RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991
FORM 35

SUBMISSION ON NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE
TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN

Clause 6 of 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 .........coocivieiiciiiininiiiniinnnnnvninn
(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)

| 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)

e whether you support or oppose the specific provisions or wish to have them amended; and

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

| 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, | 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
Cramwell

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):
e 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:

[ ]
]
e it contains offensive language:
L ]

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:

e Loss of privacy

e |ncrease in noise

e Security concerns

e Noise and dust caused throughout construction/development process

e Loss of income

e Loss of small intimate community feeling

e |Increase in air pollution

e Increase in traffic

e 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.

e Problems with urban dogs worrying livestock

e Decrease in property values

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

e Noise complaints against Highlands Motor Sport Park

e Noise complaints against Cromwell Speedway

e Noise complaints against the local water bottling plant

e Noise complaints against Jones’ Orchard

e Complaints about bird scaring/firearm use by Jones’ Orchard.

e Noise complaints re machinery and vehicle use on Jones’ Orchard and
our own orchard

e 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:

e 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 1b). 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:

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

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

e 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 :

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

e 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.
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FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, ORIN O gOSIT@FgE
SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSE !.-LAN .pn‘
TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN ;;’C I 20;3
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Clause 8 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 7991 Cr*’f.-, thieg “go

To:  Central Otago District Council

PO Box 122
ALEXANDRA 9340
> . =
Name of person making further submission: Greo [ ‘[ ) R e L 1 S

(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 repmsenting)elevg(,a of the public interest, the grounds for saying this
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:

Y TRk s L Toads 79? o S Crowmbeel , or,

........................................................................................................................................

(Please state whether you are a person who rhay 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 a_t_ltﬂlp;ity—fcr‘fﬁéﬁvant area.

e

| support (or oppose) the submission of:

7’_9"‘"“9/“1 (€ (‘OM//,: ..... /74‘3?5&-3»-‘55/"(7/755”“ 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 | support {oroppese) 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-epposition) are:

....................................

Tl ptuslr THn process.
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I seek that the whole or part [describe part], of the submission be allowed (erdisallewed):

......................................................................................................................................

................................................................................................................................................

(Please give precise details)

Fwish/(or do not wish) to be heard in support of my further submission.
(Please strike out as applicable)
_.--‘"f
If others make a similar submission, | will-consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing.
(Please delete if, you would not considfg,prsﬁling a joint case)

-~

"
/,// i
2 i BB LB SR
‘?1 nature 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: ?ﬁ&gf?yc$“3€.4@/ﬂ«c/
(Please write clearly) y o COtam .

Cgeeg; P»( =t Mﬂ\zﬂ\ = COBN »

L

Telephone No: .2 2.7. 2. 2%. 72222

Postal Address: " . /‘/C”/"-"f? 5 7?4 B o e

Contact Person: .5 25.. ERBO ML rocoiriiinioionsressna
(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.

® © @ o @
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RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1881
FORM 6

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN DPPOSI?QT}\TGY 7; Sy
SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PL NGE
TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN / -7

Clause 8 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1

To:  Central Otago District Council

T
PO Box 122 7 D‘__f;‘%‘}{;;g;f‘-ug
ALEXANDRA 9340 oy
S\
Name of person making further submission: ( .f'S. RGNS, ... ﬂ CRACASS @.ﬂ

(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. -

| am:

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

.......................................................................................................................................... ) 8

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 Supeeies. o anlands. o cm/sr .......... (arle o

(Please state whe her you are a person who mdy.mtake a submission under 1 and/or 2 above and a!so specﬁyfexpfaln 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:
o

........................................................................................................ 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 | support (or oppose) are:

................................................................................................................................................

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

The reasons for my support (or opposit:on) are:

(Please give reasons and mntmue on an addltional pdge if necessary) ’Q \ Q
"\ /a%’\‘”(&.).(f.)(\} (2



--------------------------------------------------

................................................................................................................................................

(Please give precise details)

Mﬂ do not wish) to be heard in support of my further submission.
Please strika out as applicahle)

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

; 8 ovow ke @ xdya o N7

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

........................................................................

CJ\f A2rMe,

CORNIBCEPETSOIE st i et b e g A S s o
(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):

s itis 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.

® @ e 9



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: ... ......Hﬁiviz{u ﬁig!f\ts ............ (Full name)

This is a further submission in support of (er-in-eppesitien-te) a submission on proposed Plan
Change 13 to the Central Otago District Plan.

| am:

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

| am an wtihda who l\n% an interest 5,reanr than the Weraf ]aub?io as | ama Cromweﬂ tourish business, a
Lurtiwf’mm WF?‘(T busi nesS, A commlcter bh Jclme rw?% and a vate paier.

(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. | support (er-oppese) the submission of:

| James: Dicey, james@grapesisionconz, 0 — supportaff

L. R Dieg hodiopaion, - sippor ol

%, Yeter A‘U]'th Mead & Mastair Stark, alasinckay @xtraconz, 118 — support in fufl
4 D}f (\w\e& Famiftﬂ-—rmst ard Suncrest Drchard Vimited, jones fam@xtaconz , 14 — support in £l

S, Andvew Yok lremonger, remongorAY@gmaileom, 156 — supportaff

b. 'n\l»m‘s- MM\ CDJ?TW%W o, b — %FFWTQF

il Wmer%urmﬁ, m?t{ nwerner@maccom, 15T — guﬂoor’caw

8. Horticufture New Toafund, mcl\egw&%@hthwwom 151 - supportalf

1 MotorSprot N7, lzr_i@;@ﬂ@@mf%@c,tp_, nz, TS — support alf

10. Mt Di fiou?t\ﬁ. Wikes, ng@tt@m{vﬂfﬁcgﬂt%_h‘a ™l - suﬂoorta.ff, Fartiwfarﬂﬁ. Wi fam?we vistal
amen

. JrthM‘s- %vturslaort?arlc Vimited, lgﬂéfjgztirvihg@gaffma%wowfmw.m, 144 ~ s;wf:}aortaﬂ]

17 Ssimon John Douglas Griles, sinongiles | @nac.com, 151 - support alf

1% N7 Trangport , richard'shaw@nzta.govtnz, 154 — support in part — insufficient detai

|4 C‘llreg an}%a% m a?as’mir.?og,ah@ msj:wfihgwm 46 - support adf

on Plan Change 13. AR \

(Please state the name and address of original submitter and submission number and sgbm'isé’ibn "

point number of original submission) "y TN
I: '..-3 1 3
1 Ca Sk {
o\ L{;f'.‘af O /
.\\ \ C -’lg!;n-c_z' Jo



| seek'that the whole or part [describe part], of the submission be allowed (or disallowed):
15(9 o?edui?w? -abwe, ’tl\e, irnFa,rft of the Iaror:osw? F?am cl\arxgz and nsufFicient information Frwia?w? resuft in ti\e,
wmfus-iom that the Fm(}ufc is inoomr:aiib?a with ’Cl\& Lirection Croh«wﬂ S"Ok?a? take.

(Please give precise details)
I wi do not wish) to be heard in support of my further submission.

(Please strike out as applicable)
If others 1 k? a similar submission, | will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing.

(Plegsg delefe if you would not consider presenting a joint case)

[ A
L JZN! ﬁz/ i e 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: ...info@heliview.co.nz...
(Please write clearly)

Telephone No: ...03 445 0444. .. ....
Postal Address: ......PO BoX 450 CromWell OB42 .. ... it i s et vt aissat e iee ven vae e aen aaens e

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.

ool




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

‘ /\.,_.\r //\
To:  Central Otago District Council EIVED A
sl L <%
PO Box 122 . T

J
Alexandra 9340 S
e g
"-L?"/J‘.Mgi‘-,‘ o3 ':-’
\.\ i {.a
SUBMITTER: Highlands Motorsport Park Limited (Highlands) < 2V

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.

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 heing completed.

=] IIJ\-,.W AT AT, i\lf -
DAM-307282-4-73-V1 “' |' 5 . ” D
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(¢) Highland's oppose the submission that PC13 is the mast 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) PC13is refused.

Date: 29 October 2018
B Irving / D McLachlan

Solicitor for Submitter

Address: Gallaway Cook Allan, Lawyers
PO Box 143,
Dunedin 9054

Phone: 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 1{3‘91_ <SR
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soo

To: Central Otago District Council

PO Box 122

Lx = =
Alexandra 9340 \ GSPREL /
\ . A '_I;Mf‘ii}f'?;f| : )},.
\ i \,.v’;‘;’.‘I
SUBMITTER: Highlands Motorsport Park Limited (Highlands) T

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-\/1 )1! 1](]31 {]Ql‘ E;I “ D



(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) PC13is refused.

B Irving / D McLachlan

Solicitor for Submitter

Address: Gallaway Cook Allan, Lawyers
PO Box 143,
Dunedin 9054

Phone: 03477 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 Ac §91 e
A 4 ‘,.”,I\\,
CEVED e
To: Central Otago District Council 3
PO Box 122 " fial
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Alexandra 9340 . ALEXANDF /
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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 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. 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

£, Highlands support the entire submission (being submission points 123/1-3%). 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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(c)

(d)

(e)
)

(9)

(h)

Relief Sought

scaring, frost fighting and helicopters. Further contributory effects may include
chemicals and burning for biosecurity reasons.

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.

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.

PC13 results in an inappropriate loss of productive land.

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

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.

The application is inconsistent with other planning instruments, including:
(i)  Purpose and Principles of the Resource Management Act 1991;

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

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

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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RESOQURCE MIANAGEMENT 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 A. : 'fi,r"‘ "’\_\
PO Box 122 l' o \ :
Alexandra 9340 \- AL 13 /

3 i f‘\r?rh.” /
W g
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.

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) PC13is refused.

Date: 29 October 2018
B Irving / D McLachlan

Salicitor for Submitter

Address: Gallaway Cook Allan, Lawyers
PO Box 143,
Dunedin 9054

Phone: 03477 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:

e
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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) PC13results 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) PC13is refused.

...........................................

Date: 29 October 2018
B Irving / D McLachlan

Solicitor for Submitter

Address: Gallaway Cook Allan, Lawyers
PO Box 143,
Dunedin 9054

Phone: 03477 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 19947 # .-r'f{;';--\l,__\
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SUBMITTER: Highlands Motorsport Park Limited (Highlands)

% This is a further submission in support of a submission made on proposed Plan Change
13 ta 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, 22818, 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) PC13is refused.

Date: 29 October 2018
B Irving / D McLachlan

Solicitor for Submitter

Address: Gallaway Cook Allan, Lawyers
PO Box 143,
Dunedin 9054
Phone: 03 477 7312
Email: bridget.irving@gallawaycookallan.co.nz

derek.mclachlan@gallawaycookallan.co.nz
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RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1921
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 s

~ <
To:  Central Otago District Council NEDEIVET
PO Box 122 28
Alexandra 9340 AL Oy
= : /’\J_L}{A'&IEP_::‘ %
SUBMITTER: Highlands Motorsport Park Limited (Highlands) B R

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.

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.

. = PN TR T 1 J:HD

[
DAM-307282-4-82-V1 ]l ; ;‘(Tllu‘\_& L2



(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) PC13 is refused.

Date: 29 October 2018
B Irving / D McLachlan

Solicitor for Submitter

Address: Gallaway Cook Allan, Lawyers
PO Box 143,
Dunedin 9054

Phone: 034777312

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 'I CEIVEN
PO Box 122 = _
Alexandra 9340 : 0T /
% /

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.
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(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) PC13isrefused.

.............................................

Date: 29 October 2018
B Irving / D McLachlan

Solicitor for Submitter

Address: Gallaway Cook Allan, Lawyers
PO Box 143,
Dunedin 9054
Phone: 034777312
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 LEVEN
PO Box 122 ;
Alexandra 9340 QA
MeanGigy 4N
i pag) ‘\,_/J’

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 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. 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. 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
(i) Proposed RPS, Palicy 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) PC13is refused.

Date: 29 October 2018
B Irving / D McLachlan

Solicitor for Submitter

Address: Gallaway Cook Allan, Lawyers
PO Box 143,
Dunedin 9054
Phone: 03477 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 OPPQOSITION TO, SUBMISSION ON
PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN

Clause 8 of Schedule 1, Resource Managem@t;ﬁétf"‘l 991 P, .

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 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.  PC13is 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 1856.

(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)

(d)

(e)

®

(@)

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

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

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

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;
(i)  Deficiency of no-complaints covenants;

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.

Date: 29 October 2018

B Irving / D MclLachlan

Solicitor for Submitter
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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

LINEN g
SUBMITTER: Highlands Motorsport Park Limited (Highlands) R

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

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 PC13 on local businesses.
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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) PC13is refused.

Date: 29 October 2018
B Irving / D McLachlan

Solicitor for Submitter

Address: Gallaway Cook Allan, Lawyers
PO Box 143,
Dunedin 8054
Phone: 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
e (LN
.
To:  Central Otago District Council CEEIVED \1;\

PO Box 122

AL s Thi

Alexandra 9340

Ao FTHCT
ALEXANDRA

\\ f 74 ¢
SUBMITTER: Highlands Motorsport Park Limited (Highlands) R

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. PC13is 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

I, Alo|i®
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T 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 ("OITC") . Highlands consider the proposed provision to be
inadequate.

(a)

(b)
(c)
(d)

(e)

(f)

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.
Acoustic insulation is limited to ‘noise sensitive spaces’ only.
No mitigation is available for noise effects on outdoor areas.

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.

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.

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)

(b)

(©)

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

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.

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)

BI-307282-4-46-V3

PC13 Is refused.
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Date: 29 October 2018

B Irving / D McLachlan

Solicitor for Submitter

Address:

Phone:

Email:

BI-307282-4-46-V3

Gallaway Cook Allan, Lawyers
PO Box 143,

Dunedin 9054

03 477 7312

bridget.irving@gallawaycookallan.co.nz

derek.mclachlan@gallawaycookallan.co.nz



RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991
FORM 6

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION FG; 17>
SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN NGE 7
TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN

Clause 8 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 19971
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¢S 00T T
To:  Central Otago District Council : v edip 1:
VTRAL OTaGo

PO Box 122 ; aALO!
ALEXANDRA 9340 % MEXANDRA O
Name of person making further submission: ... =-SA0 ... [:} NS BORE ,.Q;‘.

(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.

lam:

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

.......................... ¢ m‘ﬁ’”\_\&\"‘”d 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:

..........................................................................................................................................

(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.

| support (or oppose) the submission of:

(AN -i)x.H e t\}--u_td on Plan Change 13.

............................................................................................................

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

The particular parts of the submission | 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:

(@ Ve ot e L g €

...............................................................................................................................................

...............................................................................................................................................

(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 disaliowed):
................... Ao, aflancned

(Please give precise detalls)

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, | will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing.
(Please dslete if you would not consider presenting a joint case)

..........................

Signature of person making Further Submisgion 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 parson making further submission: .L€aN - QN Lc,fx,f\l%é:
(Please write clearly) L/\c:*}' AA G oL CoAA

Telephone No: .. .Ga. AL oo . om,

Postal Address: L2 Saslnewenl C"" i

Contact Person. o o masssmmuaiemmiy e
(name & designation, if applicable)

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, ANY SUBMISSION
ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 12 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.

e ® © ¢ °



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: lan Anderson

| 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 | live and own property in Cromwell and will be
affected if PPC13 is approved.

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

| 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. | do not support the
single submission that was in support of PPC13.

The particular parts of the submissions that were in oppaosition to PPC13, and that | 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,
praviding:

(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 he 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 hreach 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):

| 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 ane-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 hew 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 | 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 | 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 -
| 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.

Naoise -

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. | 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 | 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. | 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. | 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.

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

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

If others make a similar submission, | will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing.



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 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991

To:  Central Otago District Council
PO Box 122
ALEXANDRA 9340

Name of person making further submission: ...Jackson, Elvidge & Stark Partnership w:ﬂ
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.

| 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 8B 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.

| 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 nurmber of original submission)

The particular parts of the submission | 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)



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

................................................................................................................................................

(Please give precise delails)

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

........................................ LAl frg

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: davidstark@meadstark.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):

e it is frivolous or vexatious:

= jt discloses no reascnable 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:

 itis 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 sulfficient 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 Tp T
SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE I*-”.’Q_ i
TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN N
Clause 8 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991 [\ RE :],NE U
~1 28 0CT 2018

To: Central Otago District Council

PO Box 122 T cenTRA
ALEXANDRA 9340 ' DISTRIC)
5 ¢ ALf‘xawnan
Name of person making further submission: JAME Sb "C:v" ........................ AT e Y
P AL
(Full name)
This is a further submission in support of (eeln-oppesition-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 puhllc Interest the grounds for saying this
being: re,,taru.e..;’r o, @l O *ﬁo & o Pon e 4
o Sodtv of v s In kol Cﬂf' het affﬂf’w b
i W oA fov... centlu i | du ................................................. rone AHID
2. A person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the in greft the general public
has, the grounds for sayjng this being: | (ive W fpanerhbs | suate fne 4?;& NM1
ond uee W’ﬂb@dem Mﬁdi\Wl?ﬂﬂTﬂTulh g}?o

.......................................................................................................................................... ; ar,

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

3. The local authority for the relevant area. Pl cose Sef @f Fg/mu)" jt f
il ety

| support (or oppose) the submission of: e

............................................................................................................ on Plan Change 13.

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

The particular parts of the submission | 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)



| seek that the whole orpartfdeseribe-part], of the submission be allowed (or disallowed):

...............................................................................................................................................

................................................................................................................................................

(Please give precise details)

| wishi{er-de-net-wish) to be heard in support of my further submission.
(Please strike out as applicable)

(or person authorised to sign on hehalf 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: J“""e"’ @2? ATM vdDg g L
(Please write clearly)

Telephone No: 02'7'_"‘"5_05 OL

Postal Address:  .[%5... . ( W?Wbéw/ ,é’_g) 2 ..................
Comntt], 928 4

CONtABE PBIBONT . occovniiimims i s peserasisiis

(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 nofe 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 itis 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.



| support the submission | The particular The reasons for my support are: | seek that the
of (listed below) on Plan | parts of the whole of the
Change 13 submission | b on e
support are: 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 sprawi
8. lan Anderson 8/5 8/5 The turn in to Sandfiat 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 na-complaints covenants will be difficult and costly to enforce and will be
a burden on the rate payers.
19. lan Campbell Begg 19/1 19/1 This will create a community disconnected to Cromwell Yes

1




| support the submission | The particular The reasons for my suppott are: ek thaiihe
of (listed below) on Plan | parts of the whole of the
Change 13 submission | subrnission be
support are: 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 contrals 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 Yes
infrastructure. Additionally, numbers will not support a school according to the
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 Yes
properly costed out as detailed consideration on the scaie and loading of existing
infrastructure is not full analysed
45. Central Speedway 45/5 45/5 & 45/7 The continued impact of the noise from surrounding activities is likely | Yes
Club Cromwell 45/7 to have a health impact on the residents of the subdivision and the controls able to
Incorporated 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 will bring will increase the danger of

2




| support the submission | The particular The reasons for my support are: [ seek that the
of {listed below) on Plan | parts of the whole of the
Change 13 submission | submation be
support are: alowed:
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 £9/3 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 progerly considered
92. Robin Henry Maguire | 92/5 92/5 The creation of what is obviously a commuter satellite community does Yes
Dicey nothing to enhance the values of the Cromwell Community
96. Rex Edgar 96/9 96/9 Emergency services will have trouble to access a number of the areas in the Yes
development due to clogged roads on the sub-division due to poor consideration
for parking
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

A




| support the submission | The particular The reasons for my support are: I seek that the
of (listed below) on Plan | parts of the whole of the
Change 13 submission | submission be
support are: allowed:
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
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 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 quality
Ltd) 123/26 in close proximity ta the development
123727 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 particular5.4.1, 5.4.2,5.5.2,5.5.3,5.5.4,9.4.1,9.5.2,9.5.3,
9.5.4and 9.5.5.

123/7 PC 13 is contrary to and dees 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

(S




| support the submission | The particular The reasons for my support are: I seek that the
of (listed below) on Plan | parts of the whole of the
Change 13 submission | sibmiission he
support are: 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 126/11 126/11 Shelterbelts will increase shading on residential areas and need to he Yes
Limited considered as part of the reverse sensitivity issues
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 Miitigation 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 145/12 146/12 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 151/3 151/3 Suitable high quality rural land, particularly for grapes and cherries are Yes
Zealand increasingly under threat
191. Julene Ludlow 191/7 191/7 it is uncertain that there be sufficient capability in the aquifer to enable the | Yes
191/8 greenways to be sufficiently irrigated. It does not appear that the ORC been
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| support the submission | The particular | The reasons for my support are: | seek that the
of (listed below) on Plan | parts of the whole of the
Change 13 submission 1 submission be
support are: 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 235/4 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 thisisnota | 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. Sarita Orchard 310/5 310/5 Proximity of residential sections to orchards presents an enhanced Yes

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

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: ......... Janeen Margaret Wood............cooiiiiiiiiis

This is a further submission in support of {er-in-oppesition-te} a submission on proposed Plan
Change 13 to the Central Otago District Plan.

la

m.

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.

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

00N Dy en st i

aon

Thomas Alan Coull, thomascoull@gmail.com, 63 — support all

Highlands Motorsport Park Limited, bridget.irving@gallawaycookallan.co.nz, 144 — support all
Motorsport NZ, brian@motorsport.org.nz, 248 — support all

Mt Difficulty Wines, matt@mtdifficulty.nz, 249 — support all, particularly 249/13 landscape visual amenity
Werner Murray, carolynwerner@mac.com, 252 — support all

Wally Sanford, mrwallysanford@gmail.com, 308 — support all

David Garth Stark, davidstark@meadstark.co.nz , 349 — support all
Greg & Vivienne Wilkinson, greg.a.wikinson@gmail.com, 396 — support all

Plan Change 13.

The particular parts of the submission | support {er-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)

e 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
(2562/1), 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)

o 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.

e 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 he
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 {er-oppesition) 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.

| seek that the whole erpa#t [describe part], of the submission be allowed (erdisallowed):

| wish/(or do not wish) to be heard in support of my further submission.

(Please strike out as applicable)

H-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: ...
........................... JANESNMWOOd@ERIABO:NZ i vvisrivmmsismhivirs ms i maieaii

Telephone No: ......... Q27 AABAABE. ..o i o s
Postal Address: ....... 271 Bannockburn Rd, RD2, Cromwell, 9348...........ccceveviviniino.
Contact Person: ......Janeen Wood............coovvviiininiiniinn

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 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991
To: Central Otago District Council
PO Box 122
ALEXANDRA 9340

Name of person making further submission: ......... Hahp?& ANML ﬁmfa ............ (Full name)

This is a further submission in support of (erin-eppesitionte) 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:
O S S e e e A B P R D s SRR s s b S O
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:

| ama persoh wl\o ‘«o?&?s an interest 3\(%11’1 than ‘tlxe 3wemf Fuwio as | ama (/romuw?f m‘;ia?ewt, a cotnicter on
‘tl\e, rmfs, a Famwt' wi'tL scl\co? ILEX-;,, in 'tlf\e, Tourigm im?ugh'tt, in tl\e Lortiwftum %JFF?% imﬁxgtnf(, a suFForbzr

of hw"tnmfort cw? a vate paiger.

(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. | support (er-eppese) the submission of:

| dames Dicey, james @grapevisioncons, T — supportalf
0. Rdin Diag hraggal, 1. o

% Poter }p‘m Mead % M;f‘ﬁ;.ir Stark, af_ @xtraconz, T1E - stpport in Mf

4 D(} Aw,g qui{’%’rm%t and Suncrest Ovchard Vimited. @Mf@@}m@& (7 sipport in M?

5. ndrets Joho reionger; | remonger A} @gmailcom, 156 — supportalf

. ot Afan o] thomascoul@gmaileom, 3  supportal]

1. Werner %um:u&., mg@,pwaher@mm 151 ~ sulalaortaf?

f. H’ortimi]turer%w Tealand] IMWJ%@LOW’}MM? 1Sl - swf;]aortaf?

1 MotorSprot N7, brian@motorsportorgnz, 243 - support aff

10 Mt Di iou?-bﬁ Wines, Mtt@i“fﬁﬂfflq.tet%jg M -~ support alf Farﬁaﬁaretﬁ A FM&M.Fe visual

averiy
1 igl\fam?s %oturs}oort Park Vimited hﬂgfggtirviy\g@gaﬂawa%wuwfmwm, 14— sufa\aor’mw
\7. %irhoh Aﬁl\h bn:gfa& (x if ; nggige%l_@mm, 15 - swﬂaort aﬂ’

12N Transport Hg’”‘“gx Y'@X%W@Bﬁﬂ ovtnz, 154 - s,u‘olourtin part — insufficient o?et‘fu?
e i “v“""*@‘?‘:%é““@ms‘i“?‘“ﬁ-W-m'» o -supportall 3T
/:}, : ‘/ /‘.\\

on Plan Change 13. / D *"iff"“ 4 -.{\,.&\\
(Please state the name and address of original submitter and submission number and Sulﬁmig‘sioq_ : u.-’l-*}_’i}'} \— \
point number of original submission) ,-‘-,‘."-."i <9 ppy, i
‘.1 Cer?ir . / .‘:'x[.‘.i':-';;* .'!_._I"-!:

L& /—,.v M«gﬁ

i g ———



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

* 90 ; JW/, 7/7/3, lﬁa“f, 151 = wa{edt oh Drol\an?%: bei [;o%g mf agriou?tumf ?aw? im]aarfc Dh ewhoM&, imiaarx‘t oh
Touris, reverse w%itivi‘t\& Fa,rtioufa,r@ﬁ Spray c?r:a (\‘o‘m/ ), H\e&@ matters ‘\M@ been vaised l?lzjf
submitters but ’tl\em is, insuf ficient information in tl\z aFFYimﬁon tv adfress tL%e matters. We rec{u%ta,
re]aor’c ih acwro?anw Wi‘t]r\ %‘ﬂnﬂf(\) mC ’Clw Ra@ourw %amgemwt%&‘t 19171,

® |5k — Effecton nfrastructure: insufficient detail in Tott Tne Doald report o make infrastructure
o?e,d%iong, awf tv a?@tzrmihe aston rate payers in 'tke futum, We m::lue%t'a, m]oort in mra?m wit{\
%‘”xﬁr(l )of tL@ Resource %amﬁmeht A 1791,

® b3 151, 41 - EFF%{’ DA Cowmy\it%: i ate and uvchm?% 4 igloro]aortiumta effect on tJM slmw
Croh«wﬂ ouw-nunittﬁ i rJaﬂtion to its current po ufa,tinh; the Fro}aosaf l\a& adverse effects on the
environment and its resources ((95/ 4 151 / 5), aiomw)w wwwit% p?ﬂm }%% not been addvessed in t}\i‘%
reﬁam?. Dark SL% olicies have notbeen adfressed (b3/10). EFfect on ?aw?sm%& and aivenity (141/1%).

® 150 - Eﬂfwt oh ﬁham:er Wm\mv\g and Wiban De%igv\: Ductof contre a?awjo]amwt no amfta.gig oh
e%fa)o?iskw? whahaema? uses in CI’DIMWJ ?, n commert on retztji] Liemrdxtﬁ La% been made (7/57// l )

® 147 144, 13l — Effecton Tourigm: emlafmgmwtih CWWJ(?(H“WJ, tourism (144/10), visual amenity in
rJa:tion 1o views and again&t CODC regiom? i&?@hﬁhaa 4 7/ | ln@ufﬁam information provided in
a,'alafimjjon 1o M%re,% 't}w;e iSSues, We mlbwfs’ca, meDY’t in mm?m Wi’ct\ %‘Wnﬂf(\ ) tl\e, Reg,ourw
/h’\a,mg@mwt At 1771,

® 154 14,151, E{{wt on traffic: traffic W’FDYJC is insuf ficient ouw? a Cow\oie peer review %I'weé? be
conducted. /h/ﬂ_ﬁf have ot F?w? ehDUﬁl\ rigger A% ’rl«w?wJo meit wiﬂ] im\cw/tﬁ\e Fawaran ( brge am?
ufﬁmfzfxﬁ the %lwtover Bri ge. further information is requirj

(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 a?@iﬁi?w? dove there are.a wumber of Uut%'bimﬁr% issues that need further information and are a&o
gigniﬁmt wougl\ 1o mean Jcl\at uftima:tp?% H\@ issues cannotbe mitigaiw? I’hal-’-ilﬂﬁ. tl\ig- chun anga at tl\i%
scaferM in Jclu's‘, ?umtioh wﬂsuppurmwe.

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



II seek that the whole or part [describe part], of the submission be allowed (or disallowed):
hs a?z"l'aifeof’ above, the imFaot of the FruFoseo? F?am ol\arge, and insufFicient: information \orwia?w? m‘;u{)'t in the
conclusion that the project is incompatible with the divection Cromuelf should take.

(Please give precise details)
| 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, | will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing.

(Please dfetér’if you would not consider presenting a joint case)

e
1 L ()
fz}\/&t’j ......29 October 2018... ... ...
Signature/ of person making Further Submission Date

(or per f'm 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)

|Telephone No: ...03 445 0444.......

Postal Address: ...... P& Box 450 Cramwell B342 . . oiwuusis s v oo i s i sy s kg
CONEACE PorS O s oy st s v S e e s s s

(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 OPP |,___|oN 18, N
SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN HMGE\
TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN/ cLFy IVEL) \T\f_;;

3-‘” 29 0CT 2955 |-

Clause 8 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Adt

,-«1 CEN fies
To:  Central Otago District Council A n’_;gﬁ,‘?g?ru:o 7
. ALE 7
PO Box 122 S ANDRa R ‘_/.-’\
ALEXANDRA 9340 Pt (L
o Yorsa—
Name of person making further submission: ....... o o a0 et TR | “‘"“\\J .........................

(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.

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

being:
o be &~

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.

| 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 submnss:onl—wrt (or oppose) are:

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

The reasons for my support (or opposition) are:

T o e B R R e e L T T L T R e I

(Please g1 e reasons a ccntlnue on an additional page if necessary) :
C veohran ,QJ(_'-,:\ N\ ()ﬁr Jeda Aes | PR Cl EE.()VJ"“' tQL A
¥e wwnlﬁwogapijwwaAQUQM o s
B & pat (hotaa :



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

Lo s\ Suhimaissie ~ Lo be c;libo-‘ltowz(/{.

................................................................................................................................................

(Please give precise details)

| wish/{tordesnoi=vish) to be heard in support of my further submission.
(Please strike out as applicable)

If others make a similar submission, | 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: .. 3‘1’\0-“/”““\‘3@301‘"\’“\ e

(Please write clearly) &

Telephone No: 01’:\1"2'4—(’]7?@ ‘

> ) & _ ;
Postal Address: (L \/‘*-L‘-‘é_i- vy b\' C,v Ay ) )

.......................................................................

...................................................................................

e L L o R
(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:
e it contains offensive language:
e jt 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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RESQURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991
FORM 6

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OP/PQ‘{TION TO, \\
SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED'‘PLAN CIj&NGé
TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN [\;L’ EIVE(] \’\f

Clause 8 of Schedule 1, Resource Managemen m’f 1999 9 ocr qm,
1
Ce r\rr,, /\

A‘rf‘"h"pf} Co /o

To:  Central Otago District Council

PO Box 122 N HEXANG, 3
ALEXANDRA 9340 e s ’b\
y a1 Y

Name of person making further submission: ....{4.).@.’1.‘.—.?.‘.1..... 8y LT s RN O

(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.

| am:
; A person representing a relevant aspect of the public interest, the grounds for saying this
being:
.......................................................................................................................................... ; o,
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 / 2 7 / ?"( / //ff*ff
..J’.'E‘,..ﬂ’.":.":;’.‘.";:‘../‘.i{....:'5.{’;3' ..... f:(:’.‘f =I1K(J ........ ﬂ//’/}(ﬂ ................................................... : of,

(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.

IW (or oppose) the submission of:
: ' {7 Yusalall &

JersaniOTecns k4. (oo f&.‘.:-:’;-'.’ Llndler comp 12 Tenalall on Pian 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 | support (or-oppose) are:

s eogle Flan. Ghangt B i

...............................................................................................................................................

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

‘;fa/LH . awmy. Cvn gl :‘.L.‘{.':‘.".'.".'_.‘.(T':....F.-’.’).\.-t....,;’.'}. :‘;“.:’.a‘;.-.:‘..\ ,../.’.’.:.'.’....:.‘:_-:':‘:';»:';( .......

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



| seek that the whole or part [describe part], of the submission be a%d {or disallowed):

................................................................................................................................................

(Please give precise details)

I(wré.’(g[ do not wish) to be heard in support of my further submission.
Please strike out as applicable)

If others make a similar submission, | will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing.

(Please delete if you would not consider presenting a joint case)

{ =
................................ P . ..i'}’:'..:,-.r.j....'.. T

Slgnature of person maklng 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: /. W EElinsg ((
(Please write clearly)

Telephone No: (24 . r L0 0 (...,

Postal Address: FF“{“—" .......... .......... R o / ..............

17 el 2 ’5*:4

o - Y 7 v l{%-" g
("\‘L‘F{ﬂ"’ i ‘//‘““‘"(f"g'f—""

Contact Person: CRACTRAENIBL i
(name & designation, if applicable)

R

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

\(w‘

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):

s itis 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:

e it contains offensive language:

o itis 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 TQ,
SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN C @ETT}“;;

TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN S

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

L

To:  Central Otago District Council

PO Box 122
ALEXANDRA 9340
N
Name of person making further submission: /éﬂﬂ .:ﬂ\ ........ David ... 1N (,tr—?’@fq\.\b >
(Full name)

a submission on proposed Plan

This is a further submission in support of (or ir
Change 13 to the Central Otago District Plan.

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

being: / cons/oler The a-/)/o/zba'/?(cn /5 conTrar Yo e /)/ou;.‘:-zon.c
va/o /oarf L af Jhe RmK ancl .'na/p/prp/pr/a?' ly }pas-—em/;f_s Fhe

......... z'm/ze,acpﬁ'xf. BTt Man. LCvién.. . and. The.. Coarmell. (MaTeplan L oG
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.

| support (eroppoese) the submission of:

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

The particular parts of the submission | support (er-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 (er-opposition) are:
e, relevacce...al. reuese... semﬁ‘fw/y , 9%&73 To.. ..:-M.’:Z«'.r.‘aj. Aawfally., esTablished

Puasinesses, .. .ﬁ{?z..é.eﬁ?ﬁew/../ym,..mwzbﬂ ot o Tocttzm, ia. Bt cmmeoliale. ... wis.r.é.eé«
(Please give reasons-and continue on an additional pagg‘ if necessary)



| seek that the whale or part [describe part], of the submission be allowed (erdisaliowead):

Be. Labli.. Heallh. Sodtb.. scbmisten. H.A8S,. eleadly. aslablishss. The. signflcarce

| 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, | will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing.
(Pleasﬁe if you would not consider presenting a joint case)

SSasd.N S f ...
person mak Further Submission Date

(or person authorised to sign on behalf of person making further submission)
(A signature is not.tequired if you make your submission by electronic means)

Electronic address for service of person making further submission: wildl.: 7;""“79)‘7;950“1
(Please write clearly)

Telephone No: . &3 4k . 05/¢ 022/ 709 G2

.................................

Postal Address: Jf/,«fawooﬁyﬁﬁad .........................
T .
Py . ¢ - S

Contact Person: /"{m ........ 7. c?’ B, vy
(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.

e ® & o @



RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991
FORM 6

To:  Central Otago District Council
PO Box 122
ALEXANDRA 9340

Name of person making further submission: ...= /G G S T,
(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.

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

being:

..ff_'fc.:.).*..cfmﬁc.&\......,.;T\;\f.f-?s.»gs....hgme.....W..f@ma&ﬂ...L.v:\,..L.ﬁfu(?t.,u@.@..[...l. .............. 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.

| stispBit (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 | 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:

M. pombliiy. (@ o DO cline.. anad... (.. (@c L9cte LaunlA, woo (i uu/(
Ne.. ovwend. . aafan. . ad... Conmud if Sowdh . paikian L el lanola.....

Please give reasons and continue on an additional page’if necessary ; o : i, 5 % S
L _K"l('.cl‘\ \fjg 1,_(_,(3‘5 o Al G L'\U\"\.L_L‘V\ib\j ; g “"“'("'J 'l,\z;(_'rt { oW~ g lkb)'h‘l"\ )

CoMpLeaA v



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

Jasnee | saimevypeimlenn b Der onm oMl e

................................................................................................................................................

(Please give precise details)

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

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

............................................ TR, .

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)

[ e - P ) o pe -
Electronic address for service of person making further submission: .{(A. A andal\@malt .(om.
(Please write clearly)

i sy O
Telephone No: G2.\.[ 371.Z B P

Postal Address: Slis G = ?.{. W _D\O\&e ............................

RORIACE PRESOI it i e i A
(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 sy_f_fd‘iglg;g;spgcighs\e&d knowledge
or skill to give expert advice on the matter. | A i

[ 10
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RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991

FORM 6
FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITIONTO, .
SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN GHANGE = ™\
TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN /. P
LGN,

Clause 8 of Schedwle 1, Resource Management Act 1991 99
8 UCT i
vl

To:  Central Otago District Council CENTRAL &
- ALQTAGD

PO Box 122 DISTR oF
ALEXANDRA 9340 N, AUANGRA
Name of person making further submission: NF}QQWEET ........ = . o 8, gyfuﬁ\w
(Full name)
This is a further submission in support of (or-in-opposition.fo) a submission on proposed Plan

Change 13 to the Central Otago District Plan.

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

..........................................................................................................................................

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

(é‘U«A X (/CH’\WMJ U‘rk@yﬁwb D= . -

..........................................................................................................................................

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

/3./ The focal authority for the relevant area.

I support (ecoppese) the submission of: t

P&'F(/lf‘ me A D,r\}j é\f@ussnujﬁ 26/%, _______________ 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 paris of the submission | suppori (eroppese) are:

'2.(9/! L ﬁ N holTi U.L'be\Q/ (‘&v\_()

................................................................................................................................................

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

The reasons for my support (or oppositian) are:
Ploun Cloge [ hocdd wse excdlest ovcbad lound

............................................................................................................................................

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

| J.E'I\ﬁ GTR R Tl

I, [ga)ie]® | [D




I seek that the whole orpart-fdescribe-part], of the submission be allowed (or-disallowed):

................................................................................................................................................

(Please give precise details)

I wish/(or-do-net-wish) to be heard in support of my further submission.
(Please strike out as applicabie)

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

................ NK,.L\?}C‘ , 9’2-’5/?0 R

Signature of person making Furti{ek 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: ...

ré.@-@fﬁ%ﬂ.@ﬁf@.éf@ﬁu :

(Please write clearly)
Telephone No: B THYS }éo‘é
Postal Address: i )‘b é’ F{/{%C’V\ ...... Qi .:02_3 ..........................

.................

(narhe & designation, if applicable)

Contact Person: Mg@\d .é#CQL/ £

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 slruck out if the authority is satisfied
that a leasl 1 of the following applies to the submission (or part of the submission):

it is frivolous or vexalious:

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 purporis ic 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 _
3 . e
Name of person making further submission: ..... .‘-.k;i".-.’.u(.ﬁ.‘é—k..,amﬂ\.ﬂ ..... \(L(Q,_, .....................
(Ful'name)
This is a further submission in support of (gr-in-oppositien=te} a submission on proposed Plan
Change 13 to the Central Otago District Plan.
| am:
1. A person representing a relevant aspect of the public interest, the grounds for saying this
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:

............ )q(éﬁ?‘b\Q.f‘\'k‘(f\xfp‘“'hefCfg’\(':t"‘\we\\ or,
ai

(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.

| support (or oppose) the submission of:

-’f)j’ ..... /r .l.“.\.":’.:‘r?\':”s.f? ...... r ).Sf:i..'.\ ..... ‘LG‘—‘*“ ...... é&jl—LﬁllLon 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 | support ( ) are:

....... Y T S Y [T T 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 reasons for my suppoﬁ(g opposition) are:

---------------------------------------------------

(Please give reasons and continue on an additional page if necessary) ICDN::L (s5ues Hem §urlon o ﬂ‘i\

bus WESCS



| seek that the whole or part [describe part], of the submission be allowed (ordisatiowed):
........ T ouppeth. s, Slonisel 00, M0 BB, .

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

(Please give precise details)

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

~If others-make-a similar submission, | will consider presenting ajoint 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: .\Y\¢4 P?ﬁSDQjAC‘JC‘Jm
(Please write clearly)
- €7
Telephone No: .....0-) ?7((3—36~32Lf-
: (®
Postal Address:  ........ l.l .......... 'V{TA—D(Q ..... \ l L T e

COMACEPEIBOI: i i s s 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.

.”'-{;-_\-;;r L 3
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RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 /
FORM 6

T Istr
FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPP&SITIW
SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLANsGHANGE
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: /7f$& oAkl ) Qﬂ?& ......... (ﬁ;&’ﬁﬁ)

(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.

lam:
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:

LaHdoun {o fﬂo,{’%w) Noaw - LT [insv ﬁM-) 136

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

3. The local authority for the relevant area.

| 4@ (o oppose) the submission of:

ﬂ bt It ff’%fCC’q'Suf{azwb) 05 ﬂ,#ﬂ‘;gu ﬁm‘) "/’*”f[{on Plan Change 13.

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

15 See  Amrtensy 0l o fg,,g,qu/ ﬁaﬂf

& \1|\'f[| T 1‘.:'“_-'-.'1\

i )i



point number of original submission)

The particular parts of the submission | st (or oppose) are:

fO//OSf/4440:‘7%{«3/‘74:/0# .................................

(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 sesmymess (or opposition) are:

15%::.'{4;,,_.Tﬁ”...Sﬁﬂé...A)’...‘.’Zé'Fa{.L.é......Mﬂt....&.&/74{&2_..?[M....Cénﬁi_/j
Rwer Tiontact. — Otrawal . Loans... .AEA::./&&D..fﬁfﬂ#ﬁ.’.ﬁ(f%é..&ﬂﬂ.e?e‘ﬁ

(Please give reasons and continue on an additional page if necessary)
Pttee (66 OniamwaC Conmga™™s MY If 1) Juwe 2018
Foens  Amaened — o Chate o Oppes i oF flaw 17

| seek that the whole espesisjeissssiaspant], of the submission be @il (or disallowed):

................................................................................................................................................

(Please give precise details)

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

If others make a similar submission, | will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing.
(Please delete if you would not consider presenting a joint case)
2(-/6%';

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: .0&7".. @—??/fé" e



Postal Address: /);(/7@”0”}20(*")

Contact Person:

(name & designation, if applicable)

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, ANY SUBMISSION
ON PROPO LAN CHANGE 13 CLOSE ON MOND 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 &

SUBMISSION ON NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE
TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN

Clause 6 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991

[
To:  Central Otago District Council

PO Box 122
ALEXANDRA 5714/0 \ ™ g
Name of Submitter: (A"’k(gﬁr“:urf-b/fﬁ\/éff‘;c“ "wﬂ:(-'\
(Full name)
This is a submission on proposed Plan Change 13 to the Central Otago District Plan (the proposal).

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

| am/smmmai directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that-
(a) adversely affects the environment; and

Ds'ste entira paragraph if you could not gain an advantage in trade copeti{ion through this submission)
(* Select One)

The specific provisions of the proposal that my submission relates to are:
€= 5 - e | e
[1iefdaes) Viae CHivae 13 _F.;y.:_n, e

#y —— — /

s T MR R - i e i s ey w¥a
THE. [l T o bas Land) G THE [ivin, T ontoccé | [430umci.. W IF

...................................................................

F

s : - - - : ey . R
Livtarted dwie. Ldne /’/x.‘«.’%." s,y St e il fervizy Reinseén s Losiva
4 i i ol . ~ e 5 i f o L
4 Nz anBoar g Cevivt A Corn) O, Soe Moimentle linitu e | ’ Aoemdisie, TvFonsusi
(Pleasé give details and continue on additional page if necessary

My submission is:

] 4 § . 1 T : (A. '
Vi i Suses LAY LElos:) T T, .2‘-,1‘-(.’ ). Flow. Litess. /4») LS, ’~) e

3 e : g - D T s TN
Creffed Ay 27 Mie Searoust e ,4 Fract THE Eaviponcm i fud) At Mo
L - - - . eme ] = y 3 e i — .-
Mt EdFec ."_...‘Ga‘:f...:f&.é‘.f‘.'«.!f,ii-.“r?:?f;?c:K;E...,.:%f.’bf‘:’?’.iw. .5 "-.r.“.'r.‘,a-....Dt.—'r"’-‘-f-"fpw AL, T
']

Labe STile. [loftriEs... ,e%;_-f,g'?__,,é_.;_;; i o THe BHBA e
(Please include:
s whether you support or oppose the specific provisions or wish to have them amended; and

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

| seek the following decision from the local authority:

—

— S : ) | A S A Fo T oy - (s 5 -
THET Tt Plofose) CHinse. DF. dowiviy  Ffet .ﬁé!’-.ﬂ.f?.{'r. LFs
Fredu. /Kff.r&-[!l. 4 Pz“/ Mosssis S Bk *) A eﬁﬂzaf *} i

LD, TG Sffﬂq;-j\.,r?f Stociey, Tomtiem. D&Y, Grrt . ¢ gele [fbtss ek
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| wish/do not wish to be heard in support of my submission.
(Piease strike out as applicable)
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If others make a similar submission, | will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing.
(Please delete if you would not consider presenting a joint case)

Sl!nature of S blmtter
(or person authorised to sign on behalf of submitier)
(A signalure is not required if you make a submission by electronic means)

azf i “ i - 7w ‘ oy
Electronic address for service of submitter: f"f‘r“*}“"}/"' :‘)G\'/”/ "/u,uf.,’“?

Telephone No: fjjn?‘ ... {):,?7(?‘5 e

s T o e ) -
Postal Address. f}\f? 5 /""i’l L ,'ff.r.‘;"?\. .............................
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Contact Person: /’/f{h{ S g'-’"’“”““-" i ._(5.'.1. i Gt

(name & designation, if agplicable),

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 competltlon 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):
o jtis frivolous or vexatious:
s it discloses no reasonable or relevant case:
e it would be an abuse of the hearing process to allow the submission (or the part) to be taken further:
= it contains offensive language:
o itis 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

Mark and Rebecca Schofield .... 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. Pretly
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. [ feel it
will become too dangerous for us to do our usual activities like walking the kids 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.

- Qur property | believe would decrease in value due to ... Loss of privacy, increase in
noise, pollution from dust etc, security worries, increase in road fraffic 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 frees etc.
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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 | 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 | feel would be much better suited for Cromwell not
going ahead instead? The following development proposals | 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 localed 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 ali 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.



Tuesday, 19 June 2018
Mark and Rebecca Schofield .. 125 PEARSON ROAD

| 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

1
971

. Provisions need to put in place for existing activities/noises that lifestyle block have.
1
. Provisions need to be put in place for existing businesses activities/noises.

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

1
2 s D

. More schools and public amenities.
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FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN PéSITw”T A
SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN C AI

TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLA : acr gam
Clause 8 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Q'f#})fé‘ Lo
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To:  Central Otago District Council i . <
PO Box 122 '\’j {1 'i [\ LA
ALEXANDRA 9340 Ay
Name of person making further submission: ..... MﬂﬂWcﬁ\M ......................
(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 Disfrict Plan.

| am:

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

................ A /ﬂ 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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(Plt.ea.:;s-e. statewhether ycn.i area psr.son- who may make a suﬁmlsston under 1 and;f.o.r 2 above and also specify/explain the
grounds for saying that you come thm category 1 ander 2} %
3 '] r\\_ —"l\i =

o S Q = var it WS<E

e M2 00
3. The local authority for the relevant area.

| support (or oppose) the submission of:

A'&- quf‘\ﬂ’a Ql(d&?r&\‘ﬂ(cm”@ion 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 | support (or oppose) are: W\J

(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 [describe part], of the submission be allowed (or disallowed):

(Please give precise details)

| wish/(es=de-net-wish) to be heard in support of my further submission.
(Please strike out as applicable)

If others make & similar submission, | will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing.
(Please delete if you v?uld not consider presenting a joint case)

iAW 2%

ture of person making Further Submission Date
(or pers “authorised to sign on behalf of person making further submission)

(A sighature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means)
N{gﬁémMK/ﬂ/}( NEC

Electronic address for service of person making further submission: 7200000
(Please write clearly)

Telephone Noz . 255t on it r o

Postal AUHIESEEE i e e i st e el el

ContachPeISON:  vivirma s are e e T R
(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.



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

- | support the submission | The particular The reasons for my support are: | seek that the
of (listed below) on Plan | parts of the whole of the
Change 13 submission [ submission be

support are: allowed:
2. Roger James Aburn 2/3 2/3 The loss of the land will remove the land as a resource to support Yes
2/4 employment if it is not farmed
2/6 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
| 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. lan Anderson 8/5 8/5 The turn in to Sandflat road is currently dangerous with both the traffic pcle | 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 i
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. lan 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

e




| support the submission

The particular The reasons for my support are: | seek that the
of (listed below) on Plan | parts of the whole of the
Change 13 submission | submission be

' support are: allowed:
19/4 Having a retirement home at close proximity to noisy activities makes no
sense
22. lvan James Blackler 22/1 22/1 Fragmentation will occur with a school and shops outside the existing town | Yes
infrastructure. Additionally, numbers will not support a school according to the
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 | Yes
properly costed out as detailed cansideration on the scale and loading of existing
infrastructure is not full analysed
45, Centrzl Speedway 45/5 45/5 & 45/7 The continued impact of the noise from surrounding activities is Yes
Club Cromwell 45/7 likely to have a health impact on the residents of the subdivision and the controls
Incorporated able to be put in place will likely be ineffective as they cannot stop all the naoise
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

P=d




| support the submission

The particular

The reasons for my support are: I seek that the
of (listed below) on Plan | parts of the whole of the
Change 13 submission | submission be

support are: 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 | 92/5 92/5 The creation of what is obviously a commuter satellite community does Yes
Dicey nothing to enhance the values of the Cromwell Community
96. Rex Edgar 96/9 96/9 Emergency services will have trouble to access a number of the areasin the | Yes
development due to clogged roads on the sub-division due to poor consideration
for parking
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 developmentis 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

(§5) i
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| support the submission | The particular The reasons for my support are: [ seek that the
of (listed below) on Plan | parts of the whole of the
Change 13 submission | submission be
| support are: 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 Lid & | 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

123/28 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, Qbjective 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 6.3.5, 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 126/11

126/11 Shelterbelts will increase shading on residential areas and need to be Yes
Limited

considered as part of the reverse sensitivity issues




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 12 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

| support the submission | The particular The reasons for my support are: I seek that the
of (listed below) on Plan | parts of the whole of the
Change 13 submission [ submission be
support are: allowed:
144. Highlands 144/3 144/3 There has been na 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.
145. 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 Rescurce
Management Act.
151. Horticulture New 151/3 151/3 Suitable high quality rural land, particularly for grapes and cherries are Yes
| Zealand increasingly under threat .
191. Julene Ludlow 191/7 191/7 It is uncertain that there be sufficient capability in the aquifer to enable Yes
181/8 the greenways to be sufficiently irrigated. It does not appear that the ORC been
191/10 contacted to ensure this is possible or feasible.




| support the submission

The particular

| The reasons for my support are:

| 1 seek that the

of (listed below) on Plan | parts of the whole of the
Change 13 submission | submission be
| support are: allowed:
239. Ministry of 239/3 239/3 & 239/4 & 239/5The Ministry of Education suggests that there isno 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 thisisnot | 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 Cromwel
285. Public Health South | 285/4 285/4 Reverse sensitivity in the context of health are not fully or properly Yes
285/5 considerad
: 285/5 Health and safety of residents is not properly considered
310. Sarita Orchard 310/5 310/5 Proximity of residential sections to orchards presents an enhanced Yes
biosecurity risk
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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.

| 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 | support (or oppose) are:

The proposed Plan Change 13 will have a significant adverse effect on surrounding current or
proposed horticultural fand (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 of 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 of spraydrift (285/10).
We agree that more adequate mitigation is required via a larger setback distance, and submit
that given the rural setting of the site this should apply to likely future horticultural land
(including our property) as well as current orchards.

We also support the submissions of ORC (261/6), Public Health South (285/12) and various
other submifters who raised concerns about transportation issues associated with the
development, specifically safety at the Sandflat 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

e 1D



issues could be 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 fo be widely used. In our
opinion, there is no plausible scenario in which future urban development of 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 of Cromwell's town limits and more intensive residential development.
We would support a development of a similar scale and intensity if 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 of most of
these submissions that the Plan Change application be declined). We request that these
submissions be allowed.

| wish to be heard in support of my further submission.

If others make a similar submission, | will consider presenting a joint case with them at
a hearing.

G Mali?

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.Com.......coocoviviiiiiiiiiiiee e
(Please write clearly)

Telephdnie N: ...027 489 0295 ....c.onvimmmiessmmmmmisis

Postal Address: ...68 Neplusultra St, Cromwell.............ccccovveieennn..

Contact Person: e I NIGBE, HUSISE: oo s s i i e b S s ins
(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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(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.

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

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:

Resinents of  ClRomwe ;or,

.........................................................................................................................................

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

3. The local authority for the relevant area.

| ssspmmrt (Or oppose) the submission of:
v")‘ ——— .
}%”}er{‘fﬁO\CQbf’Ve[O W\t”?’\}&ul‘}on Plan Change 13.

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

Mmoavs eh\.;rg\u'
The particular parts of the submission | support (or cppose) are:
Nz opeess. .. Tlan...Chanae. )3 AN
ei',v&‘:fe’_?j g

(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 sappert (or opposition) are:
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| seek that the whole crpartfdescribepart], of the submission be aHewed-(or disallowed):

................................................................................................................................................

(Please give precise details)

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

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

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

e mydyaheo.co 2.

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

Telaphone No: .50 .00 00 D antnt,

Postal Address: = . B@ nnock -‘3‘-"3“ ; {%! ...............

'f"
Contact Person: \j oMCe LJ U.&B -

R L T T e R

(name & designation, if applicable)

EURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, ANY SUBMISSION
ON PROPOS LAN CHANGE 13 CLOSE ON DAY 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.

* @ ° 9 @



PM O’Neill
1 Ash Lane
Cromwell 9310.

To The Central Otago District Council.

e | 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.

e 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. | believe we should protect this asset.

e | 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.

e 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 of 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.

e Resources are tight. We need to spend them wisely.

e 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,
f"?-J’é-i outzo

Patricia O’Neill

Ly IR
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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

\ “M
Clause 8 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1691 \ ik \\
To:  Central Otago District Council i “E{E‘WH] ! =
ALEXANDRA 9340 Uf acr 20?8 J'~if‘
Name of person making further submission: ﬂ/ /Ly 6’7 \/ Aes) ff@?@ ; 3‘5&
(Full name) IE;T \'L;

This is a further submission in-suppest—ei-{er-in—opposition to) a submussnon on proposed Plan
Change 13 to the Central Otago District Plan.

| am:
: P A person representing a relevant aspect of the public interest, the grounds for saying this

being:

. ; . . ; - 3 -
%meu"rw’—f?ﬁwfwrﬁwﬂd)wcmn/f K, Ok Ttz btk e,
OF Tig  [UOPOHLY ¢ T .
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:

H5.. A BN . EE L fhtd 14, 5. 5 0... CoN iz, e T Tl 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)

P)}nﬁ,h“ 2 7 '—-_F; ; ,/ e . 4 5
o /-c?}/(é (s ALy /t{f SHllaL s 7’,:,,5 /?’(f“;’/%{,fb) /’f;—;-t o e
" The local authority for the relevant area. ,?g(;(,.;g»f)

| 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 | stippert (m 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 s;mpﬁt—for opposition) are:

...............................................................................................................................................

(Please give reasons and continue on an additional page if necessary)
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o cpigs \z
| seek that the whole erpart{deseribepart], of the}\submisslon be-allowed (be disallowed):

................................................................................................................................................

(P|easegwepremse detaﬂs}

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

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

---------------------------------------

(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: /Zzﬁik fﬁqﬁﬁ//&f-‘ﬁ\ 2GR,
(Please write clearly)

Telephone No: ..C & /... f 4“5 éf’;

Postal Address: i?f /jﬁf 2 :;‘;}!HCV .................................

G BIUBIZL i o T
Contact Person: ... /Z‘.(/éﬁ..{d.?..../7(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:

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.



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 | am aware of the tremendous economic benefits it has brought to the
area as an event centre / museum and tourist attraction.

| 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 comer to the area now complaining about the noisy environment he voluntarily moved

into. Article attached.



24 REGIONS

ALEXANDRA

‘WW3’ noises on orch

i LYNDA VAN KEMPEN

A “CONSTANT barrage of noise” from
some orchards during fruit harvesting
season sounded like World War 3 had
broken out, an Alexandra vineyard
owner told a planning hearing this
week.

Continuous noise from dawn to dusk
during the three-month period
included sirens and cannons for bird-

scaring and helicopters flying over-
head, Paul Keast said.

Noise from two-bladed frost-
fighting fans also disturbed the peace,
he told the Central Otago District
Council’s 10-year plan hearing..

“I was out pruning in the snow [on
Wednesday] and it was peaceful out
there, but for three months of the year,
things change quite drastically.”

Mr Keast lives on Letts Gully Rd, on

the outskirts of Alexandra, and said he
was a relative newcomer to the area.
Noise pollution would become a big-
ger issue as more people moved on to
rural blocks, he said.

His vineyard used nets to keep bhirds
out but several orchards used bird-
scaring cannons or sirens, resulting in
“artificial noises” in the environment,
which could be very disconcerting.

Two-bladed frost fans were cheaper

Otago Daily Times « Saturday, June 9, 2018

ards ‘not acceptable’

than fans with more blades but they
were also noisier and less efficient,
Mr Keast said.

He urged the council to restrict
what could be used on horticulture
and viticulture blocks as bird-scaring
devices and for frost-fighting.

“Continuing to state that it’s a rural
area and noise is Lo be expected is not
an excuse.

“Some rural noises are to be

expected in the country at certain
times and for short duration; however,
the constant barrage of noises from
frost fans (all night sometimes) and
from dawn to dusk for bird-scaring,
continuously for more than three
months, is not acceptable to the
majority of the residents of rural
areas.”

When the council considered sub-

missions on Thursday, Cr Malcolm

Topliss said something needed to be
done “urgently” about Mr Keast’s
concerns.

“It’s totally unacceptable as far as
I'm concerned.”

Mayor Tim Cadogan acknowledged
Mr Topliss’ comment but said the issue
had to be looked at during the distriet
plan review later this year.

Cr Martin McPherson said the plan
already listed noise limits.



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
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Clause 8 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991 . e = e
' 45007 gy 15
To:  Central Otago District Council o vig -
PO Box 122 "Nﬁfﬁfﬁﬁﬂ’ﬁ:ﬁcu
ALEXANDRA 9340 ALEXA ,\“,g{q ;
Name of person making further submission: ...... /0}" 5 ”t 212 4 1;\5

(Full name)

This is a further submission in support of {or-ir-oppesitton=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: A rale- [Po e ci~=f Pra’nev‘)& O e (v
Cromwell. Since (955, Z ao-u Yy iy, have heo o elose

;?;omnec:z/'io-w wittn 4+ c:ou«muﬁ.-b _ af Crommvell oAt file Md&_cﬁqﬁ“k

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

3 _TI;'m local authority for the relevant area.

i suppor:i (et-eppese)-the submission of:

A[W!(a‘fddﬂuc— S?%{V}ZBZ(‘@)(J""’P) ...... on Plan Change 13.

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

(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)

: S ol jrmpodtine.
The reasons for my support (e+-epposition) are: 7he SubmiSSio~ notes e Cruct
of +he . Cromwell C.OMMMHHU a~cl  aun~enihier - PCI3 il d&r;('oj Yhie 5"3-9’/&’ e

o e B R TR T R A e,
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'--GA.V.I.I-:\ja_'f'.___‘bﬂ~-wm%‘h3a1€edfmk4in54#1r?%—p{ah—almkﬁac at Ahic Scale o AR [ocatOn,

ur\gppw“i‘ab[e ;



I seek tﬁat the whole orpart[deseribe-part]; of the submission be allowed {ordisattowed):
Bl site 84?// Ak Boghe

...............................................................................................................................................

(Please give precise details)

I wish/{er-do-net-wish) to be heard in support of my further submission.
(Please strike out as applicable)

resenting-ajoint-case-with them-at-a-hearing:

i £
(Please delete if you would not consider presenting a joint case)

Signatite of person making Further Submission 3 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)

Telephojne No: @17#‘6/!“8”—“9'
Postal ﬂéddress: 835, Eﬁ.‘f?“:!&feﬁ":@ﬂ"" ...................

..................

Contact Person: Pi"”"fﬁﬁ ...... h/b ‘/_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

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

served op 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 sufflcient specialised knowledge

or sk|I{ to give expert advice on the matter.
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RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991
FORM 6

To:  Central Otago District Council

PO Box 122
ALEXANDRA 9340
S/
Name of person making further submission: ....% . \au . ... .\‘&f\.g;»j ....... o T o Poprren

h(FuII 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:

............ 3 M(}r\"xtlré‘}(aﬂlﬁ‘\'\QQCTCD"'\'\UX:—'”\\, 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 e e M ..‘Qm"‘i.,..('J:L.....{Tﬁf:.f;l\.ﬁ«\.e{{".\'.\...,Qg\..,...gp..).(.-.of?jm.)‘.\.\ .................. ;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.

| support (ex~eppese) the submission of:

ST (1 o . Pholis .. S d 8 Blyba. 85, Geeanes e\ 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 [ support (or oppose) are:

'3!4.-0/' ............. 3%@[2 ...........................................................................................

...............................................................................................................................................

(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 sUppoE:{&F opposition) are:
..... T()\\lxc.l\ﬁfj“ﬁé:.\uw\u\\(‘i;LQC‘H\‘"E’J.»

L Qawetolercbie. naise. \edel  dhak will . oe, 'Z'}@l.'.".‘ﬁé‘é‘.‘;-lf.\'?&’{?ﬂ\ .......
(Please give reasons and continue on an _additional page if necessary) :
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R‘W.ﬁ A 19 an o RSSO U COWwUn “
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GA\GWD G’-C\
| seek that the whole expast [describe part], of the submission be attowed-{a¥disaiifowad):

(Please give precise details)

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

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

BT =0, Oy y 7 AN %o (D RONG

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)

(Please write clearly)

Telephone No: O, WA, Q36

Postal Address: lgl}\\‘j“‘\%’t‘
...... C.;\“"’Qﬁnuu@“
................................. o b o

Contact Person: ool Skt (?»"?'\‘SL“?’LL.’E: T

(narhe & designation, if applicable)

FURTHER SUBNMISSIONS 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:
¢ |t 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:
e it contains offensive language:
e 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

Name

Address

A{ETH ???'r

REF EIVET] R :-’_\'\
o | 3]
26 0C7 2p9 =
FORM 6 Lo
EXANDRA
FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO

SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED POLICY-STATEM
OR PLAN, CHANGE OR VARIATION

Clause 8 of S5chedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991

Central Otago District Council
PO Box 122
ALEXANDRA

Public Health South

Private Bag 1921
DUNEDIN 2054

(Note: different address for service below)

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%).

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.

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,

Public Health South seeks that the relief set out in Annexure A, in terms of allowing or
disallowing original submissions, be granted.

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 Subrmission of Public Health South on PC13 to the Central Otago District Plan
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Date: 26 October 2018

Signature

Tom Scott, Public Health South

Address for Service:  Public Health South

C/- Mitchell Daysh Limited
PO Box 489
DUNEDIN 9054

Telephone: 03 477 7884
Email: megan.justice@mitchelldaysh.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



ANNEXURE A

FURTHER SUBMISSION 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

Medify 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

Acoustic OITC for OITC for Other
Insulation Zone Bedrooms Noise Sensitive
Spaces
A 30 30
B 33 25
& 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)

PHS opposes this submission.

i) The provision of sound insulation does not address
issues of residential amenity including in the outdoor
environment.

i} 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 of 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.

Rule 20.7.7

Riverview Terrace
Developments Lid

Submitter 298

298/4 — 298/8

Section 2.3 of
submission

Rule 20.7.7(viii) and (ix) refer to restrictive no-complaint
caovenants 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




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 of 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 Including any variations operative prior to

19 May 2018.

(iii) In the case of Lot 1 DP 403966, prevents any awner or
occupier of 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 inserdatedRTHRA
netified 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 of 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/, and

Relief set outin
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 o a
variety of existing activities that affect the nature of the
existing environment such that it is not characteristic of g
residential area. These include the Highlands Motorsport
Park, the Central Otago Speedway, State Highway 6 and

PHS supports the amendment sought to the
Introduction 20.1.

If PC13 is not rejected in its entirety, allow
submission,

Further submission of Public Health South




Orchard Aclivities. It is recognised that these existing
activities all generate noise and other effects that will
compromise the amenity values of the River Terraces
Resource Area to varying degrees. Highland 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
acouslic insuiation and ventilation will be required for all
buildings within the River Terrace Resource Area to
mitigate the effects of 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 sensitivity effects.”

Include new Objective:

Objective: Healthy Buildings — Construction of buildings
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 Palicy:

QOrientating building and locating outdoor living spaces
behind structures to provide some protection from noise
generated by the day to day activities of Highland Motor
Park.

Rules 20.7.1
and

20.7.3

Highlands
Motorsport Park
Limited

Submitter number
144

Relief set outin
Appendix 1 of the
submission

Highlands Motorsport Park Limited submitted on
Permitted Activity Rules:

- 20.7.1(ii) Residential Activities and buildings
within Residential sub-areas A and B,

and Restricted Discretionary Rules:

- 20.7.3(i)) (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(x) (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 of 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
tules 20.7.1and 20.7.3.

Further submission of Public Health South




Rules 20.7.7,
20.7.4, and
20.7.5

Highlands
Motorsport Park
Limited

Submitter number
144

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.

_i_?elief_s“et outin
Appendix 1 of 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
actlivity, 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 of these important
standards. (It is noted thal 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
QOrchard Limited

Submitter number
167

176/1

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 reguirements 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 supporls 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
237

| 2271227

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 of 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 stondard for residential buildings
or buildings containing aclivilies sensitive to both road
noise and motorsport noise within 125 metres of State
Highway 6 and within 125 metres of Sandfiat Road,

Erection of sound barriers in the form of motorway style
fences/bunds with plantings to absorb or 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 of noise mitigation
should be considered to manage adverse
effects on sensitive activities.

Further submission of Public Health South



20.7.7
General
Standards

New Zealand
Transport Agency

Submitter number
254

254/

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 conseguence
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 enlirety, PHS
seeks that the text of Rule 20.7.7 be
amended to state that the General
Standards in 20.7.7 apply for all proposals,
aclivities and buildings in the River
Terrace Resource Area.

General
Standards
20.7.7 (vii)
rule

New Zealand-
Transport Agency

Submitter number
254

2541

NZTA has sought that the Rule 20.7.7(vii) he amended to
“take account of any increases in noise from projected
traffic growth during a period of not less than 10 years
from the commencement of construction of the

development.

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.

General

Otago Regional
Council

Submitter number
261

26113-14

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 outin
Schedule 1to the
submission

20.1 Introduction — Transpower seeks that a new clause
be inserted into the Introduction:

Sections 11-15 of the District Plan contain issues,
objeclives, policies, rules and standards which apply
district wide, including in the River Terrace Resource
Area. Where any of these district wide provisions
(Sections 11-15) conffict with the provisions of the River
Terrace Resource Area (Section 20) the district wide
provisions (Sections 11-15) shall prevail.

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.

Policy 20.4

Transpower New
Zealand Ltd

Submitter number
373

Setoutin
Schedule 1to the
submission

Amend Policy 20.4 as follows:

Where any of the policies of the River Terrace Resource
Area confiict with the palicies in the sections listed
above, the policies in the sections listed above efthe
Riverterrace-Resource-Area shall prevail,

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,

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 outin
its original submission.

Reject submission.

Further submission of Public Health South




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: ...... Rzal«aro? WMWicJL Foafe ............ (Full name)

This is a further submission in support of (er-in-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:
S S A A T B R A e A e S R s s e
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:

| ama person who Lo?a?g an inderest greafm -tl\ah 'tl\e 3mmf Fujafio as | am a C\'We?? re@ia?elrct, A cominiiter oh
'tLe rmo?g, aFareht Wi‘t‘l\ %olmm}f Iﬁiapg, i 't']ﬂ?, Tolris iMPugtrl&,, in i‘l\e Lvrtim(’tum %F'Fg\ﬁ' iha?w;,’mﬁ, a s;waFor'tBr

of mvtors}}vort, a,lw? a vate paier.

(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. | support (ereppese) the submission of:

| Jawes Dicoy, james@grapevisionconz, 10 — supportal|

1. Robin btzmoi@émfwm N-s Foﬁdﬁ

5. Yoter JohnMead & Mastair Stark, alainckay @xtraconz, 118 — support in filf

4 D} }um FmiP%ngt and Suncrest Orchard Uimited, danegfm@x’cmwm et - support in full
S. Andrew H\h \rmngzn ‘WW’%@WQW% ISk — support alf

b. Thovas Aan Coull thomascoulegnaileam, 03 — supportalf
1. Werner Thurray, carofynverner@maccam, 151 — support alf

. Horticufture New Teafand) rachelimccling@hortns cons , 15! - supportalf
1. MotorSprot N7, brian@uotorsportorgne, 143 - supportalf

10. Mt: Diffiakty Wines, matt@ntdifficutty na, 141 - support aff, partiadardy 4115 {undscape visua

amenit
1. Jrhg”a&s Totorsport Yark Limited, bridgetirving@ galluwayconkallanconz, 44 — supportal]
17 Ssimon John Dotuglas (rifes, simangiles| @macccom, |21 ~ support aff
12N Transport ; ml«am?&,}\aw@mm ovting, 154 — swpportin part — inguﬂcioimtﬁ?a’mﬁ
4. Giveg and Eﬁns m dlastairfogan@ rossiwﬂv%wm , 4o = supportalf SAVED

on Plan Change 13. £,
(Please state the name and address of original submitter and submission number and su
point number of original submission)
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The particular parts of the submission | support (or oppose) are:

0, 7,218 164 15| — Effecton Drchards: bei foss, of agrim?tumf band, impact on econviny, iimpact on
tourism, reverse Sehgiﬁvii% Farﬁwfarfld, Spray A ( 1% f?x), t}\e&e matters }\aw, been misw? b‘a‘
submitters buct there is, instHficient information in -tLa aJFFvimﬁDh 1o addivess tlxzs}e, matters. We rethata.
report in acoordance with SHLA(1) of the Resource %amgmmtﬁ(ot 1171,

156 — Effect on Infrastructure: insufficient detai in Tott Me Donald report v make infrastructire
a?ecigions,, am? to determine coston rate payers in tl\@ 'ﬁmtm, We reqw;,ta, mlourt in acwm?am Wi’tl\
%‘”ﬁﬂf“ ) D’Fi‘l’\e Resource %mﬁmwtw%t 1991

b3, 151, 141 — Effecton Cmmwitl&: immediate and wthmefl&. cﬁsFruFortiomta offoct on the swall
Crummw wmmuut\ﬁ in rd’a,tion 1o its awmwt]aor:u?aﬁoh; H\e/ pr oFu‘;af lw:,- aoﬂ/me mcfwts o JCL@
environment and its resources (W34, 151[%), Cromue] {; comprunity F?ah has, not been adfressed in this
rega.m?. Dark glclg u?ioie% |Mwa not been M%’eﬁgsea? ((;;5 / l(o). E‘FFeot oA ﬂxm?«;car:e a‘w? amitlﬁ (?z‘f 7/ | 5)
151 - Effecton ;ﬂaster Wmmg and Wrban De&igh: Dutof centre p?zVJvawt, ho amf%sicz, DI

e%taw ts,LeA? wwmeroiaf uses in Cremwww, no cominent on mtni? l\iemrolﬂla st been Ma?e, (7/57/ / | ),

147 144 131 — Effocton lourigm: m\a{’mdw,wtin Cromwef (144/1.), tourism (144/16), visua] amenity in
m?aiim 1o views and agaihs‘c CODC regiomf ia?avctihg M1 f 2.1 rsufficient information provided in
@Himﬁw 1o M?a?ms,s; Jtlw;,e, issues, We recilwsta, raFort in aooon?m wi’cl\ %‘H/M‘ ) v Jclw Re%uurw
/hﬂmmgewfl.’ ﬁf(fc 1171,

154, 146,151, E{fwt’m taffic: traffic m]avrt i ih%k{:ﬁciwtam? a Coum’f peer review SW be
conducted. /Wﬂ;‘jr have not Ffm? e,houglx rigger A% ‘c'r\w?eve,?oymwt" wiw imfmo’ctl\e Fawaran Gforga, and
uftimtd?la, the %Latnve,r Bri ge. further information is rea[uiw?.

(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 o?tvtmfw? above there are a wumber of Dut%mwﬁhg isshes that need ﬁrtl«er information and are a&o
significant enough o mean that uftimately the issues cannot be mitigated making this plan change et this
s,m?e and in 't]\i‘;, ?Dmﬁbh wh- ‘;u\araort'a.be@,

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



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

1‘5{9 d?e/m?eﬁ? alooue', 'I‘l'\e impactof 'H'\z ropvsed Efm and insufficient information Fmvi&?w? m‘:}u{"t in H\a
oolwfw;ioh 'tludf H\e, Iaro(;z,t IS ihwmrafﬁg}e ir\'if["\9 tl\eﬁ:ﬁioh CYDWJ? %l\nueoP take.

(Please give precise details)
| wish/{or-do-not-wish)-to be heard in support of my further submission.

(Please strike out as applicable)
If others make a sjthilar submission, | will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing.

(Please delete if yo fwouyld not consider presenting a joint case)

/A// N 29 October 2018.........
Signature of perspn 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: ...richard@heliview.co.nz...
(Please write clearly)

|Telephone No: ...03 445 0444... ....

Postal Address: ... PO B 450 CromWeIEO38 Y. . viniivisnimamnimmms e s s b dussaes
CONEACE PRISON. .ot i e s Cos i s 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):

s 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 . “fif,

FORM 6 _
FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITI NIOJ,,}?.,.L =
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: ... Robin Henry Maguire

(Full name)

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

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

| am a person who holds an interest greater than the general public as | 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
| support the submissions of:

James Dicey, james@grapevision.co.nz, 90 — support all
Peter John Mead & Alastair Stark, alanmckay@xtra.co.nz, 228 — support in full
DJ Jones Family Trust, and Suncrest Orchard Limited, jones.fam@xtra.co.nz , 164 — support in full
Andrew John Iremonger, Iremonger.AJ@gmail.com, 156 — support all
Thomas Alan Coull, thomascoull@gmail.com, 63 — support all
Werner Murray, carclynwerner@mac.com, 252 — support all
Horticulture New Zealand, rachel.mcclung@hortnz.co.nz , 151 - support all
Motorsport NZ, brian@motorsport.org.nz, 248 — support all
Mt Difficulty Wines, matt@mitdifficulty.nz, 249 — support all, particularly 249/13 landscape visual amenity
. Highlands Motorsport Park Limited, bridget.irving@gallawaycookallan.co.nz, 144 — support all
. Simon John Douglas Giles, simongiles1@mac.com, 131 — support all
. NZ Transport Agency, richard.shaw@nzta.govt.nz, 254 — support in part — insufficient detail
. Greg and Ros Hinton, alastair.logan@rossdowling.co.nz , 146 — support all
. River Terrace Development Limited, office@brownandcompany.co.nz , 298 — oppose in full
. Public Health South, megan.justice@mitchelldaysh.co.nz, 285 — support in full
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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 | support are:

o 00,92 228, 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 repert in accordance with
S42A(1) of the Resource management Act 1991.

e 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 1891,

e 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).

o 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),

e 249, 144, 131 — Effect on Tourism: employment in Cromwell (144/2), tourism (144/18), 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.

e 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.

e 208 - 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.

o 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)



| seek that the whole of the submission be allowed:

(Please give precise details)
| wish to be heard in support of my further submission.
(Please strike out as applicable)

If others make a similar submission, | 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:

« FNMCICOVEDANTAI-COM.. Lot it mmaanisaniis s s aniss
(Please write clearly)

Telephone No: ...... UZTAAB TUUB, - o vavivinuin ikvpssmsniiesi
Postal Address: ...266 Felton Road........insiainnns i ias i mie s st e i

Contact Porson: ... RODIN DICBY. ... v iveswsmssinvinmsmsisvss sass vy sabsis daw
(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

To:  Central Otago District Council

PO Box 122
ALEXANDRA 8340
;‘/W 55 //Qj,//, r A
Name of person making further submission: .../1l. USoElU /L W AL BRI

(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.

| am:

1. A person representing a relevant aspect of the public interest, the grounds for saying this
being:
.......................................................................................................................................... S01,
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:
e ; 7 %
...... /L”’z’ffﬁf’f//’éq%a’zﬂfbm‘Jﬁ//, or,

(Please state whether you are a person who may make & submission under 1 andfor 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.

| support (G@E@ppeee) the submission of:
o : i . ; - . _/ ¥ ed . '
;ﬁ&).sf'e'// S/ 25 /J%‘/A/ G Comaredl J#7 . on Plan Change 13.

.......................................................................................................

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

S (1“1—2'ﬁ

The particular parts of the submission pe (osgippiEse) 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 suppert-fer opposition) are:

//{Vf})cw:/{‘cmfé/%mf/d”;;’/j,«’f%ff{%k}’w‘f”ﬁ%%f'{’
7 4 - 3

/":r? /K Comured! atbctivel Las 0¥ Leen e W =

..........................................................................................................................................

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



?//E:'wﬁ({
| seek that the whole g#¥part [describe part], of the submission be aflowed (or-disgHowed):

; 7/;;4/_/ -;;Léﬁ'\ 24 41/(;-"/(/ (/f’e"‘?-'r,;r’// Y_;}’;,(f"g.-‘y_';ﬂ t,'l/{f[::f/" /C;/f;, 1,4; /.;(;}‘ \??J; (;/ 4 /{(/lf/

(Please give precise details)

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

-If-ethers-make-a-similarsubmissien,lonill-ceonsider-presenting-a-joi

(Please delete if you would not consider presenting a joint case)

Z i g &)
e /v/”:/zé) ......... RS- 10~ olorg
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: £Z5 070 L0 R L0000 A\ e N
(Please write clearly)

Telephone No: {7‘5 i 44$0’£‘ 3/? .....

Postal Address: /(5; /J//y?‘?// f/

ConIBBE PAISON: ol e B sy s i o
(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:
e 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:
e 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 matier.
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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 -~ T :
To:  Central Otago District Council
PO Box 122
ALEXANDRA 9340
Name of person making further submission:

Sam Paardekooper
(Full name)

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

| am:

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

....... <= ; e A i e R

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 parson 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.

| oppose the submission of:

1. Submission #298 Winton Partners/River Terraces — the developer

on Plan Change 13.
(Please state the name and address of or|g|nal submitter and submission number and submission

point number of original submission)

The particular parts of the submission | oppose are:

Wrong Location
Not good lifestyle for potential residence

|\\ A

ElsfelsiD



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.

| 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 pecple 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 of supporting infrastructure. This would have to be provided by Council placing
substantial burden on Cromwell ratepayers the inclusion of & 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
bhecoming 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 close to making a effective case for their
application to be successful. A review of the submissions confirms that Cromwell rasidents
and businesses agree with me. Council needs {o 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.

| support growth and development but it needs to be a good fit for current and new
resident not just for the developer.

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



| request the proposed plan change be declined............

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

If others make a similar submission, | will consider presenting a joint case with them at

a hearing.
(Pleasg delete if you would not consider presenting a joint case)
I 7

.......................................

Sig’ﬁature of person making Further Submission . Date
/(orf person authorised to sign on behalf of person making further submission)
k@’signature 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 eriginal 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):
e it is frivolous or vexatious:
= it discloses no reasonable or relevant case:
e 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 CW@E ~
TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN _ g-,\\ ~d \
Clause 8 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 199 o 2

RecevED \

To: Central Otago-District Council

PO Box 122 26 OCT 2018 -
ALEXANDRA 9340 CENTRALOTAGO / ;
Steva Scoled ,«Pé;’{,fﬁ“ W
Name of person making further submission: .s2. 1 €U DCOM 2 A ¢"-. s, ..m\.. .
(Full name) it A \,y

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.

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

being:

von s OF,

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: =

Highlendt
w(;})[(af\

’—j: k.. 2. /Vlf:‘l/”\bgf OF Héj}\av‘dli o OUJY‘\ a -P‘(Q?'@[l\j--lh e ik

(Please state whether you are a person who may make a submmsuon under 1 ancl!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.

| support (ow] the submission of:

ighlands ebngert Pork, Serdflof, @ ol o

(Please state the name and'address of original s bmltter and submission number and submission
paint number of original submission)

The particular parts of the submission | support (oreppese) 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 (eemmsition) are:

S a{jf-e-sa il mﬂk«kw EiN-9 PO sarbens, pawﬂwjg
and 1S Incom a\Jr Yale.  wupkh thsl@” \ov\c/\ wuses

(Please give roasons and ccntmue on an additional page if necessary)

& ';n; 2D



| seek that the whole or part-fdeseribe-part], of the submission be allowed (ordisallowed):

I e S W S

(Please gwe pr@mqe deiails)

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

If others-make-a-similarsubmissiom+willconsider presenting ajeintcasewith-themata-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: 5'\'@0 22 5C0LQ>C ............. ,
(Please write clearly) clacslne fce.n2

Telephone No: ...(O2 SSIBB2..

Postal Address: P 0 6@7‘ 3

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 anly 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 <9 } P
A 4 JII / f{__fl(_

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSiT"I(.)N 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 Councll \-.,\ '
PO Box 122 N
ALEXANDRA 9340 U
Name of person making further submission: el f”Cj\Ceij ...... f\/\ Qleeoeﬂ“ ...........

(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. -

{am:

3 € 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:

.......................................................................................................

(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)

A Sugeorkes of) hanlands Mok ot fale

3. The local authority for the relevant area.

177 "'{e s\ 24T Cf"‘gf_’-__
chﬁ’-\l&'t—of\ Q \
....................................................................................................... on Plan Change 13.

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

| support (or oppose) the submission of:

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

................................................................................................................................................

(Please clearly indicate which parts of the original submission you supporl 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:

Tealic.. . Congeshen. [ Radung. 1830es L Nal 0 Lega o

.............................................................................................

additional page if necessa
¥ ” = A f:/"‘('-é?-.

..............................................

(Please give reasons and continue on a



| seek that the whole or part [describe part), of the submission h?quméd (or disallowed):

................................................................................................................................................

(Please give precise details)
’J)v%sﬁ{g do not wish) to be heard in suppert of my further submission.
(P

lease sliike out as applicable)

If others make a similar submission, | wiil 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: 3“0 (Q%(\ZQ@}(\\/Q“'&L;

(Please write clearly)

Telephone No: 03 q#q. o e

Postal Address: LA 0. ety CﬂvﬁP ...........

ace

Cantagt Persbn: o0 0 Lo nauninninannasinnaas
(name & Yesignation, if applicable)

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

Note to person making Further submission RS
A copy of your further submission musl be served on lhe original submiller within 5 working days afler 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):

ot is frivolous or vexatious:
it discloses no reasonable or relevait case:
it would be an abuse of the hearing process to allow the submission (or the parl) to be taken further:
it contains offensive language:
it is supported only hy material that purports to be independent expert evidence, but has been prepared
hy a person who is not independent or who does not have sufficient specialised knowledge or skill to
give expeit 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 A

To: Central Otago District Council
PO Box 122
ALEXANDRA 9340

Name of person making further submission: Trevor Robert Haig Tinworth

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
heing:

......................................................................................................................................... ; 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 heing:

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 andfor 2)

3. The local authority for the relevant area.

| support (or oppose) the submission of:

...... Refer Table One:; PC 13 Submissions..................ccoovevevivevnveeee..0n 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 | 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)



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)

| 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)

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

wolrevor Tinwoerth.co.... ™ e 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

Cromwell 9310

CHNACLEOIRONT covvuminmemisi s o R b e 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):
+ itis frivolous or vexatious:

+ it discloses no reasonable or relevant case:
« it would be an abuse of the hearing process fo allow the submission (or the part) to be taken further:

« it contains offensive language:
+ itis 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.



Tahle One: PC 13 Submissions

| support the
submission of:

The particular paris of the
submission | support are:

The reasons for my support are:

| 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 alsc 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-
treatment Under Northiake'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 propasal”. Other parts of the
agreement require a buyer to “promptly give its unqualified" written
approval to any planning application.

Whole submission be allowed




Andrew John
Iremonger

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

Support: 37/1

Agree with the point being made that the facilities (Highlands and

Whole submission be allowed

Burgess 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.
Gary Anthony Support: 7/1-4 Agree with all the points made. Whole submission be allowed
Anderson

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.

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 CHA NGE
TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN "'

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: Werner Murray

(Full name)

P l i "1 ‘w/
This is a further submission in support of (or in opposition to) a submission on\?bbvs‘eﬂ' Plan
Change 13 to the Central Otago District Plan.
| am:

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

| am a person who holds an interest greater than the general public as | 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)

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

James Dicey, james@grapevision.co.nz, 90 — support all

Raobin Dicey, rhmdicey@gmail.com, 92 - support all

Peter John Mead & Alastair Stark, alanmckay@xtra.co.nz, 228 — support in full

DJ Jones Family Trust, and Suncrest Orchard Limited, jones.fam@xtra.co.nz , 164 — support in full
Andrew John Iremonger, lremonger.AJ@gmail.com, 156 — support all

Thomas Alan Coull, thomascoull@gmail.com, 63 — support all

Werner Murray, carolynwerner@mac.com, 252 — support all

Horticulture New Zealand, rachel.meclung@hortnz.co.nz , 151 - support all

MotorSprot NZ, brian@motorsport.org.nz, 248 — support all

10. Mt Difficulty Wines, matt@mitdifficulty.nz, 249 — support all, particularly 249/13 landscape visual amenity
11. Highlands Motorsport Park Limited, bridget.irving@gallawaycookallan.co.nz, 144 — support all

12. Simon John Douglas Giles, simongiles1@mac.com, 131 — support all

13. NZ Transport Agency, richard.shaw@nzta.govt.nz, 254 — support in part — insufficient detail

14, Greg and Raos Hinton, alastair.logan@rossdowling.co.nz , 146 — support all

15. River Terrace Development Limited, office@brownandcompany.co.nz , 298 — oppose in full

16. Public Health South, megan.justice@mitchelldaysh.co.nz, 285 — support in full

0GR R T b G0 Py

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 | support (or oppose) are:

e 80,92 228, 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,

e 156 — Effect on Infrastructure: insufficient detail in Mott McDaonald 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.

e 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).

e 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 (262/1), 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).

s 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. | 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)



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

| seek that submissions 90, 92, 288, 164, 156, 63, 252, 151, 248, 249, 144, 131, 254, 1486, 285 be allowed.
(Please giv.e p?ecééé details-). h

| wishl(er-do-not-wish) to be heard in support of my further submission.

(Please strike out as applicable)
If others make a similar submission, | 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
FORMGE

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSJF, oN\Té Iy «;
SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PL ‘GHA GE \{f;{
TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN /n; ECEVED '\'_.‘;;‘

Clause 8 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1 ___‘] 9 NUV "ffﬂ
To:  Central Otago District Council ’ "ENT?}‘@%?\.{:Q .
PO Box 122 D NGR AN
ALEXANDRA 9340 R {
AL

Name of person making further submission: ffcﬁﬁﬁd Eleto7 Srvec AIR Seofi
(Full name)

This is a further submission in support of (es-in-eppesition—te) a submission on proposed Plan
Change 13 to the Central Otago District Plan.

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 ant a I’t—.S'fM, f@apwyw 2 W@‘f»ﬁ-ﬁ(w’ﬁ Fmac fm- vhe
LG CR M e wft«n VM f‘/l-c Mﬁ;uc. M/ae.cf:f J/t:'mwc.é{ : or,

(Please state whether you are a person who may make a submlSslon under 1 and/or 2 abbve and also speclfy!explam the
grounds for saying that you come within category 1 and/or 2)

S——Thelocalautherty-forthe reloevant.area,

| support {er-eppose) the submission of:

Janmgs dcey MES @ GRAVENISIOAL. CONZ. ... 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 | support {ereppose) are:
AU, ths SebruSsior dccorate olleste s ‘oncesns  awol

&’WMI Py 4(74& :?% VtAd f"”ﬂ”""—f.(
{Please c!early mdmate which parts of the original submission you support or oppose together wﬂh any relevant prowsmns
of the proposal and continue on an additional page if necessary)

The reasons for my support {(er-eppesitien) are:
(o Mfa%u migact o fhe M/Mwmmrfz,moda’ﬂc

(Please give reasons

d contlnue on an addltlanal page |f necessary)




| seek that the whole esparifdescribe-part], of the submission be allowed {erdisallowed):

" (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, | 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: £5¢07TNZEHormA 1 Lo
(Please write clearly)

Telephone No: 227 3227736.....
or f?{"sk/u?fa \

Postal Address: L3l BANNOK Buinl KoM, ...

GONERCEPEISON..  occummanumaiisssmm o v R
(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 purporis 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.

e & @& » @




RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991
FORM 6

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO,
SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN GHANGE, 7
TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN g/ﬁ T

o1/ |

Clause 8 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1

f

To:  Central Otago District Council

PO Box 122
ALEXANDRA 9340 e
Name of person making further submission: 45 South Group.of Com ﬁ es... y
(45 South Gherry Orchards Limited and 45 South Manage euwultedj
(Full name)

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

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

being:

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)

| 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 | support are:

|.support _the request to decline Plan Change._13.in.the submission of Ceniral 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:

uses on the Ripponvale Flats

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

AJL~369326-4-86-V1



| seek that part of the submission requesting that Plan Change 13 be declined be allowed:

| seek that part.of the submission requesting that Plan Change 13 be declined be allowed.
(Please give precise details)

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

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

e e ] b L MZ &
(\ Date ;_‘__'___Z__Qg_tqi_:gg_r__@’_{.ljl_ﬁ
A J Logan

Lawyer for 45 South Group of Companies

Signature of person making Further Submission

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

(Please write clearly)

Telephone No: A OO TIARR

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 & 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-369326-4-86-V1



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 g 5

Clause 8 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1

To:  Central Otago District Council
PO Box 122
ALEXANDRA 9340

Name of person making further submission: . 45 South Group of Gomipanies .. . . L.
creeremeeeneene 48, South Cherry Orchards Limited and 45 South Management Limited) .
(Full name) T 2

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

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

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:

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.—Thelocalautherity for-therelevant area:

| 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 submissicn)

The particular parts of the submission | support are:

| .support the request to decling 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 Iif 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



| seek that part of the submission requesting that Plan Change 13 be declined be allowed:
| seek that part of the submission requesting that Plan Change 13 be declined be allowed.
(Please give precise details)

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

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

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: ADBVIIVRIOT. o cmsiiassinisiisiiss

Postal Address: Ross Dowling Marquet Griffin

..................................................................................

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-369326-4-85-VI



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: 45 South Group of Companies
...[45 South Cherry. Orchards lelted .and 45 South Management lelted]'_'
(Full name}

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

| 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 fo_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.— Thelocal-authority for the relevant-area.

| support the submission of:

(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 | support are:
| support the whole of the submission of Horticulture New Zealand, Submission Number 151

(Please clearly indicate which parts of the eriginal 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 Ripponvalg Flats,

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

[ vy, §
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| seek that the whole of the submission be allowed:
| seek that the whole of the submission be allowed.
(Please give precise details)

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

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

e > }
SRURURRL .. T (SR 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)

(Please write clearly)

Telephone No: ONOO1L808.. oo,

Postal Address: Ross Dowling Marquet Griffin ...

...PQ Box 1144, Dunedin 9054; or .
S YPRONTE, DRy

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 & 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-T3-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 £~ &~

~ R IZ‘E!:_I"VEH \: -

e

Clause 8 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 199 ; \ §
M 2 9 UC i..
To:  Central Otago District Council &;l - 2018 e
PO Box 122 =\ “Momso I
ALEXANDRA 9340 A AEANGI, A
A
Name of person making further submission: ________ 45 South Group of Compa iééﬁ.f.;[&.ii;‘.k‘fn
oonnn...(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.

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

being:

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:

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)

| support the submission of:

(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 | support are:

| support the requsst 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 for my support are:

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

AJL-369326-4-87-V1



| seek that part of the submission requesting that Plan Change 13 be declined be allowed:

| 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, | 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)

Electronic address for service of person making further submission: alastair.Jogan@rossdowling.co.nz
(Please write clearly)

Telephone No: (03) 951-2363

Postal Address: .....30ss Dowling Marquet Griffin.._........cooooovven
wonirBiers B OONCHOE | . ik
_____ PO Box 1144, Dunedin 9054 or

22X YP80015, Dunedin, ...

(name & designation, if applicable)

Contact Person: . Alastair Logan, Partner..._____.___ .

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.

2 &« 8 @ @

AJL-369326-4-87-V1



RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991

FORM 6 20 [ Tghh
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: ......... Annabelle Jane Tinworth ........c..coccivveinnieron

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.

| am:

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

| am a person who holds an interest greater than the general public as | am a Cromwell resident and in the
tourism industry

3. The local authority for the relevant area.
| support the submission of:

James Dicey, james@grapevision.co.nz, 90 — support all

Robin Dicey, rhmdicey@gamail.com, 92 - support all

Peter John Mead & Alastair Stark, alanmckay@xtra.co.nz, 228 — support in full

DJ Jones Family Trust, and Suncrest Orchard Limited, jones.fam@xtra.co.nz , 164 — support in full
Andrew John Iremonger, Iremonger.AJ@gmail.com, 156 — support all

Thomas Alan Coull, thomascoull@amail.com, 63 — support all

Werner Murray, carolynwerner@mac.com, 252 — support all

Horticulture New Zealand, rachel mcclung@hortnz.co.nz , 151 - support all

MotorSprot NZ, brian@motorsport.org.nz, 248 — support all

10. Mt Difficulty Wines, matt@mitdifficulty.nz, 249 — support all, particularly 249/13 landscape visual amenity
11. Highlands Motorsport Park Limited, bridget.irving@gallawaycookallan.co.nz, 144 — support all

12. Simon John Douglas Giles, simongiles1@mac.com, 131 — support all

13. NZ Transport Agency, richard.shaw@nzta.govl.nz, 254 — support in part — insufficient detail

14. Greg and Ros Hinton, alastair.logan@rossdowling.co.nz , 146 — support all

D0~ D P 0B =

on Plan Change 13.
The particular parts of the submission | support are:

o 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.

o 156 — Effect on Infrastructure: insufficient detail in Mott McDonald repert 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,

e B3, 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).

e 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),

e 248, 144, 131 — Effect on Tourism; employment in Cromwell (144/2), tourism (144/16), visual amenity in relation
fo 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.

e 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.



| seek that the whole of the submission be allowed

(Please give precise details)

| do not wish to be heard in support of my further submission.

(Please strike out as applicable)

Attnabelle Jare TINVWOITIE ... i veraili g sasam s sk s s e e i e
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...........ccocvvvveeeeiieeciiiiieceein

(Please write clearly)

Telephone No: ...... IR i B R e S N

Postal Address: ............ 21 Magnetic PISSE. .« oo civviomsmtiaiumssiimassimbessb s i s s
CroWell 9310 commsnssniemcsiieis

GONACE PEISOIE 1o i i it e s 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.
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RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991~{
FORM 6

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

Clause 8 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991

CENTRAL BTAGH ,« .-'
DISTRIGY B0 ;\::;)’

TlOﬁ”‘F@E\

et =

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.

| am:

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

.................................................................................................................. ; o,

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)

C:‘; The local authority for the relevant area.
| support the submission of:

2 — Aburn 172 Waenga Dv, Cromwell
8 — Anderson — 13 Sunhaven Cove, Cromwell
40 — Calvert 17 Ortive Street Cromwell
43 — Central Holdings PO Box 170, Dunedin.
— Coull PO Box 501, Cromwell
87 - de Grauw 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

)




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 | support (or oppose) are:

In relation to the @ffect 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 land 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)



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

We support those parts of the submissions that relate to the Cromwell Masterplan and the
District Plan

(Please give precise details)

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

PR -4 F_/“
e 29~ 10 ~1\%
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:

JﬂW\cr{gg&v«@c&flc -L;jmz-% e

(Please write clearly)

TOlaRnans NO: oo o s i

Postal Address: POB O”\\ll ......................................

Ao Cxidaniw  Mootae . e,
Contact Person: ... /r‘ b ?J......./....I ...... C)}"/ P
(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):

e itis frivolous or vexatious:

e 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

To: Central Otago District Council
PO Box 122
Alexandra 9340

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.  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. PC13is 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 Il ga \x_o\ & |/



(c)

(d)

(e)
®

(@)

(h)

Relief Sought

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.

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.

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.
PC13 results in an inappropriate loss of productive land.

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

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.

The application is inconsistent with other planning instruments, including:
(i)  Purpose and Principles of the Resource Management Act 1991,

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

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

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 MclLachlan

Solicitor for Submitter

DAM-307282-4-75-V1



Address:

Phone:

Email:

DAM-307282-4-75-V1

Gallaway Cook Allan, Lawyers
PO Box 143,

Dunedin 9054

03 477 7312

bridget.irving@gallawaycookallan.co.nz

derek.mclachlan@gallawaycookallan.co.nz



RESOQURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991
FORM 6

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

Clause 8 of Schedule 1, Resource Manageme f\c"t ‘199I1

To: Central Otago District Council
PO Box 122
Alexandra 9340

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

8.  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) 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

DAM-1017154-1-12-V1 |




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: Gallaway Cook Allan, Lawyers
PO Box 143,
Dunedin 9054

Phone: 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

29

Clause 8 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Ac
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To:  Central Otago District Council

PO Box 122
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Alexandra 9340
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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 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 r=



(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: Gallaway Cook Allan, Lawyers
PO Box 143,
Dunedin 9054

Phone: 03477 7312

Email: bridget.irving@gallawaycookallan.co.nz

derek.mclachlan@gallawaycookallan.co.nz

DAM-1017154-1-10-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 - LFIVE 0
Clause 8 of Schedule 1, Rescurce Management Act 1991 20 0y "_
e P i
To:  Cenfral Otago District Council NTRAL o1
PO Box 122 < AlgeiRicr”
ALEXANDRA 9340 g NGy
Name of person making further submission: (' ‘ﬁl 9’[29!3 H CK gC«Di: KG‘I A .' 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 Ctage District Plan.

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

T e

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:

B0 oot i e o o LT e R

(Please state whether you are a person may raake a submission under 1 a r 2 above and also specify!explam the
grounds for saying that you come within categoty 1 and/for 2)

3. The local authority for the relevant area.

W dr oppose) the submission of:

NINTDN.... P BARINERS... vvrrerener..ON Plan Change 13,

(Please state the name and address of o;igmal submntter and ‘submission number and submission
point number of original submission)

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

"ﬂw.. S bmus_ﬁ;m:a A 17L5 ém‘lLfr*rzzﬁT.j ........................

(Pleasecleariy indtcate wt;ich parts of the original subm!ss!on you support of eppose; t-oéether w%!h'a-:;y re!evant prowsions
of the proposzl and continue on an additional page if necessary)

The reasons for my susphett (or opposition) are:

e wraﬂﬂu&?- ]D (&’tmat B5... memqepl bg

(lgl.é;sé-ghre re'aso.ns and continue on an additional page if necessary)



I seek that the whole cgmwt [descrihe part}, of the submission bemlileey disallowad):
Tonds... i J{
e T TS PR (Pfease give prec[se dEEaﬂb) e e e I N T N N T R TR T

| wishf{or do not wish) to be heard in support of my further submission.
{Piease sirike out as applicable)

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

ngnaiﬁre of person maldng Further Submission Date
{or person authorised fo sign on behalf of parson 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“" L2 kez:m 45 e 3114& 4/ Chm
(Please write clearly)

Telephone No: . 2. 2. . QF¥(3 (500

Postal Address: o A, 6%}’77‘/57'
P T L RS

Contact Person: %P-Clé’_ K‘i'a.m :

(name & designation, ifapplicable)

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, ANY SUBRMISSION ‘
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 fo the submission (or part of the submission}:

it is frivolous or vexatious:

it discloses no reasonabie or relevant case:

it would be an abuse of the hearing process to allow the submission {or the part) to be iaken further:

it conteins offensive language:

it is supported only by material that purporis to be independent expert evidence, hut 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.

. ® 9 o @




RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991
FORM 6
FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO,

SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PL QHANGE"
TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN /™. . 4 i S
; o f‘.’h T ;
Clause 8 of Schedlile 1, Resource Management Act 1991 / MCEEIVES Y
| 25 0C1 2p9 =)

To:  Central Otago District Council
PO Box 122
ALEXANDRA 9340

".‘:f_'f\.'r:e

AL BT o
mr;:,_c; Ir-!;\;'(i‘_":_‘".\ LT
o EXANA
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Name of person making further submission: <. N T T L L N T s ol SR 5'2)1%\&/
(Full name)

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

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

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: 7= am. a radref:a. er Ff'nmp-r(] ot ner
in Gomwell, mak-‘nj reﬁuloq'“ wuse of Yoot he *aﬂaj home, > have haol

a —F yees 25502026 o Eﬁ’b«lﬂ-r eng ﬂ-"&mﬂm’t B A A vame.afo&ﬁ'p} y

(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.

| support (s-eppeee) the submission of:
.wﬂﬂ—e—f ”‘A-f“" @ c,c.ro‘xnw evnerLmac. com on Plan Change 13.

(Please state thi&'hame and address of original submitter and submission number and submission
point number of original submission)

The particular parts of the submission | support (preppese) are:

B parts vt pastieeder emphoses, on. e over reacking ...
..... Fw’f,?ﬁ/f

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

The reasons for my support (se=eppesition) are:

'Y{ﬂre Fre a. funmbes af, &u‘é?‘dﬂa{z Bsues ‘M/ﬂj need r%-:r in mav"a;n and

an-_fa.( """ ,-4:. et vanl '€now me.a_n. Hia - wldfmi ariet, rssece cannot-
be. . mits ,a.aga(...m&f 5‘1‘4‘!; en. chang ..ot Yk stale. t-Lin Yhrs. lo gmﬁm:f?

(Please give reasons and continue on an additional page T necessary) 471~ s « FP““"*"‘"’ br .




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

..............................................................................................................................................

(Please give precise details)

| wish/(ee-de-ret-wisl) to be heard in support of my further submission.
(Please sfrike out as applicable)

..... 9?/ (OcMWZfQZO/‘?

.......................................

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: dpward@ac‘!-nxeonz

(Please write clearly)

Telephone No: ‘9{27 476? 33 7 i

Postal Address: 84 ‘é‘f""g"*“!"”"{— .......................... s
U&éé,ﬁ%méwz
Contact Person: 43}”?’5( [Jd—“’( .......................................

(name & designation, if applicable)

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, ANY SUBMISSION
ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 13 CLLOSE 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) fo 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 OPPOSITIO ‘
SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN e{% ek ;, \

TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN
Clause 8 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 199 N
To: Central Otago District Council

RecEvED \

PO Box 122 26 OCT 2

ALEXANDRA 9340 c018 g
CE NE:I}' RALOTA AGE /

Name of person making further submission: ......... David Samuel Moreton . ALE Mﬁ.ﬁé,\ \

(Full name)

< A
/H I ‘r_ \;
This is a further submission in support of submissions on proposed Plan Change 1 -theCentral
Otago District Plan.

| 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 alsc specify/fexplain
the grounds for saying that you come within category 1 and/or 2)

3. The local authority for the relevant area.
| support the submissions of:

Peter Raymond Brass, cherrytreefarm@xtra.co.nz, 26 — support all
Anthony John Clark, tonyjudyclark@gamail.com, 52 — support all

Central Otago Motorsport Club Inc, secretary@centralotagomotorsport.co.nz, 44 — support all

Central Speedway Club Cromwell Incorporated, bridget.irving@gallowaycookallan.co.nz, 45 — support
all

Highlands Motorsport Park Limited, bridget.irvina@gallawaycookallan.co.nz, 144 — support all
Motorsport NZ, brian@motorsport.org.nz, 248 — support all

o

oo

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 | support are:

e 26 — Effect on Orchards: being loss of agricultural land, impact on economy, health effects of sprays
(26/5)

e 44, 45,6 144 — Effect on Motorsport: potential negative impact on motorsport events that benefit the
community (44/1) and reverse sensitivity effects (45/3, 144/7)

o 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)

e 44, 144 — Effect on Tourism: employment in Cromwell (144/2), premium tourism destination (144/1)
o 26 - Effect on Traffic: access to SH6 and the Cromwell Town centre. (26/7) '” AR "J
' &
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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 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)
(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:
daVitnGPEMIa 00 NZ .. oot

(Please write clearly)

Telephone No: ...03445 4487.........ccoveiiieiiiinnnns

Postal Address: ...271 Bannockburn Rd, RD2, Cromwell, 9384

EEasmsrsessssrsasasanbnnnn

Contact Person: ...... DAavid MOrston . comvisnisiimvnmn 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.
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To:  Central Otage District Council
PO Box 122
ALEXANDRA 9340
Name of person making further submission:

DJ Jones Family Trust and Suncrest Qrchard Limited

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
- 45 South Group of Companies (45 South Cherry Orchards Ltd & 45 South

Management Ltd)
- Public Health South
- Mt Difficulty Wines Ltd
- Sarita 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

| am:
1.——A person+epresenting-a-relevant-aspect of the public-interest, the-groundsier

sayihgthis-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:

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-autherityfor-the relevant area.

| support {er-oppose)-the submission of:

Horticulture New Zealand (rachel.mcclung@hortnz.co.nz - Submission #151)
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(151/3) - The supply and use of land suitable for quality horticultural production is under pressure
from urban deveicpment across New Zealand. Land fragmentation and reverse sensitivity issues are
inhibiting horticultural operations. Where horticulture is established on production land, «
considerable limiting factor to high production of quality fresh produce are the reverse sensitivity
effects of urban encroachment. The Council must consider and provide for 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.

(151/4) - A key planning consideration that Is often overlooked is the reverse sensitivity effects on
horticulture from urban encroachment. This can have the effect of Imposing economic burdens and
operational limitations on the existing activity or use thereby reducing their viability,

Support — Urban encroachment on harticultural 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 sethack required from dwellings
when using certain sprays which may limit the ability of an existing orchard to continue spraying

their crop.

(151/6) - District Plans often lack appropriate separation distances between urban and rural activities,
forcing growers ta then create a buffer within thelr own productive land.

Support — Reverse sensltivity 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, tawn, or settlement, or aver 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 600m setback from our boundary and the erode our ability to undertake lawfully established
and critically import activities on the orchard.

(151/7) - 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 living on the urban-rural interface. Hort NZ Is of 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 sensitivity from the urban encroachment proposed by PC 13 will hove a significant
impact on the future potential of crops, both grown and packed, in the Ripponvale area, As the
Ripponvale orchards employ many workers and are a strong contributer to the local economy, this will
impuact 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 strang contributor to the local economy,

(151/11) - The PC 13 evaluation does not adequately assess the actual and potential adverse effects
on the slgnificant horticultural operations in the immediale environment — Including the
environmental, economic and social impacts on the horticulture.,

Support — we do not feel the proposal has adequately assessed the contribution of the existing
harticultural operations and the potential negative impacts that changes to zoning can have on
these lawfully established activities.

(151/16) - The AEE daes 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 of the proposal.

Support

(151/17) - A no complaints covenant is not appropriate mitigation or sustainable management for a
development of this scale. It will not result in the adverse effects of adjoining rural activities being
avoided or mitigated. To say that people can choose not to live here is an unacceptable mitigation
measure to avoid reverse sensitivity. Hort NZ strongly believes that reverse sensitivity effects on
herticulture will not be avoided or mitigated by PC 13,

Support

45 South Group of Companies (45 South Cherry Orchards Ltd & 45 South
Management Ltd) (alastair.logan@rossdowling.co.nz - Submission 123)

(123/3) - Orchards are noisy activities. Sources of noise include the operation of 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
occuplers of 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 of land will expose people to an unacceptable level of noise.

Support.

(123/8) - Orchards using agrichemicals. The use of agrichemicals in proximily to residential activities
gives rise to further reverse sensitivity issues in refation, In particular, to odour and toxicity. These
issues will inevitably lead to conflict between residents and existing lawful activities.

Support — the use of agrichemicals 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 onother source of land use conflict



Support.

(123/18) - Part of the Plan Change 13 site is suitable for horticultural activities. Adoption of Plan
Change 13 will remove fts 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 NPSUDC requires decision makers to consider the effects of urban development at the
local, district, regional and greater scale. Both the horticultural industry and Highlands have a
significant economic benefit to the Cromwell area and beyond. This proposal has the potential to
severely compromise the viabllity of these lawfully established activities and reduce their sociol and
econcmic contribution to the community.

Support.

(123/31) - The proposed development is disconnected from the Cromwell Town Centre and does not
represent a logical extension of the tawnship.

Support.
Public Health South (megan.justice@mitchelldaysh.co.nz — Submission 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 nolse emissions.
PHS has concerns about the rezoning of 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 of 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 for the sustainable management of the physical resource thot comprises the
subject site. On this basis PHS considers that PC 13 promotes an outcome that is contrary to the
provisions of Part 2 of 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 welibeing, or for their health and safety (55(2)) ~ noise associated with the
operation of Highlands and the Speedway Is significant, and exposure to it for o prolonged duration is
likely to have signlificant reverse sensitivity effects

Support — And further to this point the noise associated with the ongoing management of
horticultural activities is significant at different times of 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 of the
proposed development (s5(2){c)) - PC 13 does not provide « full suite of mechanisms that will enable
the appropriate avoidance, remediation or mitigation of the significant reverse sensitivity effects that
are present within the area.

Support,

(285/7) - The proposal does not enable the maintenance and enhancement of amenity values (s7(c)) —
the ability of future residents of this area to enfoy 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 of the sites location via the inclusion of a restrictivé no complaints covenant. Whilé this may
avoid the potential for complaints, it 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) - PHS is uiso concerned about the following environmental effects resulting from PC 13 being
the potential for reverse sensitivily noise, and spray drift effects arising from residentiol development
establishing within a horticultural area; and the lack of connectivity of the site with the established
urban environment of Cromwell,

Support.

(285/9) - The site is located adjucent to an established orchard, Potential effects arising from
legitimate horticultural activities include neise 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 of the day and night and the effect of 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 propased on this western boundary with
recommendations of NZS 8409:2004 Management of Agrichemicals Guidelines, Part G6. In brief PC 13
recommends a setback from activities sensitive to agrichemicals, Including shelter, of 7m to mitigate
the effects of a boom sprayer or alr blast sprayer. However the Guidelines referenced recommend o
10m 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 of 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 of 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 of 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 associoted with many positive outcomes for
individuals, including reducing the risk of depression and chrenic diseases like heart disease and
digbetes. 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 haif of adults in New Zealand
are physically acltive

Support.



(285/13) - PHS considers that the potential adverse effects of the proposal arising primarily from Its
location will result in adverse heaith 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 refected.

Support.
Mt Difficulty Wines Ltd (matt@mtdifficulty.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 of a special housing resource
area us propased 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 Jand 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 heen
made of the alternative use of the land for horticulture.

Sarita Orchard Ltd (saritaorchard@xtra.co.nz - Submission 310)

(310/5) - In the event of an unwanted pest eg. Queensland Fruit Fly getting into the area the presence
of 900 more houses would Impede eradication efforts. The area would almost certainly be within the
MP!I 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.

(310/6) - The solis 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) (office@hrownandcompany.co.nz -~
Submission 298)

(298/1) - Modify PC 13 to add the following aceustic insulation standard as Rule 20.7.7(x): 20.7.7(x)
Acoustic Insulation of 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 (OITC) neise 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 uccordance "with ASTM E1332-16 Standard
Classification for Rating Outdoor-Indaor Sound Attenuation;

b} Noise Sensitive Spaces includes: i) Bedrooms, kitchens, living areas and any ather habitable rooms
in dwellings; ii) classrooms ond indoor learning areas, lecture theatres in schools or educational
facilities; iii) conference or function spaces, bedrooms and living areas assoclated with visitor
accommodation; iv) Neise sensitive spaces in medical facilities; and v) Any other rooms containing
noise sensitive actlvities that are occupied frequently or for extended periods, but does not include
spaces Insensitive to nolse such as hallways, laundrys, bathrooms, toilets, garages, closets, lobbies,
workshops or storage spaces.

c) Compliance with this rule shall be demonstrated by a report frem a suitably qualified and
experienced acoustics experl, The report shall detail the constructions and assumptions used in the
calculation pracess. 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 Zealanders live
and use thelir 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 of 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 adjocent
orchard activities); and the Standard has been Informed by an Assessment of 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 of restrictive no-
complaint covenants to ensure purchasers of properties are aware of the estabifshed 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.streeter@cromwell.school.hz — Submission 353)

(353/1) - Cromwell Is in a phase of 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 of a large subdivision. Cromwell’s growth Is
dependent on the supply of 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 areua is the most suitable also because it reduces préssure on liand 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, | will consider presenting a joint case with them
7

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:
Jones.fam@xtra.co.nz

Telephone No: 027 228 2791

) 2 ;
Postal Address: \ o O C)O X . \'q‘ ..........................................

...................................................................................

Contact Person: Michael Jones - on behalf of DJ Jones Family Trust and Suncrest
Orchard Limited

FURTHER SUBNISSIONS 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):

e itis 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:



e 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 CHANG&
TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN XL

Clause 8 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991

A\

To:  Central Otago District Council L 3\,
PO Box 122 S
ALEXANDRA 9340 ~

Name of person making further submission: HILARY ANNE LENNOX
(Full name)

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

| am:

1 ] " | I b i il g ¢ 4 b -
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:

| 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 SH8.

3—Fhelocalauthority forthe relevant-area.

| support {er-eppoese) the submission of:
HILARY ANNE LENNOX on Plan Change 13.

The particular parts of the submissions | support (er-oppese) are:

All of the submission from HILARY ANNE LENNOX.

The reasons for my support {erepposition} 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:

o “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 mef, 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. | 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. | 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.

o 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 safely effects from the proposal.”
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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% mare 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 therefore not adverse and are acceplable.”

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: | have provided further discussion below as to why there are reasons why the plan change should not be
recommended for approval, and therefore | actually disagree with the conclusion of the Transportation
Assessment too.

“The visual outlook from this property (my property, at 344 Kawarau Gorge Rd) ouf fowards 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 norih side of the highway road reserve, the RTRA’s setback area adjacent to the highway and
the northemn seclion 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 property would be inconsequential given the existing noise
effects from the highway, the Moforsport 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/SHE intersection.

When any vehicle is travelling up Sandflat Road towards SHE after dusk, the headlights of that vehicle shine
directly into my living room, to the extent that my partner and | 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, | 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 SHE will increase by around 50%). Without engaging a specialist to assess these
effects then | 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.

e "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:

e "l 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 properly 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 majer 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.

e "Atits northern end, Sandflat Road meets State Highway 6 at a priority intersection which has auxiliary right-turm
lanes for traffic tumning right into Sandflat Road and right into Papillon (furnifure and handmade gifts workshops)
which lies on the northern side of the highway, opposite the motorsport park.’

| 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. | 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.

e "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 o 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 | described in
an email that | 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. |deally 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 SH8/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. | have had many near migses when trying to turn right onto Cemetery Road, to



the point where | now no longer ever attempt to make this manoeuvre. | 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.

s "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.”

s ‘In view of the excellent road safety 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 safely concerns.”

o "Subject to the provision of the auxiliaty lanes, the crash history in the vicinily 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.

s “In 2015, the lasl year which is available, the highway had an Annual Average Daily Traffic of 3,890 vehicles (two-

way).”
= “..a rale of 8 vehicle movements per day per residence has been used, with 1 vehicle movement per residence

occurring in each of the peak hours.”

o “With regard to the retirement units. .. it is anticipaled that the villas will each generate 2 vehicle movements per
day.”

o “However the route via State Highway 6 and 8B 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.

o ‘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 i:elati\fe location of my driveway.,
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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 | would like to raise. When | am travelling on SH6 from the Kawarau Gorge
towards my home, | indicate left and start to pull onto the hard shoulder as | approach my driveway. As | 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 fraffic operating in this area around peak hours and |
am extremely concerned that this could result in a safety issue. Traffic waiting to turn right out of Sandflat Road onto SH8
might see me indicating and will assume that it's safe to manoeuvre onto SH8, not realising that the traffic behind me is
likely to come roaring past me at speeds of up to 100km/hr of meore. The only solution that | 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, rabust information. If such information cannot be
provided, then the decision makers must not grant the plan change. | believe that the issues | have raised highlight areas
of the plan change application that are woefully deficient and | 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 | 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, | 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 heen 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, 1 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.

| seek that the following parts of the following submissions be allowed:
All of the original submission from HILARY ANNE LENNOX

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

{f-others-make-a-similarsubmissientwill-consider presenting-ajointcase with-them-at a hearing-
{RPlease-delete if you-would not-censiderpresenting-ajoint case)
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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: 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.



L]
e
LR

[

oo Horti

e

culture”

&
fie Y
3 NECEVED =)

— 28 007 20 —
& . e I
,«3. L-trEE?L OTAGO ,;‘:"/

RICT

FURTHER SUBMISSION®. i
ON PROPOSED PC13 TO ~ *
THE CENTRAL OTAGO
DISTRICT PLAN

Friday 26" 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
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" URTHER SUBMISSION ON PRIVATE PLAN CHANGE 13 TO

THE CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLARM
i OF SCHEDULE 1 RESOURCE NMANAGEMENT ACT 19291

o B w9

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 26" day of October 2018

Rachel McClung
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Submission on Friday 26" October, 2018




Submitter Sub No. Relief sought by | HortNZ HortNZ reasons for support / opposition Decision Sought (accept / reject)
submitter support /
oppose
Rodger James 2:2/1 = 2f7 | Decline PC13 Support PC13 will adversely impact the horticultural Accept decision sought by submission
Aburn industry of Cromwell. 2/1 -2/6 to decline the private plan
change.
Decision’s made on the future urban form of
Cromwell must recognises the significant Accept submission sought by
community engagement and technical work submission 2/7 to delay the hearing
undertaken through the Cromwell Masterplan | until Cromwell Masterplan is
process. It is appropriate that the hearing be completed.
delayed until the outcome of the Cromwell
Masterplan process is known.
Alan Duncan 18: 181 — | Amend PC13 to Support in Part | HortNZ agrees with the submission points Reject decision sought to zone the
Beaton 18/4 Rural Residential made however we do not agree that a rural land rural residential. Decline PC13.
Zoning residential zoning will address the underlying
issues of the inappropriateness of the
proposed private plan change.
Peter Raymond 26: Lecline 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 268.5 Decline PC13 Support in Part | HortNZ agrees with the submission points Accept decision sought by submission
Brass made to the extent that in the future locating to decline the private plan change.
development next to horticultural operations
would lead to complaints.
Central Holdings | 43: Decline PC13 or Support in Part | HortNZ agrees with the submission points Reject the decision sought to approve
Limited 43/1-43M10 | ensure that no made, however we consider that the Plan with amendments. PC 13 should be

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.

Horticulture New Zealand

Submission on Friday 26t October, 2018




' Submitter Sub No. Relief sought by | HortNZ ' HortNZ reasons for support / opposition Decision Sought (accept / reject)
- submitter support/
oppose :
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 residential or other Change should be declined and cannot see a | declined.
Incorporated | noise sensitive path for enabling other non-noise sensitive
activities are activities through this plan change process. A
enabled though fresh application would be required for
the Plan Change substantive change.
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 made, however we do not agree that a rural with amendments. PC 13 should be
subdivision to residential zoning will address the underlying | declined.
8000m? issues of the inappropriateness of the
proposed private plan change.
Brayden Couper 64. Decline PC13 or Support in Part | HortNZ agrees with the submission points Reject the decision sought to approve
| B4/1-64/2 enforce strict ‘no made, however we do not agree that a no with amendments. PC 13 should be
' noise complaints complaints covenant is an effective mitigation | declined.
covenant’ on all for a development of this scale and do not
titles for existing consider it will address the underlying issues
speedway, of the inappropriateness of the proposed
highlands and private plan change.
orchard activities.
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 made, however we do not agree that a no | with amendments. PC 13 should be
noise complaints complaints covenant is an effective mitigation | declined.
covenant' on all for a development of this scale and do not
titles for existing consider it will address the underlying issues
speedway, of the inappropriateness of the proposed
highlands and private plan change.
orchard activities.
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 made, however we do not agree that a no with amendments. PC 13 should be
noise complaints complaints covenant is an effective mitigation | declined.
covenant’ on all for a development of this scale and do not
titles for existing consider it will address the underlying issues
speedway, | of the inappropriateness of the proposed
private plan change.

Horticulture New Zezland

Submission on Friday 26" October, 2018




Submitter Sub No. ' Relief sought by | HortNZ HortNZ reasons for support / opposition Decision Sought (accept / reject)
submitter support /
oppose
highlands and
orchard activities.
Catherine Edgar 95: Decline PC13 or at | Supportin Part | HortNZ agrees with the submission points Reject the decision sought to approve
95/1-95/6 the very least made, however we do not agree that with amendments. PC 13 should be
severely downsize. downsizing the development will address the | declined.
underlying issues of the inappropriateness of
the proposed private plan change. A fresh
application would be required for substantive
change.
Diane Mae Ferris | 115: Decline PC13 until | Support in Part | HortNZ agrees with the submission points Accept decision sought by submitter to
1156/1 - the Council except 115/6. We do not agree that a 300m? decline the plan change.
115-6 decides on future | Oppose 115/6 minimum lot size will address the underlying
growth for issues of the inappropriateness of the
Cromwell. 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. PC13 | decline the plan change.
South Cherry 123/35 will adversely impact the horticultural industry
Orchards Ltd & 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 | decline the plan change.
will adversely impact the horticultural industry
. of Cromwell.
Highlands 144: 144/1- | Decline PC13 Support in Part | HortNZ supports submission 144 to the extent | Accept decision sought by submitter to
Motorsport Park 144/16 that the plan change site is entirely decline the plan change.
Limited incompatible with the surrounding
(Highlands) environment, does not have regard to the
existing activities in the surrounding |

Horticulture New Zealand
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Submitter Sub No. Relief sought by | HortNZ HortNZ reasons for support / opposition Decision Sought (accept / reject)
submitter support /
oppose
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 mounded and complaints covenants will be an effectively declined.
Hyndman planted boundary mitigate the impacts of the development. And
buffer. And nor will be a 10m green area and planted
provision for ‘no mounds. These measures will not address the
complaints’ in underlying issues of the inappropriateness of
relation to orchard the proposed private plan change.
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.
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 | 164/18 or no complaints covenant will address the
Limited | 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.

Horticulture New Zealand

Submission on Friday 26'" October, 2018




| Submitter Sub No. Relief sought by | HortNZ HortNZ reasons for support / opposition Decision Sought (accept / reject)
submitter ' support /
| oppose
Le Fresh 182: 182/1- | Decline PC13 Support HortNZ agrees with the submission points Accept decision sought by submitter to
International 182/15 made as the proposed plan change is decline the plan change.
Limited inappropriate and will be detrimental to the
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 made, however transportation mitigation with amendments. PC 13 should be
alternative access suggested will not address the underlying declined.
to SH6 and issues of the inappropriateness of the
intersection proposed private plan change.
upgrades are
made.
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 decline the plan change.
inappropriate and will be detrimental to the
| Horticulture Industry.
Mayshiel 227 Substantially ' Oppose in part | HortNZ agrees with the submission points Reject the decision sought as it will not
Properties Ltd 202711~ amend PC13 to made to the extent that the proposed plan address the detrimental impacts of the
22718 place Highlands in change is inappropriate and will result in plan change to the Horticulture
a position where reserve sensitivity impacts. Industry. PC 13 should be declined.
they have similar
; or same rights that
were available
prior to all
changes.
Peter John Mead | 228: 228/1- | Decline PC13 Support HortNZ agrees with the submission points Accept decision sought by submitter to
& Alastair David 228/15 made as the proposed plan change is decline the plan change.
Stark inappropriate and will be detrimental to the
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 located near orchard activities and support a | consider Ministry of Educations
considered fuller consideration of the locations of existing | submission points.
| education facilities in Cromwell.
| 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

inappropriate and will be detrimental to the

decline the plan change.

Horticulture New Zealand
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Submitter Sub No. Relief sought by | HortNZ HortNZ reasons for support / opposition Decision Sought (accept / reject)
submitter support /
oppose
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, made to the extent that PC13 should address | address the detrimental impacts of the
do so subject to transportation issues, however the requested | plan change to the Horticulture
NZTA requested amendments will not address the underlying Industry. PC 13 should be declined
amendments inappropriateness of the plan change.
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 made as the proposed plan change is with amendments. PC 13 should be
other noise inappropriate and will be detrimental to the declined.
sensitive activities Horticulture Industry. However, any
are enables substantial alteration to the proposed plan
through PC13. change will require a fresh plan change
application.
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 made to the extent that PC13 should address | address the detrimental impacts of the
the projected water services issue, however the requested | plan change to the Horticulture
demand on amendments will not address the underlying Industry. PC 13 should be declined.
reticulated inappropriateness of the plan change.
services for
potable water and
wastewater is
sustainable
Mathew Owen 262/1 Decline PC13 or Supportin Part | HortNZ agrees with the submission points Reject the decision sought to approve
enforce strict ‘no made, however we do not agree that a no with amendments. PC 13 should be
noise complaints complaints covenant is an effective mitigation | declined.
covenant’ on all for a development of this scale and do not
titles for existing consider it will address the underlying issues
speedway, of the inappropriateness of the proposed
highlands and private plan change.
orchard activities.
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 made, however we do not agree that buffer

zone between
highland and

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.

Horticulture New Zealand
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Submitter Sub No. Relief sought by | HortNZ HortNZ reasons for support / opposition Decision Sought (accept / reject)
submitter support /
oppose
residential development of this scale. It will not mitigate
development. 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 made, however, the mitigation proposed will address the detrimental impacts of the
requested not address the full impacts on the plan change to the Horticulture
amendments. horticulture industry and will not address the Industry. PC 13 should be declined.
underlying issues of the inappropriateness of
the proposed private plan change.
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 plan change to the Horticulture
inappropriateness of the proposed private Industry. PC 13 should be declined.
plan change.
Sarita 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 decline the plan change.
inappropriate and will be detrimental to the
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 not address the full impacts on the plan change fo the Horticulture
amendments horticulture industry and will not address the Industry. PC 13 should be declined.
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.:
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
Horticulture Industry.

decline the plan change.
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Submitter Sub No. Relief sought by HortNZ HortNZ reasons for support / opposition Decision Sought (accept / reject)
submitter support/
oppose
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 made as the proposed plan change is with amendments. PC 13 should be
industrial. inappropriate and will be detrimental to the 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 made as the proposed plan change is with amendments. PC 13 should be
protect inappropriate and will be detrimental to the declined.
surrounding Horticulture Industry. However, changing the |
existing uses. 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.
Peter James 331: 331/1- | Decline PC13 or Oppose in Part | HortNZ agrees with the submission points Reject the decision sought to approve
Simmaons 331/3 change land use to made as the proposed plan change is with amendments. PC 13 should be
industrial / inappropriate and will be detrimental to the declined.
commercial. Horticulture Industry. However, changing the
proposal to industrial use is a substantial
change from what was notified and would
reguire a fresh plan change application.
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 fo made as the proposed plan change is

rural residential
(400m? min lot
size).

inappropriate and will be detrimental to the
Horticulture Industry. However, changing the
propeosal to rural residential use is a
substantial change from what was notified
and would require a fresh plan change

with amendments. PC 13 should be
declined.

Horticulture New Zealand
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Submitter Sub No. Relief sought by | HortNZ HortNZ reasons for support / opposition Decision Sought (accept / reject)
submitter support /
oppose
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 made as the proposed plan change is with amendments. PC 13 should be
buffer and no inappropriate and will be detrimental to the declined.
complaints Horticulture Industry. However, the mitigation
covenant 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.
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 with amendments. PC 13 should be
inappropriate and will be detrimental to the 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 made, however, the mitigation proposed will address the detrimental impacts of the
requested not address the full impacts on the plan change to the Horticulture
amendments. horticulture industry and will not address the Industry. PC 13 should be declined.
underlying issues of the inappropriateness of
the proposed private plan change.
Juliet Walker 383: 383/1- | Approve PC13 Oppose in Part | HortNZ agrees with the submission points Reject the decision scught to approve
383/2 with amendments made as the proposed plan change is

— 50 houses
maximum

inappropriate and will be detrimental to the
Horticulture Industry. However, changing the
proposal to rural residential use is a
substantial change from what was nofified
and would require a fresh plan change
application. Furthermore, rural residential
zoning will not address the underlying issues

with amendments. PC 13 should he
declined.

Horticulture New Zealand

Submission on Friday 26" October, 2018




Submitter Sub No. Relief sought by | HortNZ HortNZ reasons for support / opposition Decision Sought (accept / reject)
submitter support /
oppose
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 [ndustry. However, changing the
proposal to 1000m? 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 4000m?* minimum Reject the decision sought to approve
406/2 amendments for lot size is a substantial change from what was | with amendments. PC 13 should be
lot minimum of notified and would require a fresh plan declined.
4000m* change application. Furthermore, this |ot size
suggested will not address the underlying
issues of the of the inappropriateness of the
plan change.
Tim Wood 407: 407/1 | Approve with Oppese The lot size suggested will not address the Reject the decision sought to approve
- 407/2 amendments for

lot minimum of
800-1000m?

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.

Horticulture New Zealand

Submission on Friday 26" October, 2018




RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991
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FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPQ ffION TQ, Lo
SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN CHQ}[}L%.
TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN ~/ HEVED
29 ocr 2018

]
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Clause 8 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act %g‘i

L OTAGG

z 3 2 i i 5 Disrs et
To: ggng EL?Eazgo District Council o EXANGIY, A
ALEXANDRA 9340 (Lzi [ig! b g
Name of person making further submissicn: {Mﬁ*’? ..... QFFRME o

(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.

lam: :

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

.......................................................................................................................................... ; or,

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

T P P HERER DI RGNS S, Mo Tort STORT R S TR el M. o,

(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)

N O mGoInG  INTRRZET 1o THE TFARRS ARl TP ety

3. The local authority for the relevant area.

| support (or-appose) the submission of:

et MG R LA METO2 B T TR 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 | suppome_e-epmo) are:

..................... ’7 T L T TR TV W ST e e (R

................................................................................................................................................

(Please clearly indicate which parts of the orlginal 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 (GEopposition) are:
L OCRLC 1T 1% A I A FRoTRATIE. USE o (G ?

...........................................................................................................................................

................................................................................................................................................

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



| seek that the whole or part [describe part], of the submission be allowed (or-digattowad):

........................................................................................................

................................................................................................................................................

(Please give precise details)

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

If others make a similar submission, | will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing.
(Pleage delete if you-would nohconsider presenting a joint case)

........ -"; j e T WL == B T n S

Signature of person making Further Submission Date
S?\r petson 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: 03 6E5EU0..

Postal Address: ST STl i i

Comtact Persan:  .....ooocicvmminiion RN S Ty 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

serveéd 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 reascnable 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 dogs 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 P
TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLA

Clause 8 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act

To:  Central Otago District Council
PO Box 122
ALEXANDRA 9340

Name of person making further submission: ... 0 L N D Lt o ins s sva s enmassnes
(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:

@ 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

Todwean. Ceomwel T deve T haoe aandchildeen. at school i Gromwell, T cage . o,

(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)

ANyt
lhe CAuirohme~t and a?-i)r;-?rq;:fd uses c}) vical la~ad. 4 !f‘] .
3. The local authority for the relevant area.
| support (eropposs) the submission of:
el ol o o I SuBmission No L ‘?!/;-—:Cf;ftj ....... on Plan Change 13.

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

loo Chaammt. 0. Brrnsouctiici point number of original submission)

The particular parts of the submission | support (execppese) are:

2 Py (2 et the

The reasons for my support (ee-epposition) are: , _ cutcomes of the Leomoelt mastecplan. :
Y pp ( ) ‘ff/ 3. Thé Need v .:_'_(_'L(";‘{}.c\‘.j coisiaey Yhe Cebt C.( ")"J":/{“—“j

Qdve, ilvastrduce, G115, 916 e ek of poputabon tricese. en e Kom. 4nd carmeking .

.........................

1 i ¥ . 1 y
alt = 4’/‘? Lok satiabn Ttk ki productive lamd (5 used Ler sl Purposes . Q?
(Please give reasons and continue on an additional page if necessary) ¥ fins Liogiwso HAeel " Jared Dicimond |
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91. Matt Dicey

Cppose

The Cromwell community has recently invested in and is undertaking an
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
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
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
progression. As such it has the potential to significantly overioad the
town infrastructure and associated amenities.

The subdivision will bring additional traffic that will increase the road
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
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.

9111

91/2

91/3

91/4

91/5

91/6

Decline Plan Change 13.

Summary of Submissions : Plan Change 13
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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.

Plan Change 13 will have the effect of hemming in the industrial area so
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
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, fractor
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
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
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 fo the town centre and
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.
The visual amenity from dwellings located to the south will be impacted
both during the day and at night.

o1/7

91/8

91/9

91/10

9111

91/12

91/13

Summary of Submissions : Plan Change 13
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RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 ALE \31,55,1«\ )/
FORM 6 /
FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITI Nid,—
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: Jean Ann Morgan
(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.

| 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:

| am a person who holds an interest greater than the general public as | 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.
| support the submission of:

James Dicey, james@grapevision.co.nz, 90 — support all

Robin Dicey, rhmdicey@amail.com, 92 - support all

Peter John Mead & Alastair Stark, alanmckay@xtra.co.nz, 228 — support in full

DJ Jones Family Trust, and Suncrest Orchard Limited, jones.fam@xtra.co.nz , 164 — support in full

Andrew John Iremonger, Iremonger.AJ@gmail.com, 156 — support all
Thomas Alan Coull, thomascoull@gmail.com, 63 — support all

Werner Murray, carolynwerner@mac.com, 252 — support all

Horticulture New Zealand, rachel.mcclung@hortnz.co.nz , 151 - support all

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.irving@gallawaycookallan.co.nz, 144 — support all

12. Simon John Douglas Giles, simongiles1@mac.com, 131 — support all

13. NZ Transport Agency, richard.shaw@nzta.govt.nz, 254 — oppose — insufficient detail, would support if more detail
14. Greg and Ros Hinton, alastair.logan@rossdowling.co.nz , 146 — support all

QIS 0 O B G PO e

on Plan Change 13.
The particular parts of the submission | support are:

o 90,082 228, 164, 1561 — 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. | request a report in accordance with
S42A(1) of the Resource management Act 1991.

o 156 — Effect on Infrastructure: insufficient detail in Mott McDonald report to make infrastructure decisions, and to
determine cost on rate payers in the future, | request a report in accordance with S42A(1) of the Resource
management Act 1991.
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o 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).

o 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. | 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, | request a report in accordance with S42A(1) of the Resource management Act 1991.

o 254, 146, 2562, 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)




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

(Please give precise details)
| do not wish to be heard in support of my further submission.

(Please strike out as applicable)

If others make a similar submission, | 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@xtra. CONZ. . v i ma i it

(Please write clearly)

Telephone No: ...0272280278..........cccvvivviviiiinannn.

Postal Address: ...30 Bell AVENUE.......cooiiiuiiiii s it e e cbe e e ies e ee e
.............................. CromWellsisnnoasnassasissnama

Contact Person: ...Jean MOIgan. .. ....ovevie et s et iee s ees e aes e eens

(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):

s 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

TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN

Clause 8 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991

To:  Central Otago District Council

PO Box 122
ALEXANDRA 9340
e / 4 g L~ W Vg
Name of person making further submission: ‘- t)/”f’)/f/f‘f ¢4 /L,)///\ e,

(Full name)” /77/;//[(;,‘(‘/ ;}:M 3

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

| am:
i [ A person representing a relevant aspect of the public interest, the grounds for saying this

being:
/7 9| .
Q;ﬁm/%ﬂ/£7€/z"z/4/c’///o/(/&wudt’// 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:

.......................................................................................................................................... 1

(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.

| 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 | support (or oppose) are:

errd..... YYPR.... /xﬁf,f:?... ..CZ#&::J%;{ ..... e e

(Please clearly indicate which parts of the criginal 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)



W ’

A'seek that the whole or part [de'sc“l_",ibe’ﬁért], of the submission,be’%il[bﬁéa (or digallpwed):

{/.{_} ....................................................... : P!ea&e 'g.i.v-é' b.r'éé:.iéé‘ s éiié) ......................................................
we :

I vy,'réﬁ!(g_lj do not wish) to be heard in support of my further submission.
(Please strike out as applicable)

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

? o AP 7 T e
WO/ '\% /;},é/ & e AieAE

Sighature of person taking 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: ... /7 //// %ﬁﬂéé’fﬁ.éﬁ.k‘é{jﬁf.:.&é:,:‘.{-,-i',r__
(Please write clearly) </

Telephone No: 0%794‘7/5#‘4 .....

Postal Address: /&j = 60/0/5/7 . :’.[).4.?.(.( .......................................
CI:/"/II/}'} L /

................... 4 588 508 e R R R R RS AR AR PR R SRR R R

Contact Person: /%;'zﬂf‘?:/ Ay %/5'.’7.5?:'..’.\.. T i

(hame & designation, if applicable)

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPQOSITION 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:
« it would be an abuse of the hearing process to allow the submission (or the part) to be taken further:
s it contains offensive language:
e 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

TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN ,ﬁrﬁ? e
PLLETVI |
Clause 8 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act TR

28 OCT 2 {
To:  Central Otago District Council X i o
PO Box 122 : LISTRICT O /

ALEXANDRA 9340 i S

- / 1 \". = ..-l
Name of person making further submission: \}OEQAF)LWHLW‘\L]G- i _3;.}’ .......

(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.

l am:

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

..... \am a (ole ooy ;Cﬂﬂwmw%fr@{‘“«aor
G{\$\y\wﬁl\ C Ot L.g\f‘-.\-l s

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:

..........................................................................................................................................

(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,

;. 3 .
f\__kl‘ support (or oppose) the submission of: | hemas Atan Cowul) j Trhomagcoul @ﬂ"“ﬂ'l-tﬁw‘\ /

Subsission. £3.. .i.@&i...pox.f:v!cs..(}3(:....fe.t,-.t.bﬁ-:t.s.s&m(_\,..Ss-.jaﬁmieclon 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 | support (or oppose) are:

..... ‘ 3u§}paﬁ“}(ﬂe,bu(amc@ummrlfsﬂn-lme;{xi

................................................................................................................................................

(Please clearly indicate which parts of the criginal 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 Corcernedl.. (-?.L.{:Af.}ui..Té‘«@...ECRJ’&‘:&-’-.—;.\(.{,..‘.\Q....EQ.‘?‘.\FE-:.’%.‘,...?—T’.‘?.{.J....T{L.-rf.
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(Please give reasons and continue on an addffional page if necessary)



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

1. Seek doe wbns\e. of . Subvassion. 63 e . allowen) .

...............................................................................................................................................

(Please give precise details)

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

If others make a similar submission, | 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: .............ccocciiiiivccn s,
(Please write clearly)

Telephone No: ..o

Postal Address: ... =R 811N I T T e —

CONTACERBESONT . i s i i i s e s g i s dmiees
{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):
s itis frivolous or vexatious:
o itdiscloses 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 experl advice on the matter.
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RESQURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991
FORM 6

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPQORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITAON:
SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN.CF
TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN /~)

Clause 8 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 198

To:  Central Otago District Council

PO Box 122
ALEXANDRA 9340 = $gr,
Name of person making further submission: ........ “J ““\“he“\'\“ . ............

(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 Disfrict Plan,

| am:

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

........................................... [ ”\'-aj‘_‘(\"“-&-\‘"fd, or

2. A perseon who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general public

has, the grounds for saying this being:

{2\ t’.') c){*\ A G S CI o,

(Please state whether you are a person who may make a submission under 1 and/er 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.

| support (or oppose) the submission of:

0.0 R = o s 'ﬂ( 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 | support (or oppose) are:

.............................................................................................................................

................................................................................................................................................

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

The reasons for my support (or opposition) are:

('\\) (\“C‘Ycrx\_\«nk‘ (“[

(Please give reasons and confinue on an additional page if necessary)
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| seek that the whole or part [describe part], of the submission be allowed (or disallowed):

................................................................................................................................................

(Please give precise details)

| wish/{cr-donot'wish) to be heard in support of my further submission.
(Please strike out as applicable)

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

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

Electronic address for service of person making further submission: ialeneaaeRe
(Please writs clearly) :
galene meares @

Telephone No: O 7 BS577 39| aorasaetl | toaa

Postal Address: L 5. Seae—en C ove

..........................................................................

Contact Person: .o 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 a2 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 supporied only by material that purporis 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 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 persan 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.

| 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 | 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.

| 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.



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 | live in Cromwell
and my household stormwater is collected into pipes that flow into a netwark 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. | 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, | 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, 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.

| 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.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 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 houndary restriction. [t 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), 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.

| seek that the whole of this further submission and/or the 416 submissions in opposition that |
support, be allowed.

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

If others make a similar submission, | will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing.



RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991
FORM 6
FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TQ,
SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAbI/CHANGE
TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN (- iy

7 TN
Clause 8 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 199%. R b 0 X
To: Central Otago District Council o7 LEIVEL} -\
PO Box 122 30 G s
ALEXANDRA 9340 o Vel ald ]
K, =8 TRAL 0T, !
Name of person making further submission: Matthew James Scully ~tj'ﬁ32i‘r-f,'§rj;‘ 5 s

This is a further submission in support of (or in opposition to) a submission o Qroposgd P aﬁ
Change 13 to the Central Otago District Plan.

| 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:

| am a person who holds an interest greater than the general public as | 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:

James Dicey, james@grapevision.co.nz, 90 — support all
Robin Dicey, rhmdicey@gmail.com, 92 - support all
Peter John Mead & Alastair Stark, alanmckay@xtra.co.nz, 228 — support in full
DJ Jones Family Trust, and Suncrest Orchard Limited, jones.fam@xtra.co.nz , 164 — support in full
Andrew John Iremonger, Iremonger. AJ@gmail.com, 156 — support all
Thomas Alan Coull, thomascoull@gmail.com, 63 — support all
Werner Murray, carolynwerner@mac.com, 252 — support all
Horticulture New Zealand, rachel.mcclung@hortnz.co.nz , 151 - support all
MotorSprot NZ, brian@motorsport.org.nz, 248 — support all
. Mt Difficulty Wines, matt@mtdifficulty.nz, 249 — support all, particularly 249/13 landscape visual amenity
. Highlands Motorsport Park Limited, bridget.irving@gallawaycookallan.co.nz, 144 — support all
. Simon John Douglas Giles, simongiles1@mac.com, 131 — support all
. NZ Transport Agency, richard.shaw@nzta.govt.nz, 254 — support in part — insufficient detail
. Greg and Ros Hinton, alastair.logan@rossdowling.co.nz , 146 — support all
. Matthew James Scully, mattwendyscully@gmail.com, 319 - support all
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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 | support are:

e 00,92, 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 repert in accordance with
S42A(1) of the Resource management Act 1981.
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e 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.

e 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).

o 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 (144/186), 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)



| seek that the whole of submission be disallowed: as above

(Please give precise details)

| wish to be heard in support of my further submission.

(Please strike out as applicable)

If others make a similar submission, | 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: mattwendyscully@gmail.com

(Please write clearly)
Telephone No: 0274 450024
Postal Address: 154B Cairnmuir Road
Bannockburn
2RD
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.



RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991
FORM 6

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, . -
SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN_CHANGE‘" L

TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN f
: ST 7

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

To:  Central Otago District Council L= ey g €40 g
PO Box 122 \¢ i U gl

ALEXANDRA 9340

Name of person making further submission: ...... M O"m’\QVU ..... C*ﬂ ul(O’S”

(Full name)

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

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

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:

Oward_of landcrof. Poason 00 [gamnocprcn ol o,

(Please state whether you are a person who may make a submission undgr 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.

| support (or opposerthe submission of:
........................... P[ QOLSG SQ‘Q a’HQCL\QO’ on Plan Change 13.

............................................................................

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

The particular parts of the submission | 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)

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



Names and addresses of submitters on Plan Change 13 to whom I support:

James Dicey, james@grapevision.co.nz, 90 — support all

Robin Dicey, rhmdicey @ gmail.com, 92 - support all

Peter John Mead & Alastair Stark, alanmckay@x(ra.co.nz, 228 — support in full

DI Jones Family Trust, and Suncrest Orchard Limited, jones.fam@xtra.co.nz , 164 — support in

Andrew John Iremonger, Iremonger. AJ @ gmail.com, [56 — support all

Thomas Alan Coull, thomascoull@ gmail .com, 63 — support all

Werner Murray, carolynwerner@mac.com, 252 — support all

Horticulture New Zealand, rachel.meclung@hortnz.co.nz , 151 - support all

. MotorSprot NZ, brian@motorsport.org.nz, 248 — support all

10. Mt Difficulty Wines, matt@mitdifficulty.nz, 249 — support all, particularly 249/13 landscape visual
amenity

11. Highlands Motorsport Park Limited, bridget.irving@ gallawaycookallan.co.nz, 144 — support all
12. Simon John Douglas Giles, simongiles! @mac.com, 131 — support all

13. NZ Transport Agency, richard shaw@nzta.govt.nz, 254 — support in part — insufficient detail
14, Greg and Ros Hinton, alastair logan@rossdowling.co.nz , 146 — support all
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Yarticular parts of the submissions I support and the reasons for these 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 Cromyell, 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.



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

................................................................................................................................................

................................................................................................................................................

(Please give precise details)

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

Ay

(Please delete if you would not consider

i PG

a joint case)

v
presenting

................................................

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: ..o,
(Please write clearly)

Telephone No: OZ‘ ..... ( L‘:'Z-(é (
Postal Address: 22\ 4 0o JON Nof

..........................................................................

GOMBACLPOIBDI i moim s Sha s s s ons b w s s
(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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RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991

FORM 6
FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITIO TO, ' :
SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN

TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN -
Clause 8 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991 (\ /
To: Central Qtago District Council
PO Box 122
ALEXANDRA 9340

A K \
pm};,w ey

I. {,n" fj"? :__.‘:'

Name of person making further submission: Natasha Livinnia Sinclair
(Full name)

o § LB T
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.
| 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:

| am a person who holds an interest greater than the general public as | am Cromwell resident and
ratepayer, a parent of children attending Goldfields Primary School and Cromwell College. | support
motorsport and | 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.
| support (or oppose) the submission of:

James Dicey, james@grapevision.co.nz, 90 — support in full

Robin Dicey, rhmdicey@gmail.com, 92 - support in full

Peter John Mead & Alastair Stark, alanmckay@xira.co.nz, 228 — support in full

DJ Jones Family Trust, and Suncrest Orchard Limited, jones.fam@xtra.co.nz , 164 — support in full
Andrew John Iremonger, Iremonger.AJ@amail.com, 156 — support in full

Thomas Alan Coull, thomascoull@gmail.com, 63 — support in full

Werner Murray, carolynwerner@mac.com, 252 — support in full

Horticulture New Zealand, rachel.mcclunga@hortnz.co.nz , 1561 - support in full

MoatorSprot NZ, brian@motorsport.org.nz, 248 — support in full

10. Mt Difficulty Wines, matt@mitdifficulty.nz, 249 — support in full, particularly 249/13 landscape visual amenity
11. Highlands Motorsport Park Limited, bridget.irving@gallawaycookallan.co.nz, 144 — support in full
12. Simon John Douglas Giles, simongiles1@mac.com, 131 = support in full

13. NZ Transport Agency, richard.shaw@nzta.govt.nz, 254 — support in part — insufficient detail

14. Greg and Ros Hinton, alastair.logan@rossdowling.co.nz , 146 — support in full

el s e i e e

on Plan Change 13. | R L:"-.-‘fi'm
The particular parts of the submission | support (or oppose) are:

e 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.

e 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).

e 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),

e 249 144, 131 — Effect on Tourism: employment in Cromwell (144/2), tourism (144/186), visual amenity in relation
to views and against CODC regional identity 248/13. Insufficient information provided in application to address
these issues, We request a report in accordance with S42A(1) of the Resource management Act 1991.

o 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.



| seek that the whole of the submission be allowed:
As specifically laid out above.

| do not wish to be heard in support of my further submission.

If others make a similar submission, | 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):

s 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 D1

Clause 8 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991

To:  Central Otago District Council

PO Box 122
ALEXANDRA 9340
CE ﬁ‘g]';?_i OTAGo
Name of person making further submission: Paul Desmond Coghill 0 ALEXANDRA

(Full name)

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

| 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:
| am a member and use the facilities at Highlands Motor Sport Park

; Oor,
(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.

| 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 | oppose are:

| oppose the two (2) submissions that were in favour of the development.

| 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)

TN s
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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.........cocoeriiiiiiiiinn i e e e e

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

(Please give precise details)

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

If others make a similar submission, | 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:

o 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 PLANCHANGE 2\,
TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN />~ [eeyil] ¢ \
o} R 5 -

Clause 8 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1997 —/ 29 0CT 7018

CENTRAL OTAGO ~4
DISTRICT . /

To:  Central Otago District Council

PO Box 122 ALEXANDRA
ALEXANDRA 9340 '
Name of person making further submission: Peter John Mead and Alastair David Stark as ees of the

McKay Family Trust

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

| 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

| support the submissions of:

See schedule A attached hereto.

The particular parts of the submission | 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

| seek that the whole of the submission be allowed

| 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)

% ¢
i s A4 u%.f. ...........................
Signatufe of person making Further Submission Dat ] AR S S
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(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):

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 heen
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.

* & 8 9 29



SCHEDULE A

Horticulture New Zealand Submission 151 (rachel. meclung@hortnz.co.nz

45 South Group of Companies Submission 123 (Alastair.logan@rossdowling.c0.nz)

Sarita Orchard Limited Submission 310 (saritacrchard@xira.co.nz)

DJ Jones Family Trust and Suncrest Orchard Ltd Submission 80 (jones.farm@xtra.co.nz)

Highlands Motorsport Park Limited Submission 65 (bridget.irving@gallawaycookallan.co.nz)

Public Health South Submission 285 (megan.justice@mitchelldaysh.co.nz)

Central Speedway Club Cromwell Inc Submission 45 (bridget.irving@gallawaycookallan.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 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991

To:  Central Otago District Council
PO Box 122
ALEXANDRA 9340

3 -] > — / e _._,_.....—
Name of person making further submission: ZD*C’EZ T DANID ScoTT

(Full name)

This is a further submission in support of (ee=s-appesifizzte} a submission on proposed Plan
Change 13 to the Central Otago District Plan.

| am:
. A person representing a relevant aspect of the public interest, the grounds for saying this
being:
il
7 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 T T e B T e

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

3. The local authority for the relevant area.

| support {esesssss) the submission of:
............ bAV*‘>&m’r"’z5Tb\R"éon 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 | support (gxepgese) are:
344z 249)4. . 34a|5  34aw. 344]7. 34493

(Please clearly indicate which parts of the original submission you support or oppgs'é., together mthanyre[evant ;XZ;I:(.);J:]:‘?,}(.ZJIHS
of the proposal and continue on an additional page if necessary)
The reasons for my support (or opposition) are:
, - - - e i 4 o - s P -~ . g ; §
L BEUEVE. TRAT . TH1S. .S BMISsIon. 1S AN EXCEILENT Sy ALY

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

OF T CroMWELL DNiSTRICT.
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| seek that the whole capest[deseriepast] of the submission be allowed (grdisatiowsdl).

...............................................................................................................................................

(Please give precise details)

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

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

?kW 02(9’(0/,8

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

(Please write clearly)

Telephone No: .O .2 0‘!/7 -

Postal Address: Z L«OWD’DQ—'\I LER2xCE...

Rp2. CeondwlELL . CT%%#

. - M e
Contact Person: PCH 6&»—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

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):

e jtis frivolous or vexatious:

o it discloses no reasonable or relevant case:

e 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:

e 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

-X(‘j 7 \\

L

& TN

To:  Central Otago District Council RECENEU \
PO Box 122 e 3
ALEXANDRA 9340 29 0CT 2018 =
CENTRAL OTA o

Name of person making further submission: Sarita Orchard Ltd

DISTRIC | ;
>\, ALEXANDR A /

This is a further submission in support of a submission on proposed Plan Ch d ﬂﬁo. th,g,.{.‘éntral
Otago District Plan. -

| 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

| support the submissions of:

See schedule A attached hereto.

The particular parts of the submission | 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

| seek that the whole of the submission be allowed

| wish to be heard in support of my further submission.

If others make a similar submission, | 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) T NP TR "

I Q‘?f\ofi.%



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.mecluna@hortnz.co.nz

45 South Group of Companies Submission 123 (Alastair.logan@rossdowling.co.nz)

McKay Family Trust Submission 228 (alanmckay@xtra.co.nz)

DJ Jones Family Trust and Suncrest Orchard Ltd Submission 80 (jones.farm@xtra.co.nz)

Highlands Motorsport Park Limited Submission 65 (bridget.iorving@gaallawaycookallan.co.nz)

Public Health South Submission 285 (megan.justice@mitchelldaysh.co.nz)

Central Speedway Club Cromwell Inc Submission 45 (bridget.iorving@gallawaycookallan.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 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1997, SOENVEN
To: Central Otago District Council &y
PO Box 122
ALEXANDRA 9340

Name of person making further submission: Shirley Ann Calvert
(Full name)

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

| 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:

| am a person who holds an interest greater than the general public as | 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.
| support the submission of:

James Dicey, james@grapevision.co.nz, 90 — support all

Robin Dicey, rhmdicey@gmail.com, 92 - support all

Peter John Mead & Alastair Stark, alanmckay@xtra.co.nz, 228 — support in full

DJ Jones Family Trust, and Suncrest Orchard Limited, jones.fam@xtra.co.nz , 164 — support in full
Andrew John Iremonger, Iremonger.AJ@gmail.com, 156 — support all

Thomas Alan Coull, thomascoull@gmail.com, 63 — support all

Werner Murray, carolynwerner@mac.com, 252 — support all

Horticulture New Zealand, rachel.mcclung@hortnz.co.nz , 151 - support all

MotorSprot NZ, brian@motorspart.org.nz, 248 — support all

10. Mt Difficulty Wines, matt@mitdifficulty.nz, 249 — support all, particularly 249/13 landscape visual amenity
11. Highlands Motorsport Park Limited, bridget.irving@gallawaycookallan.co.nz, 144 — support all

12. Simon John Douglas Giles, simongiles1@mac.com, 131 — support all

13. NZ Transport Agency, richard.shaw@nzta.govt.nz, 254 — oppose — insufficient detail, would support if more detail
14. Greg and Ros Hinton, alastair.logan@rossdowling.co.nz , 146 — support all

CENOGOA~ON =

on Plan Change 13.
The particular parts of the submission | support are:

e 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. | request a report in accordance with
S42A(1) of the Resource management Act 1991.

e 156 — Effect on Infrastructure: insufficient detail in Mott McDonald report to make infrastructure decisions, and to
determine cost on rate payers in the future, | request a report in accordance with S42A(1) of the Resource
management Act 1891,



e 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).

o 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. | request a report in
accordance with S42A(1) of the Resource management Act 1991.

e 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, | request a report in accordance with S42A(1) of the Resource management Act 1991.

e 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. | 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 i
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| seek that the whole or part [describe part], of the submission be allowed (or disallowed):

.............................................................................................................................................

éi:’.iease give precise details)
| do not wish to be heard in support of my further submission.

(Please strike out as applicable)
If others make a similar submission, | 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 sigh 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:

......... BINIBYCRIR IO i vaiirvinssisiorssissunnmss i

(Please write clearly)

Telephione No: ...021252B818. ... uwssiv seiussnines

Postal Address: ... 17 ORIVe BIrBEE. ... siimve v b iate s sis s mma i sam ek i
.............................. CTOINBIL . oo conspmimemonsinraios s s

Contact Person: ...Shifley CalVE..........auiirinmmnsiomnassrvmsisvo 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

FURTHER SUBMISSION IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TQO, .
SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLAN EﬁANGE ‘“
TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN /%~ \/,_'.

9 OCT 2019
Lf"'er\l (‘IAC(‘I
DISTRIC
L fLEMNDHA

Name of person making further submission: \’/“(JK—" LA*"“’\\’@/‘/ .................
(Full name) i1 4

P
L

To:  Central Otago District Council
PO Box 122
ALEXANDRA 9340

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:
| M@"”V\*L Ovhaly S Chappwicvnn Coadt fr sa. Mooiie
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:

- OF,

(Please state whether you are a person who may make a submission under 1 andfor 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.

| support{ar oppose) the submission of:
T‘“l’ o \0 (o (% 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 | supperi-{or oppose) are:

(Please clearly indicate which parts of the orlglnal 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:

o B BRI W M*’)owﬂm%wbﬂ(w*‘oa Cenadody, aumodl,
N go\h,u\ ¢ hovin vt needad |

(Please gwe reasons and continue on an additional page if necessary) _
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| seek that the (_ﬁv/h;I—é_'_:‘(irupa:t-.[deﬁetihecpar_t]. of the submission be allewed-(or disallowed):
Pe kvt Pows S el-o—ae

..............................................................................................................................................

(Please give precise details)

| wish#{@r do not wish) to be heard in support of my further submission.
(Please strike out as applicable)

If-others make-a similar submission; 1 will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing.
(Please delete if you would not consider presenting a joint case)

\.}‘h \J\'\“\% LR T -

Signaturé 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)

wesk a1 S @baaluail, ey

Electronic address for service of person making further submission: .. .X5, 00 0 S b
(Please write clearly)

0217459 009£&9

Telephone No: ....7. 5. L 7 . n
Postal Address: “ ..... 3’(’“—“’“’”" ...... K& ..............................
'kﬁ/ k.Qm S \/)\—4 )
...... Kodvorslowaln
............ i T R R

- o~ Y
CONct PEISOI:. vaiviusiis i & N 3
(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):
s jtis frivolous or vexatious:
o it discloses no reasonable or relevant case:
s 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 thal 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 OPPOSITI
SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PROPOSED PLA

TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN  /.°

Clause 8 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 199 N, J‘

To: Central Otago District Council —
PO Box 122 =
ALEXANDRA 9340

NTTO,"

IHANGE
i r{, WE]

Name of person making further submission: Warwick Alexander Hawker

This is a further submission in support of submissions on proposed Plan Change 13 to %‘é:ééﬂfrél"é‘tago
District Plan.

| am a person who has an interest in the propasal that is greater than the interest the general public has,
the grounds for saying this being | am a person who holds an interest greater than the general public as |
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:

James Dicey, james@arapevision.co.nz, 80 — support all
Robin Dicey, rhmdicey@gamail.com, 92 - support all
Peter John Mead & Alastair Stark, alanmckay@xtra.co.nz, 228 — support in full
DJ Jones Family Trust, and Suncrest Orchard Limited, jones.fam@xtra.co.nz , 164 — support in full
Andrew John Iremonger, Iremonger.AJ@gamail.com, 156 — support all
Thomas Alan Coull, thomascoull@gmail.com, 63 — support all
Werner Murray, carolynwerner@mac.com, 252 — support all
Horticulture New Zealand, rachel.mcclung@hortnz.co.nz , 151 - support all
MotorSprot NZ, brian@motorsport.org.nz, 248 — support all
. Mt Difficulty Wines, matt@mtdifficulty.nz, 249 — support all, particularly 249/13 landscape visual amenity
. Highlands Motorsport Park Limited, bridget.irving@agallawaycookallan.co.nz, 144 — support all
. Simon John Douglas Giles, simongiles1@mac.com, 131 — support all
. NZ Transport Agency, richard. shaw@nzta.govt.nz, 254 — support in part — insufficient detail
. Greg and Ros Hinton, alastair.logan@rossdowling.co.nz , 146 — support all
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on Plan Change 13.
The particular parts of the submissions | support are:

e 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. | request a report in accordance with S42A(1)
of the Resource management Act 1991,

s 156 — Effect on Infrastructure: insufficient detail in Mott McDonald report to make infrastructure decisions, and to
determine cost on rate payers in the future, | request a report in accordance with S42A(1) of the Resource
management Act 1991.

e 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 an 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).

e 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),
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e 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, | request a report in accordance with S42A(1) of the Resource management Act 1991.

o 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.



| seek that the whole of the submissions be allowed.
| do not wish to be heard in support of my further submission.

If others make a similar submission, | 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 O Box 115, Cromwell 9342

COMECl PerSON o i s b i et
(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 f
TO CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT PLAN

Clause 8 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 18

To: Central Otago District Couricil
PO Box 122
ALEXANDRA 8340

Name of person making further submission: “/ "‘"/“/"’ ’?MD’QWH"'J" é’ \
(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.

fam:

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

iy O

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

A A MEMBER... oF. THE.. MoorsPorT . ARK o

(Please state whether you are a person who may make a subinission 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.

| suppextfer oppose) the submission of:

W!N‘TDN 1?4277\!5/25 ) ..on Plan Change 13.
{Please state the name and address of original submttter and suhmmmn number and submission
point number of original submission)

The particular parts of the submission | suppert (or oppose) are:
e Svepission...Ial... Las.... EMNTIRETY. ..

(Please clear!y :ndlcate whtch parts cf the o-ngmal submrss:on you support or oppuse together w:th aﬁy reievant prowstons
of the proposal 2nd continue on an additional page if necessary)

The reasons for my suppost{or opposition) are:

Toe.  Incorecer. Vse  Oc.. Tae. Land. As.

{Please give reasons and continue on an additional page if necessary)
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[ seek that the whole ewgmst [describe part], of the submission he-cliomeBgP disallowed):
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I wishi{or do not wish) fo be heard in support of my further submission.
(Please stike out as applicable)

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

o PRIl Merril 27/@/}7
Date 4

Signature of person imaking Further Submission
{or person authorised fo 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: o ,w,/f}.,/ : ﬂ.é:t:ff:d./( @ .yzm? ‘ /
(Please write clearly) ¢ COF C

Telephone No: .0Z.7. a3l JTOF

Postal Address: ... S0 U PLTLL o AL oeeeerverra,
sl BOARB BIEE . cirisiiniissssus
Contact Person: G L\[f L—(-;'J! HOKKELL S
{name & designation, if applicable)

FURTHER SUBMISSIONS IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, ANY SUBRISSION

ON PROFPOSED 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 submifter within 5 working days after it is

served on the local authority.

Please note that your submission {or part of your submission) may ke shuck out if the authority is satisfied
that a least 1 of the following applies fo the subimnission (ar part of the submission):

it is frivelous or vexatious:

it discloses no reaschable or relevant case:

it would be an abuse of the hearing process to allow the submission (or the parf) to be taken further:

it contains offensive language:

it is supported only by material that purporis fo be independent expert evidence, but has been
prepared by a person who is not independent or who does not have sufficient spacialised knowledge
or skill to give expert advice on the matter.
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