. Should the proposed development proceed in its current form, the SH6/Sandflat Road 
intersection will become a very busy intersection and a major feature along this stretch of the highway and is likely 
to end up resembling the poorly-planned intersection leading into and out of Lake Hayes Estate, Queenstown. 

• "At its northern end, Sandflat Road meets State Highway 6 at a priority intersection which has auxiliary right-turn 
lanes for traffic turning right into Sandflat Road and right into Papillon (furniture and handmade gifts workshops) 
which lies on the northern side of the highway, opposite the motorsporf park.' 

I can confirm that my property has not operated as the Papillon workshop for a least two years now, if not longer. 
The Transportation Assessment is only 10 months old and Photograph 5 from the Transportation Assessment 
was taken from the end of my driveway, which indicates that the author visited the site and so it is unclear how the 
author could make this mistake. I imagine that the author referred to a dated placemark on Google Maps, which 
questions the integrity of the report because it is not possible to assess the likely effects of an activity on the 
surrounding environment if the nature of surrounding environment is not adequately understood. 

• "The State Highway 6 / Cemetery Road intersection is 'give-way' controlled, and does not have any auxiliary lanes 
for turning traffic. However there is a widened shoulder of 3m on each side of the highway which can be used by 
vehicles to move out of the through traffic lanes before turning." 

Anyone who uses this intersection would know that the move described in this paragraph would be idiotic. The 
SH6/Cemetery Road intersection is already incredibly dangerous under the current traffic load, as I described in 
an email that I sent to Aspiring Highways back in September 2017. The following response was received from Roy 
Johnston, Senior Safety Manager for NZTA: 

"The location is identified in our safety improvement programme and while it is not the best alignment 
and we agree with their concerns currently it is hard to justify investment due to the low safety risk 
rating for this intersection. Ideally we would like to construct a right turn bay to cater for vehicles turning 
into Cemetery Rd. At this time the NZTA will consider intersection improvements as part of the minor 
improvements programme although it should be noted that the safety improvement programme is 
subject to national prioritisation and budget constraints. In the meantime we will continue to monitor the 
location." 

This confirms that the SH6/Cemetery Road intersection has been identified by NZTA in their safety improvement 
programme, although the absence of regular crashes and fatalities means that funding has not been prioritised for 
the upgrade of this intersection yet. I have had many near misses when trying to turn right onto Cemetery Road, to 



the point where I now no longer ever attempt to make this manoeuvre. I suspect that any crash here would be 
serious given the speed at which traffic travel along this stretch of road (100 km+) and the reduced line of sight 
around the corner. The presence of this dangerous intersection in such close proximity to the proposed 
development should be given thorough consideration when assessing the effects of the plan change on 
associated transportation issues. 

• "Based on the prevailing crash record, it is not considered that there are any inherent deficiencies in the roading 
network in the vicinity of the site." 

• "In view of the excellent road safely record on the road network adjacent to the site, it is not considered that the 
additional traffic is likely to give rise to any road safety concerns." 

• "Subject to the provision of the auxiliary lanes, the crash history in the vicinity of the site does not indicate that 
there would be any adverse safety effects from the proposal." 

It should be noted that this conclusion is based on there having been four crashes in the subject area between 
2012 and 2016 (an average of once crash per year) and that this is based on the current traffic volumes, with 
Sandflat Road and Cemetery Road currently experiencing "low traffic flows". The Transportation Assessment has 
not determined whether a -50% increase in traffic volumes is likely to result in a 50% increase in the incidence of 
crashes in the area. In fact, the Transportation Assessment is conveniently silent on the effects of an increase in 
traffic volume on the incidence of crashes in the area. 

• "In 2015, the last year which is available, the highway had an Annual Average Daily Traffic of 3,890 vehicles (two- 
way)." 

• "...a rate of 8 vehicle movements per day per residence has been used, with 1 vehicle movement per residence 
occurring in each of the peak hours." 

• "With regard to the retirement units.., it is anticipated that the villas will each generate 2 vehicle movements per 
day." 

• "However the route via State Highway 6 and 88 is the shortest and fastest for travel Accordingly, it is considered 
that this is the route most likely to be used...' 

Data from the Traffic Assessment indicates that movements in the area on SH6 will increase from around 
3,890/day to 5,800/day. This is an increase of around 50%, which is very significant. 

• 'The analysis shows (unsurprisingly) that the queues and delays increase when the site is fully developed. 
However they remain relatively low (less than 30 seconds for the highest delay) and queues remain modest." 

Relative to what? Queues and delays will be far greater relative to the current environment... 

The following images, taken from the Transportation Assessment, provide an easy visual representation of the likely 
increase in traffic movements at SH6/Sandflat Road intersection. The top image is the modelled current peak hour traffic 
flows at the intersection, and the lower image is the modelled peak hour traffic flows following the proposed development. 
The yellow dots denote the relative location of my driveway. 
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Figures 10 and 11: Peak Hour Traffic Flows Generated by the Site at the State Highway 61 Sandflat 
Road intersection 



These images show over 33 times more traffic exiting north from Sandflat Road during the morning rush hour as a result 
of the proposed development, and 7 times more traffic existing north from Sandflat Road during the evening rush hour. 
The Transportation Assessment has also modelled the wait time of vehicles wanting to turn out of the northern end of 
Sandflat Road following the proposed development. The modelling indicates that the average wait time will increase 
significantly. 

In summary, the Transportation Assessment indicates that there will be somewhere between 7 (evening) and 33 (morning) 
times more traffic sitting at the top of Sandflat Road waiting to turn onto SH6, and that these cars will be waiting there for 
between 46% (morning) and 77% (evening) longer. As described earlier in this submission, drivers and passenger waiting 
at the end of Sandflat Road to turn onto SH6 can look straight up my driveway, and their headlights shine straight into my 
living room. The proposed increase in the volume of traffic and the increase in the wait time of this traffic will, therefore, 
result in adverse effects on my privacy and my sense of security. This will also most certainly impact on my ability to enter 
and exit my own driveway too. 

There is a further, serious safety issue that I would like to raise. When I am travelling on SH6 from the Kawarau Gorge 
towards my home, I indicate left and start to pull onto the hard shoulder as I approach my driveway. As I begin to pull over, 
traffic travelling behind me will often make use of the turning lanes in the middle of the highway to overtake me. The 
Transportation Assessment shows a drastic increase in volume of traffic operating in this area around peak hours and I 
am extremely concerned that this could result in a safety issue. Traffic waiting to turn right out of Sandflat Road onto SH6 
might see me indicating and will assume that it's safe to manoeuvre onto SH6, not realising that the traffic behind me is 
likely to come roaring past me at speeds of up to 100km/hr of more. The only solution that I can think of is providing a 
speed restriction through this area and/or installing a roundabout at the Sandflat Road/SH6 intersection. Other than the 
acceleration and deceleration lanes, the applicant has provided absolutely no mitigation of the adverse effects results from 
a -50% increase in the volume of traffic in the local area. 

When considering an application for a plan change, it is the role of the decision makers (the regulatory authority and 
delegate persons) to ensure that they base their decisions on adequate, robust information. If such information cannot be 
provided, then the decision makers must not grant the plan change. I believe that the issues I have raised highlight areas 
of the plan change application that are woefully deficient and I am sure that there are other parts of the application that are 
equally, if not more, deficient. The assessment of effects on myself and other neighbouring properties provided by the 
applicant shows a clear disregard to existing activities in the area and a very deliberate attempt to gloss over key issues 
and manipulate information in favour of the proposal. Another example of this which I would like to highlight is in relation to 
the applicant's assessment of ecological effects. 

Section 14 of the AEE states that "there are no adverse effects on ecological values", but this statement is not supported 
by an assessment of the site by a qualified ecologist. In section 9 of the AEE, the author of has noted that no areas of 
Significant Natural Value have been identified in the District Plan. However, I note that just because no values have been 
found yet does not mean that none exist, and that an absence of evidence is not evidence of absence. The Cromwell 
Basin is home to many significant native species of flora and fauna, the most famous of which being the Cromwell Chaffer 
Beetle. Without a specialist ecological assessment, the author of the AEE is in no position to assert that there will be no 
adverse effects on ecological values". In summary, the author has prematurely concluded that there will be no adverse 
effects on ecological values. Just because the site hasn't been recognised in the District Plan as containing significant 
natural values yet, and just because other potentially damaging activities could occur on the site with little control, this 
does not prove there to be an absence of significant flora and fauna on the site. This applicant's conclusion cannot 
possibly be relied upon without a thorough ecological assessment of the site by an expert. 

In conclusion, I urge the decision makers to ensure that any information they rely upon in the consideration of this plan 
change application is adequate, robust, reliable and unbiased. 

I seek that the fol lowing parts o f  the fol lowing submissions be allowed: 
All of the original submission from HILARY ANNE LENNOX 

I wish/(e-f-do-not-wis-14) to  be heard in support o f  my further submission. 
(Please strike out as applicable) 

I f  others make-a-similar-s-ubm-isalow,-1-will-consider presenti-ng-a-joint-sase-with-therm-at-a-hearing? 
(Please delete if you-would net-GeRsider-liFeseRtiri-g-a-joint case) 
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Electronic address for service of person making further submission: hilary.lennox7@gmail.com 

Telephone No: 021300554 

Postal Address: 344 Kawarau Gorge Road, RD2, Cromwell 

Contact Person: Hilary Lennox 

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, ANY SUBMISSION 
ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 13 CLOSE ON MONDAY 29 OCTOBER 2018 

Note to person making Further submission 
A copy of your further submission must be served on the original submitter within 5 working days after it is 
served on the local authority. 

Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is satisfied 
that a 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. 
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FURTHER SUBMISSIO 
ON PROPOSED PC13 TO 
THE CENTRAL OTAGO 
DISTRICT PLAN 

Friday 26th October, 2018 

TO: Central Otago District Council 
NAME OF SUBMITTER: Horticulture New Zealand 

CONTACT FOR SERVICE: 
Rachel McClung 
Environmental Policy Advisor — South Island 
Horticulture New Zealand 
PO Box 10-232 WELLINGTON 
Ph: 027582 7474 
Email: rachel.mcclung@hortnz.com 



FURTHER SUBMISSION OH PRIVATE PLAN CHANGE 1 3  YO 

THE CENTRAL OTAGS DISTRICT PLAN 

C L A U S E  8 OF  S C H E D U L E  11 RESOURCE M A N A G E M E N T  A C T  -V.-. 

1. Horticulture New Zealand's (HortNZ's) submissions are contained in the attached 
Table 1. 

2. HortNZ has an interest in the proposed plan change greater than the interest the 
general public has as HortNZ represents the interests of all fruit and vegetable 
growers, excluding viticulture. 

3. HortNZ wishes to be heard in support of its further submissions. 

4. HortNZ could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this further 
submission. 

5. If others make similar submissions, HortNZ will consider presenting a joint case 
with them at the hearing. 

Dated at [CHRISTCHURCH] this 26th day of October 2018 

Rachel McClung 

09((cOs 

Horticulture New Zealand 
Submission on Friday 261" October, 2018 
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Submitter Sub No. Relief sought by 
submitter 

HortNZ 
support! 
oppose 

HortNZ reasons for support! opposition Decision Sought (accept / reject) 

Rodger James 
Aburn 

2: 2/1 — 2/7 Decline PC13 Support PC13 will adversely impact the horticultural 
industry of Cromwell. 

Accept decision sought by submission 
2/1 -2/6 to decline the private plan 
change. 

Decision's made on the future urban form of 
Cromwell must recognises the significant 
community engagement and technical work 
undertaken through the Cromwell Masterplan 
process. It is appropriate that the hearing be 
delayed until the outcome of the Cromwell 

Accept submission sought by 
submission 2/7 to delay the hearing 
until Cromwell Masterplan is 
completed. 

Masterplan process is known. 
Alan Duncan 18: 18/1 — Amend PC13 to Support in Part HortNZ agrees with the submission points Reject decision sought to zone the 
Beaton 18/4 Rural Residential 

Zoning 
made however we do not agree that a rural 
residential zoning will address the underlying 
issues of the inappropriateness of the 
proposed private plan change. 

land rural residential. Decline PC13. 

Peter Raymond 26: Decline PC13 Support PC13 will adversely impact the horticultural Accept decision sought by submission 
Brass 26/1-26.4 industry of Cromwell. to decline the private plan change. 

and 26/6 — 
26/11 

Peter Raymond 
Brass 

26.5 Decline PC13 Support in Part HortNZ agrees with the submission points 
made to the extent that in the future locating 
development next to horticultural operations 
would lead to complaints. 

Accept decision sought by submission 
to decline the private plan change. 

Central Holdings 43: Decline PC13 or Support in Part HortNZ agrees with the submission points Reject the decision sought to approve 
Limited 43/1-43/10 ensure that no 

residential or other 
noise sensitive 
activities are 
enabled though 
the Plan Change 

made, however we consider that the Plan 
Change should be declined and cannot see a 
path for enabling other non-noise sensitive 
activities through this plan change process. A 
fresh application would be required for 
substantive change. 

with amendments. PC 13 should be 
declined. 

Horticulture New Zealand 
Submission on Friday 26th October, 2018 



Submitter Sub No. Relief sought by 
submitter 

HortNZ 
support / 
oppose 

HortNZ reasons for support / opposition Decision Sought (accept / reject) 

Central 45: Decline PC13 or Support in Part HortNZ agrees with the submission points Reject the decision sought to approve 
Speedway Club 45/1- 45/11 ensure that no made, however we consider that the Plan with amendments. PC 13 should be 
Cromwell 
Incorporated 

residential or other 
noise sensitive 
activities are 
enabled though 
the Plan Change 

Change should be declined and cannot see a 
path for enabling other non-noise sensitive 
activities through this plan change process. A 
fresh application would be required for 
substantive change. 

declined. 

Anthony John 52: 52/1- Decline PC13 or Support in Part HortNZ agrees with the submission points Reject the decision sought to approve 
Clark 52/9 provide for 

subdivision to 
8000m2 

made, however we do not agree that a rural 
residential zoning will address the underlying 
issues of the inappropriateness of the 
proposed private plan change. 

with amendments. PC 13 should be 
declined. 

Brayden Couper 64. Decline PC13 or Support in Part HortNZ agrees with the submission points Reject the decision sought to approve 
64/1-64/2 enforce strict no 

noise complaints 
covenant' on all 
titles for existing 
speedway, 
highlands and 
orchard activities. 

made, however we do not agree that a no 
complaints covenant is an effective mitigation 
for a development of this scale and do not 
consider it will address the underlying issues 
of the inappropriateness of the proposed 
private plan change. 

with amendments. PC 13 should be 
declined. 

Felicity Couper 65: Decline PC13 or Support in Part HortNZ agrees with the submission points Reject the decision sought to approve 
65/1-65/2 enforce strict `no 

noise complaints 
covenant' on all 
titles for existing 
speedway, 
highlands and 
orchard activities. 

made, however we do not agree that a no 
complaints covenant is an effective mitigation 
for a development of this scale and do not 
consider it will address the underlying issues 
of the inappropriateness of the proposed 
private plan change. 

with amendments. PC 13 should be 
declined. 

Shaun Couper 66: 66/1- Decline PC13 or Support in Part HortNZ agrees with the submission points Reject the decision sought to approve 
66/2 enforce strict `no 

noise complaints 
covenant' on all 
titles for existing 
speedway, 

made, however we do not agree that a no 
complaints covenant is an effective mitigation 
for a development of this scale and do not 
consider it will address the underlying issues 
of the inappropriateness of the proposed 
private plan change. 

with amendments. PC 13 should be 
declined. 
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Submitter Sub No. Relief sought by 
submitter 

HortNZ 
support! 
oppose 

HortNZ reasons for support / opposition Decision Sought (accept / reject) 

highlands and 
orchard activities. 

Catherine Edgar 95: 
95/1-95/6 

Decline PC13 or at 
the very least 
severely downsize. 

Support in Part HortNZ agrees with the submission points 
made, however we do not agree that 
downsizing the development will address the 
underlying issues of the inappropriateness of 
the proposed private plan change. A fresh 
application would be required for substantive 
change. 

Reject the decision sought to approve 
with amendments. PC 13 should be 
declined. 

I Diane Mae Ferris 115: Decline PC13 until Support in Part I HortNZ agrees with the submission points Accept decision sought by submitter to 
115/1 - the Council except 115/6. We do not agree that a 300m2 decline the plan change. 
115-6 decides on future 

growth for 
Cromwell. 

Oppose 115/6 minimum lot size will address the underlying 
issues of the inappropriateness of the 
proposed private plan change. 

Richard Andrew 122: Decline PC13 Support The application inadequately addresses the Accept decision sought by submitter to 
Ford 122/1 - issues as identified in submission 122. PC13 decline the plan change. 

122/25 will adversely impact the horticultural industry 
of Cromwell. 

45 South Group 123: Decline PC13 Support The application inadequately addresses the Accept decision sought by submitter to 
of Companies (45 123/1- issues as identified in submission 123. P013 decline the plan change. 
South Cherry 
Orchards Ltd & 

123/35 will adversely impact the horticultural industry 
of Cromwell. 

45 South 
Management) 
Freshmax NZ 126: 126/1 Decline PC13 , Support The application inadequately addresses the Accept decision sought by submitter to 
Limited — 126/14 issues as identified in submission 126. PC13 

will adversely impact the horticultural industry 
of Cromwell. 

decline the plan change. 

, Highlands 144: 144/1- Decline PC13 Support in Part HortNZ supports submission 144 to the extent Accept decision sought by submitter to 
Motorsport Park 
Limited 
(Highlands) 

144/16 that the plan change site is entirely 
incompatible with the surrounding 
environment, does not have regard to the 
existing activities in the surrounding 

decline the plan change. 
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Submitter Sub No. Relief sought by 
submitter 

HortNZ 
support/ 
oppose 

HortNZ reasons for support / opposition Decision Sought (accept / reject) 

environment, and will result in reverse 
sensitivity complaints. 

Gary Carl 155: 155/1- Decline PC13 or Support in Part HortNZ agrees with the submission points Reject the decision sought to approve 
Hyndman & 155/23 10m green made, however we do not agree that no with amendments. PC 13 should be 
Deborah Lee 
Hyndman 

mounded and 
planted boundary 
buffer. And 
provision for 'no 
complaints' in 
relation to orchard 
activities and to 
every day farm 
activities such as 
the slaughtering of 
livestock, burning 
of orchard 
prunings or any 
other activities 
relating to the 
functioning of the 
businesses that 
are already 
existing. 

complaints covenants will be an effectively 
mitigate the impacts of the development. And 
nor will be a 10m green area and planted 
mounds. These measures will not address the 
underlying issues of the inappropriateness of 
the proposed private plan change. 

declined. 

DJ Jones Family 164: Decline PC13 Support in Part HortNZ agrees with the submission points Accept decision sought by submitter to 
Trust and 164/1- made, however we do not agree that a buffer decline the plan change. 
Suncrest Orchard 
Limited 

164/18 or no complaints covenant will address the 
underlying issues of the inappropriateness of 
the proposed private plan change. 

Kawarautrust 167: Decline PC13 Support HortNZ agrees with the submission points Accept decision sought by submitter to 
Orchard Limited 167/1- made as the proposed plan change is decline the plan change. 

167/26 inappropriate and will be detrimental to the 
Horticulture Industry. 
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submitter 

HortNZ 
support! 
oppose 

HortNZ reasons for support / opposition Decision Sought (accept! reject) 

Le Fresh 182: 182/1- Decline PC13 Support HortNZ agrees with the submission points Accept decision sought by submitter to 
International 
Limited 

182/15 made as the proposed plan change is 
inappropriate and will be detrimental to the 

decline the plan change. 

Horticulture Industry. 
Hilary Anne 182: 183/1- Decline PC13 Support in Part HortNZ agrees with the submission points Reject the decision sought to approve 
Lennox 183/2 unless an 

alternative access 
to SH6 and 
intersection 
upgrades are 
made. 

made, however transportation mitigation 
suggested will not address the underlying 
issues of the inappropriateness of the 
proposed private plan change. 

with amendments. PC 13 should be 
declined. 

Lindsay Mathers 223: 223/1 Decline PC13 Support HortNZ agrees with the submission points Accept decision sought by submitter to 
- 223/7 made as the proposed plan change is 

inappropriate and will be detrimental to the 
decline the plan change. 

Horticulture Industry. 
Mayshiel 227: Substantially Oppose in part HortNZ agrees with the submission points Reject the decision sought as it will not 
Properties Ltd 2027/1- amend PC13 to made to the extent that the proposed plan address the detrimental impacts of the 

227/8 place Highlands in 
a position where 
they have similar 
or same rights that 
were available 
prior to all 
changes. 

change is inappropriate and will result in 
reserve sensitivity impacts. 

plan change to the Horticulture 
Industry. PC 13 should be declined. 

Peter John Mead 228: 228/1- Decline PC13 Support HortNZ agrees with the submission points Accept decision sought by submitter to 
& Alastair David 
Stark 

228/15 made as the proposed plan change is 
inappropriate and will be detrimental to the 

decline the plan change. 

Horticulture Industry. 
Ministry of 239: 239/1 Ministry's Support HortNZ would not want educational activities Accept decision sought by submitter to 
Education — 239/5 submission be 

considered 
located near orchard activities and support a 
fuller consideration of the locations of existing 
education facilities in Cromwell. 

consider Ministry of Educations 
submission points. 

Mt Difficulty 249: 249/1- Decline PC13 Support HortNZ agrees with the submission points Accept decision sought by submitter to 
Wines Ltd 249/13 made as the proposed plan change is decline the plan change. 

1 inappropriate and will be detrimental to the 
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Submitter Sub No. Relief sought by 
submitter 

HortNZ 
support / 
oppose 

HortNZ reasons for support / opposition Decision Sought (accept / reject) 

Horticulture Industry and the Viticulture 
Industry. 

NZ Transport 254: 254/1 If Council Oppose in Part HortNZ agrees with the submission points Reject the decision sought as it will not 
Agency — 254/7 approves PC13, 

do so subject to 
NZTA requested 
amendments 

. 

made to the extent that PC13 should address 
transportation issues, however the requested 
amendments will not address the underlying 
inappropriateness of the plan change. 

address the detrimental impacts of the 
plan change to the Horticulture 
Industry. PC 13 should be declined 

Scott O'Donnell 256: 256/1- Decline PC13 or Support in Part HortNZ agrees with the submission points Reject the decision sought to approve 
256/16 no residential or 

other noise 
sensitive activities 
are enables 
through PC13. 

made as the proposed plan change is 
inappropriate and will be detrimental to the 
Horticulture Industry. However, any 
substantial alteration to the proposed plan 
change will require a fresh plan change 
application. 

with amendments. PC 13 should be 
declined. 

Otago Regional 261: 261/1- Decline unless Oppose in Part HortNZ agrees with the submission points Reject the decision sought as it will not 
Council 361/8 CODC is satisfied 

the projected 
demand on 
reticulated 
services for 
potable water and 
wastewater is 
sustainable 

made to the extent that PC13 should address 
water services issue, however the requested 
amendments will not address the underlying 
inappropriateness of the plan change. 

address the detrimental impacts of the 
plan change to the Horticulture 
Industry. PC 13 should be declined. 

Mathew Owen 262/1 Decline PC13 or 
enforce strict 'no 
noise complaints 
covenant' on all 
titles for existing 
speedway, 
highlands and 
orchard activities. 

Support in Part HortNZ agrees with the submission points 
made, however we do not agree that a no 
complaints covenant is an effective mitigation 
for a development of this scale and do not 
consider it will address the underlying issues 
of the inappropriateness of the proposed 
private plan change. 

Reject the decision sought to approve 
with amendments. PC 13 should be 
declined. 

Mark Alistair 265: 265/1- Decline PC13 or Oppose in Part HortNZ agrees with the submission points Reject the decision sought as it will not 
Paterson 265/9 create a buffer 

zone between 
highland and 

made, however we do not agree that buffer 
zone between highland and residential 
development is an effective mitigation for a 

address the detrimental impacts of the 
plan change to the Horticulture 
Industry. PC 13 should be declined. 
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HortNZ 
support! 
oppose 

HortNZ reasons for support / opposition Decision Sought (accept / reject) 

residential 
development, 

development of this scale. It will not mitigate 
impacts on surrounding horticulture and we 
consider it will address the underlying issues 
of the inappropriateness of the proposed 
private plan change. 

Public Health 285: 285/1 Decline PC13 or Support in Part HortNZ agrees with the submission points Reject the decision sought as it will not 
South — 285/16 approve with 

requested 
amendments. 

made, however, the mitigation proposed will 
not address the full impacts on the 
horticulture industry and will not address the 
underlying issues of the inappropriateness of 
the proposed private plan change. 

address the detrimental impacts of the 
plan change to the Horticulture 
Industry. PC 13 should be declined. 

River Terrace 298: 298 - Approved PC13 Oppose The mitigation proposed will not address the Reject the decision sought as it will not 
Developments 298/8 with requested full impacts on the horticulture industry and address the detrimental impacts of the 
Limited amendments will not address the underlying issues of the 

inappropriateness of the proposed private 
plan change. 

plan change to the Horticulture 
Industry. PC 13 should be declined. 

Santa Orchard 310: 310/1- Decline PC13 Support HortNZ agrees with the submission points Accept decision sought by submitter to 
Ltd 310/8 made as the proposed plan change is 

inappropriate and will be detrimental to the 
decline the plan change. 

Horticulture Industry. 
Mark Schofield 311: 311/1- Decline PC13 or Oppose in Part HortNZ agrees with the submission points . Reject the decision sought as it will not 
and Rebecca 311/16 approve with made, however, the mitigation proposed will address the detrimental impacts of the 
Schofield requested 

amendments 
not address the full impacts on the 
horticulture industry and will not address the 
underlying issues of the inappropriateness of 
the proposed private plan change. Also, some 
decisions sought are beyond the scope of the 
decision-making ability of CODC — e.g.: 

plan change to the Horticulture 
Industry. PC 13 should be declined. 

increased police, fire and ambulance 
services. 

Lester and Estelle 316: 316/1- Decline PC13 Support HortNZ agrees with the submission points Accept decision sought by submitter to 
Scott 316/8 made as the proposed plan change is 

inappropriate and will be detrimental to the 
decline the plan change. 

Horticulture Industry. 
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Matthew James 319: 319/1- Decline PC13 or Oppose in Part HortNZ agrees with the submission points Reject the decision sought to approve 
Scully 319/4 change land use to 

industrial. 
made as the proposed plan change is 
inappropriate and will be detrimental to the 

with amendments. PC 13 should be 
declined. 

Horticulture Industry. However, changing the 
proposal to industrial use is a substantial 
change from what was notified and would 
require a fresh plan change application. 

Michael Raymore 328: 328/1- Decline PC13 or Oppose in Part HortNZ agrees with the submission points Reject the decision sought to approve 
Sheehan 328/6 create control to 

protect 
surrounding 
existing uses. 

made as the proposed plan change is 
inappropriate and will be detrimental to the 
Horticulture Industry. However, changing the I 
to industrial or commercial use is a 
substantial change from what was notified 
and would require a fresh plan change 
application. Also, while there is a suggestion 
to approve PC13 with controls to protect 
highlands, the speedway, orchards and other 
activities; no solution is provided. This will not 
address the underlying issues of the 
inappropriateness of the proposed private 
plan change. 

with amendments. PC 13 should be 
declined. 

, Peter James 331: 331/1- Decline PC13 or Oppose in Part HortNZ agrees with the submission points Reject the decision sought to approve 
Simmons 331/3 change land use to 

industrial / 
commercial. 

made as the proposed plan change is 
inappropriate and will be detrimental to the 
Horticulture Industry. However, changing the 
proposal to industrial use is a substantial 
change from what was notified and would 
require a fresh plan change application. 

with amendments. PC 13 should be 
declined. 

Carolyn Squires & 346: 346/1- Decline PC13 or Oppose in Part HortNZ agrees with the submission points Reject the decision sought to approve 
Matthew Squires 346/14 change land use to 

rural residential 
made as the proposed plan change is 
inappropriate and will be detrimental to the 

with amendments. PC 13 should be 
declined. 

(400m2 min lot 
size). 

Horticulture Industry. However, changing the 
proposal to rural residential use is a 
substantial change from what was notified 
and would require a fresh plan change 
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HortNZ 
support! 
oppose 

HortNZ reasons for support / opposition Decision Sought (accept / reject) 

1 application. Furthermore, rural residential 
zoning will not address the underlying issues 
of the of the inappropriateness of the plan 
change. 

Gordon Stewart 350: 350/1- Decline PC13 or Oppose in Part HortNZ agrees with the submission points Reject the decision sought to approve 
350/6 approve with 

buffer and no 
complaints 
covenant 

made as the proposed plan change is 
inappropriate and will be detrimental to the 
Horticulture Industry. However, the mitigation 
proposed will not address the adverse 
impacts on the horticulture industry and will 
not address the underlying issues of the 
inappropriateness of the plan change. 

with amendments. PC 13 should be 
declined. 

Anthony Streeter 353: 353/1- Approve PC13 in Oppose HortNZ disagrees with the submission points Reject the decision sought to approve 
353/5 its entity made as the proposed plan change is 

inappropriate and will be detrimental to the 
with amendments. PC 13 should be 
declined. 

Horticulture Industry. The submitter fails to 
consider the environmental, social, cultural or 
economic cost to the wider environment and 
community. 

Transpower New 373: 373/1- Decline PC13 or Support in Part HortNZ agrees with the submission points Reject the decision sought as it will not 
Zealand Limited 373/9 approve with 

requested 
amendments. 

made, however, the mitigation proposed will 
not address the full impacts on the 
horticulture industry and will not address the 
underlying issues of the inappropriateness of 
the proposed private plan change. 

address the detrimental impacts of the 
plan change to the Horticulture 
Industry. PC 13 should be declined. 

Juliet Walker 383: 383/1- Approve PC13 Oppose in Part HortNZ agrees with the submission points Reject the decision sought to approve 
383/2 with amendments 

— 50 houses 
maximum 

made as the proposed plan change is 
inappropriate and will be detrimental to the 
Horticulture Industry. However, changing the 
proposal to rural residential use is a 
substantial change from what was notified 
and would require a fresh plan change 
application. Furthermore, rural residential 
zoning will not address the underlying issues 

with amendments. PC 13 should be 
declined. 
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of the of the inappropriateness of the plan 
change. 

Alexander 400: Decline PC13 or Oppose in Part HortNZ agrees with the submission points Reject the decision sought to approve 
(Sandy) Charles 400/1- approve with made as the proposed plan change is with amendments. PC 13 should be 
& Tegan Jane 400/4 amendments inappropriate and will be detrimental to the declined. 
Wilson Horticulture Industry. However, changing the 

proposal to 1000m2 minimum lot size is a 
substantial change from what was notified 
and would require a fresh plan change 
application. Furthermore, this lot size and 
buffer planting suggested will not address the 
underlying issues of the of the 
inappropriateness of the plan change. 

Colin & Jan Wood 406:406/1 — Approve with Oppose Changing the proposal to 4000m2 minimum Reject the decision sought to approve 
406/2 amendments for 

lot minimum of 
4000m2 

lot size is a substantial change from what was 
notified and would require a fresh plan 
change application. Furthermore, this lot size 
suggested will not address the underlying 
issues of the of the inappropriateness of the 
plan change. 

with amendments. PC 13 should be 
declined. 

Tim Wood 407: 407/1 Approve with Oppose The lot size suggested will not address the Reject the decision sought to approve 
—407/2 amendments for 

lot minimum of 
800-1000m2 

adverse impacts on the horticulture industry 
nor the underlying issues of the of the 
inappropriateness of the plan change. 

with amendments. PC 13 should be 
declined. 
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91. Matt Dicey Oppose 
• The Cromwell community has recently invested in and is undertaking an 91/1 Decline Plan Change 13. 

extensive Masterplanning exercise. One of the elements of the 
Masterplan is to enable spatial planning highlighting the best growth 
options for Cromwell. To ensure effective and meaningful development of 
the Masterplan at the minimum Plan Change 13 should be rejected. 

• The ME report with the Plan Change 13 document highlights that 91/2 
Cromwell has enough potential for sections for development through to 
the mid 2020s allowing enough time for both the 10 year District Plan to 
be developed and the Cromwell Masterplanning exercise to be 
completed. There is no time pressure to accelerate development by 
allowing the creation of a special housing resource area as proposed by 
Plan Change 13. 

• Previous town and community planning will be undermined, impact on 91/3 
services such as wastewater or other amenities such as playing fields, 
libraries etc do not seem to have been addressed, this will place a 
burden on existing ratepayers. Due to the significance of an unplanned 
additional 50% of current population Plan Change 13 should be rejected 
or at a minimum additional work needs to be done to calculate what this 
loading to services actually would be and these costs needs to be 
passed on through development contributions. 

• Plan Change 13 does not include any meaningful staged development 91/4 
progression. As such it has the potential to significantly overload the 
town infrastructure and associated amenities. 

a The subdivision will bring additional traffic that will increase the road 91/5 
loading between Cromwell and Bannockburn. This additional traffic on 
Sandflat Road will remove an option for commuters from Bannockburn to 
State Highway 6. Additionally commuters heading through the gorge to 
Queenstown at the same time will put further pressure on the gorge 
roading network and further degrade the amenity value of living in 
Cromwell. 

• Cromwell is already under pressure during peak periods for carparking 91/6 
and ability to access the town centre, without any form of public transport 
and the underlying assumption that Plan Change 13 residents are all 
going to commute to Cromwell. These access and parking pressures are 
going to grow exponentially, materially impacting on community values. 
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• Plan Change 13 will forever remove what has the potential to be very 91/7 
valuable and productive orchard and/or vineyard land. Although the land 
as currently constituted may not be productive a land use change to 
either orchards or vineyards would have significantly added to the 
productivity of the land and this has not been properly considered. 

• Plan Change 13 will have the effect of hemming in the industrial area so 91/8 
that it will be surrounded by residential areas, restricting additional 
expansion of this type of land and increasing reverse sensitivity issues 
for industrial uses. 

• Plan Change 13 will increase reverse sensitivity issues to an 91/9 
unmanageable extent for neighbouring orchards. The right to farm on 
neighbouring vineyards will be compromised. Activities that are vital for 
the continued successful operation of productive assets that will be 
compromised by the subdivision include crop spraying, tractor 
movements that generate noise (mowing etc), frost fighting (eg wind 
machines or helicopters). 

• Plan Change 13 location right next door to the Speedway, which is a 91/10 
demonstrably valuable addition to both the recreational values of the 
community (and broader CODC and QLDC Districts) and a significant 
income generator for the town, will cause additional reverse sensitivity 
issues. Experience shows that this can lead to assets such as the 
Speedway being closed eg. Western Springs. 

• Plan Change 13 location contiguous to Highlands is another example of 91/11 
poorly conceived reverse sensitivity impacts. Zoning the land either for 
rural or industrial is a more appropriate use for the land, not high density 
residential. The proposed zoning has included almost no controls to 
protect Highlands, the Speedway and other existing activities. 

• There are other major areas more contiguous to the town centre and 91/12 
separated from current land uses which are more appropriate. These are 
major and material (Wooing Tree and Top 10 Camping Ground) and are 
more appropriate for the Council to accept. 

• Visual amenity of the surrounding area will be significantly impacted. 91/13 
The visual amenity from dwellings located to the south will be impacted 
both during the day and at night. 

Summary o f  Submissions : Plan Change 13 3 7 



\ t /ORAL orAGn OiSt/i/CT 
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 

FORM 6 
FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION-I-Or- 

SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 
TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN 

Clause 8 o f  Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991 
To: Central Otago District Council 
PO Box 122 
ALEXANDRA 9340 

Name of person making further submission: Jean Ann Morgan 
(Full name) 

2 9 OCT 2018 - 
. 

This is a further submission in support of (or in opposition to) a submission on proposed Plan 
Change 13 to the Central Otago District Plan. 
I am: 
1. A person representing a relevant aspect of the public interest, the grounds for saying this being: 

Or, 
2. A person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general public 
has, the grounds for saying this being: 

I am a person who holds an interest greater than the general public as I am a Cromwell rate payer 

(Please state whether you are a person who may make a submission under 1 and/or 2 above and also specify/explain 
the grounds for saying that you come within category 1 and/or 2) 

3. The local authority for the relevant area. 
I support the submission of: 

1. James Dicey, iamesciraoevision.co.nz, 90 - support all 
2. Robin Dicey, rhmdicevagmail.com, 92 - support all 
3. Peter John Mead & Alastair Stark, alanmckayxtra.co.nz, 228 - support in full 
4. DJ Jones Family Trust, and Suncrest Orchard Limited, jones.famaxtra.co.nz , 164 - support in full 
5. Andrew John Iremonger, Iremonoer.AJagmail.com, 156 - support all 
6. Thomas Alan Coull, thomascoullndmail.com, 63 - support all 
7. Werner Murray, carolvnwernermac.com, 252 - support all 
8. Horticulture New Zealand, rachel.mcclundhortnz.co.nz , 151 - support all 
9. MotorSprot NZ, brianmotorsnort.org.nz, 248 - support all 
10. Mt Difficulty Wines, mattmtdifficulty.nz, 2 4 9 -  support all, particularly 249/13 landscape visual amenity 
11. Highlands Motorsport Park Limited, briddetirvinoadallawavcookallan.co.nz, 144 - support all 
12. Simon John Douglas Giles, simongiles1(mac.com, 131 - support all 
13. NZ Transport Agency, richard.shawanzta.govt.nz, 254 - oppose - insufficient detail, would support if more detail 
14. Greg and Ros Hinton, alastair.looane,rossdowling.co.nz , 146 - support all 

on Plan Change 13. 
The particular parts of the submission I support are: 

• 90, 92, 228, 164, 151 - Effect on Orchards: being loss of agricultural land, impact on economy, impact on 
tourism, reverse sensitivity particularly spray drift (164/2), these matters have been raised by submitters but there 
is insufficient information in the application to address these matters. I request a report in accordance with 
S42A(1) of the Resource management Act 1991. 

• 156 - Effect on Infrastructure: insufficient detail in Mott McDonald report to make infrastructure decisions, and to 
determine cost on rate payers in the future, I request a report in accordance with S42A(1) of the Resource 
management Act 1991. 
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• 63, 252, 249 — Effect on Community: immediate and untimely disproportionate effect on the small Cromwell 
community in relation to its current population; the proposal has adverse effects on the environment and its 
resources (63/4, 252/3), Cromwell community plan (2008) has not been addressed in this regard. Dark sky 
policies have not been addressed (63/16). Effect on landscape and amenity (249/13). 

• 252 - Effect on Master Planning and Urban Design: Out of centre development, no analysis on established 
commercial uses in Cromwell, no comment on retail hierarchy has been made (252/1), Undermines the Master 
Plan process which will determine planning aspects of the reviewed District Plan. I request a report in 
accordance with S42A(1) of the Resource management Act 1991. 

• 
• 249, 144, 131 — Effect on Tourism: employment in Cromwell (144/2), tourism (144/16), visual amenity in relation 

to views and against CODC regional identity 249/13. Insufficient information provided in application to address 
these issues, I request a report in accordance with S42A(1) of the Resource management Act 1991. 

• 254, 146, 252, Effect on traffic: traffic report is insufficient and a Council peer review should be conducted. NZTA 
have not applied enough rigger as the development will impact the Kawarau Gorge and ultimately the Shotover 
bridge. Further information is required. I request a report in accordance with S42A(1) of the Resource 
management Act 1991. 

• 

• 

The reasons for my support are: 

As detailed above there are a number of outstanding issues that need further information and are also significant 
enough to mean that ultimately the issues cannot be mitigated making this plan change at this scale and in this 
location un-supportable. There are key issues that need independent reports to be undertaken as part of s42a(1) of 
the Resource Management Act 1991. 

(Please give reasons and continue on an additional page if necessary) 



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

(Please give precise details) 
I do not wish to be heard in support of my further submission. 
(Please strike out as applicable) 
If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing. 
(Please delete if you would not consider presenting a joint case) 

Signature of person making Further Submission Date 
(or person authorised to sign on behalf of person making further submission) 
(A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means) 
Electronic address for service of person making further submission: 

jean_morgan@xtraco.nz. 
(Please write clearly) 
Telephone No: ... 0272280278 
Postal Address: ...30 Bell Avenue. 

Cromwell 

Contact Person: ...Jean Morgan 
(name & designation, if applicable) 
FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, ANY SUBMISSION 
ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 13 CLOSE ON MONDAY 29 OCTOBER 2018 
Note to person making Further submission 
A copy of your further submission must be served on the original submitter within 5 working days after it is 
served on the local authority. 
Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is satisfied 
that a 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. 



RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 

FORM 6 

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION T 
SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN C 

TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN 
Clause 8 o f  Schedule 1, Resource Management Act  1991 

To:  Central Otago District Council 
PO Box 122 
ALEXANDRA 9340 

N a m e  o f  p e r s o n  m a k i n g  f u r t h e r  s u b m i s s i o n :  L-1-017,7 fireofa 
(Full name 

fir;f)54), 

/r/ 
T h i s  is  a f u r t h e r  s u b m i s s i o n  in s u p p o r t  o f  (o r  in o p p o s i t i o n  to) a s u b m i s s i o n  o n  p r o p o s e d  Plan 
C h a n g e  13 t o  t h e  C e n t r a l  O t a g o  Dis t r ic t  Plan. 

I am: 
1. A p e r s o n  r e p r e s e n t i n g  a r e l e v a n t  a s p e c t  o f  t h e  pub l ic  i n t e r e s t ,  t h e  g r o u n d s  f o r  s a y i n g  this 

being: 

o7  "ee,i/t?'(' 6/-7(1 e/ 2e.dc// ; or, 

2 .  A p e r s o n  w h o  h a s  a n  i n t e r e s t  in t h e  p r o p o s a l  t h a t  is  g r e a t e r  t h a n  t h e  i n t e r e s t  t h e  g e n e r a l  public 
h a s ,  t h e  g r o u n d s  f o r  s a y i n g  t h i s  being: 

; or, 
(Please state whether you are a person who may make a submission under 1 and/or 2 above and also specify/explain the 

grounds for saying that you come within category 1 and/or 2) 

3. T h e  loca l  a u t h o r i t y  fo r  t h e  r e l e v a n t  area. 

I s u p p o r t  ( o r  o p p o s e )  t h e  s u b m i s s i o n  of: 

o n  P l a n  C h a n g e  13. 
(Please state the name and address of original submitter and submission number and submission 

point number of original submission) 

T h e  p a r t i c u l a r  p a r t s  o f  t h e  s u b m i s s i o n  I s u p p o r t  ( o r  o p p o s e )  are: 

cAQ'../.2a i C  

(Please clearly indicate which parts of the original submission you support or oppose, together with any relevant provisions 
of the proposal and continue on an additional page if necessary) 

T h e  r e a s o n s  f o r  m y  s u p p o r t  ( o r  o p p o s i t i o n )  are: 

• • 
:27)e. 
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A seek  that the whole or  part rdescrffie-parti, o f  the submission_be alloWe'd (or disallowed): 

(Please give precise details) 
f! 

/(or do not wish) to be heard in support of my further submission. 
(Please strike out as applicable) 

If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case  with them at a hearing. 
(Please delete if you would not consider presenting a joint case) 

.... Si nature of person •rhaking Further Submission Date 
(or person authorised to sign on behalf of person making further submission) 
(A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means) 

Electronic address for service of person making further submission: 
hypo/ens,re-D,14Q,c-a•iv.. 

(Please write clearly) 

Telephone No: 0 )  7 C/44 7 / Z  .4,Z 

Postal Address: /(i? Coifysh /9/0(e 

Contact Person: 
t i a / C q / t /  / 1 ) / A i l i d  

( me & designation, if applicable) 

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, ANY SUBMISSION 
ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 13 CLOSE ON MONDAY 29 OCTOBER 2018 

Note to person making Further submission 
A copy of your further submission must be  served on the original submitter within 5 working days after it is 
served on the local authority. 

Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is satisfied 
that a 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. 



RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 

FORM 6 

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOS 
SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PL 

TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN 
Clause 8 o f  Schedule 1, Resource Management Ac t  1 

To: Central Otago District Council 
PO Box 122 
ALEXANDRA 9340 

tss. 
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Name o f  person making further submission: 
.................... 

(Full name) 

This is a further submission in support o f  (o f  in opposition to) a submission on proposed Plan 
Change 13 to  the Central Otago District Plan. 

I am: 
1. A person representing a relevant aspect o f  the public interest, the grounds for saying this 

being: 

r a l e  
p c x  C.C30.64.rne. ikk\e-144:fT O f  --(L-fa - or, 

Cc' GLr\VO -e_i 1 c o  rs. Arv\ LAr\i-1 (.7 2. A person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general public 
has, the grounds for saying this being: 

; or, 
(Please state whether you are a person who may make a submission under 1 and/or 2 above and also specify/explain the 

grounds for saying that you come within category 1 and/or 2) 

3. The local authority for the relevant area. 

. I suppor (or oppose) the submission ° C I - h a l - l a s  A i n "  4.1"01'1"-*SO0'AII C916^cAil• C.rhn 

St...5.6.0.l.SS• O n  ... . 
S :-.f.pc--:,ritecion Plan Change 13. 

(Please state the name and address of original submitter and submission number and submission 
point number of original submission) 

The particular parts o f  the submission I support (o1 oppose) are: 
1,4p4.Ort- - 6 L  echl r:eAki 

(Please clearly indicate which parts of the original submission you support or oppose, together with any relevant provisions 
of the proposal and continue on an additional page if necessary) 

The reasons for my support (or opposition) are: 

C a r C t ' e f i L e C i  r2i' L o a  rP-CAc--- 
(--'̂  L-e. 

/ 
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eaiyte 

(Please give reasons and continue on an addftionai page if necessary) 



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

èar?..E. 4 ArKS.A.CA-10 c4: 6 . 3  h r . ,  (A_IlaL-i-er-)) 

(Please give precise details) 

-I-wish/(or do not wish) to be heard in support of my further submission. 
(Please strike out as applicable) 

If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing. 
(Please delete if you would not consider presenting a joint case) 

Signature of person making Further Submission Date 
(or person authorised to sign on behalf of person making further submission) 
(A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means) 

Electronic address for service of person making further submission: 
(Please write clearly) 

Telephone No: 

Postal Address: 

Contact Person: 

CTioc CV...I 

(name & designation, if applicable) 

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, ANY SUBMISSION 
ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 13 CLOSE ON MONDAY 29 OCTOBER 2018 

Note to person making Further submission 
A copy of your further submission must be served on the original submitter within 5 working days after it is 
served on the local authority. 

Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is satisfied 
that a 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. 



RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 

FORM 6 
• 1, ..--,, FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSI I 

SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PL N A N G %  . 
..- .-... 

TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN ,,/ IRiceivED , Clause 8 o f  Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 19 

To: Central Otago District Council 
PO Box 122 
ALEXANDRA 9340 

Name o f  person making further submission: 4,.' 

(Full name) 

2 9 art 2 018 
tTZ:vaninrigi.rAt) 

' 

4. 

This is a further submission in support o f  (or in opposition to) a submission on proposed Plan 
Change 13 to the Central Otago District Plan. 

I am: 
1. A person representing a relevant aspect o f  the public interest, the grounds for  saying this 

being: 

; or, 

2. A person who has an interest in the proposal that Is greater than the interest the general public 
has, the grounds for  saying this being: 

P \  c ‘.• ; or, 
(Please state whether you are a person who may make a submission under 1 and/or 2 above and also specify/explain the 

grounds for saying that you come within category 1 and/or 2) 

3. The local authority for  the relevant area. 

I support (or oppose) the submission of: 

d on Plan Change 13. 
(Please state the name and address of original submitter and submission number and submission 

point number of original submission) 

The particular parts of the submission I support (or oppose) are: 

(Please clearly indicate which parts of the original submission you support or oppose, together with any relevant provisions 
of the proposal and continue on an additional page if necessary) 

The reasons for  my support (or opposition) are: 

(Please give reasons and continue on an additional page if necessary) 

7;7 r'.7177,51--Th `77-7,1-C 
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I seek that the whole o r  part [describe part], o f  the submission be allowed (or disallowed): 

" - c  

(Please give precise details) 

I wish/(or—do notwtsh) to  be heard in support o f  my further submission. 
(Please strike out as applicable) 

If others make a similar submission, I wi l l  consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing. 
(Please delete if you would not consider presenting a joint case) 

/7Zz 
Signature o f  person making Further Submission Date 
(or person authorised to sign on behalf of person making further submission) 

' (A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means) 

k 

Electronic address for service o f  person making further submission: 
(Please write clearly) 

e i (2_ - 

Telephone No: C--)1-7 s 3 9  I tv,e‘ 

Postal Address: k 7) 

Contact Person: 

<- 
e 

C416\-- 

(name & designation, if applicable) 

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, ANY SUBMISSION 
ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 13 CLOSE ON MONDAY 29 OCTOBER 2018 

Note to  person making Further submission 
A copy of your further submission must be served on the original submitter within 5 working days after it is 
served on the local authority. 

Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is satisfied 
that a least I of the following applies to the submission (or part of the submission): 

O it is frivolous or vexatious: 
e it discloses no reasonable or relevant case: 
O it would be an abuse of the hearing process to allow the submission (or the part) to be taken further: 
o it contains offensive language: 
O 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. 



Further Submission in Opposition to Proposed Plan Change 13 
Addendum to Form 6 

25 October 2018 

To: Central Otago District Council, PO Box 122, Alexandra (Info@codc.govt.nz) 

Name of Person Making Further Submission: Julene Ludlow 

I am making this submission as either or both a person representing a relevant aspect of the public 
interest and as a person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the 
general public has; the grounds for saying this being I live and own property in Cromwell and will be 
affected if PPC13 is approved. 

The local authority for the relevant area is Central Otago District Council, and also includes the 
Otago Regional Council. 

I support the submissions of all those original submitters (400+) who indicated that they were in 
opposition to PPC13, including all the points enumerated on the summary of submissions 
provided by CODC. (Submissions 1 to 352 - Points 1/1 to 352/6, and Submissions 354 to 417 - 
Points 354/1 to 417/1) 
I do not support the single submission that was in support of PPC13. 

The particular parts of the submissions that were in opposition to PPC13, and that I support are in 
relation to the environmental effects on myself and others. These include, but are not limited to 
the loss of Cromwell's rural character because of high density, inappropriate urban development 
that may affect my land value, and the enjoyment of my local area. PPC13 is the wrong type of 
subdivision in the wrong location. The environmental effects that either directly or indirectly affect 
me are set out below: 

Noise - 
Many submitters raised concerns about noise and how ineffective proposed covenants would be in 
alleviating this issue for residents. There is already the noise from legally allowed and consented 
activities surrounding the proposed development, such as frost fighting helicopters, bird scaring 
devices, orchard spraying machinery, road traffic, air traffic from the nearby airport and car and go 
kart racing at the Central Speedway and Highlands Motorsport Park. 

I will be personally affected if my rates have to increase to cover the processing of noise complaints 
from all the above activities, from visitors, workers and residents of the proposed development. The 
possible loss or closure of the orchards and motor racing facilities would affect my enjoyment of 
being able to buy fresh fruit straight from the orchard, and attend events at both motorsport 
facilites. 

Infrastructure (Water, Sewage, Stormwater): 
I am very concerned about, and oppose the extra burden that will be placed on myself as well as 
other ratepayers providing infrastructure to the proposed development. 
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Water- 
The proposal stated that the existing water pipes do not have the capacity to supply potable water 
to the proposal. An upgrade to the town reticulated supply could cost upwards of $3,500,000 (Pg 
310). If it falls to Council, then that is going to affect me as a ratepayer. An imposed one-off 
development levy could fall well short of the necessary funding needed. 
There was no assessment in the application, of the effects on the Cromwell aquifer from the use of 
irrigation bores throughout the proposed development, therefore this aspect may have an effect on 
me. 

Sewage - 
As the existing wastewater pipe doesn't have enough capacity if this proposal goes ahead, then who 
will pay to upgrade the wastewater connection from the land to Bannockburn Road and the two 
wastewater pump stations that will be required ?(pg 270). Again, an imposed one-off development 
levy could fall well short of the necessary funding needed and it will fall back to ratepayers to fund 
this infrastructure. 

The proposal is silent as to whether the current wastewater treatment ponds have the capacity to 
process the expected sewage from the proposed development. If the treatment ponds need 
upgraded again that is going to affect me as a ratepayer as new discharge consents will be needed 
from ORC and there will be no allowance in the Long Term Plan for funding for this. Cromwell 
ratepayers do not want another debacle regarding lack of long term planning and funding that 
occurred in the past with renewing ORC discharge consents and expanding the wastewater ponds. 

Stormwater - 
Proposed soak pits for each residence and business are not and should not be the "usual method 
for development in Cromwell". The Paterson Pitts report states that there is no reticulated 
stormwater system in the Cromwell area. (pg 267 of application). This is untrue as I live in Cromwell 
and my household stormwater is collected into pipes that flow into a network administered by the 
CODC. I'm sure this reticulated system, paid for by ratepayers is not just for my sole benefit. What 
else in this report is false? 

Reticulation of stormwater should be the norm now, especially given the sheer size of the proposal 
and we should all be doing our best to protect the receiving environment from any possible 
contaminants from property and road run-off. The receiving environment includes considering any 
adverse effects on other water users which has not been considered in the application. I value and 
use the lake regularly by fishing and swimming in this water, and do not want the water quality of 
Lake Dunstan adversely affected by large volumes of stormwater entering the lake via the 
underground aquifers. 

Visual - 
I regularly drive past the proposed area and have enjoyed the open vistas to Bannockburn. This area 
is currently zoned for 2 ha lifestyle blocks and would look absolutely awful if it was crowded with 
tiny sections with 2 story houses sitting side by side. It is an entirely inappropriate use of the land 
and should not be rezoned to high density housing. It would be depressing to have to view rows and 
rows of high density block housing. 

Traffic - 
As a regular user of the state highway, I will be affected by the proposed increase in volume of 
traffic that will be using the highway intersection with Sandflat Road. If there are events on at 
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Highlands, there is always some form of temporary traffic management at the intersection, but 
there would be serious effects on emergency services, tourist's cars, campervans and buses and 
Cromwell residents because of the daily increase at this intersection, especially as it is on a 100 kph 
stretch of highway. 

I am also concerned for the inability in an emergency to manouvre ambulances and large fire 
engines around the very narrow streets which will be crowded with parked cars, boats, trailers and 
caravans in the proposed development, especially as there is only a proposed provision for 1 off 
street car park per property. 

Air - 
The proposal states, in one line, that it will meet ORC's Air Plan. It does not state at all how it will 
meet the requirements, and that is concerning as currently the proposed development will be 
located in Air Zone 3, separated by approximately 250 metres from the boundary with Air Zone 1. 
Air Zone 1 covers all of Cromwell, from near Aurum Vineyards going south to Cemetery Road, 
including Ripponburn Home area, then east to Lake Dunstan, including the sewage treatment plant 
but excluding the chaffer beetle reserve, then north to Deadman's Bridge, then follows the 
shoreline back to near Aurum Vineyards. 
See www.orc.govt.nz/media/1456/air-zone-1-cromwell.bdf for the actual map. 

As the proposed development is located in Air Zone 3 it would allow home owners to install 
woodburners with a particulate emission rate of less than 1.5 g/kg and a thermal efficiency of not 
less than 65%, whereas if the property was in Air Zone 1 the particulate emission rate would have to 
be much lower - 0.7 g/ kg or less. If the proposed 800+ houses all install woodburners then this 
would have an horrific effect on the health and well being of all the residents in Cromwell, including 
myself, with the increased smoke and ash that would hang over Cromwell, especially on the calm 
days of winter. 

There are also different rules for outdoor burning between Air Zone 1 and Air Zone 3. 
Rule 16.3.2.1 of the Air Plan states: 
Discharges from outdoor burning on residential properties in Air Zone 1 or 2 - are a permitted 
activity 
Except as provided for by Rule 16.3.2.5,(cooking of food) the discharge of contaminants into air 
from outdoor burning on any residential property in Air Zone 1 or 2; is a permitted activity, 
providing: 
(1) Only paper, cardboard, vegetative matter or untreated wood is burnt; and 
(2) The material is from the property where the burning occurs; and 
(3) The material is dry at the time of burning; and 
(4) The burning does not occur within 50 metres of the closest part of the boundary of the 
property; and 
(5) Any discharge of smoke, odour or particulate matter is not offensive or objectionable at or 
beyond the boundary of the property. 

Most residential properties in Air Zone 1 cannot meet the the 50 metres boundary restriction and 
therefore residents are prohibited from burning rubbish outdoors. 

However, Rule 16.3.2.3 doesn't have a boundary restriction. It states that: 
Discharges from outdoor burning on properties which are not production land, in Air Zone 3 - are a 
permitted activity. 

3 



Except as provided for by Rule 16.3.2.5,(cooking of food) the discharge of contaminants into air 
from outdoor burning on any property which is not production land, in Air Zone 3; is a permitted 
activity, providing: 
(a) Only paper, cardboard, vegetative matter or untreated wood is burnt; and 
(b) The material is from the property where the burning occurs; and 
(c) The material is dry at the time of burning; and 
(d) Any discharge of smoke, odour or particulate matter is not offensive or objectionable at or 
beyond the boundary of the property. 

Therefore all the residents in the proposed development (which will be non-production land in Air 
Zone 3), are permitted to burn all their dry outdoor rubbish regardless of how far away the fire 
would be from their property boundary. This will have a detrimental effect not just on myself but all 
the surrounding residents of Cromwell. The ORC submission stated that on average Cromwell 
residents experience over 30 days during winter where pollution levels breach the national standard 
and that a major source of these particulates are emissions from solid fuel home heating appliances, 
but it did not mention the cumulative effects of backyard rubbish burning from the residential 
properties in the proposed development. 

It would be prudent for Council/Environment Court, if the Plan Change is ultimately approved, to 
ensure that the Rules for this Plan Change impose conditions similar to those at Lake Hayes Estate; 
that there are no domestic or commercial fires at all, either inside or outdoors, and that heating is 
only from electricity, diesel or gas. 

If this is not possible then CODC needs to get together with ORC to promote a change to Air Zone 1 
to include the development area, thereby effectively banning outdoor burning, and restricting the 
particulate emission rate of woodburners. 

Scale of PPC13 - 
In the context of the Cromwell Basin, this development would be enormous, effectively adding a 
satellite town the size of Arrowtown. The approximately 40% population increase will have a 
significant cultural impact on my community, leading to increased use and possible overcrowding of 
Council facilities such as sportsfields, the library, the schools, kindy's, pre-schools and day care 
centres, etc. Being based in a paddock with no pedestrian or cycle or off-highway transport route 
to the retail and community hubs in Cromwell is entirely inappropriate. This is poor urban 
planning at its worst and does not represent the logical progression for the residential growth of 
Cromwell. 

The reasons for my support of the opposing submissions' particular parts, have been outlined with 
each particular part of my submission above. 

I seek that the whole of this further submission and/or the 416 submissions in opposition that I 
support, be allowed. 

I wish to be heard in support of my further submission. I request that Council give consideration to 
the Hearing being held in Cromwell, not Alexandra. 

If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing. 
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Name of  person making further submission: Matthew James Scully -- . i 4', ALExAtiE)R4 /1 

This is a further submission in support of  (or in opposition to) a submission o Oropps,51ffiati 
Change 13 to the Central Otago District Plan. 
I am: 
1. A person representing a relevant aspect of  the public interest, the grounds for saying this being: 
or, 
2. A person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general public 
has, the grounds for saying this being: 

I am a person who holds an interest greater than the general public as I am a Cromwell area resident, a 
commuter on the roads, in the tourism and horticulture industry, a supporter of motorsport & a rate payer. 

(Please state whether you are a person who may make a submission under 1 and/or 2 above and also specify/explain 
the grounds for saying that you come within category 1 and/or 2) 

3. The local authority for the relevant area. 
I support the submission of: 

1. James Dicey, jamesgrapevision.co.nz, 90 — support all 
2. Robin Dicey, rhmdiceygmail.com, 92 - support all 
3. Peter John Mead & Alastair Stark, alanmckayaytra.co.nz, 228 — support in full 
4. DJ Jones Family Trust, and Suncrest Orchard Limited, jones.famxtra.co.nz , 164 — support in full 
5. Andrew John lremonger, Iremonger.AJgmail.com, 156 — support all 
6. Thomas Alan Coull, thomascoullgmail.com, 63 — support all 
7. Werner Murray, carolynwerner@mac.com, 252 — support all 
8. Horticulture New Zealand, rachel.mcclunq@hortnz.co.nz, 151 - support all 
9. MotorSprot NZ, brian@motorsportorg.nz, 248 — support all 
10. Mt Difficulty Wines, mattmtdifficulty.nz, 249 — support all, particularly 249/13 landscape visual amenity 
11. Highlands Motorsport Park Limited, bridget.irvingAgallawaycookallan.co.nz, 144 — support all 
12. Simon John Douglas Giles, simongiles1©mac.com, 131 —support all 
13. NZ Transport Agency, richard.shawanzta.govt.nz, 254 — support in part — insufficient detail 
14. Greg and Ros Hinton, alastair.loganrossdowling.co.nz , 146 — support all 
15. Matthew James Scully, mattwendyscully@gmail.com, 319— support all 

on Plan Change 13. 
(Please state the name and address of original submitter and submission number and submission 
point number of original submission) 
The particular parts of the submission I support are: 

• 90 , 92, 228, 164, 151 — Effect on Orchards: being loss of agricultural land, impact on economy, impact on 
tourism, reverse sensitivity particularly spray drift (164/2), these matters have been raised by submitters but there 
is insufficient information in the application to address these matters. We request a report in accordance with 
542A(1) of the Resource management Act 1991. 
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• 156 — Effect on Infrastructure: insufficient detail in Mott McDonald report to make infrastructure decisions, and to 
determine cost on rate payers in the future, we request a report in accordance with S42A(1) of the Resource 
management Act 1991. 

• 63, 252, 249 — Effect on Community: immediate and untimely disproportionate effect on the small Cromwell 
community in relation to its current population; the proposal has adverse effects on the environment and its 
resources (63/4, 252/3), Cromwell community plan has not been addressed in this regard. Dark sky policies have 
not been addressed (63/16). Effect on landscape and amenity (249/13). 

• 252 - Effect on Master Planning and Urban Design: Out of centre development, no analysis on established 
commercial uses in Cromwell, no comment on retail hierarchy has been made (252/1), 

• 249, 144, 131 — Effect on Tourism: employment in Cromwell (144/2), tourism (144/16), visual amenity in relation 
to views and against CODC regional identity 249/13. Insufficient information provided in application to address 
these issues, We request a report in accordance with S42A(1) of the Resource management Act 1991. 

• 254, 146, 252, Effect on traffic: traffic report is insufficient and a Council peer review should be conducted. NZTA 
have not applied enough rigger as the development will impact the Kawarau Gorge and ultimately the Shotover 
bridge. Further information is required. 

(Please clearly indicate which parts of the original submission you support or oppose, together with any relevant 
provisions of the proposal and continue on an additional page if necessary) 
The reasons for my opposition are: 
As detailed above there are a number of outstanding issues that need further information and are also significant 
enough to mean that ultimately the issues cannot be mitigated making this plan change at this scale and in this 
location un-supportable. 

(Please give reasons and continue on an additional page if necessary) 



I seek that the whole of submission be disallowed: as above 

(Please give precise details) 
I wish to be heard in support of my further submission. 
(Please strike out as applicable) 
If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing. 
(Please delete if you would not consider presenting a joint case) 

Signature of person making Further Submission Date 
(or person authorised to sign on behalf of person making further submission) 
(A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means) 
Electronic address for service of person making further submission: mattwendvscullyAgmail.com 

(Please write clearly) 
Telephone No: 0274 450024 
Postal Address: 154B Cairnmuir Road 

Bannockburn 
2 RD 
Cromwell 9384 

Contact Person: Matthew Scully 
(name & designation, if applicable) 
FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, ANY SUBMISSION 
ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 13 CLOSE ON MONDAY 29 OCTOBER 2018 
Note to person making Further submission 
A copy of your further submission must be served on the original submitter within 5 working days after it is 
served on the local authority. 
Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is satisfied 
that a 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. 
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Name of person making further submission: 

(Full name) 

S 

This is a further submission in support of .(cir—in—apposition—te) a submission on proposed Plan 
Change 13 to the Central Otago District Plan. 

I am: 
1. A person representing a relevant aspect of the public interest, the grounds for saying this 

being: 

; or, 

2. A person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general public 
has, the grounds for saying this being: 

O W V l a  ok: c_OUA-C 0A-k i  o 
PQ,OtgiA 

13\D oct4A/1 It ; or, (Please state whether you are a person who may make a submission und r 1 and/or 2 above and also specify/explain the 
grounds for saying that you come within ca egory 1 and/or 2) 

3. The local authority for the relevant area. 

I support Lcm.appose)-the submission of: 

Neoise sea ozet,c1c4 • on Plan Change 13. 
a i H  

(Please state the name and address of original submitter and submission number and submission 
point number of original submission) 

The particular parts of the submission I support (or oppose) are: 

O c t S e t  a--0 Ac 

(Please clearly indicate which parts of the original submission you support or oppose, together with any relevant provisions 
of the proposal and continue on an additional page if necessary) 

The reasons for my support (or opposition) are: 

p L.eat se v k  ot-H6v et.00A 

(Please give reasons and continue on an additional page if necessary) 
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Names and addresses of submiuers on Plan Change 13 to whom I support: 

1. James Dicey,james@grapevision.co.nz, 90— support all 
2. Robin Dicey, rhmclicey@gmail.com, 92 - support all 
3. Peter John Mead & Alastair Stark, alanmckayextra.co.nz, 228 — support in full 
4. DJ Jones Family Trust, and Suncrest Orchard Limited, jones.fazn@xtra.co.nz, 164 — support in 
full 
5. Andrew John Iremonger, IremongerAJOgmail.com, 156— support all 
6. Thomas Alan Conti, thomascoull@gmail.com, 63— support all 
7. Werner Murray, carolynwerner@mac.com, 252 — support all 
8. Horticulture New Zealand, rachel.mcclungahortnz.co.nz , 151 - support all 
9. MotorSprot NZ, brian@motorsport.org.nz, 248 — support all 
10. Mt Difficulty Wines, matt@mtdifficulty.nz, 249 — support all, particularly 249/13 landscape visual 
amenity 
11. Highlands Motorsport Park Limited, bridget.irvingOgallawaycookallan.co.nz, 144 — support all 
12. Simon John Douglas Giles, simongileslOmac.com, 131 — support all 
13. NZ Transport Agency, richard.shaw@nzta.govt.nz, 254— support in part — insufficient detail 
14. Greg and Ros Hinton, alastairlogan@rossdowling.co.nz , 146 — support all 

Particular park of the submissions I support and the reasons for these arc: 

• 90 , 92, 228, 164, 151 — Effect on Orchards: being loss of agricultural land, impact on economy, 
impact on tourism, reverse sensitivity particularly spray drift (164/2), these matters have been raised by 
submitters but there is insufficient information in the application to address these matters. We request a 
report in accordance with S42A(1) of the Resource management Act 1991. 
• 156 — Effect on Infrastructure: insufficient detail in Mott McDonald report to make infrastructure 
decisions, and to determine cost on rate payers in the future, we request a report in accordance with 
S42A(1) of the Resource management Act 1991. 
• 63, 252, 249 — Effect on Community: immediate and untimely disproportionate effect on the small 
Cromwell community in relation to its current population; the proposal has adverse effects on the 
environment and its resources (63/4,252/3), Cromwell community plan has not been addressed in this 
regard. Dark sky policies have not been addressed (63/16). Effect on landscape and amenity (249/13). 
• 252 - Effect on Master Planning and Urban Design: Out of centre development, no analysis on 
established commercial uses in Cromwell, no comment on retail hierarchy has been made (252/1), 
• 249, 144, 131 — Effect on Tourism: employment in Cromwell (144/2), tourism (144/16), visual 
amenity in relation to views and against CODC regional identity 249/13. Insufficient information 
provided in application to address these issues, We request a report in accordance with S42A(I) of the 
Resource management Act 1991. 
• 254, 146, 252, Effect on traffic: traffic report is insufficient and a Council peer review should be 
conducted. NZTA have not applied enough rigger as the development will impact the Kawarau Gorge 
and ultimately the Shotover bridge. Further information is required. 



I seek that the whole ,ar_pa4 [describe part], of the submission be allowed (or disallowed): 

(Please give precise details) 

I vAsfiqer do not wish) to be heard in support of  my further submission. 
(Please strike out as applicable) 

• 
(Please delete if you would not consider presenting a joint case) 

Z I 

Signature of person making Further Submission Date 
(or person authorised to sign on behalf of person making further submission) 
(A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means) 

Electronic address for service of person making further submission: 
(Please write clearly) 

Telephone No: Q V  ( (). 

Postal Address: 

Contact Person: 

ezq PcoAciovN 

CrotAAwct 1 

(name & designation, if applicable) 

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, ANY SUBMISSION 
ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 13 CLOSE ON MONDAY 29 OCTOBER 2018 

Note to person making Further submission 
A copy of your further submission must be served on the original submitter within 5 working days after it is 
served on the local authority. 

Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is satisfied 
that a 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. 
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Name of of person making further submission: Natasha Livinnia Sinclair •-•., AL EXANDRA 

(Full name) 

This is a further submission in support of (or in opposition to) a submission on propoi-ed-Plaii 
Change 13 to the Central Otago District Plan. 
I am: 
1. A person representing a relevant aspect of the public interest, the grounds for saying this being: 

Or, 
2. A person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general public 
has, the grounds for saying this being: 

I am a person who holds an interest greater than the general public as I am Cromwell resident and 
ratepayer, a parent of children attending Goldfields Primary School and Cromwell College. I support 
motorsport and I am a customer of the orchard businesses neighbouring area covered by the proposed 
plan change. 

(Please state whether you are a person who may make a submission under 1 and/or 2 above and also specify/explain 
the grounds for saying that you come within category 1 and/or 2) 

3. The local authority for the relevant area. 
I support (or oppose) the submission of: 

1. James Dicey, jamesqrapevision.co.nz, 90 — support in full 
2. Robin Dicey, rhmdiceygmail.com, 92 - support in full 
3. Peter John Mead & Alastair Stark, alanmckayextra.co.nz, 228 — support in full 
4. DJ Jones Family Trust, and Suncrest Orchard Limited, jones.famxtra.co.nz , 164— support in full 
5. Andrew John Iremonger, Iremoncler.AJcimail.com, 156 — support in full 
6. Thomas Alan Coull, thomascoullftdmail.com 63 — support in full 
7. Werner Murray, carolynwernerAmac.com, 252 — support in full 
8. Horticulture New Zealand, rachel.mcclungahortnz.co.nz , 151 - support in full 
9. MotorSprot NZ, brianamotorsport.org.nz, 248 — support in full 
10. Mt Difficulty Wines, mattmtdifficulty.nz, 249— support in full, particularly 249/13 landscape visual amenity 
11. Highlands Motorsport Park Limited, bridgetirvingagallawavcookallan.co.nz, 144 — support in full 
12. Simon John Douglas Giles, simongiles1mac.com, 131 — support in full 
13. NZ Transport Agency, richard.shawesizta.qovt.nz, 254 — support in part — insufficient detail 
14. Greg and Ros Hinton, alastair.loganarossdowling.co.nz , 146 — support in full 

on Plan Change 13. 

The particular parts of the submission I support (or oppose) are: 

• 90 , 92, 228, 164, 151 — Effect on Orchards: being loss of agricultural land, impact on economy, impact on 
tourism, reverse sensitivity particularly spray drift (164/2), these matters have been raised by submitters but there 



is insufficient information in the application to address these matters. We request a report in accordance with 
S42A(1) of the Resource management Act 1991. 

• 156— Effect on Infrastructure: insufficient detail in Mott McDonald report to make infrastructure decisions, and to 
determine cost on rate payers in the future, we request a report in accordance with S42A(1) of the Resource 
management Act 1991. 

• 63, 252, 249 — Effect on Community: immediate and untimely disproportionate effect on the small Cromwell 
community in relation to its current population; the proposal has adverse effects on the environment and its 
resources (63/4, 252/3), Cromwell community plan has not been addressed in this regard. Dark sky policies have 
not been addressed (63/16). Effect on landscape and amenity (249/13). 

• 252 - Effect on Master Planning and Urban Design: Out of centre development, no analysis on established 
commercial uses in Cromwell, no comment on retail hierarchy has been made (252/1), 

• 249, 144, 131 — Effect on Tourism: employment in Cromwell (144/2), tourism (144/16), visual amenity in relation 
to views and against CODC regional identity 249/13. Insufficient information provided in application to address 
these issues, We request a report in accordance with S42A(1) of the Resource management Act 1991. 

• 254, 146, 252, Effect on traffic: traffic report is insufficient, and a Council peer review should be conducted. NZTA 
have not applied enough rigger as the development will impact the Kawarau Gorge and ultimately the Shotover 
bridge. Further information is required. 

The reasons for my support (or opposition) are: 

As detailed above there are a number of outstanding issues that need further information and are also significant 
enough to mean that ultimately the issues cannot be mitigated making this plan change at this scale and in this 
location un-supportable. 



I seek that the whole of the submission be allowed: 

As specifically laid out above. 

I do not wish to be heard in support of my further submission. 

If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing. 

Signature of person making Further Submission Date 
(or person authorised to sign on behalf of person making further submission) 
(A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means) 
Electronic address for service of person making further submission: 
nIsinclair78@gmail.com 
(Please write clearly) 
Telephone No: 021 041 8555 
Postal Address: 1 Cobb Court, Cromwell 9310 
Contact Person: Natasha Sinclair 

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, ANY SUBMISSION 
ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 13 CLOSE ON MONDAY 29 OCTOBER 2018 
Note to person making Further submission 
A copy of your further submission must be served on the original submitter within 5 working days after it is 
served on the local authority. 
Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is satisfied 
that a 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. 
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oisrFoc-r -. .,0- Name of person making further submission: Paul Desmond Coghill ALEXANDRA.P 
(Full name) 

> 

This is a further submission in opposition to a submission on proposed Plan Change 13 to the Central 
Otago District Plan. 

I am: 
1. A person representing a relevant aspect of the public interest, the grounds for saying this 

being: 

;or, 

2. A person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general public 
has, the grounds for saying this being: 

I am a member and use the facilities at Highlands Motor Sport Park 

; Or, 
(Please state whether you are a person who may make a submission under 1 and/or 2 above and also specify/explain the 

grounds for saying that you come within category 1 and/or 2) 

3. The local authority for the relevant area. 

I support (or oppose) the submission of: 

on Plan Change 13. 
(Please state the name and address of original submitter and submission number and submission 

point number of original submission) 

The particular parts of the submission I oppose are: 

I oppose the two (2) submissions that were in favour of the development. 

I see there may be a view that there is a lack of land for urban development and growth is inevitable. But 
growth needs to take in account an acceptable use of the land in question. The use of this land is entirely 
inappropriate for residential use. Zoning is there to ensure incapatible activities are not side by side and that is 
why the motorsport parks and orchards are in rural zone. Putting residential in the middle of those activities is 
completely contrary to the purpose of Zoning. 

(Please clearly indicate which parts of the original submission you support or oppose, together with any relevant provisions 
of the proposal and continue on an additional page if necessary) 

TriilyfraTc,1-1-6,77-._\, f_24-1606 



The reasons for my opposition are: 

If residential growth is going to take place then it needs to be in an appropriate area. The council would then 
need to look at providing futher industrial and commercially zoned areas and this would be a more appropriate 
use of the land that would not create ongoing conflict and unrest with it's neighbours. 

(Please give reasons and continue on an additional page if necessary) 

I seek that the whole of the opposing submission be disallowed: 

As the land is inappropriate for residential use 

(Please give precise details) 

I wish to be heard in support of my further submission. 
(Please strike out as applicable) 

If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing. 
(Please delete if you would not consider presenting a joint case) 

Signature of person making Further Submission Date 
(or person authorised to sign on behalf of person making further submission) 
(A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means) 

Electronic address for service of person making further submission: paul.coghill@xtra.co.nz 
(Please write clearly) 

Telephone No: 0274 330 318 

Postal Address: 11C Coughtry Street 

Saint Clair 

Dunedin 9012 

Contact Person: Paul Coghill 
(name & designation, if applicable) 

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, ANY SUBMISSION 
ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 13 CLOSE ON MONDAY 29 OCTOBER 2018 

Note to person making Further submission 
A copy of your further submission must be served on the original submitter within 5 working days after it is 
served on the local authority. 

Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is satisfied 
that a 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. 
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To: Central Otago District Council 
PO Box 122 
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I P )  CENTRAL OTAGO 
\ )  ALEXANDRADSTR 

Name o f  person making further submission: Peter John Mead and Alastair David Stark'a 
McKay Family Trust 

This is a further submission in suppor t  o f  a submission on proposed Plan Change 13 to the Central 
Otago District Plan. 

I am: 
1. A person representing a relevant aspect o f  the public interest, the grounds for saying this 

being: 

A participant in the Horticultural Industry which contributes strongly to the social, cultural and economic 
wellbeing of Cromwell; 

2. A person who  has an interest in the proposal tha t  is greater than the interest the general public 
has, the grounds for  saying this being: 

The owner of an orchard in the Ripponvale Flats which will be directly and adversely impacted by the plan 
change of approval 

I support  the submissions of: 

See schedule A attached hereto. 

The particular parts o f  the submission I suppor t  are: 

We support the whole of their submissions. 

The reasons for  m y  support  are: 

Plan Change 13 is entirely incompatible with existing orchard and motorsport activities on the Ripponvale Flats 

I seek that the whole o f  the submission be allowed 

I wish to be heard in support o f  my further submission. 

If others make a similar submission, I wi l l  consider presenting a jo in t  case with them a t  a hearing. 
(Please delete if you would not consider presenting a joint case) 

Signata:e o f  p e o n  making Further Submission Date / 



(A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means) 

Electronic address for service of person making further submission: alanmckay@xtra.co.nz 

Telephone No: 03 445 0464 

Postal Address: 346 Kawarau Gorge Road 

RD2 

CROMWELL 

Contact Person: Alan McKay 

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, ANY SUBMISSION 
ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 13 CLOSE ON MONDAY 29 OCTOBER 2018 

Note to person making Further submission 
A copy of your further submission must be served on the original submitter within 5 working days after it is 
served on the local authority. 

Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is satisfied 
that a least 1 of the following applies to the submission (or part of the submission): 

O it is frivolous or vexatious: 
O 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: 
o it contains offensive language: 
o 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. 



SCHEDULE A 

Horticulture New Zealand Submission 151 (rachel.mcclundhortnz.co.nz 

45 South Group of Companies Submission 123 (Alastair.loganrossdowling.co.nz) 

Santa Orchard Limited Submission 310 (saritaorchardxtra.co.nz) 

DJ Jones Family Trust and Suncrest Orchard Ltd Submission 80 (iones.farm@xtra.co.nz) 

Highlands Motorsport Park Limited Submission 65 (bridget.irvingoallawaycookallan.co.nz) 

Public Health South Submission 285 (medan.lusticemitchelldaysh.co.nz) 

Central Speedway Club Cromwell Inc Submission 45 (briddet.irvinggallawavcookallan.co,nz) 



RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 
FORM 6 

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, 
SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 

TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT FLAN 
Clause 8 o f  Schedu le  1, Resource  IVIanagerne7t A c t  1991 

To: Central Otago District Council 
PO Box 122 
ALEXANDRA 9340 

" N 
Name of p e r s o n  making fur ther  submis s ion :  j \ N I  

_ S C T  
(Full name) 

This is a fur ther  s u b m i s s i o n  in s u p p o r t  of  a s u b m i s s i o n  o n  p r o p o s e d  Plan 
C h a n g e  13 to  t h e  Central Otago  District Plan. 

I am: 
1. A p e r s o n  represen t ing  a relevant  a s p e c t  of t h e  public interest ,  t h e  g r o u n d s  for  say ing  this 

being: 

• or, 

2. A p e r s o n  w h o  h a s  a n  in teres t  in t h e  p roposa l  t h a t  is g rea t e r  t h a n  t h e  in teres t  t h e  general  public 
has ,  t h e  g r o u n d s  for  say ing  this  being: 

or, 
(Please state whether you are a person who may make a submission under 1 and/or 2 above and also specify/explain the 

grounds for saying that you come within category 1 and/or 2) 

3. The local authori ty for  t h e  relevant  area. 

I supp0r14 t h e  s u b m i s s i o n  of: 

,61. \ \ /  - r  o n  Plan C h a n g e  13. 
(Please state the name and address of original submitter and submission number and submission 

point number of original submission) 

The part icular  pa r t s  of  t h e  s u b m i s s i o n  I s u p p o r t  (e— r,-,;,-----.e) are: 

1 3 - ) Pr- 34-61 11:73 3 -I q 1 i._" 3 4 - i )  7 324-‘r 1 •S 

(Please clearly indicate which parts of the original submission you support or oppose, together with any relevant provisions 
of the proposal and continue on an additional page if necessary) 

The r e a s o n s  for  m y  s u p p o r t  (or opposi t ion)  are: 

LAF: -rkt : 14 t 

1ik-71S.A--c-t 
(Please give reasons and continue on an additional page if necessary) 

1--LE :Yr= t-,Fr5 
'Et 



I s e e k  tha t  t h e  whole  of t h e  s u b m i s s i o n  b e  a l lowed (tfratliez.42, 

... 

(Please give precise details) 

I vei:-7-6-1"-- d o  no t  wish) to  be  heard  in s u p p o r t  of  m y  fur ther  submission. 
(Please strike out as applicable) 

If o the r s  m a k e  a similar submis s ion ,  I will cons ide r  p resen t ing  a jo in t  c a s e  with t h e m  a t  a hearing. 
(Please delete if you would not consider presenting a joint case) 

..... 
Signa ture  o e r s o n  making Fur ther  S u b m i s s i o n  Date 
(or person  author ised t o  s ign on  behalf o f  pe r son  making further submission) 
(A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means) 

Electronic a d d r e s s  for se rv ice  of p e r s o n  making fur ther  s u b m i s s i o n :  ..bc.....Ek.11-621-->'c. 

(Please write clearly) 

Telephone  No: (:)12--‘ 

Pos ta l  Address :  t7 

C o n t a c t  Person: 

r-s 4 

(name & designation, if applicable) 

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, ANY SUBMISSION 
ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 13 CLOSE ON MONDAY 29 OCTOBER 2018 

Note t o  p e r s o n  making Fur ther  submission 
A copy of your further submission must be served on the original submitter within 5 working days after it is 
served on the local authority. 

Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is satisfied 
that a least 1 of the following applies to the submission (or part of the submission): 

a it is frivolous or vexatious: 
* it discloses no reasonable or relevant case: 
e i t  would be an abuse of the hearing process to allow the submission (or the part) to be taken further: 
O it contains offensive language: 
• i t  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. 



RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 

FORM 6 

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, 
SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 

TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN 
Clause 8 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991 

To: Central Otago District Council 
PO Box 122 
ALEXANDRA 9340 

Name of person making further submission: Santa Orchard Ltd 

KECEIVEn 

2 9  OCT ?:1118 
CFNDTIRsAi pr.TIA 

ALEXANDR", 

This is a further submission in support of a submission on proposed Plan Cha o. the-eentral 
Otago District Plan. 

I am: 
1. A person representing a relevant aspect of the public interest, the grounds for saying this 

being: 

A participant in the Horticultural Industry which contributes strongly to the social, cultural and economic 
wellbeing of Cromwell; 

2. A person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general public 
has, the grounds for saying this being: 

The owner of an orchard in the Ripponvale Flats which will be directly and adversely impacted by the plan 
change of approval 

I support the submissions of: 

See schedule A attached hereto. 

The particular parts of the submission I support are: 

We support the whole of their submissions. 

The reasons for my support are: 

Plan Change 13 is entirely incompatible with existing orchard and motorsport activities on the Ripponvale Flats 

I seek that the whole of the submission be allowed 

I wish to be heard in support of my further submission. 

If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing. 
(Please delete if you would not consider presenting a joint case) 

Signature of person making Further Submission Date 
(A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means) K-7 ' 7 7 r  Tyr 

r acilkolt% 



Electronic address for service of person making further submission: alanmckay@xtra.co.nz 

Telephone No: 03 445 0464 

Postal Address: 346 Kawarau Gorge Road 
RD2 
CROMWELL 

Contact Person: Alan McKay 

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, ANY SUBMISSION 
ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 13 CLOSE ON MONDAY 29 OCTOBER 2018 

Note to person making Further submission 
A copy of your further submission must be served on the original submitter within 5 working days after it is 
served on the local authority. 

Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is satisfied 
that a 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. 



SCHEDULE A 

Horticulture New Zealand Submission 151 (rachel rricclunqhortnz.cosiz 

45 South Group of Companies Submission 123 (Alastairloganrossdowling.co.nz) 

McKay Family Trust Submission 228 (alanmckayxtra.co.nz) 

DJ Jones Family Trust and Suncrest Orchard Ltd Submission 80 (jones.farmxtra.co.nz) 

Highlands Motorsport Park Limited Submission 65 (bridgetiorvinggallawaycookallan.co. nz) 

Public Health South Submission 285 (megan.justicemitchelldaysh.co.nz) 

Central Speedway Club Cromwell Inc Submission 45 (bridgetiorvinggallawaycookallan.co.nz) 



RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 
FORM 6 

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION•TO,' 
SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN/CHANGE 

TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN * 
Clause 8 o f  Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1997 

To: Central Otago District Council 
PO Box 122 ; 9 
ALEXANDRA 9340 co1 

CLUrYAL. 

Name of person making further submission: Shirley Ann Calvert / • 
_ALEX/IA/15RA • 

N e ' 
(Full name) 

This is a further submission in support of  (or in opposition to) a submission on proposed Plan 
Change 13 to the Central Otago District Plan. 
I am: 
1. A person representing a relevant aspect of the public interest, the grounds for saying this being: 

or, 
2. A person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general public 
has, the grounds for saying this being: 

I am a person who holds an interest greater than the general public as I am a Cromwell rate paye 

(Please state whether you are a person who may make a submission under 1 and/or 2 above and also specify/explain 
the grounds for saying that you come within category 1 and/or 2) 

3. The local authority for the relevant area. 
I support the submission of: 

1. James Dicey, james@grapevision.co.nz, 90 — support all 
2. Robin Dicey, rhmdicey(agmail.com, 92 - support all 
3. Peter John Mead & Alastair Stark, alanmckavaxtra.co.nz, 228 — support in full 
4. DJ Jones Family Trust, and Suncrest Orchard Limited, jones.famxtra.co.nz , 164 — support in full 
5. Andrew John Iremonger, Iremonger.AJ(asimail.com, 156 — support all 
6. Thomas Alan Coull, thomascoulldmail.com 63 — support all 
7. Werner Murray, carolynwerner@mac.com, 252 — support all 
8. Horticulture New Zealand, rachel.mcclunga,hortnz.co.nz , 151 - support all 
9. MotorSprot NZ, brianmotorsport.org.nz, 248 — support all 
10. Mt Difficulty Wines, mattmtdifficulty.nz, 249— support all, particularly 249/13 landscape visual amenity 
11. Highlands Motorsport Park Limited, bridget.irvingadallawaycookallan.co.nz, 144— support all 
12. Simon John Douglas Giles, simongiles1@mac.com, 131 — support all 
13. NZ Transport Agency, richard.shawnzta.qovt.nz, 254 — oppose — insufficient detail, would support if more detail 
14. Greg and Ros Hinton, alastair.loganrossdowlind.co.nz , 146 — support all 

on Plan Change 13. 
The particular parts of the submission I support are: 

• 90, 92, 228, 164, 151 — Effect on Orchards: being loss of agricultural land, impact on economy, impact on 
tourism, reverse sensitivity particularly spray drift (164/2), these matters have been raised by submitters but there 
is insufficient information in the application to address these matters. I request a report in accordance with 
S42A(1) of the Resource management Act 1991. 

• 156 — Effect on Infrastructure: insufficient detail in Mott McDonald report to make infrastructure decisions, and to 
determine cost on rate payers in the future, I request a report in accordance with S42A(1) of the Resource 
management Act 1991. 



• 63, 252, 249 — Effect on Community: immediate and untimely disproportionate effect on the small Cromwell 
community in relation to its current population; the proposal has adverse effects on the environment and its 
resources (63/4, 252/3), Cromwell community plan (2008) has not been addressed in this regard. Dark sky 
policies have not been addressed (63/16). Effect on landscape and amenity (249/13). 

• 252 - Effect on Master Planning and Urban Design: Out of centre development, no analysis on established 
commercial uses in Cromwell, no comment on retail hierarchy has been made (252/1), Undermines the Master 
Plan process which will determine planning aspects of the reviewed District Plan. I request a report in 
accordance with S42A(1) of the Resource management Act 1991. 

• 
• 249, 144, 131 — Effect on Tourism: employment in Cromwell (144/2), tourism (144/16), visual amenity in relation 

to views and against CODC regional identity 249/13. Insufficient information provided in application to address 
these issues, I request a report in accordance with S42A(1) of the Resource management Act 1991. 

• 254, 146, 252, Effect on traffic: traffic report is insufficient and a Council peer review should be conducted. NZTA 
have not applied enough rigger as the development will impact the Kawarau Gorge and ultimately the Shotover 
bridge. Further information is required. I request a report in accordance with S42A(1) of the Resource 
management Act 1991. 

• 

• 

The reasons for my support are: 

As detailed above there are a number of outstanding issues that need further information and are also significant 
enough to mean that ultimately the issues cannot be mitigated making this plan change at this scale and in this 
location un-supportable. There are key issues that need independent reports to be undertaken as part of s42a(1) of 
the Resource Management Act 1991. 

(Please give reasons and continue on an additional page if necessary) 

ti1-1771,57--1,7.11,1-, ILI4p_lk_-_ill)) 



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

... (Please give precise details) 
I do not wish to be heard in support of my further submission. 
(Please strike out as applicable) 
If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing. 
(Please delete if you would not consider presenting a joint case) 

Signature of person making Further Submission Date 
(or person authorised to sign on behalf of person making further submission) 
(A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means) 
Electronic address for service of person making further submission: 

shirleyc@pl.net 
(Please write clearly) 
Telephone No: ...0212526916 
Postal Address: ...17 Ortive Street 

Cromwell 

Contact Person: ...Shirley Calvert 
(name & designation, if applicable) 
FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, ANY SUBMISSION 
ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 13 CLOSE ON MONDAY 29 OCTOBER 2018 
Note to person making Further submission 
A copy of your further submission must be served on the original submitter within 5 working days after it is 
served on the local authority. 
Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is satisfied 
that a 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. 



RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 

FORM 6 

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION .1 
SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN INd.P 

TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN %\)---- 

Clause 8 o f  Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1 9 / f r Y  REcovED v--:, 
,..., To: Central Otago District Council 2 9 OCT 2010 'F- 

PO Box 122 /— 
ALEXANDRA 9340 CENTRAL 0 TACO .1--- 

OISTRn. 
RA 
1' 

Name of person making further submission: VC c.K:4 k,--,----A 43, 4e, 
LEXAND \ 

(Full name) 

This is a further submission in support o f  (or in opposition to) a submission on proposed Plan 
Change 13 to the Central Otago District Plan. 

I am: 
1. A person representing a relevant aspect of the public interest, the grounds for saying this 

being: 

"C-Ivirs-Q-- ( V v ^ . . . f k  

f i r - c  

0, MA0011 Ge`C: or, 

2. A person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general public 
has, the grounds for saying this being: 

; or, 
(Please state whether you are a person who may make a submission under 1 and/or 2 above and also specify/explain the 

grounds for saying that you come within category 1 and/or 2) 

3. The local authority for the relevant area. 

I support(ox oppose) the submission of: 

e( (?D 
on Plan Change 13. 

(Please state the name and address of original submitter and submission number and submission 
point number of original submission) 

The particular parts of the submission I s-upport=for oppose) are: 
ck_A A c t  t 

(Please clearly indicate which parts of the original submission you support or oppose, together with any relevant provisions 
of the proposal and continue on an additional page if necessary) 

The reasons for my support (or opposition) are: 

c ds,----k-11. ' ( a 4 .  vv0 0 4-1) 
- At scAA k- I 

A 
• 

L"Azy i  1 1 \ 0 2  ckui 
(Please give reasons and continue on an additional page if necessary) 

Ck)‘" LAI ltv -I 1 ç Q r o , c +  , 
C A  

C 2 {  44,4 eta.vvoj 

vvi f i t  (vo LAA. vl 

ALA 



I seek that the whole br,partidoribe.7part], of the submission be .alloweeHor disallowed): 

(Please give precise details) 

I wishker do not wish) to be heard in support of my further submission. 
(Please strike out as applicable) 

If-athess_make-a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing. 
(Please delete if you would not consider presenting a joint case) 

\ i \ I L  I 
c o  

Signatur of person making Further Submission Date 
(or person authorised to sign on behalf of person making further submission) 
(A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means) 

44.-- S L\-<-)1 
Electronic address for service of person making further submission' t , 
(Please write clearly) 

Telephone No: 
400C3l0 

Postal Address: 

Contact Person: 

S 

--e_29,y)1 scl Vi Ci 
(name & designation, if applicable) 

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, ANY SUBMISSION 
ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 13 CLOSE ON MONDAY 29 OCTOBER 2018 

Note to person making Further submission 
A copy of your further submission must be served on the original submitter within 5 working days after it is 
served on the local authority. 

Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is satisfied 
that a least I 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. 

ior.i17,71-2-111 
iLy) 



RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 
FORM 6 

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITI 
SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLA 

TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN 
Clause 8 o f  Schedu le  1, Resource  Management  A c t  199 

To: Central Otago District Council 
PO Box 122 
ALEXANDRA 9340 

Name of  person making further submission: Warwick Alexander Hawker 

HANGE * 
.',,.. 4 
MY.-iis:rp 

2 9 OrT '.'318 :1 
u" • .,, • 

- ' c, IS_  D I S r W ,  :1 

e e l %  Atr.mivaciv, 

This is a further submission in support of submissions on proposed Plan Change 13 to the al-Otago 
District Plan. 

I am a person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general public has, 
the grounds for saying this being I am a person who holds an interest greater than the general public as I 
am a Cromwell resident, involved in the tourism industry as an operator of a cellar door, a supporter of 
motorsport, and a CODC rate payer. 

support the submissions of: 

1. James Dicey, jamesagrapevision.co.nz, 90— support all 
2. Robin Dicey, rhmdiceyaqmail.com, 92 - support all 
3. Peter John Mead & Alastair Stark, alanmckayaxtra.co.nz, 228 — support in full 
4. DJ Jones Family Trust, and Suncrest Orchard Limited, jones.famaxtra.co.nz , 164 — support in full 
5. Andrew John lremonger, Iremonger.AJagmail.com, 156— support all 
6. Thomas Alan Coull, thomascoullagmail.com, 63 — support all 
7. Werner Murray, carolynwerneramac.com, 252 — support all 
8. Horticulture New Zealand, rachel.mcclungahortnz.co.nz , 151 - support all 
9. MotorSprot NZ, brianamotorsoort.orq.nz, 248 — support all 
10. Mt Difficulty Wines, matt@mtdifficultv.nz, 249— support all, particularly 249/13 landscape visual amenity 
11. Highlands Motorsport Park Limited, bridgetirvincagallawavcookallan.co.nz, 144 — support all 
12. Simon John Douglas Giles, simonqiles1amac.com, 131 — support all 
13. NZ Transport Agency, richard.shaw@nzta.govt.nz, 254 — support in part — insufficient detail 
14. Greg and Ros Hinton, alastairloaanrossdowling.co.nz , 146 — support all 

on Plan Change 13. 

The particular parts of the submissions I support are: 

• 90 , 92, 228, 164, 151 — Effect on Orchards: being loss of agricultural land, impact on economy, impact on 
tourism, reverse sensitivity particularly spray drift (164/2), these matters have been raised by submitters but there 
is insufficient information in the application to address these matters. I request a report in accordance with S42A(1) 
of the Resource management Act 1991. 

• 156— Effect on Infrastructure: insufficient detail in Mott McDonald report to make infrastructure decisions, and to 
determine cost on rate payers in the future, I request a report in accordance with S42A(1) of the Resource 
management Act 1991. 

• 63, 252, 249 — Effect on Community: immediate and untimely disproportionate effect on the small Cromwell 
community in relation to its current population; the proposal has adverse effects on the environment and its 
resources (63/4, 252/3), Cromwell community plan has not been addressed in this regard. Dark sky policies have 
not been addressed (63/16). Effect on landscape and amenity (249/13). 

• 252 - Effect on Master Planning and Urban Design: Out of centre development, no analysis on established 
commercial uses in Cromwell, no comment on retail hierarchy has been made (252/1), 

pnr) 



• 249, 144, 131 — Effect on Tourism: employment in Cromwell (144/2), tourism (144/16), visual amenity in relation 
to views and against CODC regional identity 249/13. Insufficient information provided in application to address 
these issues, I request a report in accordance with S42A(1) of the Resource management Act 1991. 

• 254, 146, 252, Effect on traffic: traffic report is insufficient and a Council peer review should be conducted. NZTA 
have not applied enough rigger as the development will impact the Kawarau Gorge and ultimately the Shotover 
bridge. Further information is required. 

The reasons for my support are: 

As detailed above there are a number of outstanding issues that need further information and are also significant 
enough to mean that ultimately the issues cannot be mitigated making this plan change at this scale and in this 
location un-supportable. 



I seek that the whole of the submissions be allowed. 

I do not wish to be heard in support of my further submission. 

If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing. 

Signature of person making Further Submission Date 

Electronic address for service of person making further submission: warwick@pisarangeestate.co.nz 

Telephone No: 027 4409 525 

Postal Address: P 0  Box 115, Cromwell 9342 

Contact Person' 
(name & designation, if applicable) 

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, ANY SUBMISSION 
ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 13 CLOSE ON MONDAY 29 OCTOBER 2018 
Note to person making Further submission 
A copy of your further submission must be served on the original submitter within 5 working days after it is 
served on the local authority. 
Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is satisfied 
that a 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. 
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FORM 6 
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If FURTHER 
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SUBMISSIONPUB 
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PROPOSED 
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-GoccEE Tv' El:: 
TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN 

• 

PAL OTA 0,s r G0 

To: Central Otago District Council 

ALEXANDRA 9340 
PO Box 122 

Clause 8 o f  Schedule 1, Resource Management A c t  19 

". ALE 

: R A  sc(S 

1;1/ZZ- 
Name of  person making further submission. 1 1 7 4 4  D M V I . 0  

, (Full name) ' 

This is a further submission in support of  (or in opposition to) a submission on proposed Plan 
Change 13 to the Central Otago District Plan. 

I am: 
1. A person representing a relevant aspect of  the public interest, the grounds for saying this 

being: 

; or, 

2. A person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general public 
has, the grounds for saying this being: 

J .  Art A MOVER. OF 1-"E . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
..... .; or, (Please state whether you are a person who may make a submission under 1 and/or 2 above and also speciWexplain the 

grounds for saying that you come within category 1 andfor 2) 

3. The local authority for the relevant area. 

SUIppett t i lM oppose) the submission of: 
1A/ 

N - r n e v  PAR T l v  on Plan Change 13. 
(Please state the name and address of original submitter and submission number and submission 

point number of original submission) 

The particular parts o f  the submission I support (2t  oppose) are: 

iTü Su6.0.1s5.1DAL EAJ 1cc Eiir,ry. 
(Please clearly indicate which parts of the original submission you support or oppose, together with any relevant provisions 

of the proposal and continue on an additional page if necessary) 

The reasons for my support-4er opposition) are: 

.. 
I. 

..... 
a:e2e:/g. EC- f r .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. .. A . P g - 0 0 7 . 5 6 - D  8 t 7  C, 
(Please give reasons and continue on an additional page if necessary) 



s e e k  t h a t  t h e  who le  @moot [descr ibe  parC, o f  t h e  s u b m i s s i o n  be40144winitt. disallowed): 
r^r' 

.1-iv (TT 
(Please give precise details) 

I wish i tg l  d o  n o t  wish)  t o  b e  h e a r d  in s u p p o r t  o f  my fur ther  submission. 
(Please strike out a s  applicable) 

If o t h e r s  m a k e  a s imilar  submiss ion ,  will c o n s i d e r  p resen t ing  a jo in t  c a s e  with t h e m  a t  a hearing. 
(Please delete if you would not consider presenting a joint case) 

S igna ture  o f  p e r s o n  mak ing  Fur the r  Submiss ion  Date 
(or person authorised t o  sign o n  behalf of parson making further submission) 
(A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means) 

Electronic a d d r e s s  fo r  s e rv i ce  o f  p e r s o n  mak ing  fu r the r  submis s ion :  f 4 - - 4 P i i v i  e'lr_61/ 
(Please write clearly) 

Te lephone  No: 

Pos ta l  Address :  N I A  A17-L'-2/ 

Contac t  Person: 

g0 6 

... ...... ......... ..... (name & designation, if applicable) 

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, ANY SUBMISSION 
ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 13 CLOSE ON MONDAY 29 OCTOBER 2018 

Note  t o  p e r s o n  making  Fur ther  submission 
A copy of your further submission must b e  served on the  original submitter within 5 working days  after it is 
served on the  local authority. 

Please  note that your submission (or part of your submission) may  b e  struck out if the  authority is satisfied 
that  a least I of the  following applies to the  submission (or part of the submission): 

e i t  i s  frivolous o r  vexatious: 
O it discloses n o  reasonable or relevant case: 
o it would b e  a n  abuse  of the  hearing process  to allow the  submission (or t h e  part) to b e  taken further: 
O it contains offensive language: 
O it is supported only by material that purports to b e  independent expert evidence, but h a s  been 

prepared by a person who is not independent or who does  not have  sufficient specialised knowledge 
o r  skill to give expert advice on the  matter. 


