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2 December 2024 
 
Stephanie Dwyer 
Planning Officer 
CODC 
 
 
Response to Further Information Request for RC240186 
 
 
1. Building Platforms  
The updated scheme plan attached as Appendix A shows co-ordinates for the proposed building 
platforms on each allotment. Profile poles will be in place prior to site visit, as the site is a working 
farm any visit will require an escort through to the area of proposed subdivision.  
 
2. Land Suitability of proposed allotments  
 
Appendix B details ORC data and information on the sites current land use, land productivity 
and receiving environment irrigation data. The site is classified as sheep and beef use in its 
current form. While the site has some productive terraced areas (such as those identified 
within balance lot 100) majority of the site has a topography and vegetative cover comparable 
to surrounding high country areas. 
 
The Google Earth perspective included within Appendix B gives context on the elevation and 
landform of the site, with it being located above the productive areas of the Queensberry 
Terrace. When looking at this along with the irrigation data and land use classification from 
ORC, it is clear that the site is used differently from the surrounding area. 
 
Due to the evident limitation of proposed allotments 2-10 for productive use it is considered 
they hold higher value to the natural environment in protecting the ecological values found in 
the native vegetation, rock outcrops and native fauna. This application assess the 
appropriateness of land use within such a landscape and environment. It is concluded that 
with the appropriate protections it will be appropriate for the site.  
 

a. Current Site Irrigation  
 

i. ORC Water Permit  
Appendix D contains the ORC Water Permit and decision document detailing 
the approved irrigation take from Poison Creek for the purposes or stock 
water and irrigation on this currently productive areas. Irrigation is in the form 
of K-line and borderdyke. Topography of the site significantly limits the ability 
to extend irrigation infrastructure to steeper and less accessible parts of the 
site. Furthermore, the 2021 water permit is calculated based on specific 
productive needs at the time of consent. As the sites contained within 
proposed allotments 2-10 were not considered productive or feasible for 
further farming, they were not included within the irrigation assessments.  

 
ii. Irrigation plans  

Appendix E contains the water use efficiency report for 2024, as required 
through the ORC irrigation consent. No irrigation is approved or provided for 
on the site of the proposed subdivision. Any further intention to irrigate would 
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need to be approved through ORC and is unlikely to be granted given the 
limited ability to provide irrigation appropriately to these areas. The bore 
infrastructure is able to be upgraded to provide domestic water as a permitted 
activity under ORC, through the shares available in the Queensberry Irrigation 
Scheme. 

 
b. Impacts of proposed new allotments 

The proposed subdivision will have no impact of the productive areas of the site. 
Balance Lot 100 will retain area of 63.5 hectares which includes the primary irrigated 
areas, Poison Creek and retain the current western boundaries of the site. This results 
in no net loss of the productive capacity of the site as the applicant intends to 
continue the productive use on balance Lot 100. 
 
Balance Lot 1 will be retained with the exsisting farm track to continue to provide 
access to balance lot 100, this allotment will retain 691ha and will continue in its 
current use as a high country stock station, with limited ability for further productive 
use.  

 
c. Anticipated land use productivity of new lots and balance lots  

While irrigation is not proposed for productive purposes for proposed allotments 2-
10, it is proposed that reticulated and tank reserve domestic water will be provided 
for each allotment. This will provide adequate water for the purposes of maintaining 
the native vegetation on the sites along with any residential lifestyle or farming 
adjacent activities.  

 
3. Fire Fighting  

The proposed firebreak, as detailed on the plan set and within the landscape assessment 
(prepared by Paul Smith at Rough Milne Mitchell) was informed through FENZ direction 
and input within the Bendigo Downs subdivision and subsequent appeal decisions, as 
attached within Appendix C. The subject site of this application has similar levels of 
native vegetation. It was considered that to further reduce risk of fire on site that 
firebreaks will be proposed along with tanks as required within the Rural Resource Area.  

Condition of consent (55) imposed through the High Court decision for the subdivision of 
Bendigo Downs NZHC 2458: 

“For the purpose of mitigating the potential severity of hazard caused by wildfire, the 
consent holder or successor shall ensure that a defendable spaces located on Lots 2- 10, 
of no less than 10m from each side of the building platforms is maintained free of highly 
flammable plants and leaf litter. Any removed highly flammable species will be relocated 
to the Kānuka Ecological Area and replaced within the next season if it dies. Within the 
further 30m defendable space, any highly flammable plants will be relocated to the 
Kānuka Ecological Area  and replaced with vegetation selected for its low flammability 
which will be maintained, along with the surrounding ground area to be free of leaf litter 
and flammable material.” 

Further, FENZ provides direction on their public website for reducing fire risk for rural 
dwellings in areas with increased vegetation and fire risk, this is inserted below for 
reference.  
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Source:https://www.fireandemergency.nz/farms-rural-properties-and-rural-
businesses/rural-property-checklist/ 

4. Domestic Water  
 

a. Queensberry Irrigation Scheme  
Easements for potable water supply to be identified and submitted during 223/224 
certification process.  

b. Quantity availably  
Shareholder documentation has been attached as Appendix E to confirm that Enfield 
Limited holds 500 shares to the scheme and site owner and applicant Lynn Wills is 
also a director of the Irrigation Scheme  

c. Quality  
It is requested that a consent notice be imposed to provide for point of use treatment 
to domestic water supplies prior to occupation of future dwellings if required by 
testing results. Testing is proposed to take place prior to 224c as bore infrastructure 
will need to be upgraded to meet domestic water supply requirements.  
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5. Access and earthworks  
 
It is proposed to retain Fay lane as  ROW due to the significant amount of easements and parties 
attached to Fay Lane as present, the process to vest to council would be un-achievable and not 
produce a timely or cost effective outcome. The applicant is proposing to retain the ROW status 
in name only and upgrade Faye Lane Where Required. The access proposed to allotments 1-100 
will be provided through an exsisting vehicle track that will be upgraded to councils’ standards. 
This is to limit the quantity of earthworks needed on the site, which is evident when the terrain is 
considered. While this contradicts CODC engineering advice, the applicant considers this 
situation is unique and the retention of ROW has been used before for similar situations within 
the Queensberry local. 
 
Appendices  

A. Updated scheme plan  
B. Land Use, Contour Mapping  
C. Canyon Vs Bendigo station decision  
D. Poison Creek – Water Take Consent Decision  
E. Queensberry Irrigation Scheme Documentation and irrigation monitoring reports 

 

 

 

Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
Maddy Albertson 
Planner
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THE CANYON VINEYARD LTD v CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT COUNCIL [2022] NZHC 2458 [27 

September 2022] 

 

IN THE HIGH COURT OF NEW ZEALAND 

DUNEDIN REGISTRY 

 

I TE KŌTI MATUA O AOTEAROA 

ŌTEPOTI ROHE 

 CIV-2021-425-000089 

 [2022] NZHC 2458  

 

 

BETWEEN 

 

THE CANYON VINEYARD LTD 

Appellant 

 

 

AND 

 

CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT COUNCIL 

First Respondent 

 

 

AND 

 

BENDIGO STATION LIMITED 

Second Respondent 

 

Hearing: 

 

24 August 2022 

 

Appearances: 

 

L A Andersen KC and S Gaskell for Appellant 

D J Anderson for First Respondent 

P J Page and S R Peirce for Second Respondent 

 

Judgment: 

 

27 September 2022 

 

 

 JUDGMENT OF DOOGUE J

 

 

 

This judgment was delivered by me on 27 September 2022 at 11.15 am pursuant to 

Rule 11.5 of the High Court Rules 

 

Registrar/Deputy Registrar 

Date: 
 

  



 

 

[1] This appeal concerns an Environment Court (EC) decision granting resource 

consent to Bendigo Station Ltd (Bendigo) to subdivide an area of land (subject site).1   

[2] Bendigo’s application was opposed by the appellant, The Canyon Vineyard Ltd 

(Canyon), who is the owner of adjoining land to the west of Bendigo. 

[3] The EC heard the matter on 27 to 29 April and 13 July 2021 and subsequently 

issued two relevant decisions:  the first dated 8 September 2021 (Interim Decision)2 

and the second dated 2 December 2021 (Final Decision).3  

[4] The Interim Decision concerned an appeal against the decision of the Central 

Otago District Council (Council) granting subdivision and land use consent to 

Bendigo in respect of an amended proposal (the second revised proposal).  The EC 

concluded that the consents could be granted “albeit for a slightly amended proposal”.4  

The parties were directed to confer and file a set of draft final conditions, together with 

the relevant plans referred to in those conditions. 

[5] After conferring with the Council, Bendigo filed a set of recommended final 

conditions and Canyon filed submissions commenting on those conditions.   

[6] In the Final Decision, the EC held that Bendigo’s recommended final 

conditions were appropriate.  It rejected the amendments sought by Canyon on the 

ground that they were not addressed in the evidence given at the April and July 

hearings and therefore were outside the parameters of the findings made in the Interim 

Decision. 

[7] Canyon now appeals both the Interim and Final Decisions. 

 
1  Pursuant to the Resource Management Act 1991. 
2  The Canyon Vineyard Ltd v Central Otago District Council [2021] NZEnvC 136 [Interim 

Decision]. 
3  The Canyon Vineyard Ltd v Central Otago District Council [2021] NZEnvC 187 [Final Decision]. 
4  Interim Decision, above n 2, at [189]. 



 

 

The properties  

[8] Canyon and Bendigo’s properties are located at the south of Bendigo Loop 

Road in Bendigo, Central Otago, on rugged, alpine tussock land with a gully running 

between the two properties. 

Bendigo’s property 

[9] Bendigo’s property forms part of Bendigo Station, a vast farming property 

encompassing much of Bendigo Terrace and parts of the western foothills of the 

Dunstan Range. 

[10] The Dunstan Range is an area of Significant Natural Value (SN23) in the 

Central Otago Operative District Plan (Plan) and the Dunstan slopes, which Bendigo’s 

property sits directly below, are classified under the Plan as an Outstanding Natural 

Landscape (ONL). 

[11] The subject site sits entirely outside of the SN23 and ONL for the Dunstan 

Range.  As a result, the subject site does not have the same level of protections afforded 

to those landscapes pursuant to s 6 of the Resource Management Act 1991 (Act).   

[12] The subject site is classified as Other Rural Landscape (ORL) — a default 

categorisation for all sites in the Rural Resource Area that are not otherwise an ONL, 

Significant Amenity Landscape (SAL) or Significant Natural Area (SNA). 

Canyon’s property  

[13] Canyon entered into an agreement to acquire the property from Bendigo in 

May 2002, which settled in September 2004.  There are two lots.  The first is a working 

vineyard.  The second lot has obtained resource consent to allow it to be a cellar door, 

restaurant, and conference and function venue.  A function centre (containing a 

restaurant) and a theatre have been built on the property. 

[14] The panoramic views from Canyon can only be described as spectacular, 

looking out as they do in a northerly direction over the Cromwell Basin towards the 

Pisa Range. 



 

 

[15] The function centre is the closest building to the proposed subdivision.  To the 

left of the restaurant is the theatre, and to the left of the theatre is an undeveloped area 

of land called the “gathering site”.  Behind the function centre, theatre and “gathering 

site” is a sizeable car park. 

[16] Mr Hayden Johnston, the director and shareholder of Canyon, described the 

property thus: 

4. The natural schist landscape, extensive native vegetation, many 

species of reptile and native birdlife and outstanding views provide a 

feeling of remoteness and connection to the land that is incredibly 

moving for anyone who stands there.  This whenua connects to my 

whakapapa in Murihiku and Otakou through the eyes of our fourth 

great grandmother Kuru Kuru and 800 years of thoughtful, purposeful 

kaitiaki whenua that I am humbled to be able to continue on this land. 

… 

37. In summary The Canyon is a destination because of its remoteness 

and the attraction is largely the unequalled vista and its natural setting. 

This is why the multiple residential development would have such 

critical effects as it domesticates and damages the natural 

environment. 

Background 

[17] On 24 October 2019, the Council granted Bendigo subdivision and land use 

consent (subject to conditions) for its proposed development. 

[18] Bendigo’s original application had involved the subdivision of an area of land 

comprising 163.1207 hectares and was for the creation of 15 allotments (lots), some 

of which were to be amalgamated.  Land use consent had initially been sought for 

dwellings on 10 of these lots, being Lots 2 and 4 to 12.   

[19] By the time of the Council decision, Bendigo’s application had been formally 

amended such that only 14 lots were to be created.  Lots 1 and 3 contain existing 

vineyards and were to be retained as vineyards without dwellings.   

[20] The Council decision was to grant: 

(a) subdivision consent for the creation of 12 lots; and  



 

 

(b) land use consent for a residential building platform on each of Lots 2, 

4, 5, 6, 8, 9, 10 and 11.   

[21] The Council decision records that the building platforms are intended to be 

located to ensure that visibility from public land is minimised.  However, it found for 

some of the lots the buildings would have significant adverse visual effects.  

Accordingly, the decision was to approve Bendigo’s application subject to deleting the 

proposal for dwellings on Lots 7 and 12. 

[22] On 18 November 2019, Canyon appealed and sought a ruling that Lots 8, 9, 10 

and 11 would have an unacceptable visual impact from the Canyon site, and that Lot 

4 would have an unacceptable visual impact from the road and from the historic 

schoolhouse premises.  Thus, the issue for the EC was whether, in light of those issues, 

subdivision and land use consents should be granted in relation to Lots 4 and 8 to 11 

and, if so, on what conditions. 

[23] The parties produced an agreed joint statement of facts and issues (JSFI) on 

18 December 2020.   

[24] After the appeal was filed, Bendigo made further revisions such that the second 

revised proposal entailed the following: 

(a) subdivision of land bounded by Blue Mines Road into 14 lots; 

(b) land use consent for the creation of residential building platforms on 

eight of the proposed lots; 

(c) regenerative planting, comprising a minimum of 5,000 indigenous 

plants on Lot 13 pursuant to a structural landscape plan to be prepared 

by a suitably qualified ecologist in consultation with the Department of 

Conservation; 

(d) additional planting, comprising a minimum of 500 indigenous plants 

on each of Lot 2, Lots 4 to 6, and Lots 8 to 11; 



 

 

(e) earth mounding at the south-east boundary of Lot 13 adjacent to Blue 

Mines Road, such mounding to build up the existing low-lying ridge to 

provide screening; 

(f) screen planting along the southern and eastern boundary of the subject 

site; 

(g) a new accessway to be constructed on the subject site to provide access 

to the lots; 

(h) deleted Lots 7 and 12 to be included in Lot 13, the balance lot; and 

(i) Lots 14 and 15 to be amalgamated to form the residual title (Lot 15 

contains the remnants of the schoolhouse ruins, comprising the 

schoolhouse chimney). 

[25] Bendigo relied on the statement contained in the JSFI that the parties “do not 

raise any issues concerning the public landscape or amenity values or adverse effects 

on the environment” other than the unresolved issues specifically stated in the JSFI. 

[26] Canyon argued that, due to the changes in the second revised proposal, Canyon 

ought not be confined to the issues raised in the notice of appeal as narrowed by the 

JFSI. Canyon contended the EC’s consideration of the evidence could not be limited 

by the scope of an appeal to a different proposal.  As the EC recorded:5 

[35] In any event, Canyon noted that the issues stated in the JSFI are not 

limited to the visual effects on the appellant, as paragraph 29 of the JSFI was 

not qualified by paragraph 30, which identified the ‘key’ issues but not the 

only issues.  Mr Andersen submitted that the range of effects on Canyon 

include reverse sensitivity effects, and the effects of lighting from the 

uncontested dwellings, which would have to be accounted for in considering 

the cumulative visual effect of the contested dwellings on Lots 8–11. 

 
5  Interim Decision, above n 2. 



 

 

The Interim Decision 

[27] In its Interim Decision the EC addressed the issue of scope raised by Canyon 

and found:6 

[39]   In considering the scope issue, it is necessary to consider the extent of 

the amendments and their impact, if any, on Canyon.  In particular, the 

amendments should not increase the scale or intensity of the activity or 

significantly alter the character or effects of the proposal. 

[40]   We were advised that for the most part, the amendments made to the 

proposal are for the purpose of achieving better mitigation of the adverse 

visual effects of the dwellings when viewed from the Canyon site.  We accept 

that characterisation. 

[41]   Bendigo also now proposes the introduction of a fire-defensible 

separation distance between each of the dwellings and the planting proposed 

as visual mitigation.  Although that was not a feature of the original proposal, 

no adverse effects arise from that proposal, at least none that affect Canyon in 

an adverse manner. 

[42]   Accordingly, as counsel for Bendigo submitted, the court has 

jurisdiction to consider the revised proposal.  As that is within the scope of the 

original proposal, Canyon is bound by the terms of its opposition as expressed 

in its notice of appeal. 

[43]   We find that the issues raised on appeal are succinctly stated in the 

JSFI.  Although Canyon contends that the JSFI raises effects other than visual 

effects (such as reverse sensitivity) the expert evidence called by Canyon was 

limited to the evidence of Ms Lucas. 

[44]   Mr Johnston did not explain his concerns around reverse sensitivity 

effects and nor was this issue addressed in the legal submissions on Canyon’s 

behalf.  Accordingly, the court intends to determine the appeal on the basis 

that the issues in contention are those that are set out in the JSFI, being limited 

to: 

• the visual effects of the development proposed on Lots 4 and 8–11; 

and 

• the implications of the effects of the proposal within the plan 

framework. 

(footnotes omitted) 

[28] The EC also recorded that it was clear the evidence produced by Bendigo at 

the hearing in April 2021 was not sufficiently accurate to enable an evaluation of the 

visual effects of the proposal.  The plans produced by Bendigo were not marked to 

 
66  Interim Decision, above n 2. 



 

 

scale and the contours depicted on the plans contained a margin of error that “made 

them unreliable”.  The EC granted leave to Bendigo to adduce further evidence in the 

form of properly dimensioned plans capable of enabling an assessment of the visibility 

of the proposal.   

[29] Bendigo filed an amended set of plans in June 2021.  Three viewpoint locations 

were depicted on the plans.  The EC observed:7  

These locations were considered to represent the worst-case scenario in terms 

of visibility from the Canyon site, due to a lack of intervening topographical 

features, buildings or plantings within these views. 

[30] Of particular significance to this appeal, the EC also recognised that the 

amended plans did not depict the secondary mound originally shown on Lot 8. The 

EC recorded it understood that omission to be inadvertent and that “Bendigo intends 

that this be reinstated, and Mr Smith undertook his visual assessment on that basis.”8 

[31] Bendigo had also been asked to provide further particularisation of the 

condition addressing the requirement for a “simple gable roof” upon which much 

reliance had been placed by one of its witnesses, a Mr Smith, in his assessment of the 

visibility of the dwellings on the proposed lots.9 

[32] The Interim Decision records that Mr Andersen submitted there was scope 

creep in relation to both the amendment to the mounds and with respect to the “simple 

gable roof form”.  The EC rejected this submission. 

[33] The EC then turned to consider evidence concerning the viewpoints for visual 

assessment in light of the evidence provided at the reconvened hearing in July 2021, 

in particular that of Ms Lucas, a landscape architect, who gave evidence in support of 

Canyon.10  Her evidence focused on the “gathering site”, which was a reference to a 

 
7  Interim Decision, above n 2, at [56]. 
8  At [60]. 
9  Mr Smith is a Landscape architect who holds a Bachelor’s degree in Landscape Architecture (with 

Honours).  He is a Registered Member of the New Zealand Institute of Landscape Architects Inc 

(NZILA) and has been practicing as a landscape architect since 2012. 
10  Ms Lucas is a landscape architect with a Master’s degree in Landscape Architecture.  She is a 

registered member of NZILA.  She has been in practice as a landscape architect since 1979. 



 

 

small mound located to the west of the function centre from where 360-degree views 

are obtained. 

[34] In discussing the evidence concerning the “gathering site”, the EC noted 

Mr Smith understood only a few people visited this site, that Mr Johnston did not 

mention it in his evidence and that it was not referred to anywhere on Canyon’s 

website.   

[35] The second viewpoint referred to by the EC is that from an office and storage 

room in the function centre which Mr Johnston uses for administrative activities. 

[36] The EC recorded the differing opinions of the experts as to the significance of 

the views from this upstairs office.  Contrast was made with views from within the 

restaurant and the courtyard area to the front of the building. 

[37] The EC noted that Bendigo’s experts sought to take “a balanced approach” in 

deciding which of the viewpoints were more significant than others.  The EC 

contrasted this with Ms Lucas’ approach, who considered that visibility of the building 

platforms from all 22 locations depicted were of equal importance.  The EC concluded 

it “was not assisted by this approach”. 

[38] The EC then embarked on a discussion concerning the competing bases on 

which the assessment of the proposal’s visual effects was undertaken by the parties’ 

experts (Messrs Smith and Espie for Bendigo and the Council, respectively).11  For a 

variety of reasons, the EC preferred the evidence of Bendigo and the Council’s experts 

over and above that of Canyon’s expert, Ms Lucas.   

[39] The EC then referred to Objective 4.3.3 of the Plan, which deals with landscape 

and amenity values, as follows: 

4.3.3 Objective – Landscape and Amenity Values 

To maintain and where practicable enhance rural amenity values created by 

the open space, landscape, natural character and built environment values of 

 
11  Mr Espie holds the qualification of Bachelor of Landscape Architecture (with Honours) and is a 

Registered Member of the NZILA.  He appears to have started in this field in or around 2001. 



 

 

the District’s rural environment, and to maintain the open natural character of 

the hills and ranges.   

[40] The EC referred to a number of policies where the objective is implemented.12  

[41] The EC then commenced an analysis of Objective 4.3.3, concluding that it 

consists of two parts: 

(a) to maintain and where practicable enhance rural amenity values; and  

(b) to maintain the open natural character of the hills and ranges. 

[42] The EC observed that its focus was on the first of these two parts because the 

second was not put in issue by Canyon on appeal. 

[43] The EC commenced its discussion of the interface between Objective 4.4.3 and 

the implementing policies, 4.4.2 and 4.4.10, by reference to the decision of Harris v 

Central Otago District Council.13  The EC said that in Harris:14 

[142] The court considered that on the issue of amenities, Objective 4.3.3 

and implementing Policy 4.4.2 work together with the rural subdivision policy 

(Policy 4.4.10) where both subdivision and land use consents are sought.  The 

court observed that the rural subdivision policy contemplates differences of 

degree in the adverse effects of subdivision, and that a decision on which of 

those is appropriate (avoid, remedy or mitigate) is driven by context. 

[143]   The second decision in Doctors Flat Vineyard Ltd v Central Otago 

District Council applied that approach to the same provisions. 

[144]  Mr Espie took the Harris approach to mean that the objective is 

qualified by the policy, depending upon context, although this is not what we 

understood the court in Harris to have said in the decision.  While we can 

agree with what the court did say about the relevance of context, we add that 

the objective should also guide the assessment in the context of this policy. 

[145]  Accordingly, in deciding whether, for the purpose of Policy 4.4.2, 

adverse effects should be avoided, remedied or mitigated, the goal expressed 

in the objective must inform that assessment so that rural amenity values are 

maintained and where practicable, enhanced (relevantly). 

(footnotes omitted) 

 
12  Policy 4.4.2 (Landscape and Amenity Values); Policy 4.4.8 (Adverse Effects on the Amenity 

Values of Neighbouring Properties); and Policy 4.4.10 (Rural Subdivision and Development. 
13  Harris v Central Otago District Council [2016] NZEnvC 183. 
14  Interim Decision, above n 2. 



 

 

[44] What directly follows is the EC’s interpretation of the meaning of “to 

maintain”: 

[146] Canyon and Bendigo contended that the objective does not require 

that existing rural amenity levels be protected in the manner sought by 

Canyon, and we agree with that submission. 

[147]  The objective closely follows the language of s7(c) and in that context, 

the court has held that: 

 (a) the requirement to “maintain” allows a council to protect 

rather than preserve or enhance, and 

 (b) to “protect” means to “keep safe from harm or injury” 

although it does not require prevention or prohibition. 

[148]  Referring again to Harris, we draw further on the court’s observations 

about the subdivision and land use policies on landscape and amenity, and in 

particular, the observation that: 

 [What] the policy does not say is that adverse effects should simply 

be avoided. 

(footnotes omitted) 

[45] The EC then commenced a discussion entitled “what are the rural amenity 

values that are to be maintained?”.   

[46] First, the EC acknowledged that “amenity values are not quantifiable but are 

an intangible element of the environment”.  Second, the EC noted that “a person’s 

view of their amenity is subjective and may be influenced by their feelings and 

opinions, including the strength of their attachment to the place”.15  Third, the EC 

acknowledged that the Plan provisions are useful to refer to in this context, 

“particularly if they address the outcomes intended for a zone”.16 

[47] With reference to Objective 4.3.3 and in considering amenity, the EC found it 

was relevant that the landscape category of the Bendigo site is ORL, as distinct from 

the Dunstan Range which is ONL, or other nearby landscape features that are 

classified as SAL and SN23. 

 
15  Interim Decision, above n 2, at [149], citing Yaldhurst Quarries Joint Action Group v Christchurch 

City Council [2017] NZEnvC 165. 
16  At [150]. 



 

 

[48] The EC noted that, although not protected in a s 6(b) context, the landscape 

qualities of an ORL are recognised in the Plan as providing a significant contribution 

to the cultural and amenity values and environmental quality of this rural 

environment.17 

[49] Notably the EC said: 

[155] We note that the Plan’s description of the RU [Rural Resource Area] 

states that these qualities are enhanced by the “human made elements” which 

are stated as including the orchards and vineyards, and homesteads 

accompanied by stands of trees. 

(footnote omitted) 

And: 

[158] To summarise, we approach the ‘landscape and amenity’ policy on the 

basis that: 

• there are a number of actions for the management of the effects of land 

use activities and subdivision identified in paragraphs (a)–(h); 

• a decision as to which of these actions will be relevant will be influenced 

by the nature of the proposal; its context (including landscape 

categorisation) and the extent of any adverse effect on the open space, 

landscape, natural character and amenity values of the rural environment 

concerned; 

• however, the goal or objective of these management actions must inform 

that decision, this being “[t]o maintain and where practicable enhance 

rural amenity values created by the open space, landscape, natural 

character and built environment values of the District.  …”. 

(footnote omitted) 

[50] In this context, the EC was critical of Ms Lucas, opining: 

[157] We doubt that the distinction was properly accounted for in the 

assessment undertaken by Ms Lucas, as her evidence made repeated reference 

to ONL values being affected by Bendigo’s proposal. 

[51] The EC then considered Policy 4.4.2 and observed: 

[161] Canyon is entitled to expect that any development on the adjoining 

Bendigo land will maintain, if not enhance, the rural amenity values 

 
17  Section 4.6 (Principal Reasons for Adopting Objectives, Policies and Methods), cl 4.6.2 

(Landscape and Amenity Values).  



 

 

experienced and enjoyed from the Function Centre site.  These include values 

created by the open space, landscape, natural character, and built environment 

values of the rural location in which the land sits. 

[162]   We must also consider whether the visual effects of the proposal 

would be compatible with the surrounding environment, including the visual 

amenity values experienced at Canyon.  However, we agree with Mr Page that 

a visual change to the area does not automatically equate to an “inappropriate” 

proposal, or one that is incompatible with the surrounding environment. 

(footnote omitted) 

[52] As to the meaning of compatibility, after reviewing the evidence and 

submissions the EC said: 

[168] We proceed on the basis that the policy requirement for development 

to be ‘compatible with’ as meaning to “co-exist in harmony”; “be homogenous 

with”; or “not be discordant with” the amenity values enjoyed by Canyon.  If 

this is achieved, the rural amenity values of this rural environment will be 

maintained. 

[53] The EC then summarised its evaluation of the visual effects of Bendigo’s 

proposal: 

[175]  With the exception of the dwellings on Lot 4, we agree with the 

assessments undertaken by Mr Smith and Mr Espie that the development 

proposed for Lots 8–11, with mitigation measures established, and 

maintained, will have only low to moderate effects on the visual amenity 

values reasonably anticipated for the Canyon Function Centre site. 

[176]  We were satisfied that the evidence produced by Bendigo at the 

reconvened hearing in July, being based upon surveyed data, enabled a proper 

evaluation of the visibility of the development proposed on the Bendigo site, 

particularly on Lots 8–11.  We gave little weight to the two viewshafts 

prepared by Lucas Associates (from the “gathering site” and the upstairs 

office), as the viewer’s eyelevel for each was based upon estimates rather than 

using surveyed data points. 

… 

[178] Moreover, we accept the evidence of Mr Smith and Mr Espie that the 

rural amenity values on the Canyon Function Centre site will be maintained 

and that the development proposed on Lots 8-11 will be compatible with the 

surrounding environment. 

[179]  Accordingly, we accept the evidence of Mr Smith and Mr Espie that 

the proposal would have adverse effects on the environment (in this case, 

visual effects) that are no more than minor thus meeting the first of the s104D 

gateway tests. 



 

 

[180]  We further find that the proposal is not contrary to relevant objectives 

of the plan in the sense of being repugnant to or antagonistic to them, 

particularly Objective 4.3.3 and implementing Policies 4.4.2 and 4.4.8. 

[54] The EC then reviewed the decision of the Council and found that the consents 

for Bendigo’s proposal could be granted, albeit for a slightly amended proposal. 

[55] Finally, in response to Mr Andersen’s submission concerning anomalies 

resulting from the surveyed plans, the EC concluded that further consideration should 

be given to the “simple gable roof” definition. 

[56] In summary, the Interim Decision declined the appeal, granted resource 

consent to Bendigo in respect of its second revised proposal and directed the parties 

to finalise the conditions of consent. 

Events subsequent to the Interim Decision  

[57] On 22 September 2021, after conferring with the Council, Bendigo filed a set 

of recommended final conditions.   

[58] On 1 October 2021, Canyon filed comments on the conditions. Canyon’s 

comments proposed extensive changes and additions to the conditions, including: 

(a) exterior glazing height; 

(b) interior lighting controls; 

(c) no removal of existing vegetation or habitat from Lots 1 to15; 

(d) banning grazing; 

(e) ongoing pest control; 

(f) continuing ecological reporting and maintenance; 

(g) position and formation of mounds; and 



 

 

(h) further clarification concerning any gable ridge. 

[59] By Minute dated 12 October 2021, the EC directed the parties file and serve 

submissions in relation to: 

(a) the implications of the High Court decision of Environmental 

Protection Authority v BW Offshore Singapore Pte Ltd18 on the factors 

set out in Development Finance Corporation of New Zealand Ltd v 

Bielby;19 and  

(b) Canyon’s proposed amendments to the conditions. 

[60] Bendigo filed submissions on 27 October 2021 rejecting the majority of the 

changes sought.  It submitted the amendments sought by Canyon were unsupported 

by the evidence, untested by the EC and were therefore outside the ambit of the Interim 

Decision. 

[61] Bendigo did accept there should be a change to the condition concerning 

simple gable roof forms, and that an amendment should be made to reflect an oversight 

in the drawing reference concerning updated mounding locations. 

[62] Aside from these two amendments, Bendigo and the Council submitted the 

recommended final conditions dealt with all the minor outstanding issues (the third 

revised proposal). 

The EC’s Final Decision 

[63] On 2 December 2021, the EC issued a 13-paragraph Final Decision.   

[64] The amendments sought by Canyon were rejected by the EC on the ground that 

they were not addressed in the evidence given at the hearings in April and July 2021. 

 
18  Environmental Protection Authority v BW Offshore Singapore Pte Ltd [2021] NZHC 2577, (2021) 

23 ELRNZ 29. 
19  Development Finance Corporation of New Zealand Ltd v Bielby [1991] 1 NZLR 587 (HC). 



 

 

[65] Bendigo’s conditions and plans were approved.  The conditions and relevant 

plans referred to in those conditions were confirmed as in Annexure 1 to this judgment.  

Grounds of appeal 

[66] The grounds of appeal and errors alleged in Canyon’s notice of appeal are 

extensive but can be refined to four issues, namely that the EC erred in: 

(a) accepting the second revised proposal; 

(b) finding that the second revised proposal was not contrary to objectives 

and policies of the Plan (for the purpose of s 104D(1)(b) of the Act); 

(c) finding that the adverse effects of the second revised proposal were not 

more than minor; and 

(d) rejecting Canyon’s submissions on conditions. 

Principles applicable to appeals to the High Court 

Role of the High Court on appeal 

[67] Appeals to this Court from the EC are not against the merits of the EC’s 

decision.  They are limited to questions of law only.20 

[68] The High Court should only interfere with a decision of the EC where it is 

satisfied that the EC:21 

• applied a wrong legal test; or 

• came to a conclusion without evidence or one to which, on evidence, it 

could not reasonably have come; or 

• took into account matters which it should not have taken into account; or 

• failed to take into account matters which it should have taken into account.   

 
20  Resource Management Act, s 299. 
21  Countdown Properties (Northlands) Ltd v Dunedin City Council [1994] NZRMA 145 (HC) at 153. 



 

 

[69] This Court has been careful to resist a re-examination of the merits of the case 

under the guise of a question of law.22 

[70] The question of weight to be given to the assessment of relevant considerations 

(including, for example, the weight given to expert evidence it heard on a particular 

subject) is a matter for the EC as a specialist jurisdiction and is not for reconsideration 

by the High Court as a point of law.23  In that regard, the High Court in Guardians of 

Paku Bay Association Inc v Waikato Regional Council said:24  

[33] The High Court has been ready to acknowledge the expertise of the 

Environment Court.  It has accepted that the Environment Court’s decisions 

will often depend on planning, logic and experience, and not necessarily 

evidence.  As a result this Court will be slow to determine what are really 

planning questions, involving the application of planning principles to the 

factual circumstances of the case.  No question of law arises from the 

expression by the Environment Court of its view on a matter of opinion within 

its specialist expertise, and the weight to be attached to a particular planning 

policy will generally be for the Environment Court. 

 

[71] The High Court must resist attempts by appellants to relitigate factual findings 

made by the EC:25 

[8] I accept, as the respondent submitted, that this Court must be vigilant 

in resisting attempts by litigants who are disappointed by Environment Court 

decisions to use appeals to the High Court to re-litigate factual findings made 

by the Environment Court.  This Court can only intervene on factual findings 

where there is no evidence to support the Environment Court’s decision or 

where the true and only reasonable conclusion on the evidence contradicts the 

Environment Court’s decision. 

 

[72] Where it is submitted that particular matters have not been dealt with directly 

in an EC decision, the High Court in Contact Energy Ltd v Waikato Regional Council 

 
22  Guardians of Paku Bay Association Inc v Waikato Regional Council [2012] 1 NZLR 271 (HC) at 

[31]-[32]; Royal Forest and Bird Protection Society of New Zealand Inc v New Zealand Transport 

Agency [2021] NZHC 390, [2021] NZRMA 303 at [10](c). 
23  Guardians of Paku Bay Association Inc, above n 26, at [31], citing Moriarty v North Shore City 

Council [1994] NZRMA 433 (HC) at 437. 
24  Guardians of Paku Bay Association Inc v Waikato Regional Council, above n 26 (footnotes 

omitted). 
25  Ballantyne Barker Holdings Ltd v Queenstown Lakes District Council [2019] NZHC 2844 

(footnotes omitted). 



 

 

identified limits to what the (former) Planning Tribunal might be expected to record 

in relation to factual and legal issues.26  Woodhouse J there observed: 

[64] Appeals purportedly on points of law not infrequently turn into a 

contention that the Tribunal did not refer in its decision to a matter of fact or 

of law in issue in the hearing.  That, of itself, is not an error of law.  This 

includes, for example, an absence of reference in the decision to evidence 

which may be in direct conflict with a conclusion expressly recorded, or 

evidence given at the hearing which might arguably indicate a conclusion 

different from that recorded by the Tribunal. 

[65] There is no obligation to record every finding on every piece of 

evidence.  There is no obligation to make a finding of fact on every fact in 

issue, and generally speaking there is no obligation to make a finding of fact 

at all: see Rodney District Council v Gould and Anor (2006) NZRMA 217; 

Auckland City Council v Wotherspoon [1990] 1 NZLR 76 at 82-89.  There is 

also no obligation on a Tribunal to record every part of its reasoning process 

on the facts or on the law, and notwithstanding the fact that the conclusions 

reached may involve unarticulated rejections of contentions of witnesses or 

submissions for parties on the law. 

[73] This Court, in Brial v Queenstown Lakes District Council, held this principle 

applies equally to the EC and stated:27 

[46] An error of law, if established, must be material to one of the Court’s 

ultimate determinations — an erroneous obiter dictum is not a material error 

of law. 

First ground of appeal — the EC erred in accepting the second revised proposal 

[74] This ground of appeal concerns the second revised proposal produced by 

Bendigo as directed by the EC.  Canyon submitted the processes employed by the EC 

in the receipt, consideration and deliberation of the second revised proposal amount to 

a breach of natural justice. 

Background 

[75] The EC’s reasons for requesting the updated survey information that led to 

changes in the second revised proposal is set out in its Minute of 10 May 2021: 

[1] At the conclusion of last week’s hearing it became evident that the 

evidence produced by the applicant was not sufficiently accurate to enable an 

 
26  Contact Energy Ltd v Waikato Regional Council (2007) 14 ELRNZ 128 (HC).   
27  Brial v Queenstown Lakes District Council [2021] NZHC 3609, (2021) 23 ELRNZ 529 at [45]-

[46] (footnote omitted). 



 

 

evaluation of the visual effect of the development proposed, and hence to 

decide the appeal.  This is because the plans produced were not marked to 

scale. 

[2] Mr Paige, for the applicant, sought leave to adduce further evidence, 

in particular to receive plans that are dimensioned and are capable of 

delivering the precision that the court (and the appellant) requires. 

[3] Leave was granted as the court needs that information to make a 

proper evaluation of the proposal in terms of its visual effects, both in relation 

to the dwellings, and curtilage areas and as to the mounds that are intended as 

mitigation (if not avoidance) of the visual effects, particularly when viewed 

from the appellant’s land. 

… 

[7]  Mr Page submits that there will only be a need for the court to 

reconvene in the event that the survey plans cause any of the witnesses to alter 

their assessment such that the visibility of the platforms and effects arising 

therefrom are more adverse than evaluated by the witnesses in evidence 

already given.  

[8]  The applicant should note that the plans must identify the precise 

location of the mounds as they are intended to mitigate visual effects.  The 

plans should also depict the curtilage areas and location of access ways into 

the site. … 

[76] Canyon consented to leave being granted to adduce further evidence for this 

purpose. 

[77] On 24 May 2021, Bendigo filed an affidavit by Mr Keith Sanford.28  The 

affidavit comprised: 

(a) dimensioned plans based on an updated ground survey on Lots 8 to 11 

and areas around Canyon’s function centre; 

(b) proposed mitigation plans (with aerial imagery and without); and 

(c) a cross-section profile from Viewpoint 18 on Canyon’s property 

looking toward Lots 8 to 11, with three-dimensional perspectives 

identifying building envelopes. 

 
28  Mr Sanford is a Licensed Cadastral Surveyor.  He holds a Bachelor of Surveying and has over 10 

years’ experience in undertaking cadastral surveys. 



 

 

[78] In response, Canyon two days later filed a memorandum submitting that the 

plans contained in Mr Sanford’s affidavit were not in accord with the EC’s directions 

in that: 

(a) they contained significant changes to the application before the EC in 

that Mr Sanford had redesigned the proposed mitigation for all four of 

the ridgeline lots (Lots 8 to 11); and 

(b) visibility was addressed from very limited viewpoints, with graphics 

and visibility shown for only one viewpoint. 

[79] The effect of this, according to Canyon, was the necessity for new visibility 

assessments.  Canyon sought a direction from the EC that Bendigo either: 

(a) provide survey plans showing the visibility of the proposed houses on 

the basis of the mitigation in the application before the EC; or  

(b) withdraw the application so the appeal could be allowed. 

[80] Bendigo responded by way of memorandum the following day.  It submitted 

that: 

(a) the proposal for which resource consent was required (lot configuration 

and building platform locations, together with maximum building 

heights) remained unchanged; 

(b) the question of what conditions were required under ss 108 and 221 of 

the Act to control the adverse effects of the proposal was always a live 

one for the EC to determine, and the fact that Bendigo accepted 

modification to the mitigation design was required did not raise any 

issue of scope; 

(c) the purpose of expert conferencing was to discern whether if, in light 

of the new plans, the witnesses would change their assessment of visual 



 

 

effects (including by providing additional viewpoints not already 

considered by the EC); and 

(d) the application had no mounding at the time the appeal was filed, but 

the parties accepted the placement of mounds was within the scope of 

the application and therefore it followed that the movement of the 

proposed mounding must similarly be within scope. 

[81] The EC, having considered both memoranda, issued a Minute on 28 May 2021.  

The relevant portion of that Minute reads:  

[3]  The court accepts as plausible Bendigo's contention, that because of 

the inaccuracies in the original contour information, the mitigation package 

presented to the court did not achieve the outcomes advanced by the landscape 

expert engaged by Bendigo [Mr Smith]. 

[4]  However, having considered the nature of the amendments, it is 

possible that they are intended to improve the package of mitigation of the 

effects on the appellant, and if that is a partial reason for the amendments, 

Bendigo must be clear to the court and to the parties about that. 

[5]  In the circumstances, the court considers that Bendigo should now 

produce a further brief of evidence from Mr Paul Smith: 

 (a)  introducing (and explaining) the new plans and identifying all 

changes to the proposal including but not limited to the 

location of the mounding; 

 (b)  setting out a new landscape assessment of the extent of 

visibility of the dwellings/curtilage areas from key viewpoints 

discussed throughout the hearing, in light of the amendments 

made to the proposal; and 

 (c)  identifying passages in original evidence-in-chief that are no 

longer reliable in light of the amendments made to its 

proposal. 

[6] Once that evidence has been served on other parties, the court directs 

that caucusing of the landscape experts proceeds as this may result in a further 

narrowing of the outstanding issues. 

[7]  If there are issues to be resolved by the court, a hearing will have to 

be reconvened and evidence will be required from the Council and appellant 

on any outstanding issues.  The court has time in the week of 12 July 2021, 

and if that week is not suited to the parties, the next available hearing date is 

in the week of 30 August 2021. 



 

 

[8]  The experts are to provide the court with a copy of their caucusing 

statement and that caucusing is to occur as soon as is reasonably practicable 

after the evidence from Mr Smith has been filed and served on the parties. 

[9]  If there are issues to be resolved in terms of the visibility of the 

proposal from any particular viewpoint from the Canyon property, these 

should be identified in that caucusing statement and the further brief/s of 

evidence from the Council and the appellant should be confined to addressing 

those issues. 

[82] The EC accordingly directed that: 

… 

 (a)  Bendigo is to produce a further statement of evidence from its 

landscape architect Mr Paul Smith addressing matters listed 

in paragraph [4] of this Minute by Friday 11 June 2021; 

 (b) caucusing of the landscape witnesses for all parties is to occur 

as soon as practicable after receiving the evidence of 

Mr Smith and a statement is to be filed with the court in 

accordance with paragraph [8] of this Minute.  Any statement 

of evidence from the appellant and/or respondent addressing 

outstanding issues is to be prepared and filed in court by 

Friday 25 June 2021, together with the caucusing statement; 

and 

 (c)  parties are to advise the court by Wednesday 30 June 2021 

of their availability for a one day reconvened hearing in the 

weeks of 12 July 2021 and/or 30 August 2021. 

Canyon’s submissions  

[83] Canyon submitted the EC ought: 

(a) not to have accepted the second revised proposal without an 

acknowledgement it significantly changed the first revised proposal; 

(b) to have given the parties an opportunity to consider and provide 

evidence as to the effects of the second revised proposal in 

circumstances where it raised issues other than visibility (such as the 

shape and appropriateness of the siting of the mounds/bunds); and 

(c) to have ruled the second revised proposal was outside the scope of the 

evidence agreed to be called at the conclusion of the April 2021 hearing. 



 

 

[84] Canyon submitted these errors amounted to a breach of natural justice.  In 

addition, Canyon submitted that its witness, Ms Lucas, was not able to test the updated 

estimates of visual effect because Bendigo would not allow access on to its property 

for that purpose. 

Bendigo’s case  

[85] Bendigo submitted that a breach of natural justice can constitute an error of 

law,29 but said that no breach of natural justice occurred in this case. 

[86] First, Bendigo submitted that the processes directed by the EC for the receipt, 

consideration and deliberation of the second revised proposal (and other amended 

plans) were entirely orthodox and provided sufficient opportunities for Canyon to raise 

objections, seek further directions or be enabled the opportunity to produce further 

evidence. 

[87] Second, Bendigo submitted that the EC is not strictly bound by the rules of law 

about evidence that apply to judicial proceedings as is set out in s 276 of the Act. This 

section relevantly provides: 

276   Evidence 

(1)  The Environment Court may— 

 (a) receive anything in evidence that it considers appropriate to 

receive; and 

 (b) call for anything to be provided in evidence which it considers 

will assist it to make a decision or recommendation; and 

 (c) call before it a person to give evidence who, in its opinion, 

will assist it in making a decision or recommendation. 

(1A)  The Court may, whether or not the parties consent,— 

 (a) accept evidence that was presented at a hearing held by the 

consent authority under section 39: 

 (b) direct how evidence is to be given to the Court. 

 
29  Kawarau Jet Services Holdings Ltd v Queenstown Lakes District Council [2015] NZHC 2343 at 

[45].  However, there are conflicting authorities on this point: see Banora v Auckland Council 

[2017] NZHC 3276 at [23]. 



 

 

(2)  The Environment Court is not bound by the rules of law about 

evidence that apply to judicial proceedings. 

… 

[88] Bendigo submitted the EC was permitted to receive the second revised 

proposal in accordance with s 276, regardless of the consent given.   

[89] Third, Bendigo said there was no prejudice in the EC accepting those plans on 

the basis that Canyon was given the opportunity to object to their receipt (and indeed 

did object to it), and otherwise had the options available to it to seek further case 

management directions as to the receipt of evidence, or continue its objection at the 

hearing. 

Discussion  

[90] The proposal for which resource consent is required (lot configuration, 

building platform locations and maximum building heights) was not substantially 

changed between the second revised proposal as it stood and the provision of updated 

plans after the April hearing.   

[91] Opportunity was afforded by the EC for the landscape experts to confer on the 

assessment of the visual effects in light of the updated survey plans.   

[92] The EC’s Minute of 28 May 2021 is critical because it expressly states in an 

open-ended way that:  

[9]  If there are issues to be resolved in terms of the visibility of the 

proposal from any particular viewpoint from the Canyon property, these 

should be identified in that caucusing statement and the further brief/s of 

evidence from the Council and the appellant should be confined to addressing 

those issues. 

[93] The Minute is express recognition by the EC that if the landscape experts 

identify further issues in their conferencing (on the issue of the visual effects 

assessment) then they can only be addressed by way of a reconvened hearing.  Those 

issues were indeed raised by Canyon’s witness and a hearing was reconvened. 



 

 

[94] Ample opportunity was provided to Canyon to change the course of the 

proceeding either by seeking the opportunity to file further evidence or disputing the 

ability for the EC to receive the second revised proposal (and further amended plans).  

Canyon did not do this.  It cannot be said that Canyon’s failure to seek other directions, 

such as leave to produce further evidence, is an error of law on behalf of the EC. 

Second ground of appeal — the second revised proposal was contrary to the 

objectives and policies of the Plan for the purpose of s 104D(1)(b) 

[95] Section 104D(1) of the Act provides that a consent authority may grant consent 

for a non-complying activity only if it is satisfied that either – 

… 

(a) the adverse effects of the activity on the environment (other than any 

effect to which section 104(3)(a)(ii) applies) will be minor; or 

(b) the application is for an activity that will not be contrary to the 

objectives and policies of— 

 (i) the relevant plan, if there is a plan but no proposed plan in 

respect of the activity; 

… 

[96] An activity is only required to meet one of the limbs under s 104D in order for 

it be considered under s 104.  If it meets neither, then the activity cannot be granted 

consent.30  In this case, the EC decided the activity met both s 104D limbs.31 

[97] The starting point for consideration of s 104D(1)(b) is the objectives and 

policies of the Plan.  The key objective at issue is Objective 4.3.3 which provides: 

4.3.3  Objective - Landscape and Amenity Values 

To maintain and where practicable enhance rural amenity values created by 

the open space, landscape, natural character and built environment values of 

the District’s rural environment, and to maintain the open natural character of 

the hills and ranges. 

 
30  Dye v Auckland Regional Council [2002] 1 NZLR 337 (CA) at [5]. 
31  Interim Decision, above n 2, at [179]–[180]. 

 



 

 

[98] Canyon referred to section 4.1 of the Rural Resource Area provisions of the 

Plan, which states: 

The amenity values of the rural environment are dominated by Central Otago’s 

unique, semi-arid landscape of broad basins, separated by low mountain 

ranges with sparse vegetation, covered in tussock grassland and exotic 

pasture, and broken by schist rock outcrops.  This landscape retains a high 

natural character and has significant scenic values and some of it is identified 

in this District Plan as an outstanding natural landscape or outstanding natural 

feature.   

Canyon’s submissions 

[99] Canyon submitted that the EC erred in law by concluding that the second 

revised proposal passed the s 104D gateways, in that it was not contrary to the relevant 

objectives and policies of the Plan. 

[100] Canyon’s submitted the EC wrongly: 

(a) omitted reference to the relevant policies of the Plan; 

(b) misinterpreted the meaning of “maintain” for the purposes of 

Objective 4.3.3, because in this case the existing rural environment is 

not “maintained” or enhanced when its use is changed from “unspoilt 

rural to rural residential”; and 

(c) read down the words “contrary to” by limiting their meaning to “being 

repugnant or antagonistic to”, when “contrary to” means something 

much less than that. 

The meaning of “maintain” 

Canyon’s submissions  

[101] Canyon submitted that the consent ought not to have been granted in this case 

because if the words “to maintain” in Objective 4.3.3 are properly interpreted then the 

existing unspoilt rural environment would be maintained and not changed to a rural 

residential environment (comprising, for instance, multiple houses, curtilage, general 

domestic paraphernalia, and increased population and traffic movement). 



 

 

[102] Canyon submitted that the meaning of “maintain” is case-specific and while it 

may not be an environmental bottom line it is close to it. 

[103] Canyon relied on three authorities in advancing the proposition set out in the 

previous paragraph, namely: Port Otago Ltd v Dunedin City Council,32 The 

Outstanding Landscape Protection Society Inc v Hastings District Council,33 and 

Harewood Gravels Co Ltd v Christchurch City Council.34  From those authorities, 

Canyon extracted the following definitions . 

[104] In Port Otago Ltd v Dunedin City Council, the EC said:35 

Maintain on the other hand has meanings in The New Oxford Dictionary of 

English 1998 to ‘cause or enable to continue, keep at the same level or rate, 

and keep in good condition’.  The Collins Concise Dictionary Plus 1990 

meanings are to ‘continue or retain, keep in existence, to keep in proper or 

good condition’. 

[105] In The Outstanding Landscape Protection Society Inc v Hastings District 

Council, the EC accepted that if there will be adverse effects on amenity values then 

those values will not be maintained: 

[90] [Section 7](c) Maintenance and enhancement of amenity values:  Amenity 

values are defined in the RMA as: … those natural or physical qualities and 

characteristics of an area that contribute to people's appreciation of its 

pleasantness, aesthetic coherence, and cultural and recreational attributes.  

There are those who find the sculptural form of these turbines attractive, and 

an appealing contrast to the landforms on which they stand.  But … we accept 

that for most, there will be adverse effects on amenity values as presently seen 

or experienced from private and public spaces both close to and at a distance 

from the site.  Overall, those collective values will not be maintained (if 

maintained is taken to mean, as the Concise Oxford has it, … [kept] at the 

same level or rate), and, still less, enhanced. 

(emphasis in original) 

[106] In Harewood Gravels Co Ltd v Christchurch City Council, the High Court 

considered an appeal against a decision of the EC declining land use consent to 

establish a quarry near Christchurch Airport.  The Christchurch District Plan contained 

 
32  Port Otago v Dunedin City Council EnvC Christchurch C4/02, 22 January 2002. 
33  The Outstanding Landscape Protection Society Inc v Hastings District Council [2008] NZRMA 8 

(EnvC). 
34  Harewood Gravels Company Ltd v Christchurch City Council [2018] NZHC 3118. 
35  Port Otago v Dunedin City Council, above n 38, at [41] (emphasis in original). 



 

 

policies and objectives which required that the amenity values of the rural environment 

be maintained.  The Court noted: “This is a case in which ‘no change’ may be what is 

needed to maintain amenity and meet the Policy.”36 

Bendigo’s submissions 

[107] Bendigo agreed with Canyon’s submission that determining what is required 

“to maintain” in Objective 4.3.3 is case-specific. 

[108]  First, Bendigo submitted that rural environments can change and still 

“maintain” rural character and amenity values, relying on Meridian Energy Ltd v 

Wellington City Council.37  That case concerned various resource consent applications 

for the construction and operation of a wind farm at Mill Creek, near Wellington.  The 

EC held that, although the wind farm would not maintain the existing landscape and 

the site’s particular form of rural character, that inquiry alone was not determinative 

of the issue, observing that “[t]here is no requirement in the RMA or the planning 

documents to freeze the landscape at a point in time”.38 

[109] Bendigo relied on Meridian for the proposition that the EC was entitled to grant 

consent despite changes being introduced into the environment. 

[110] Second, Bendigo relied on Todd v Queenstown Lakes District Council.39  That 

case was an appeal against the grant of a resource consent for a subdivision (with 

associated activities) of an approximately 8.45 ha block of land into two parcels of 

similar size in the Wakatipu Basin of the Queenstown Lakes District.   The proposed 

district plan stipulated the purpose of the subject zone was to “maintain and enhance 

the character and amenity of the Wakatipu Basin”, which was reflected in the proposed 

objectives.  One of the landscape and rural amenity values at issue was the site’s sense 

of openness.  In considering competing evidence on this point, the Court held: 

[87] At that near view scale, we find that the proposal would change the 

present view across open pastoral land to a limited but acceptable extent.  We 

do not entirely accept Mr Skelton’s opinion that, despite the additional 

 
36  Harewood Gravels Company Ltd v Christchurch City Council, above n 40, at [320]. 
37  Meridian Energy Ltd v Wellington City Council [2011] NZEnvC 232. 
38  At [230]. 
39  Todd v Queenstown Lakes District Council [2020] NZEnvC 205. 



 

 

dwellings, the site would retain its sense of openness.  Rather, Mr Brown fairly 

observes that the proposed dwellings would sit “in the middle of” the site.  To 

that extent, the proposal would render the site less open tha[n] it currently is, 

as a matter of fact.  However, several factors combine to satisfy us that the 

proposal sufficiently maintains openness in a way that is sympathetic to 

landform and effectively ensures absorption of this land use change. … 

(footnote omitted and emphasis added) 

[111] The Court then proceeded to list a range of factors about the site itself and the 

proposal that satisfied it openness would be sufficiently maintained, including: its 

natural attributes, existing pattern of development, landscape plantings, restoration 

and enhancement of the gully, and effective controls on buildings.  Having considered 

those aspects, the Court concluded: 

[88] Overall, preferring Mr Skelton’s evidence in relevant respects, we find 

the landscape and visual amenity effects of the proposal would be no more 

than minor.  Specifically, that is in the sense that the proposal will properly 

respect all relevant landscape values and at least maintain landscape and 

other amenity values (and for the gully and stream, enhance those values). 

(emphasis added) 

[112] This conclusion was upheld on appeal to the High Court (in Brial v 

Queenstown Lakes District Council)40 and considered by the Court of Appeal as a 

reason for refusing leave for a second appeal.41  

[113] Relying on Todd and Brial, Bendigo submitted that maintaining and/or 

enhancing landscape character and amenity values does not require retention of an 

open landscape.  Bendigo submitted the policy framework in this case anticipates 

landscapes absorbing certain adverse effects of proposals while maintaining rural 

amenities. 

[114] Insofar as Canyon relied on Port Otago v Dunedin City Council, Bendigo 

submitted the passage quoted at [104] above is obiter, given that case was instead 

addressing the meaning of “protect”.42  This is demonstrated by the difference in the 

language of the decision between its references to “protect” (“we adopt the … meaning 

of protect”) and its references to “maintain” (“maintain on the other hand has meanings 

 
40  Brial v Queenstown Lakes District Council, above n 32. 
41  Brial v Queenstown Lakes District Council [2022] NZCA 206 at [26]. 
42  Port Otago v Dunedin City Council, above n 38. 



 

 

in The New Oxford Dictionary of ”).  In this way the Court — in determining the 

meaning of “protect” — used a dictionary definition of “maintain” to distinguish the 

two words.  It did not seek to authoritatively determine the meaning of “maintain” in 

the decision. 

[115] Although the EC cited Port Otago,43 Bendigo submitted it did so in the context 

of addressing competing submissions about the extent to which rural amenity is to be 

“protected” by Objective 4.3.3, that is, whether Canyon is entitled to an ‘unspoilt’ rural 

landscape.  Of course, Objective 4.3.3 does not state that “protection” of the 

environment’s rural amenity values is required but requires the proposal “to maintain” 

them.  Bendigo submitted that Port Otago can be distinguished and does not provide 

an authoritative definition of “maintain” as Canyon suggested. 

[116] The Outstanding Landscape Protection Society Inc v Hastings District Council 

related to a proposal to construct and operate a 37-turbine wind farm in an ONL.44  

The EC there observed the proposed windfarm would have significant adverse effects 

on the environment that could not be adequately mitigated, let alone avoided or 

remedied, although this was not to say it was “contrary to” the objectives and policies 

of the Plan.45 

[117] Bendigo submitted the passage cited by Canyon from The Outstanding 

Landscape at [105] above must be contextualised in that it was informed by an 

assessment utilising the overall broad judgment approach that has been dispensed with 

following Environmental Defence Society Inc v New Zealand King Salmon Co Ltd.46  

The quoted passage from The Outstanding Landscape was part of a discussion of 

matters under s 7 of the Act that “appear[ed] relevant”.47  The EC in quoting the 

dictionary definition of “maintain” observed: “Overall, those collective values will not 

be maintained (if maintained is taken to mean, as the Concise Oxford has it …)”.48 

 
43  At [147](b). 
44  The Outstanding Landscape Protection Society Inc v Hastings District Council, above n39. 
45  At [28]. 
46  Environmental Defence Society Inc v New Zealand King Salmon Co Ltd [2014] NZSC 38, [2014] 

1 NZLR 593. 
47  The Outstanding Landscape Protection Society Inc v Hastings District Council, above n 39, at 

[86]. 
48  At [90] (emphasis in original). 



 

 

[118] In framing the ‘definition’ of maintain in this way, Bendigo highlighted that 

the EC used the qualifier “if” to clarify it was not making a determination as to its 

meaning.  It also separated the definition from the EC by noting that it was the 

dictionary that took that perspective and not the EC itself. 

[119] The passage relied on by Canyon from The Outstanding Landscape contrasts 

with the more recent authorities on the meaning of “to maintain”, namely Brial. 

[120] Bendigo further identified Harewood Gravels Co Ltd v Christchurch City 

Council, B was acknowledged to be a “tipping point” case even with the conditions of 

consent offered.49  That is, Bendigo submitted the extent of the cumulative effects on 

the environment in Harewood Gravels went well beyond the visual impact of 

development at issue here and included impacts in relation to: noise, traffic, landform 

and soil, vegetation, views, and dust. 

[121] Bendigo submitted the EC understood that a possible outcome of achieving 

Objective 4.3.3 may well have been to avoid all effects but recognised on the evidence 

that this was not such a case.  The EC considered that such an approach is not essential 

and is informed by the nature of the proposal, its context and the extent of any adverse 

effect.50  Accordingly, Bendigo submitted the EC did not err in its approach to the term 

“maintain” and was entitled to grant consent to a proposal that would introduce change 

to the landscape. 

[122] Bendigo submitted that “to maintain” does not require that a landscape be 

frozen in time (Meridian)51 and anticipates land use change in a way that can maintain 

amenity (Brial).52 

[123] I note, despite Bendigo’s submissions to the contrary, Port Otago does appear 

to provide a definition of “maintain” at [42], although it is correct that what was in 

issue was indeed the meaning of “protect”.53 

 
49  Harewood Gravels Company Ltd v Christchurch City Council, above n 40, at [313]. 
50  Interim Decision, above n 31, at [158]. 
51  Meridian Energy Ltd v Wellington City Council, above n 44. 
52  Brial v Queenstown Lakes District Council, above n 32. 
53  Port Otago v Dunedin City Council, above n 38. 



 

 

[124] In any event, that case is cited in the commentary to s 7 of the RMA as authority 

for the proposition that the requirement to maintain allows a council to protect rather 

than preserve or enhance, which means to “keep safe from harm or injury” and does 

not require prevention or prohibition.  In my view this reinforces Bendigo’s 

submission that Canyon is not entitled to “an unspoilt rural landscape”. 

[125] I conclude that the weight of recent authority supports Bendigo’s submissions 

as summarised in [121]–[122].  No error arose in the EC’s decision in this regard.  

Meaning of “contrary to” the relevant objectives and policies 

Canyon’s submissions 

[126] Canyon submitted that the EC erred by interpreting “contrary to” as being 

synonymous with “not being repugnant or antagonistic to”.   

[127] Canyon said in applying that definition the EC was acknowledging that the 

required rural amenities were not being maintained by the proposal, insofar as it was 

contrary to the rural amenity values but not so contrary as to be “repugnant or 

antagonistic” to them. 

[128] This submission is, of course, to be viewed in the context of Canyon’s 

submission that “to maintain” requires the continuation of an “unspoilt” or 

“undomesticated” rural environment. 

Bendigo’s submissions 

[129] First, Bendigo relied on its submissions with respect to the term “to maintain”, 

namely that “maintain” can encompass some changes to the landscape.  

[130] Second, Bendigo submitted the meaning of “contrary to” for the purpose of 

s 104D(1)(b) was discussed in New Zealand Rail Ltd v Marlborough District 

Council.54  There, the High Court considered “contrary to” contemplated that a 

proposal must be “opposed to in nature, different to or opposite … repugnant and 

 
54  New Zealand Rail Ltd v Marlborough District Council [1994] NZRMA 70 (HC) at [11]. 



 

 

antagonistic” to the relevant objectives and policies.55  The EC’s reference to those 

terms in the context of the s 104D second gateway in s 104D(1)(b) is entirely orthodox 

and consistent with that authority.56   

[131] Third, Bendigo submitted that the reliance on that definition does not extend 

to a finding or acceptance by the EC that the proposal does not maintain rural amenity.   

[132] Fourth, Bendigo submitted that there were two steps in considering the relevant 

objectives and policies: 

(a) firstly, and for the purpose of s 104D(1)(b), to determine whether the 

proposal is “contrary to” the objectives and policies by considering 

whether the proposal is “opposed to in nature, different to or opposite 

… repugnant and antagonistic” to the key policies; and 

(b) if the proposal is not contrary to those objectives and policies in that 

way, then the proposal falls to be considered under s 104, in which case 

the relevant provisions of a plan are matters to be had regard to (s 

104(1)(b)). 

[133] A detailed assessment of the relevant objectives and policies (in light of the 

evidence) is required for both assessments and that is, Bendigo submitted, what the 

EC undertook at [133]–[162] of the Interim Decision. 

[134] Having first undertaken an extensive review of the evidence on the adverse 

effects of the proposal on rural amenity values and its visibility from various 

viewpoints — including the degree of effect, assumptions relied on and accuracy of 

survey information to inform those assessments — the EC then proceeded to review 

those effects in light of the relevant policy framework.  In doing so, the EC made the 

following findings:  

 
55  At [11], applied in Royal Forest and Bird Protection Society of New Zealand Inc v New Zealand 

Transport Agency [2021] NZHC 390, (2021) 22 ELRNZ 478 at [24]. 
56  Interim Decision, above n 31, at [180]. 



 

 

(a) the key objective with respect to landscape and amenities in the Rural 

Resource Area was Objective 4.3.3; 

(b) Objective 4.3.3 is implemented through a range of policies, including 

(but not limited to) Policies 4.4.2, 4.4.8 and 4.4.10; 

(c) Objective 4.3.3 is split in two parts (as discussed at [41] above); 

(d) Objective 4.3.3 should guide interpretation of the policies, such that the 

decision whether to avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse effects (for the 

purpose of Policy 4.4.2) must achieve the goal of Objective 4.3.3;  

(e) Objective 4.3.3 does not require that existing rural amenity be protected 

in the manner sought by Canyon; 

(f) Objective 4.3.3 does not say adverse effects should simply be avoided 

in toto;  

(g) rural amenity values are not quantifiable, and the Plan’s objectives and 

policies assist to inform what is an intended outcome in that regard; and 

(h) rural amenity in an ORL includes the built environment, which, as 

recognised by the Introduction to the Rural Resource Area section of 

the Plan, can enhance an ORL’s landscape qualities. 

[135] I find for the reasons advanced by Bendigo that Canyon is not entitled to the 

maintenance of an unchanged or “unspoilt” rural landscape with no visible buildings 

from all parts of its property.  That said, I am satisfied the EC properly interpreted and 

applied s 104D of the Act. 



 

 

Third ground of appeal — the finding that the adverse effects of the second 

revised proposal were not more than minor 

Meaning of “minor” 

[136] The nature of the gateway test under s 104D(1)(a) — whether the Court is 

satisfied the adverse effects of the activity on the environment will be minor — was 

determined in Saddle Views Estate Ltd v Dunedin City Council.57  There the EC 

conducted a review of relevant authorities on the meaning of the word “minor” in 

s 104D.58 

[137] The EC in Saddle Views Estate favoured the view held in Elderslie Park Ltd v 

Timaru District Council, where Williamson J stated:59 

The word "minor" is not defined in the Resource Management Act.  It means 

lesser or comparatively small in size or importance.  Ultimately an assessment 

of what is minor must involve conclusions as to facts and the degree of effect.  

There can be no absolute yardstick or measure. 

The decision as to significance of effects 

[138] Here, the EC made the following relevant finding:60 

[179] Accordingly, we accept the evidence of Mr Smith and Mr Espie that 

the proposal would have adverse effects on the environment (in this case, 

visual effects) that are no more than minor thus meeting the first of the s 104D 

gateway tests. 

[139] Canyon challenged the finding set out in the previous paragraph, and 

submitted: 

(a) there is no proper basis for the finding that the visual effects are no 

more than minor; and 

 
57  Saddle Views Estate Ltd v Dunedin City Council [2014] NZEnvC 243, [2015] NZRMA 1. 
58  At [74]–[77]. 
59  At [74], citing Elderslie Park Ltd v Timaru District Council [1995] NZRMA 433 (HC) at 445-

446. 
60  Interim Decision, above n 2. 



 

 

(b) the EC reached its conclusion as a consequence of a series of errors of 

law and made factual findings that either were totally unsupported by 

evidence or were contrary to the undisputed evidence. 

This Court’s approach 

[140] Canyon’s criticisms of the EC decision under this ground are extremely 

wide-ranging and highly detailed.  In some respects they are impermissible as they 

offend against the principles on appeal against an EC decision as set out at [67]–[73] 

above. 

[141] To reiterate, this Court must be careful to resist re-examination of the merits of 

the case under the guise of a “question of law”.   

[142] I shall address only those submissions I consider permissible at law or where I 

consider Canyon to have mischaracterised the evidence or the EC decision.  I shall 

resist Canyon’s invitation to relitigate a significant number of factual assessments the 

EC made. 

Canyon’s submissions 

The EC erred in stating there was no evidence that future properties on the uncontested 

platforms could be seen from Canyon’s property  

[143] This submission fails for two reasons.  First, it misstates the EC’s actual finding 

which was: 

[28] This means that the dwellings proposed on the uncontested platforms 

would have to be accounted for in the assessment of effects, to the extent that 

any are seen in conjunction with the contested dwellings.  However, there was 

no evidence from the landscape architects that they would all be seen in any 

one of the viewpoints that were considered. 

[144] Second, on the evidence available to the EC this finding was open to it. 



 

 

The EC failed to appreciate the significance of the “gathering site” 

[145] Canyon’s broad submission appears to be that the EC failed to appreciate the 

significance of the “gathering site” and did not consider the proposal’s effects when 

viewed from this location. 

[146] Canyon asserted these shortcomings concerning the “gathering site” were the 

result of three findings of fact made without an evidential basis as follows: 

(a) the EC incorrectly stated that the “gathering site” was “not included in 

the original assessment as the landscape experts were not able to agree 

on whether to include it”;61 

(b) the EC incorrectly claimed the significance of the “gathering site” and 

its use was not mentioned by Mr Johnston in his evidence; and 

(c) the EC incorrectly claimed the photographs on the Canyon website did 

not include photographs from the “gathering site” or any other location 

looking towards lots 8–11 for that matter. 

[147] As to [146](a), I note Mr Andersen’s cross-examination of Bendigo’s expert, 

Mr Smith at the July 2021 hearing.  The initial exchange between Messrs Andersen 

and Smith indicated that the “gathering site” was noted in the first joint witness 

statement for landscape dated 12 March 2021, but not in the original documents 

prepared prior to that.  This state of affairs is consistent with what the EC stated in the 

first sentence of paragraph [80] of its Interim Decision. 

[148] I note further the exchange between the EC and Mr Smith: 

Q.   The gathering site was not identified as a viewpoint at that time? 

A.   So we met onsite in January, prior to my original brief of evidence 

being produced.  We went around the entire property, including the 

window, which I included as viewpoint 21.  And then after doing all 

of those viewpoint locations, we were taken up onto the gathering site.  

And in my evidence I didn't include it.  And it was after, from my 

understanding, Ms Lucas had raised it in her evidence where I hadn’t.  

 
61  Interim Decision, above n 2, at [80]. 



 

 

And then we agreed in the first March joint witness statement that it 

was of some importance.  … 

[149] Mr Smith’s description of how the “gathering site” eventually came into the 

reckoning is consistent with what the EC states in the first sentence of paragraph [80] 

of its Interim Decision. 

[150] As to the allegedly erroneous factual finding in [146](b), I note in 

Mr Johnston’s highly meticulous brief of evidence he does not refer to the “gathering 

site” at all. 

[151] As to [146](c)[146](c), the relevant portion of the Interim Decision provides: 

[82] We also note that the website for the Canyon Function Centre was 

introduced into evidence in cross-examination by Mr Page.  The gallery of 

photographs published on the website illustrates various views from in and 

around the Function Centre buildings, although none were from the “gathering 

site”, or from any other location looking towards proposed Lots 8–11, for that 

matter. 

[152] I have reviewed Mr Johnston’s evidence and Mr Page’s cross-examination. 

These support the EC’s finding at [82]. 

[153] Mr Johnston conceded that the gathering site had only been used once as part 

of Canyon’s business but that he intended for it to be used more often in the future.   

[154] Canyon submitted that the degree of use of any site is immaterial as the issue 

is the effect on amenities enjoyed by the property and not how many people enjoy 

them.   

[155] Amenity is a human construct distinct from natural or ecological 

considerations.  The extent to which people experience amenity values must go to the 

significance of the issue.  Thus, I find the degree of use is material as the degree of use 

is a corollary of the importance of the amenity enjoyed.  The two considerations are 

linked and require an assessment on the evidence as a matter of fact and degree.  That 

is the basis upon which the experts undertook their assessments.   



 

 

[156] In summary, limited evidence concerning views from the “gathering site” was 

before the EC and it was for the EC to give this matter such weight as it saw fit.   

[157] Thus, I find none of these criticisms of the EC decision are valid.  I also observe 

that even if one or more findings of fact were shown to not have an evidential basis, 

there is no explanation by Canyon as to how this would have been material to the EC’s 

ultimate determination.   

[158] No error of law arises — the consideration of the significance of the gathering 

site was an exercise in evaluation of the evidence for the EC.   

The EC wrongly stated that the three viewpoints in the second revised proposal 

represented the “worst-case scenario” 

[159] The submission that the EC erred in describing the viewpoints as reflecting the 

“worst-case scenario” mischaracterises the EC’s assessment at [56] in the Interim 

Decision which states: 

[56] Three viewpoint locations were depicted on these plans.  These 

locations were considered to represent the worst-case scenario in terms of 

visibility from the Canyon site, due to a lack of intervening topographical 

features, buildings or plantings within these views.   

[160] In his affidavit of 11 June 2021, Mr Smith set out three reasons why Viewpoints 

8, 16 and 18 had been chosen: 

(a)  North to south, Viewpoints 8 and 16 are furthest from one another, 

illustrating the overall change in horizontal viewing angle within the 

Appellant's Property.  Eye level for both viewpoints is above RL395, 

being similar to the eye height gained from the to the Canyon Building 

and its outdoor areas; and 

(b)  The eye level and elevation at Viewpoint 18 is a good representation 

of the eye level and elevation gained from the other viewpoint 

locations around the Canyon Building and its outdoor areas.  Eye level 

for Viewpoints 7 and 19 differ to these other areas as they are from 

slightly lower down areas, being RL 390.91 and 393.17, respectively. 

(c)  From these viewpoints, the four building envelopes are not visually 

screened by any internal buildings or existing vegetation on the 

Appellant's Property. 



 

 

[161] Bendigo and the Council submitted this comprised an evidential basis for the 

EC to state that the three viewpoint locations represented the “worst-case scenario” in 

terms of visibility from the Canyon site.  I agree. 

[162] Paragraph [56] of the Interim Decision was directed to the assessment of the 

viewpoints by Mr Smith in his evidence.  There is nothing in that paragraph to suggest 

that the EC understood all experts to take that view.  Indeed, the EC discussed at length 

the differences of opinions between the experts concerning viewpoints.  The EC placed 

the greatest weight on Mr Smith’s evidence.  This is a matter of opinion within its 

specialist expertise.   

[163] The EC was able to make this statement on the evidence before it, and no 

question of law arises therefrom.62  In any event, there is no obligation on the EC to 

record every part of its reasoning process on the facts.63 

[164] In summary, I find this is an attempt by Canyon to relitigate the findings made 

by the EC and there is no legitimate basis for appeal on this point. 

The EC erred in law by narrowing its assessment to only visibility of the development 

rather than “visual impact” 

[165] Canyon submitted the EC erred in law in limiting its consideration of the visual 

impact to the visibility of the proposal and thereby wrongly failed to consider the 

impact of the visible changes. 

[166] The essence of this submission appears to be that the EC misinterpreted the 

reasons for appeal on the first page of Canyon’s notice of appeal to the EC dated 

18 November 2019, by reading these as simply referring to visibility of the 

development, rather than to a wider meaning of “visual impact” extending to visual 

amenity effects (such as the impact on the natural character of the landscape by placing 

earth mounds/bunds). 

 
62  Guardians of Paku Bay Association Inc, above n 26, at [33]: “No question of law arises from the 

expression by the Environment Court of its view on a matter of opinion within its specialist 

expertise”.  See also Poutama Kaitiaki Charitable Trust v Taranaki Regional Council [2020] 

NZHC 3159, (2020) 22 ELRNZ 202 at [42]. 
63  Contact Energy Ltd v Waikato Regional Council, above n 30, at [65]; Brial v Queenstown Lakes 

District Council, above n 32, at [45]. 



 

 

[167] Canyon submitted the EC acknowledged that a landscape assessment must 

extend beyond visual amenity effects but did not then undertake its assessment on that 

basis. 

[168] Canyon further submitted that in doing so the EC ignored Canyon’s expert’s 

assessment of the cultural and recreational attributes and historic associations forming 

part of a person’s appreciation of the landscape. 

[169] What this submission overlooks, however, is the interlocutory matters dealt 

with by the EC at [30]–[44] of its Interim Decision.  In those paragraphs the EC deals 

with and resolves the matter of the scope of the issues to be addressed, as well as the 

extent of amendments made to the proposal by Bendigo and the impact, if any, on 

Canyon. 

[170] It is tolerably clear that upon hearing from both counsel the EC decided that 

Bendigo’s second revised proposal was within the scope of the original proposal and 

that Canyon was bound by the terms of its opposition as expressed in its notice of 

appeal.  In this context, the EC was entitled to limit its inquiry in the manner it did, 

and no error arose on this ground. 

The EC erred in law in failing to give proper consideration to kaitiakitanga  

[171] Canyon submitted the EC made an error of law and breached its obligation 

under s 7(a) of the Act, which requires the EC to have particular regard to kaitiakitanga 

in relation to managing the use, development, and protection of natural and physical 

resources.64  Further, Canyon submitted that the EC overlooked the only relevant 

evidence on this aspect of the case which was that of Mr Johnston. 

[172] Mr Johnston is tangata whenua as a member of Ngāi Tahu.  Ngāi Tahu are the 

iwi that section 3.2 of the Plan identifies as the iwi exercising mana whenua in the area 

(Kāi Tahu ki Otago) with the relevant iwi authority being Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu.  

Canyon did not produce any independent expert evidence concerning these matters. 

 
64  “Kaitiakitanga” is defined in s 2(1) of the Act as “the exercise of guardianship by the tangata 

whenua of an area in accordance with tikanga Māori in relation to natural and physical resources; 

and includes the ethic of stewardship”. 



 

 

[173] The EC has recognised that the rūnanga are best placed to comment on the 

existence or magnitude of any adverse cultural effects and tangata whenua themselves 

(defined, for the purposes of the Act, as the iwi or hapū that holds mana whenua over 

the particular area) are best placed to explain their relationship with their ancestral 

waters, lands and sites of significance.65 

[174] Thus, Mr Johnston’s views as tangata whenua hold weight at first blush.  I note, 

however, that when Mr Johnston purchased the land from Bendigo for his business he 

had agreed with the vendors, Mr and Mrs Perriam, that he would not oppose 

development on the Bendigo land.  

[175] Because the contracting party was Mr Johnston in his personal capacity (with 

Canyon only being incorporated thereafter and taking title on the settlement date, and 

there being no evidence as to the circumstances of settlement), Canyon is not itself 

contractually bound by that agreement.66  Nonetheless, Mr Johnston’s entry into this 

agreement is directly inconsistent with the views he now expresses.  In light of that 

evidence, it would have been important for Mr Johnston’s two seemingly 

irreconcilable positions to have been resolved by reference to independent evidence 

that the kaitiakitanga required the land remain unspoilt.  This lends weight to the fact 

that the EC chose not to rely on his evidence as to kaitiakitanga. 

[176] In any event, even if an error of law arose through the EC’s failure to have 

particular regard to kaitiakitanga, there was nothing before this Court to demonstrate 

that error was material to one of the EC’s ultimate determinations.  

[177] I conclude Canyon has not established an error of law on this ground. 

The EC erred in its assessments of visibility and visual effects  

[178] Canyon submitted the EC erred in its findings as to:  

(a) the degree of visibility of future dwellings enabled by the proposal; 

 
65  Aotearoa Water Action Inc v Canterbury Regional Council [2020] NZHC 1625, (2020) 21 ELRNZ 

911 at [277], citing Wakatu Inc v Tasman District Council [2012] NZEnvC 75, [2012] NZRMA 

363 at [10]. 
66  The Canyon Vineyard Ltd v Central Otago District Council [2022] NZHC 749. 



 

 

(b) the degree of adverse visual effects as experienced from Canyon’s 

property; and 

(c) the visual effects of Lot 4 from both Blue Mines Road and the school 

site. 

[179] The EC undertook its analysis of the visual effects of the second revised 

proposal from [70]–[132] of its Interim Decision, ultimately holding at [179] that the 

proposal would have adverse effects on the environment (in this case, visual effects) 

that were no more than minor. 

[180] In making its finding, the EC accepted the assessments of Messrs Smith and 

Espie and rejected Ms Lucas’s evidence. 

[181] Canyon’s submissions turn on the use by the landscape experts of what is 

termed the “seven-point scale” to assess visual effects.  The use of this scale is 

addressed in the Interim Decision and relies on the New Zealand Institute of 

Landscape Architects’ Best Practice Guide.  Mr Smith’s evidence goes further, to 

describe that the seven points along that scale correspond to the categories “less than 

minor”, “minor”, “more than minor” or “significant”.  Messrs Smith and Espie 

adopted this scale in their evidence, which the EC preferred. 

[182] Canyon in effect submitted that a finding of “minor” effects (in terms of the 

seven-point scale) from a single viewpoint automatically results in the adverse effects 

of the activity being more than minor.   

[183] Although such an assessment is necessary to understand the degree of effects 

of the activity, it is not to be conflated with the EC’s obligations under s 104D(1)(a).   

[184] The proper test is whether the adverse effects, as proposed to be remedied 

and/or mitigated, are more than minor taken as a whole.67  The inquiry is not limited 

to fractured assessments from various singular viewpoints.  It is therefore sufficient 

 
67  Stokes v Christchurch City Council [1999] NZRMA 409 (EnvC) at 434. 



 

 

for the EC to take into account the evidence from various viewpoints as a whole in 

making its determination.   

[185] Notwithstanding the disagreements between the experts on this issue and these 

not being directly referred to by the EC in its Interim Decision, the High Court can 

only intervene in such situations where the EC has come to a decision to which, on the 

evidence, it could not reasonably have come.  Also, the weight to be given to the 

assessment of relevant considerations is for the EC and not for reconsideration by the 

High Court as a point of law.68 

[186] The EC’s analysis as to the visual effects of the second revised proposal from 

Canyon’s property and subsequent finding that this would have adverse effects that 

are no more than minor is a decision to which, on the evidence, the EC could 

reasonably have come. 

[187] While the EC may have given little or no weight to the disagreements between 

the experts that were referred to by Canyon in its submissions, this was for the EC 

alone to assess and is not for reconsideration by this Court as a point of law.  I find 

there was no error of law. 

The EC erred in overlooking that the amended survey plans did not include ridgeline 

information for Viewpoint 21  

[188] While the amended survey plans and information did not include ridgeline 

information for Viewpoint 21 (upstairs and the “gathering site”), I note from [68]–[69] 

of the EC’s Interim Decision that cross-sections of viewshafts from this viewpoint 

were before it in evidence, with the EC dealing with this in its analysis in [79]–[88]. 

[189] I find no error of law on this ground. 

 
68  Guardians of Paku Bay Association Inc, above n 26, at [31]-[32]; Brial v Queenstown Lakes 

District Council, above n 32, at [43]. 



 

 

The EC erred because the visibility assessment did not proceed on a consideration of 

all domestication but rather just built forms on the building platforms  

[190] This ground appears to be a repetition of the ground I have dealt with at [178] 

to [187].  This ground fails for the same reasons.  I find no error of law. 

The EC erred in its visibility assessment having regard to evidence concerning 

viewpoints and mounds/bunds 

[191] Canyon submitted that the EC erred in finding the adverse effects of the 

proposal were no more than minor because it was not a reasonable conclusion having 

regard to the following evidence: 

(a) Ms Lucas’ evidence that all the proposed lots on the subject site would 

be visible from the Canyon site; 

(b) the bunds only provide partial screening, none being fully screened; 

(c) parts of Lots 8, 9, 10 and 11 can be seen from Viewpoint 18 (albeit Mr 

Smith later qualifying this evidence); and  

(d) Ms Lucas’ evidence of what can be seen from the “gathering site” and 

Viewpoint 21 (the upstairs window in the function centre). 

[192] Each of the matters set out in the previous paragraph was before the EC in 

evidence.  To the extent that one or more of these matters comprised relevant 

considerations, the weight to be given to the assessment of them was for the EC and 

not for reconsideration by this Court as a point of law.69 

[193] The EC’s analysis as to visual effects of the second revised proposal and 

subsequent finding that this would have adverse effects that are no more than minor is 

a decision to which, on the evidence, the EC could reasonably have come. 

 
69  Guardians of Paku Bay Association Inc, above n 26, at [31]-[32]; Brial v Queenstown Lakes 

District Council, above n 32, at [43]. 



 

 

The EC erred in approving a plan that did not include the second mound on Lot 8  

[194] Canyon submitted it was an error of law for the EC to approve a plan that did 

not include the second mound on Lot 8, including that it failed to require Bendigo to 

produce a plan on that basis before approving it.  This issue is also raised with respect 

to Canyon’s fourth ground of appeal. 

[195] The omission of the second mound on Lot 8 was a consequence of the 

production of the updated survey information, in which the surveying firm that 

produced the plan observed that it was not required to screen views of the residential 

building platform on Lot 9.  However, that assumption did not consider the secondary 

purpose of that mound which was to screen views of the driveway to Lot 8.  The mound 

in question is discussed by the EC as follows:70 

[60] The amended plans did not depict the secondary mound originally 

shown on Lot 8, although we understand that removal of that was inadvertent.  

Bendigo intends that this be reinstated, and Mr Smith undertook his visual 

assessment on that basis. 

[196] The notes of evidence also highlight the utility of the bund. 

[197] On this appeal, Bendigo accepted that the mound ought to be shown on Lot 8 

but that it is presently not there.  However, Bendigo submitted such an omission is not 

an error of law that is appropriate for relief in this forum and is more appropriately 

addressed directly with the EC which, being empowered by the District Court Rules 

2014, may correct an accidental slip or omission in a judgment or order.71 

[198] In reliance on this power, the EC has previously amended clerical errors 

contained in its decisions, such as: 

(a) in Arthurs Point Outstanding Natural Landscape Society Inc v 

Queenstown Lakes District Council to amend the incorrect legal 

 
70  Interim Decision, above n 2. 
71  Resource Management Act, s 278; District Court Rules 2014, r 11.10; National Investment Trust 

v Christchurch City Council [2001] NZRMA 289. 



 

 

descriptions of land that were contained within two of the orders made 

in the substantive judgment;72 and 

(b) in Northport Ltd v Whangarei District Council to correct four factual 

errors in the substantive judgment (in order to clarify but not alter the 

decision) relating to the area of land owned by a party, the extent of the 

application of the proposed rules sought, the description of a rail line, 

and the use of incorrect cardinal directions.73  

[199] Owing to the clerical error of Bendigo’s expert witnesses, the revised plans did 

not reflect intention of the EC in its Interim Decision to reinstate the second mound.  

Accordingly, these revised plans should be amended to reflect the proper meanings 

and intentions of the Interim Decision. 

[200] To rectify this error, Bendigo offered to produce an updated plan that includes 

that second mound, and to file a joint memorandum to the EC alerting it of this issue 

and requesting that it rectify this error.  That course should be adopted, and the 

jurisdiction of this Court need not be engaged. 

The EC erred in law by unjustly criticising Ms Lucas’ evidence 

[201] No question of law arises from the expression by the EC of its view on matters 

of opinion within its specialist expertise. 

The EC erred in that it “misrepresented” the evidence of Messrs Smith and Espie 

[202] This submission is without merit.  The EC’s statement at [179] of its Interim 

Decision may be read as accepting the evidence of Messrs Smith and Espie, in 

satisfaction of the statutory test in s 104D(1)(a) of the Act. 

[203] That is not to misrepresent Messrs Smith and Espies’ evidence but is to reach 

a conclusion that the evidence satisfied the statutory test as to the adverse effects (in 

this case visual effects) of the proposal being no more than minor. 

 
72  Arthurs Point Outstanding Natural Landscape Society Inc v Queenstown Lakes District Council 

[2022] NZEnvC 13. 
73  Northport Ltd v Whangarei District Council [2022] NZEnvC 10. 



 

 

The EC’s finding at [179] of its Interim Decision cannot be reconciled with its 

statement at [161] that Canyon is entitled to expect any development will maintain, if 

not enhance, the rural amenity enjoyed from its site  

[204] Paragraph [179] of the EC’s Interim Decision is not contrary to what it says at 

[161].  The EC’s determination that the adverse effects would be no more than minor 

is consistent with the maintenance, if not enhancement, of rural amenity values 

experienced and enjoyed from the function centre site. 

[205] In any event, there is no exposition by Canyon as to how this submission could 

lead to an error in law material to one of the EC’s ultimate determinations.74 

The EC’s failure to take certain matters into account  

[206] Broadly, Canyon submitted the EC did not take the following matters of 

evidence into account: 

(a) neither of Messrs Smith nor Espie assessed the most significant views 

from the “gathering site” or Viewpoint 21; 

(b) both Messrs Smith and Espie relied on screening mitigating the visual 

effects, when screening would take seven to 10 years to grow; and 

(c) Mr Smith’s evidence had assessed the effects from Lot 8 assuming the 

existence of a bund that the EC did not require be put in place.   

[207] As to[206](a), it is apparent from [68]–[69] of the EC’s Interim Decision that 

cross-sections of viewshafts from Viewpoint 21 were before it in evidence, with the 

EC then dealing with this in its analysis at [79]–[88]. 

[208] Canyon considered views from the “gathering site” were “the most significant 

views”.  The EC addressed the “gathering site” and upstairs mezzanine viewpoints in 

at [79]–[88] of its Interim Decision and downplayed the significance of these on the 

basis of an evidential analysis then undertaken and open to it. 

 
74  Brial v Queenstown Lakes District Council, above n 32, at [46]. 

 



 

 

[209] As to [206](b), I note: 

(a) in [54] of Mr Smith’s brief of evidence dated 28 January 2021, he gave 

evidence that native vegetation proposed with respect to the 

schoolhouse premises would take approximately five to seven years to 

mature to a height of three to four metres  (the schoolhouse premises 

concerning visual amenity with respect to Lot 4 of the proposal only); 

(b) in [7.26] of Mr Espie’s brief of evidence dated 19 February 2021, he 

gave evidence generally as to the growth of vegetation, including on 

mounding to screen built forms on the contested lots visible from 

Canyon’s property; and 

(c) the period required to block visibility referred to by Mr Espie was “at 

least 5 or 6 years” in regard to the Lot 11 building platform. 

[210] In any event, the length of time for screening vegetation to grow is a relevant 

consideration to which the EC may give such weight as it considers fit and is not for 

reconsideration by this Court as a point of law.75 

[211] As to the matter raised in [206](c), I have previously dealt with this at [194] to 

[200]. 

EC erred in rejecting Ms Lucas’ evidence as to viewshafts  

[212] Canyon submitted the EC did not properly take into account and unfairly 

criticised Ms Lucas’s evidence as to the viewshafts when it held:76 

We gave little weight to the two viewshafts prepared by Lucas Associates 

(from the “gathering site” and the upstairs office), as the viewer’s eyelevel for 

each was based upon estimates rather than using surveyed data points. 

[213] Bendigo was not required or obliged by the EC to prepare and circulate 

viewshafts from various locations.  This information was provided to further assist the 

 
75  Guardians of Paku Bay Association Inc, above n 22, at [31]; Brial v Queenstown Lakes District 

Council, above n 32, at [43]. 
76  Interim Decision, above n 2, at [176]. 



 

 

EC.  The EC’s criticism of Bendigo’s plans is addressed in its Interim Decision.  The 

information required by the EC was updated plans marked to scale and with accurate 

contour information, which was satisfied. 

[214] There is no clear evidence that Bendigo did not permit Ms Lucas onto the 

property to prepare additional information.  In any event, even if that was clearly 

established then Canyon ought to have raised it as a matter between counsel and, 

failing agreement, with the EC.  That did not happen. 

[215] Canyon ought to have sought leave of the EC, as Bendigo did, to produce 

further surveyed information — particularly given that information could have been 

obtained by a site visit to Canyon’s property.   

[216] There are no issues of natural justice by the EC not taking initiative to seek 

Canyon’s view on this.  Canyon failed to seek leave of the EC but is now using its own 

tactical omission as an error of the EC. 

[217] The evaluation of the visual effects of the proposal from Canyon’s property is 

a matter within the EC’s specialist expertise, with it being for the EC to assess and 

weigh competing evidence in this regard.77 

[218] Referring to [176] of the EC’s Interim Decision, there is nothing unreasonable 

about the EC preferring Bendigo’s evidence as to visual effects to that of Canyon on 

the basis that Bendigo’s evidence was grounded upon surveyed data while the 

Canyon’s evidence was based only upon estimates. 

The EC erred in granting consent for Lot 4  

[219] Canyon submitted the EC in did not take account of the fact Mr Smith, 

Ms Lucas and Mr Espie all agreed the adverse visual effects on observers were 

moderate and that Mr Smith felt the adverse visual effects would reduce to a low 

degree (at most) once the proposed vegetation matures.  Canyon submitted the adverse 

 
77  Guardians of Paku Bay Association Inc., above n 22, at [31]–[33]; Brial v Queenstown Lakes 

District Council, above n 32, at [43]–[44]. 

 



 

 

visual effects in relation to Lot 4 were therefore more than minor and consents for Lot 

4 should not have been granted. 

[220] It is apparent from [125] of the EC’s Interim Decision that it accepted 

Mr Smith’s evidence to the effect that 500 native plants to be planted within Lot 4 

prior to the construction of a dwelling would screen a future dwelling from the 

schoolhouse premises, once this planting had reached above two metres in height. 

[221] I further note Mr Smith’s evidence concerning the native plants to be planted 

within Lot 4 and a number of supplementary measures intended to enhance visual 

mitigation regarding the schoolhouse premises. 

[222] It is apparent from [120]–[124] of the Interim Decision that the EC was 

satisfied with the steps proposed to provide visual mitigation of the dwelling on Lot 4 

from Blue Mines Road. 

[223] Accordingly, there was an evidential basis for the EC’s conclusion that the 

adverse effects with respect to Lot 4 were no more than minor. 

[224] The weight to be given to the assessment of relevant considerations concerning 

the visual effects of the dwelling on Lot 4 was for the EC and not for reconsideration 

by this Court as a point of law.78 

Fourth ground of appeal — the rejection of Canyon’s submissions on conditions 

[225] In the Interim Decision, the EC directed Bendigo and the Council to confer and 

file a set of draft final conditions and granted leave to Canyon to file comments on 

those conditions.  Canyon filed comments on the conditions, proposing changes and 

additions to the conditions, to which Bendigo then responded.  In its Final Decision, 

the EC rejected the amendments sought by Canyon “on the grounds that they were not 

addressed in the evidence given at the hearing”.79  Canyon’s fourth ground of appeal 

 
78  Guardians of Paku Bay Association Inc., above n 22, at [31]; Brial v Queenstown Lakes District 

Council, above n 32, at [43]. 
79  Final Decision, above n 3, at [11]. 



 

 

is that the EC rejected Canyon’s submissions on the conditions out of hand without 

proper consideration, raising similar issues as to process as the first ground. 

[226] First, referring to Bendigo’s response to the EC’s Minute of 12 October 2021, 

Canyon submitted that Bendigo had made further changes to the proposal so that it in 

effect became the third revised proposal.  Canyon referred to the fact that Bendigo 

consulted with the Council concerning the proposed revised conditions but not with 

Canyon. 

[227] Second, Canyon submitted that the third revised proposal is now so different 

to the first revised proposal which was considered by the Council in the initial granting 

of the resource consent that a fresh application for resource consent should be made.   

[228] Third, Canyon submitted that the EC summarily rejected Canyon’s 

submissions on the conditions and submitted that it was more likely than not that the 

EC had not read them and thereby had not considered them. 

[229] Fourth, Canyon submitted that the EC’s decision to reject Canyon’s 

submissions outright was highly prejudicial to Canyon and constituted a breach of 

natural justice because: 

(a) the EC’s direction to “file and serve comments, if any” was broad and 

did not confine the scope of those comments to any particular matters; 

(b) the EC has a duty to properly consider any submissions requested that 

are relevant; 

(c) the amendments sought by Canyon were relevant and were based on 

the evidence called, as mitigation of effects was a key issue in the 

evidence and the submissions on conditions; and 

(d) to the extent there was no evidential basis for Canyon’s submissions on 

the conditions, this was because no opportunity was given to call 

evidence as to the changes in the third revised proposal.  



 

 

[230] Bendigo submitted that Canyon’s perceived prejudice is unfounded and arises 

from an incorrect reading of the EC’s Interim Decision.  Bendigo submitted that as 

soon as the EC declined Canyon’s appeal that the opportunity to adduce further matters 

going to the merits of the case had ended.  The Council concurred. 

[231] Bendigo submitted that Order B of the Interim Decision simply required 

Bendigo to confer with the Council and file updated conditions and the relevant plans.  

The reason for this is made clear in the Interim Decision under the heading “Anomalies 

resulting from surveyed plans” but also as a result of amendments sought and agreed 

to in evidence, including: 

(a) the requirement for a fire-defensible space around dwellings; 

(b) updating references in conditions to corrected and updated plans; and 

(c) amending the “simple gable roof” condition and providing 

accompanying explanation to the EC as required. 

[232] Bendigo and the Council submitted this was an orthodox request of the EC to 

ensure it had a complete set of provisions available to it for final approval.  However, 

it was acknowledged that in preparing the relevant plans Bendigo’s experts omitted to 

include the second mound on Lot 8.   

[233] By Order C of the Interim Decision the EC had permitted Canyon to submit 

“comments” on the draft final conditions.  Bendigo submitted that the choice of 

wording on the EC’s behalf was deliberate and reflected the finality of the proceeding, 

and that the Court had not afforded Canyon the right to reopen matters and make 

submissions thereon. 

[234] The “submissions on the conditions” lodged by Canyon were extensive and 

mostly irrelevant given that the EC had already decided the case.  It was unnecessary 

for the EC to reconsider its assessment in light of those submissions as the appeal had 

been declined and the consent granted.  The permission to file comments was not a 



 

 

further opportunity to make submissions on conditions that ought to have been raised 

by Canyon in legal submissions at the hearing. 

[235] Finally, Bendigo and the Council submitted that none of the conditions were 

directed to changing any of the EC’s substantive findings with respect to the proposal 

for which resource consent was required, namely lot configuration and building 

platform locations together with maximum building heights, all of which remained 

unchanged.  

[236] I reject Canyon’s submissions on this aspect of the case for the following 

reasons: 

(a) Canyon did not raise objection to Bendigo and the Council seeking 

amendments to the conditions either in its evidence or at the hearings; 

(b) as soon as the EC had declined the appeal on its merits the case had 

concluded; 

(c) the seeking of comment on the recommended conditions was a courtesy 

afforded to consider form not substance, as matters of substance had 

already been determined; and 

(d) just because the outcome as to Canyon’s submissions was adverse does 

not mean that the EC did not consider the submissions.   

[237] I find no evidence of breach of natural justice in this case.   

Relief  

[238] The appeal is dismissed. 

[239] With respect to the reinstatement of the second mound on Lot 8, I direct that 

the parties confer and liaise with the EC to replace the approved plans with a plan that 

correctly identifies the second mound on that allotment. 



 

 

[240] Costs shall follow the event and costs shall be awarded in favour of Bendigo 

and the Council on a 2B basis. 

 

 

 
Doogue J 

 
 
Solicitors:  
Antony Hamel, Dunedin 
Mactodd Lawyers, Queenstown 
Gallaway Cook Allan Lawyers, Dunedin 
CC: 
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ANNEXURE 1 
 
Subdivision 
 

1. The subdivision shall be undertaken in accordance with the Proposed 

Subdivision of Lot 2 DP 523873, Drawing 01, Rev B, dated 21.09.21 and 

Proposed Mitigation Plan Lot 2 DP 523873, Rev B, Drawing 03, dated 

21.9.21. 

2. All subdivisional works shall comply with NZS 4404:2004 and the 

Council’s July 2008 Addendum to NZS 4404:2004. 

3. The right of way easements shown on the plan of subdivision (as 

amended to delete access to Lot 7 in terms of Condition 1) and any other 

easements required to protect access and/or access to services shall be 

duly granted or reserved. For the avoidance of doubt no right of way 

easement shall be created to permit Lots 1- 6 or 8-11 or Lot 13 to achieve 

access via Lot 14 to Bendigo Loop Road. 

4. Prior to section 224(c) certification the carriageways within the right of ways 

that are to serve Lot 2, Lots 4-6 and Lots 8-11 shall be upgraded or 

constructed in accordance with NZS 4404:2004 and the Council’s July 

2008 Addendum as follows: 

 

a. Minimum 4.5 metre top width. 

b. Shallow trafficable side drains are allowable along generally 

level sections of carriageway. 

c. Rock armoured side water channels on steeper gradients (>10%). 

d. Well bound durable running course that is resistant to 

unravelling and provides good all weather traction. 

e. Suitably sized culverts located in watercourses as applicable. 

f. Access to individual lots (Lot 2, Lots 4-6 and Lots 8-11) to comply 

with Part 29 of the Council’s Roading Policies, January 2015. 

5. Prior to section 224(c) certification the consent holder shall provide 

entrances to Lots 1, 3 and 15 off Blue Mines Road to achieve compliance 

with Section 29 of the Council’s Roading Policies January 2015. 

6. Prior to section 224(c) certification the consent holder shall install a farm 

gate within Lot 14 adjacent to Lot 16 DP 324082 and Lot 17 DP 324082 

that shall be fitted with a lock. The function of this gate is to prevent the 

owners of Lots 1-6, 8- 11 or Lot 13 achieving access to Bendigo Loop 

Road via Lot 14. 



 

 

7. The owner of Lot 14 shall ensure that the gate referred to in Condition 6 is 

kept locked at all times except when in use for farm access purposes to 

ensure that the owners of Lots 1-6, 8-11 and Lot 13 are not able to achieve 

access to Bendigo Loop Road via Lot 14 

 

Note: Condition 7 shall be subject to a consent notice that shall be 

registered on the record for title for Lot 14 and Lot 15 pursuant to 

section 221 of the Resource Management Act 1991. 

 

8. At the time a residential activity (new dwelling) is constructed on Lot 2, Lots 

4-6 and Lots 8-11 domestic water and fire fighting storage is to be provided 

by a standard 30,000 litre tank on Lot 2, Lots 4-6 and Lots 8-11. Of this 

total capacity, a minimum of 20,000 litres shall be maintained at all times 

as a static fire fighting reserve. Alternatively an 11,000 litre fire fighting 

reserve is to be made available to the building in association with a 

domestic sprinkler system installed in the building to an approved 

standard. A fire fighting connection is to be located within 90 metres of any 

proposed building on the site 

 

In order to ensure that connections are compatible with Fire and 

Emergency New Zealand equipment the fittings are to comply with the 

following standards: 

 

a. Either: 70 mm Instantaneous Couplings (Female) NZS 4505, or 100 

mm Suction Coupling (Female) NZS 4505 (hose tail is to be the same 

diameter as the threaded coupling (e.g. 100 mm coupling has 100 

mm hose tail) provided that the consent holder shall provide written 

confirmation from the Fire and Emergency New Zealand to the Chief 

Executive to confirm that the couplings are appropriate for fire 

fighting purposes. 

b. The connection shall have a hardstand area adjacent to it to allow a 

Fire and Emergency New Zealand appliance to park on it. The 

hardstand area shall be located at the centre of a clear working 

space with a minimum width of 4.5 metres. Access shall be 

maintained at all times to the hardstand area. 

Note: For more information on how to comply with Condition 8 above or 



 

 

on how to provide for NZFS operational requirements refer to the New 

Zealand Fire Service Fire Fighting Water Supplies Code of Practice SNZ 

PAS 4509:2008. In particular, the following should be noted: 

 

• For more information on suction sources see Appendix B, 

SNZ PAS 4509:2008, Section B2; 

• For more information on flooded sources see Appendix B, 

SNZ PAS 4509:2008, Section B3. 

 

9. Fire fighting water supply may be provided by means other than that 

provided for in Condition 8 above if the written approval of Fire and 

Emergency New Zealand is obtained for the proposed method. 

10. The water tanks referred to in Condition 8 shall be buried or located such 

that they are not visible from outside the site and the water tanks shall be 

green, black or olive (green- brown) in colour. 

 

Note: Conditions 8-10 shall be subject to a consent notice that shall be 

registered on the record of titles for Lot 2, Lots 4-6 and Lots 8-11 pursuant 

to section 221 of the Resource Management Act 1991. 

 

11. Prior to section 224(c) certification an adequate domestic water supply 

shall be provided to the boundary of Lot 2, Lots 4-6 and Lots 8-11 from the 

School House Services Company water scheme that is to comply with the 

following: 

a. A bacteriological and chemical water test of the water supply 

sourced from a suitably qualified laboratory shall be provided prior 

to section 224(c) certification with an accompanying laboratory 

report highlighting any non- compliance with Maximum Allowable 

Values (MAV’s) and Guideline Values (GV’s) under the Drinking 

Water Standards for New Zealand 2005 (Revised 2008) and 

outlining appropriate means of remedial treatment. 

b. the consent holder shall provide the formal ownership, management 

and operational document to demonstrate the extent of supply, on-

going provision of appropriate water quality, security of supply and 

daily water entitlement to each of Lot 2, Lots 4-6 and Lots 8-11; such 

entitlement to be a minimum daily allocation of 1,000 litres of potable 



 

 

supply per day to Lot 2, Lots 4-6 and Lots 8-11. 

c. A report from a suitably experienced person is to be provided by the 

consent holder to alert successors to available solutions and the 

likely impact of costs and operation of the water treatment process 

to reduce total hardness, iron and manganese to acceptable levels. 

d. In the event that the consent holder chooses to treat the domestic 

water at the source of supply, such treatment shall provide domestic 

water in full compliance with the Drinking Water Standards for New 

Zealand 2005 (Revised 2008) including all maximum allowable 

values (MAV’s) as detailed in the laboratory report. The installation 

of the treatment plant and satisfactory water quality testing is 

required prior to section 224(c) certification. 

e. Documentation to be provided to the Chief Executive to confirm that 

the School House Services Company water scheme is registered 

with Public Health South (or that application has been made for such 

registration). 

12. a. At the time a dwelling is erected on Lot 2, Lots 4-6 and Lots 8-11 

point of use treatment shall be provided if such action is 

necessary to achieve full compliance with the Drinking Water 

Standards for New Zealand 2005 (Revised 2008) by means outlined 

in the laboratory report (provided in terms of Condition 11(a) above) 

or other solution acceptable to the Chief Executive. The water shall 

as a minimum requirement, achieve full compliance with all 

Maximum Allowable Values (MAV’s) as detailed in the laboratory 

report and the consent holder or successor shall be aware of any 

exceedance of the Guideline Values (GV’s) for which additional 

treatment is strongly recommended. The point of use treatment shall 

also be installed to reduce total hardness, iron and manganese 

to acceptable levels. 

b. The consent holder or successor shall ensure that: 

(i) The supplier of any treatment equipment shall provide a 

certificate from a suitably qualified person confirming that the 

system operated in accordance with the operating and 

maintenance procedures, will supply water suitable for human 

consumption in compliance with Drinking Water Standards for 

New Zealand 2005 (revised 2008). 



 

 

(ii) A copy of the operating and maintenance instructions for any 

treatment equipment installed in terms of Condition 12(a) 

above and a copy of the suppliers certificate in terms of 

Condition 12(b)(i) above shall be lodged with the Chief 

Executive. 

(iii) Any treatment equipment installed in terms of Condition 12(a) 

and Condition 12(b)(i) above shall be properly maintained and 

operated by the consent holder or successor. 

(iv) The water test, laboratory report and total hardness, iron and 
manganese reduction report required in terms of Conditions 
11(a) and (c) is drawn to the attention of the consent holder 
and successor. 

 

Note: Condition 12 shall be subject to a consent notice that shall be 

registered on the record of titles for Lot 2, Lots 4-6 and Lots 8-11 pursuant 

to section 221 of the Resource Management Act 1991. 

 

13. Prior to section 224(c) certification a separate water supply connection 

including water restrictor or meter and approved Acuflo toby valve and box 

shall be installed from the School House Services Company water scheme 

to the boundary of Lot 2, Lots 4-6 and Lots 8-11 such that the flow is 

controlled to the predetermined water allocation. 

 

 Note: As built records of the subdivision reticulation shall be provided to 

the Chief Executive 

 

14. Prior to the presentation of the survey plan for section 223 approval the 

consent holder shall commission an On-Site Wastewater Disposal Report 

from a suitably experienced professional confirming the adequacy of Lot 

2, Lots 4-6 and Lots 8-11 for on-site wastewater disposal consistent with 

Clause 5.5 of the Council’s July 2008 Addendum to NZS 4404:2004. 

15. At the time a dwelling is erected on Lot 2, Lots 4-6 and Lots 8-11 an on-

site wastewater disposal system that complies with the requirements of 

AS/NZ 1547:2012 “On-site Domestic Wastewater Management” shall be 

designed by a suitably qualified professional and installed to serve the 

dwellings on Lot 2, Lots 4-6 and Lots 8-11. 

16. A copy of the design and designer producer statement shall be supplied to 

the Chief Executive. The dwelling shall not be constructed until the design 



 

 

and producer statement have been supplied to the Chief Executive. 

17. The designer shall supervise the installation and construction of the system 

and shall provide a construction producer statement to the Chief 

Executive. 

18. An operation and maintenance manual shall be provided to the owner of 

the system by the designer and a copy supplied to the Chief Executive. 

This manual shall include a maintenance schedule and an as-built of the 

system dimensioned in relation to the legal property boundaries. A code 

of compliance certificate for the dwelling and/or disposal system shall not 

be issued until the construction producer statement and a copy of the 

owner’s maintenance and operating manual have been supplied to the 

Chief Executive. The maintenance and operating manual shall be 

transferred to each subsequent owner of the disposal system. 

19. Disposal areas shall be located such that the maximum separation (in all 

instances greater than 50 metres) is obtained from any water course or any 

water supply bore. 

 

Note: Conditions 15-19 shall be subject to a consent notice that shall be 

registered on the record of titles for Lot 2, Lots 4-6 and Lots 8-11 

pursuant to section 221 of the Resource Management Act 1991. 

 

20. It shall be the consent holder’s responsibility to obtain the consent of the 

network utility provider as to the position of any new electricity services to 

serve Lot 2, Lots 4-6 and Lots 8-11. The consent holder shall be 

responsible for installing an operational connection to electricity services 

underground to the boundary of Lot 2, Lots 4-6 and Lots 8-11 prior to 

section 224(c) certification. 

21. The consent holder shall supply evidence of the consent referred to in 

Condition 20 to the Chief Executive. 

22. It shall be the responsibility of the consent holder to meet the costs 

associated with the installation of any new electricity reticulation provided in 

accordance with Condition 20 to serve Lot 2, Lots 4-6 and Lots 8-11. 

23. Either: 

 a. Prior to section 224(c) certification the consent holder shall install 

operational underground connections to telecommunication 

services to serve Lot 2, Lots 4- 6 and Lots 8-11; or 



 

 

 b. Lot 2, Lots 4-6 and Lots 8-11 will be reliant on other means of 

telecommunication services such as cellular, satellite or wifi 

connection and it shall be the responsibility of the consent holder or 

successor to establish any landline telecommunication services to 

serve Lot 2, Lots 4-6 and Lots 8-11 in future. 

 

Note: Condition 23(b) shall be subject to a consent notice that shall be 

registered on the record of titles for Lot 2, Lots 4-6 and Lots 8-11 

pursuant to section 221 of the Resource Management Act 1991 in 

the event that operational landline connections are not provided for 

telecommunication services to Lot 2, Lots 4-6 and Lots 8-11 prior to 

section 224(c) certification. 

 

24. It shall be the responsibility of the consent holder or successor to provide 

adequate electricity and telecommunication services to the land held in 

Lot 1 and Lot 3 as these services have not been provided at the time of 

subdivision to this land which is to be used for viticultural purposes. 

 

Note: Condition 24 shall be subject to a consent notice that shall be 

registered on the record of titles for Lot 1 and Lot 3 pursuant to 

section 221 of the Resource Management Act 1991. 

 

25. Payment of a reserves contribution of $9,550.00 (exclusive of goods and 

services tax) calculated in terms of Rule 15.6.1(1) of the Operative 

District Plan on the basis of ten new allotments (allowing a credit for the 

existing record of title). 

26. The building platforms on Lot 2, Lots 4-6 and Lots 8-11 shown on the 

plan of subdivision shall be identified as residential building platforms on 

the survey plan presented for section 223 approval. 

27. Any dwelling and accessory building on Lot 2, Lots 4-6 and Lots 8-11 shall 

be located on the residential building platforms on Lot 2, Lots 4-6 and Lots 

8-11 as identified on the survey plan. 

28. Any dwelling and accessory building on Lot 2, Lots 4-6 and Lots 8-11 

shall have a maximum height of 6.0 metres above existing ground level 

as at 4 February 2019. 



 

 

29. Any dwelling and accessory building on Lot 2, Lots 4-6 and Lots 8-11 

shall comply with Rule 4.7.6D(a)(i) – (iii) of the Operative Central Otago 

District Plan that relates to the materials to be used in building finishes 

and colours for exterior walls, accents and trim and roofs provided that: 

 

 a. Exterior paint colours shall be recessive with a maximum reflectivity 

values of 30% and shall be a matt finish; and 

 b. Stain colours shall be of a natural hue or black, rather than other 

colours; and 

 c. Roof cladding shall have a maximum reflectivity value of 20% or less 

and shall be dark recessive colours in the range of browns, greys – 

not black/ebony; and 

 d. Roof cladding shall be either Cedar shakes or shingles, metal roofing 

with standing seam profile, corrugate. Multi rib or trapezoidal roofing 

is not permitted. 

 e. Dwellings and accessory buildings shall be designed to have simple 

gable roof forms, with roof pitches in the range of 25 to 45 degrees. 

 

Note: Simple gable roof forms are to consist of uniform horizontal lengths, 

peaks and pitches on both sides of the roof peak. This rule allows for 

multiple gable formations within each building platform. 

 

30. Any dwelling and accessory building on Lot 2, Lots 4-6 and Lots 8-11 

shall utilise low intensity indirect light sources for all exterior lighting 

applications. Flood lighting or accent lighting is not permitted. 

 

Note: Conditions 27-30 shall be subject to a consent notice that shall be 

registered on the record of titles for Lot 2, Lots 4-6 and Lots 8-11 

pursuant to section 221 of the Resource Management Act 1991. 

 

31. The curtilages on Lot 2, Lots 4-6 and Lots 8-11 shown on the plan of 

subdivision shall be identified as curtilages on the survey plan presented 

for section 223 approval with the areas of such curtilages to be specified 

on the survey plan. 

32. All domestic landscaping and structures including but not limited to 

clotheslines, outdoor seating areas, external lighting, swimming pools, 

play structures, vehicle parking, pergolas and lawns shall be confined to 



 

 

the curtilages on Lot 2, Lots 4-6 and Lots 8-11 as identified on the survey 

plan. 

 

Note: Condition 32 shall be subject to a consent notice that shall be 

registered on the record of titles for Lot 2, Lots 4-6 and Lots 8-11 

pursuant to section 221 of the Resource Management Act 1991. 

 

33. Prior to section 224(c) certification the consent holder shall provide 

documentation to demonstrate that Lot 13 will be held in eight undivided 

one-eighth shares by the owners of Lot 2, Lots 4-6 and Lots 8-11 through 

an appropriate entity such as a limited liability company. 

34. Pursuant to section 220(1)(b)(iii) of the Resource Management Act 1991: 

 

“That Lot 14 hereon and Lot 15 hereon be held in the same record 

of title (see CSN Request ).” 

 

35. Provision shall be made via an easement over Lot 15 to permit public 

pedestrian and cycle access to the Bendigo School Site ruins and 

curtilage from Blue Mines Road. 

36. Prior to section 224(c) certification the consent holder shall install a 

storey board, stone entranceway and such fencing as is necessary to 

protect Lot 15. 

37. Prior to section 224(c) certification the consent holder shall lodge a 

Structural Landscape Plan that has been prepared by a suitably qualified 

ecologist in consultation with a suitably qualified landscape architect and 

the Director-General of Conservation; such Structural Landscape Plan 

shall provide for the regeneration of indigenous vegetation within Lot 13 as 

follows: 

 a. Identify areas where native planting is to be planted on Lot 13; and 

 b. Undertake an Ecological Survey to identify the areas of existing 

indigenous vegetation on Lots 1 to 15 hereon to be retained; and 

 c. Describe the management regime required to achieve 

regeneration of indigenous vegetation on Lot 13; and 

 d. Provide for the removal of exotic tree species with wilding 

propensity from Lots 1 to 15 hereon; and 

 e. Establish native plantings on Lot 13 to comprise a minimum of 5,000 

plants; and 



 

 

f. Any native planting for screening purposes at the periphery of Lot 13 

to be in naturalistic clumps of kanuka; and 

g. The naturalistic clumps of kanuka planted for screening purposes 

shall be irrigated for the first 5 years to assist establishment of those 

plants; and 

h. All native plants planted on Lot 13 shall be provided with rabbit 

protection guards; and 

i. Wool mulch/ wool matting shall be installed for each plant; 

j. Particular consideration shall be given to the appropriate placement 

and arrangement of plantings for the purpose of maximising visual 

mitigation of the building platform on Lot 4, when viewed from Blue 

Mines Road and the historic schoolhouse; and 

k. Particular consideration shall be given to providing a more 

naturalistic appearance of native vegetation as to integrate the lineal 

vegetation along the western boundary line within Lots 8 – 11 and 13, 

when viewed from Lot 18 DP 324082; and 

l. As part of the Structural Landscape Plan, a management strategy 

shall be prepared to address the retention and/or staged removal of 

any exotic vegetation with low wilding potential that is proposed to 

be retained for landscape or amenity purposes. 

m. The Structural Landscape Plan shall be accompanied by certification 

from the Council’s Planning Manager that the Structural Landscape 

Plan complies with this condition. 

38. Prior to section 224(c) certification the consent holder shall establish native 

plantings on Lot 13 in accordance with the Structural Landscape Plan 

including the provision of irrigation and rabbit protection guards; and the 

consent holder shall remove all exotic trees with wilding propensity from 

Lot 13. 

39. Prior to section 224(c) certification the consent holder shall establish native 

plantings on Lot 2, Lots 4-6 and Lots 8-11 in accordance with a planting 

plan prepared by a suitably qualified ecologist, with input from a suitably 

qualified landscape architect as follows: 

 a. Identify areas where native plantings are to be planted on Lot 2, Lots 

4-6 and Lots 8-11; and 

 b. The native plantings shall consist of 500 native plants on each of Lot 

2, Lots 4- 6 and Lots 8-11; and 



 

 

 c. Any native planting for screening purposes at the periphery of Lots 

8-11 to be in naturalistic clumps of kanuka; and 

 d. The naturalistic clumps of kanuka planted for screening purposes on 

Lots 8- 11 shall be irrigated for the first 5 years to assist establishment 

of those plants; and 

 e. All native plants to be planted on Lot 2, Lots 4-6 and Lots 8-11 shall be 

provided with rabbit protection guards. 

 f. Wool mulch/ wool matting shall be installed for each plant. 

 g. Particular consideration shall be given to the appropriate placement 

and arrangement of plantings for the purpose of maximising visual 

mitigation of the building platform on Lot 4, when viewed from Blue 

Mines Road and the historic schoolhouse. 

 h. Particular consideration shall be given to providing a more 

naturalistic appearance of native vegetation as to integrate the lineal 

vegetation along the western boundary line within Lots 8 – 11 and 

13, when viewed from Lot 18 DP 324082. 

40. The native plantings established in accordance with Condition 38 shall be 

maintained by the owner(s) of Lot 13 (being the owners of Lots 1-6 and 

Lots 8-11). Any such native plants that die or are lost to disease shall be 

replaced in the first available planting season following such loss. 

41. No exotic tree species with wilding propensity shall be planted on Lots 1-

6, Lots 8- 11 and Lot 13. 

42. Any native plants to be planted on Lots 1-6, Lots 8-11 and Lot 13 shall be 

selected from the species identified as the most ecologically appropriate 

native species for planting at Bendigo as listed in the correspondence 

from Cees Bevers, Ecologist, of Landpro Limited dated 23 September 

2019 that was presented at the hearing; provided that such plantings 

shall exclude manuka and shall involve the planting of trees and shrubs 

comprising locally sourced genetic material (from within the Dunstan 

Ecological District). 

 

Note: Conditions 40 - 42 shall be subject to a consent notice that shall be 

registered on the record of titles for Lots 1-6, Lots 8-11 and Lot 13 

pursuant to section 221 of the Resource Management Act 1991. 

 



 

 

43. The native plantings established in accordance with Condition 39 shall be 

maintained by the owners of Lot 2, Lots 4-6 and Lots 8-11. Any such 

native plants that die or are lost to disease shall be replanted in the first 

available planting season following such loss. 

 

Note:  Condition 43 shall be subject to a consent notice that shall be 

registered on the record of titles for Lot 2, Lots 4-6 and Lots 8-11 

pursuant to section 221 of the Resource Management Act 1991. 

 

44. Prior to section 224(c) certification the consent holder shall undertake 

mounding at the south-east boundary of Lot 13 adjacent to Blue Mines 

Road as shown on the plan of subdivision; such mounding to build up the 

existing low lying ridge with any associated mounding to provide 

screening of the building platforms on Lots 8-11 as viewed from Blue 

Mines Road. The mounding required in terms of this condition shall be 

vegetated consistent with the vegetation in the immediate vicinity. 

45. The vegetation established on the mounding provided in accordance with 

Condition 44 shall be maintained by the owner(s) of Lot 13 (being the 

owners of Lots 1-6 and Lots 8- 11). 

Note: Condition 45 shall be subject to a consent notice that shall be 

registered on the record of titles for Lots 1-6, Lots 8-11 and Lot 13 

pursuant to section 221 of the Resource Management Act 1991. 

 

46. Prior to section 224(c) certification the consent holder shall provide an 

Archaeological Assessment from a suitably qualified person relating to any 

archaeological features and values present on the site. 

47. The consent holder shall ensure that any earthworks associated with the 

creation of residential building platforms and associated works (including 

access) do not adversely affect any archaeological features and values 

identified in the Archaeological Assessment, unless an archaeological 

authority has been granted by Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga. 

The consent holder shall adopt the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere 

Taonga Archaeological Discovery Protocol that is attached to the Heritage 

New Zealand Pouhere Taonga submission on RC 190040. 

 



 

 

Note: It is noted that the consent holder and Heritage New Zealand 

Pouhere Taonga have agreed that: 

 

 a. As the residential building platforms on Lots 4, 5 and 6 will 

require an access driveway and services trench to cross an 

identified water race that the access and services trench will 

cross the water race at the same point. A culvert is to be placed 

within the water race where the access and services trench 

crosses; and each end of the culvert is to be finished with 

stacked schist, to make a feature of the water race; and 

 b. All identified mine shafts are to be protected by way of grating 

permanently placed over the top of these features to stop persons 

from falling down into these features and to protect these 

features from further degradation; and 

 c. Earthworks are to be restricted to the 25m x 25m residential 

building platforms and curtilage areas shown on the plan of 

subdivision; and 

 d. The right of way that provides access to Lots 2, 4, 5 and 6 

coincides with the location of an old dray road/track. An 

archaeological authority will need to be applied for with respect to 

upgrading of the carriageway and the excavation of a services 

trench within the right of way. 

48. The owner(s) of Lots 1-6 and Lots 8-11 is/are aware of and will take all 

reasonable and appropriate steps to advise all purchasers, lessees, 

licensees or tenants, or any other user coming to use having an interest 

in Lots 1-6 and Lots 8-11 or any part thereof: 

 

 a. The proximity of adjoining pastoral farming, viticultural and 

horticultural properties. 

 b. The usual incidences of pastoral farming, viticulture and horticulture 

including (but without limitation), stock handling, haymaking (through 

the night), spraying (including spraying of pesticides), rabbit control 

(by use of helicopters, poisoning and night shooting), deer stag 

roaring, 24 hour overhead irrigation, harvesting, frost fighting 

(including wind machines, helicopters, heat pots and sprinklers), 

land cultivation and associated dust and noise, audible bird scaring, 

crop netting, use of machinery and traffic movement associated with 



 

 

crop harvesting, all of which may have consequences beyond the 

boundaries of the proximate rural pastoral farming, viticulture or 

horticulture properties. 

49. All new boundary fences on Lot 1 and Lot 3 and any fences around or on 

the curtilage areas of Lot 2, Lots 4-6 and Lots 8-11 shall be post – and 

wire with rabbit fencing. 

 

 Note: All new boundary fences on Lot 1 and Lot 3 and any fences around 

or on the curtilage areas of Lot 2, Lots 4-6 and Lots 8-11 shall be post – 

and wire with rabbit fencing. 

 

50. There shall be no new boundary fences on Lot 2, Lots 4-6 and Lots 8-11. 
 

Note: Condition 50 shall be subject to a consent notice that shall be 

registered on the record of titles for Lot 2, Lots 4-6 and Lots 8-11 

pursuant to section 221 of the Resource Management Act 1991. 

 

51. All land use activities including any new buildings/structures, earthworks, 

fences and any operation of mobile plant and/or persons working near 

exposed line parts on Lot 3 shall comply with the New Zealand Electrical 

Code of Practice for Electrical Safe Distances (NZECP 34:2001). 

 

Note: Condition 51 shall be subject to a consent notice that shall be 

registered on the record of title for Lot 3 pursuant to section 221 of 

the Resource Management Act 1991. 

 

52. There shall be no subdivision of Lot 14 and Lot 15. 

 

 Note: Condition 52 shall be subject to a consent notice that shall be 

issued on the record of title for Lot 14 and Lot 15 pursuant to section 221 of 

the Resource Management Act 1991. 

 

53. Prior to section 224(c) certification the consent holder shall undertake 

mounding and mitigation plantings within Lots 6-11 in accordance with the 

Proposed Subdivision of Lot 2 DP 523873, Drawing 01, Rev B, dated 

21.09.21 and Proposed Mitigation Plan Lot 2 DP 523873, Rev B, Drawing 

03, dated 21.9.21. 



 

 

54. The vegetation established on the mounding provided in accordance with 

Condition 53 shall be maintained by the owner(s) of the respective lots in 

which it is located (being the owners of Lots 6-11). 

 

Note: Condition 54 shall be subject to a consent notice that shall be 

registered on the record of title for Lot 6-11 pursuant to section 

221 of the Resource Management Act 1991. 

 

55. For the purpose of mitigating the potential severity of hazard caused by 

wildfire, the consent holder or successor shall ensure that a defendable 

space of no less than 20m from each side of the building platforms located 

on Lots 2, 4-6, and 8-11 is maintained at all times. Within the 20m 

defendable space any planted vegetation shall be low selected for its low 

flammability and shall be maintained in isolated clumps so as to provide 

opportunities to halt or slow the spread of fire. 

 

Note: Condition 55 shall be subject to a consent notice that shall be 

registered on the record of title for Lot 6-11 pursuant to section 221 of the 

Resource Management Act 1991. 

 

Notes: 

1. All charges incurred by the Council relating to the administration, 

inspection and supervision of conditions of subdivision consent shall 

be paid prior to section 224(c) certification. 

2. A development contribution of $17,720.00 (exclusive of Goods and 

Services Tax) is payable for roading pursuant to the Council’s Policy 

on Development and Financial Contributions contained in the Long 

Term Community Plan. Payment is due upon application under the 

Resource Management Act 1991 for certification pursuant to section 

224(c). The Council may withhold a certificate under section 224(c) 

of the Resource Management Act 1991 if the required Development 

and Financial Contributions have not been paid, pursuant to section 

208 of the Local Government Act 2002 and Section 15.5.1 of the 

Operative District Plan. 

3. Any trees or vegetation planted shall comply with the Electricity 

(Hazards from Trees) Regulations 2003 or any subsequent revision 

of the regulations. 



 

 

4. Please be advised that Transpower NZ Ltd has a right to access its 

existing assets under s23 of the Electricity Act 1992. Any 

development must not preclude or obstruct this right of access. It is 

an offence under s163(f) Electricity Act 1992 to intentionally obstruct 

any person in the performance of any duty or in doing any work that 

the person has the lawful authority to do under s23 of the Electricity 

Act 1992. 

 

Land Use 

 

1. This land use consent authorises residential building platforms on Lot 2, 

Lots 4-6 and Lots 8-11 as shown on the Proposed Subdivision of Lot 2 DP 

523873 Rev B Drawing 01 and Proposed Mitigation Plan Lot 2 DP 523873 

Rev B Drawing 03 dated 21.9.21. 

2. Any dwelling and accessory building on Lot 2, Lots 4-6 and Lots 8-11 shall 

be located on the residential building platforms on Lot 2, Lots 4-6 and Lots 

8-11 as identified on the survey plan. 

3. Any dwelling and accessory building on Lot 2, Lots 4-6 and Lots 8-11 shall 

have a maximum height of 6.0 metres above existing ground level as at 4 

February 2019. 

4. Any dwelling and accessory building on Lot 2, Lots 4-6 and Lots 8-11 shall 

comply with Rule 4.7.6D(a)(i) – (iii) of the Operative Central Otago District 

Plan that relates to the materials to be used in building finishes and colours 

for exterior walls, accents and trim and roofs provided that: 

 

a. Exterior paint colours shall be recessive with a maximum reflectivity 

values of 30% and shall be a matt finish; and 

b. Stain colours shall be of a natural hue or black, rather than other 
colours; and 

c. Roof cladding shall have a maximum reflectivity value of 20% or less 

and shall be dark recessive colours in the range of browns, greys – 

not black/ebony; and 

d. Roof cladding shall be either Cedar shakes or shingles, metal roofing 

with standing seam profile, corrugate. Multi rib or trapezoidal roofing 

is not permitted. 

e. Dwellings and accessory buildings shall be designed to have simple 

gable roof forms, with roof pitches in the range of 25 to 45 degrees. 



 

 

 

 Note: Simple gable roof forms are to consist of uniform horizontal 

lengths, peaks and pitches on both sides of the roof peak. This rule 

allows for multiple gable formations within each building platform. 

 

5. Any dwelling and accessory building on Lot 2, Lots 4-6 and Lots 8-11 shall 

utilise low intensity indirect light sources for all exterior lighting 

applications. Flood lighting or accent lighting is not permitted. 

6. Pursuant to section 125(1) of the Resource Management Act 1991 this 

land use consent lapses 10 years after the date of commencement of this 

consent. 

7. Unless it is otherwise specified in the conditions of this consent, compliance 

with any monitoring requirement imposed by this consent shall be at the 

consent holder’s expense. 

8. The consent holder shall pay to the Council all required administration 

charges fixed by the Council pursuant to section 36 of the Act in relation 

to: 

 

a. Administration, monitoring and inspection relating to this consent; and 

b. Charges authorised by regulations. 

 

Note: Land use consent will be required to authorise residential activity on 

Lot 2, Lots 4-6 and Lots 8-11 pursuant to Rule 4.7.2(i) of the Operative 

District Plan. 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 



   
 

 

 

  

 
          

Our Reference: A1461131 
 

 

 

Consent No. RM19.345.01 
 

 

         

     

WATER PERMIT 
 

 

     

Pursuant to Section 104C of the Resource Management Act 1991, the Otago 
Regional Council grants consent to: 

 

     

Name: Enfield Limited 
 

 

   

Address: 22 Stowell Drive, RD 3, Cromwell 
 

 

 

To take and use primary allocation surface water from Poison Creek and an unnamed 
tributary of Poison Creek, to discharge water to an unnamed tributary of Poison Creek 
and retake for the purpose of irrigation and stock water supply 
 

For a term expiring on 30 December 2035 
 

 

 

         

 

Location of Point of Abstraction: Site 1: Poison Creek, approximately 1.35 kilometres 
west of the intersection of Wailana Heights Drive 
and Pukekowhai Driver, Luggate 

Site 2: An unnamed tributary of Poison Creek, 
approximately 1.39 kilometres west northwest of the 
intersection of Wailana Heights Drive and 
Pukekowhai Driver, Luggate 
 

 

 

 

Legal Description of land at points of abstraction:  Lot 3 DP 427927 

 
 

 

Legal Description of lands where water is to be used:  Lot 7 DP 381579 
    Lot 3 DP 427927 
    Lot 1 DP 487478 
    Lot 1 DP 474192 

 
 

 

  

Map Reference at point of abstraction (NZTM2000):  Site 1: E1307447 N5032125 

Site 2: E1307433 N5032350 
 

 

  

Conditions 
 

 

         

Specific 

1. a) The take and use of surface water as primary allocation from Poison Creek 
and augmented water and primary allocation from an unnamed tributary of 
Poison Creek and the retake of water from water races and a reservoir for the 
irrigation of 111 hectares of pasture and stock water supply at the map 
references and land legally described above must be carried out in accordance 
with the plans and all information submitted with the application, detailed below 
and all referenced by the Consent Authority as consent number RM19.345: 
i. The application and supporting information received by the Consent Authority 
on 1 October 2019; and 
ii. Hearing evidence 28 April 2021. 
 
b) If there are any inconsistencies between any conditions of this consent and 
the application, the conditions of consent must prevail. 
 

 



   
 

 

 

2. This permit must not commence until Deemed Permits 95600.V1 and 95736.V1 
have been surrendered or expired. 
 

3. a) The rate of abstraction as primary allocation from Poison Creek and unnamed 
tributary of Poison Creek combined must not exceed 93 litres per second. 
b) The combined volume of abstraction under this permit must not exceed: 
i. 164,188 cubic metres per month; and  
ii.  829,685 cubic metres in each 12-month period, commencing 1 July of any 
year and ending 30 June of the following year. 
 

4. The Consent Holder must maintain a residual flow of at least 3.69 litres per 
second below the intake on Poison Creek at NZTM 2000 E1307447 N5032125 
at all times when the Consent Holder is exercising this consent to abstract water 
from the Creek. 
 

4A. When water is not being abstracted for the purposes of irrigation the rate of 
abstraction as primary allocation from Poison Creek and the unnamed tributary 
of Poison Creek combined must not exceed 45 litres per second. 
 

5. a) The Consent Holder must install a pipe below the intake at NZTM 2000 
E1307447 N5032125 provide the residual flow specified in Condition 4 prior to 
the first exercise of this consent.  
b) The Consent Holder must provide the Consent Authority photographs of the 
pipe within 10 working days following installation. Photographs must be in colour 
and be no smaller than 200 x 150 millimetres in size and be in JPEG form.   
c) The pipe must have the following minimum specifications: 
i. 4 centimetre diameter; 
ii. Made of plastic;  
iii. Length of 15 metres; and  
iv. Fall drop of 3 metres. 
 

Performance Monitoring 

6. a) The Consent Holder must maintain at the open intake on Poison Creek a: 
i. Water meter(s) that will measure the rate and the volume of water taken to 
within an accuracy of +/- 10% at NZTM 2000 E1307730 N5033235. The water 
meter must be capable of output to a datalogger. 
ii. Datalogger(s) that time stamps a pulse from the flow meter at least once every 
15 minutes and have the capacity to hold at least twelve months data of water 
taken. 
iii. Telemetry unit which sends all of the data to the Consent Authority. 
b) The Consent Holder must provide telemetry data once daily to the Consent 
Authority. The Consent Holder must ensure data compatibility with the Consent 
Authority’s time-series database and conform with Consent Authority’s data 
standards. 
c) Within 20 working days of the installation of the water meter/data 
logger/telemetry unit, any subsequent replacement of the water meter/data 
logger/telemetry unit, and at annual intervals thereafter, and at any time when 
requested by the Council, the Consent Holder must provide written certification 
to the Consent Authority signed by a suitably qualified person certifying, and 
demonstrating by means of a clear diagram, that: 
i. Each device is installed in accordance with the manufacturer’s specifications;  
ii. Data from the recording device can be readily accessed and/or retrieved in 
accordance with the conditions above; and 
iii. that the water meter has been verified as accurate. 



   
 

 

 

d) The water meter/data logger/telemetry unit must be installed and maintained 
throughout the duration of the consent in accordance with the manufacturer’s 
instructions. 
e) All practicable measures must be taken to ensure that the water meter and 
recording device(s) are fully functional at all times. 
f) The Consent Holder must ensure the water meter returns accurate readings at 
all times including by routinely checking the device and removing any ice or 
debris build up.  
g) The Consent Holder must report any malfunction of the water meter/data 
logger/telemetry unit, to the Consent Authority within 5 working days of 
observation of the malfunction. The malfunction must be repaired within 10 
working days of observation of the malfunction and the Consent Holder must 
provide proof of the repair, including photographic evidence, to the Consent 
Authority within 5 working days of the completion of repairs. 
Photographs must be in colour and be no smaller than 200 x 150 millimetres in 
size and be in JPEG form.   
Note: the water meter, data logger and telemetry unit should be safely 
accessible by the Consent Authority and its contractors at all times. The Water 
Measuring Device Verification Form and Calibration Form are available on the 
Consent Authority’s website. 
 

7. a) The Consent Holder must maintain at the piped offtake of the race a: 
i. Water meter(s) that which will measure the rate and the volume of water taken 
to within an accuracy of +/- 5% at NZTM 2000 E1307811 N5033167. The water 
meter must be capable of output to a datalogger. 
ii. A datalogger that time stamps a pulse from the flow meter at least once every 
15 minutes and has the capacity to hold at least twelve months data of water 
taken. 
iii. A telemetry unit which sends all of the data to the Consent Authority. 
b)  The Consent Holder must provide telemetry data once daily to the Consent 
Authority. The Consent Holder must ensure data compatibility with the Consent 
Authority’s time-series database and conform with Consent Authority’s data 
standards. 
 
c) Within 20 working days of the installation of the water meter / datalogger/ 
telemetry unit, any subsequent replacement of the water meter / datalogger/ 
telemetry unit and at 5-yearly intervals thereafter, and at any time when 
requested by the Council, the Consent Holder must provide written certification 
to the Consent Authority signed by a suitably qualified person certifying, and 
demonstrating by means of a clear diagram, that: 
i. Each device is installed in accordance with the manufacturer’s specifications;  
ii. Data from the recording device can be readily accessed and/or retrieved in 
accordance with the conditions above; and 
iii. That the water meter has been verified as accurate. 
d) The water meter / datalogger / telemetry unit must be installed and maintained 
throughout the duration of the consent in accordance with the manufacturer’s 
instructions. 
e) All practicable measures must be taken to ensure that the water meter and 
recording device(s) are fully functional at all times. 
f) The Consent Holder must report any malfunction of the water meter / 
datalogger/ telemetry unit to the Consent Authority within 5 working days of 
observation of the malfunction. The malfunction must be repaired within 10 
working days of observation of the malfunction and the Consent Holder must 
provide proof of the repair, including photographic evidence of any physical 
repairs, to the Consent Authority within 5 working days of the completion of 
repairs. 



   
 

 

 

 
Photographs must be in colour and be no smaller than 200 x 150 millimetres in 
size and be in JPEG form. 
 
Note: the water meter, data logger and telemetry unit should be safely 
accessible by the Consent Authority and its contractors at all times. The Water 
Measuring Device Verification Form and Calibration Form are available on the 
Consent Authority’s website. 
 

8. The pipe as required by Condition 5 must be maintained in good working order, 
to ensure the pipe is performing as designed. Records must be kept of all 
inspections and maintenance and these should be available to the Consent 
Authority on request. 
 

9. A water use efficiency report must be provided to the Consent Authority by 31 
July each year for the period commencing 1 July the previous year and ending 
30 June the current year. The report must assess the water use over the 
previous 12 months in respect of the efficient use of water for the purposes 
consented. This report must include, but not necessarily be limited to: 
 
a)     Area and crop type irrigated including a scaled map, aerial photograph (or 
Google Earth image)  
of the irrigated areas; 
b) Annual summary of the combined monthly volume of water abstracted from 
Poison Creek and the unnamed tributary of Poison Creek; 
c) Reasons why use may have varied from the previous year;  
d) Information demonstrating irrigation equipment that has been used and 
decision-making regarding efficiency of use (e.g. soil moisture data, irrigation 
scheduling, meter accuracy checks, computer control of irrigation) and any 
changes planned for the coming year;  
e) Measures undertaken to avoid loss or wastage of water including any bypass 
of water; 
f) Any changes or modifications to irrigation (and water conveyance) 
infrastructure; and 
g) Water conservation steps taken. 
 

General 

10. The Consent Holder must take all practicable steps to ensure that at all times:  
a) There is no leakage from pipes and structures;   
b) The use of water is confined to targeted areas, as illustrated on the attached 
plan as Appendix 1 to this consent;  
c) That the volume of water used for irrigation does not exceed that required for 
the soil to reach field capacity and avoids the use of water onto non-productive 
land such as impermeable surfaces; and  
d) That irrigation to land must not occur when the moisture content of the soils is 
at or above field capacity. 
 

Review 

11. The Consent Authority may, in accordance with sections 128 and 129 of the 
Resource Management Act 1991, serve notice on the Consent Holder of its 
intention to review the conditions of this resource consent within three months of 
each anniversary of the commencement of this resource consent or within two 
months of any enforcement action taken by the Consent Authority in relation to 



   
 

 

 

the exercise of this resource consent, for the purpose of: 
a) Determining whether the conditions of this resource consent are adequate to 
deal with any adverse effect on the environment which may arise from the 
exercise of the resource consent and which it is appropriate to deal with at a 
later stage, or which becomes evident after the date of commencement of the 
resource consent; 
b) Ensuring the conditions of this resource consent are consistent with any 
National Environmental Standards, relevant plans, and/or the Otago Regional 
Policy Statement; 
c) Reviewing the frequency of monitoring or reporting required under this 
resource consent; 
d) Reducing the consented instantaneous rate of abstraction, maximum monthly 
abstraction volume, and/or maximum annual abstraction volume (Condition 3); 
and/or changing the monitoring, operating, and reporting requirements 
(Conditions 6, 7, 8 and 9), in response to and/or to implement: 
i. the results of monitoring carried out under this resource consent; 
ii. water availability, including alternative water sources;  
iii. actual water use; 
iv. efficiency of water use; 
v. surface water allocation limits and minimum flows set out in any future 
regional plan, including any review of the Regional Plan: Water for Otago; 
vi. surface water quality limits set out in any future regional plan, including any 
review of the Regional Plan: Water for Otago; and/or 
vii. new statutory requirements for measuring, recording or data transmission. 
 
e) Imposing a minimum flow restriction as a condition on this resource consent if 
and when an operative regional plan sets a minimum flow for the catchment. 
 

Notes to Consent Holder 

1. If you require a replacement water permit upon the expiry date of this water 
permit, any new application should be lodged at least 6 months prior to the 
expiry date of this water permit.  Applying at least 6 months before the expiry 
date may enable you to continue to exercise this permit until a decision is made 
on the replacement application.  Failure to apply at least 3 months in advance of 
the expiry date may result in any primary allocation status being lost.  A late 
application may result in the application being treated as supplementary 
allocation if any such allocation is available. 
 

2. For the purposes of Condition 10, ‘Field Capacity’ means the amount of water 
that is able to be held in the soil after excess water has runoff. 
 

3. For the purposes of Conditions 6 and 7, the water meter, data logger and 
telemetry unit should be safely accessible by the Consent Authority and its 
contractors at all times. The Water Measuring Device Verification Form and 
Calibration Form are available on the Consent Authority’s website. 
 

4. Section 126 of the Resource Management Act 1991 provides that the Consent 
Authority may cancel this consent by written notice served on the Consent 
Holder if the consent has been exercised in the past but has not been exercised 
during the preceding five years. 
 

5. The Consent Holder is responsible for obtaining all other necessary consents, 
permits, and licences, including those under the Building Act 2004, the 
Biosecurity Act 1993, the Conservation Act 1987, and the Heritage New Zealand 



   
 

 

 

Pouhere Taonga Act 2014. This consent does not remove the need to comply 
with all other applicable Acts (including the Property Law Act 2007 and the 
Health and Safety at Work Act 2015), regulations, relevant Bylaws, and rules of 
law. This consent does not constitute building consent approval. Please check 
whether a building consent is required under the Building Act 2004. 
 

6. Under section 125 of the RMA, this consent lapses five years after the date it is 
granted unless: 
a. The consent is given effect to; or 
b. The Consent Authority extends the period after which the consent lapses. 
 

7. Where information is required to be provided to the Consent Authority, this is to 
be provided in writing to watermetering@orc.govt.nz, and the email heading is to 
reference RM19.345 and the condition/s the information relates to. 
 

8. The Consent Holder will be required to pay the Consent Authority an annual 
administration and monitoring charge to recover the actual and reasonable costs 
incurred to ensure ongoing compliance with the conditions attached to this 
consent, collected in accordance with Section 36 of the Resource Management 
Act 1991. 
 

9. The Consent Holder must be aware of any rules that relate to the control of farm 
contaminants in runoff and leaching of nutrients to groundwater in relevant 
Otago regional plans and National Environmental Standards. 
 

10. Water may be taken at any time for reasonable domestic or stock water 
purposes where and the taking or use does not, or is not likely to, have an 
adverse effect on the environment in accordance with Section 14 of the 
Resource Management Act 1991. 
 

11. Notice of Exemption WEX0193 applies to this Water Permit. 
 

 

         

    

Issued at Dunedin this 3rd day of May 2021 after a consent hearing by an independent 
decision maker under delegated authority 
 

 
Joanna Gilroy 

Manager Consents 
 

         

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 



   
 

 

 

 
 
 

Appendix 1: Irrigation area 
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Company Extract
QUEENSBURY IRRIGATION SCHEME LIMITED

1221266
NZBN: 9429036434442

Entity Type: NZ Limited Company
Incorporated: 26 Jul 2002
Current Status: Registered
Constitution Filed: Yes
Annual Return Filing Month: April

Ultimate holding company: No

Company Addresses

Registered Office
468 Bannockburn Road, Rd 2, Cromwell, 9384, NZ

Address for Service
Fyfe Karamaena Law Limited, Level 1, 1 Umbers Street, Three Parks, Wānaka,
9305, NZ

Directors

DAVIS, Mark Stuart
9 Queen Street, Mount Victoria, Wellington, 6011, NZ

DICKIE, Scott
468 Bannockburn Road, Rd 2, Cromwell, 9384, NZ

WILLS, Lynn
22 Stowell Drive, Cromwell, Cromwell, 9310, NZ

WILSON, Phillip John
296 Pukerangi Drive, Queensberry, Cromwell, 9383, NZ

Shareholdings

Total Number of Shares: 6,952

Extensive Shareholdings: Yes

1,296 1304813
JOVAL WINE GROUP (NZ) LIMITED
68 Queensberry Terrace, Rd 3, Cromwell, 9383, NZ
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Company Extract
QUEENSBURY IRRIGATION SCHEME LIMITED

1221266
NZBN: 9429036434442

600 SMITH, Glenys Margaret
219 Roslyn Road, Rd 6, Invercargill, 9876, NZ

SMITH, Lindsay Raymond
219 Roslyn Road, Rd 6, Invercargill, 9876, NZ

SMITH, Sherman Chadwick
219 Roslyn Road, Rd 6, Invercargill, 9876, NZ

500 965224
ENFIELD LIMITED
Campbell & Associates, 68 Russell Street, Westport, Null, NZ

486 1738178
GLENHILL LIMITED
3 Short Street, Rd 2, Cromwell, 9384, NZ

320 TAYLOR, Catherine
23 Fay Lane, Queensburry, Cromwell, 9383, NZ

TAYLOR, David
23 Fay Lane, Queensburry, Cromwell, 9383, NZ

320 JOHNSTONE, Mark Alan
Villa 14, Janabiya Villas, Gate 259, Block 547, Janabiya
Highway, Al Qurayyah, BH

320 WILLIAMS, Nicholas Ian
U216 7-11 Heirisson Way, Victoria Park, Western Australia
6100, 6100, AU

320 WOERLEE, Richard John
42 Clear View Lane, Rd 5, Swannanoa, 7475, NZ

WOERLEE, Susan Jane
42 Clear View Lane, Rd 5, Swannanoa, 7475, NZ

320 MURPHY, Daniel
39 Waihakeke Road, Carterton, 5792, NZ

O'HARA, Rochelle
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Company Extract
QUEENSBURY IRRIGATION SCHEME LIMITED

1221266
NZBN: 9429036434442

39 Waihakeke Road, Carterton, 5792, NZ

300 BRYCE, Peter
8b Kenilworth Road, Oamaru North, Oamaru, 9400, NZ

240 DYE, Marcus John
6 Jack Young Place, Albert Town, Wānaka, 9305, NZ

FAIRMAID, Adam
6 Jack Young Place, Albert Town, Wānaka, 9305, NZ

THOMSON, Lucy Alexandra
6 Jack Young Place, Albert Town, Wānaka, 9305, NZ

204 CHETTLE, Sarah Jane
Dairy House, Dorchester, DT2 8DN, GB

200 FIELD, Catherine
29 Voss Road, Rd 4, Christchurch, 7674, NZ

FIELD, Charlotte
142 Pukerangi Drive, Queensberry, Cromwell, 9383, NZ

FIELD, Richard
29 Voss Road, Rd 4, Christchurch, 7674, NZ

VAN BILJON, Daniel
142 Pukerangi Drive, Queensberry, Cromwell, 9383, NZ

200 NINKIE, Helen Maree
15 Acheron Heights, Hanmer Springs, Hanmer Springs, 7334,
NZ

WATKINS, Christopher Ian
15 Acheron Heights, Hanmer Springs, Hanmer Springs, 7334,
NZ

200 BINNS, Russell John
231 Beacon Point Road, Wānaka, 9305, NZ

BINNS, Yvonne Marie
231 Beacon Point Road, Wānaka, 9305, NZ
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Company Extract
QUEENSBURY IRRIGATION SCHEME LIMITED

1221266
NZBN: 9429036434442

186 WILLIAMS, Russell Lloyd
8 Pipi Lane, Rd 6, Omaha, 0986, NZ

180 NOCK, Michael Norman
89 Sicilian Lane, Lake Hayes, Queenstown, 9371, NZ

140 GORDON, Toni Leanne
21 Kamura Street, Tainui, Dunedin, 9013, NZ

92 2266812
WATERFALL CREEK LIMITED
Tanya Simmonds, 299 Wanaka-mount Aspiring Road,
Wanaka, 9382, NZ

40 KARAMAENA, Hemi Teua Hapuka
128 Willowbank Road, Queensberry, Cromwell, 9383, NZ

KARAMAENA, Rebecca Mary
128 Willowbank Road, Queensberry, Cromwell, 9383, NZ

For further details relating to this company, check https://app.companiesoffice.govt.nz/co/1221266

Extract generated 02 December 2024 01:24 PM NZDT
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Certificate of Incorporation 
ENFIELD LIMITED

965224
NZBN: 9429037556556

 
This is to certify that ENFIELD LIMITED was incorporated under the Companies Act 1993 on the 1st

day of July 1999.

Registrar of Companies
2nd day of December 2024

Certificate generated 02 December 2024 01:22 PM NZDT



 

Water use efficiency report 
 

7 August 2024 Landpro Reference: 20232 
 

Consent Number:  RM19.345.01 
Consent Holder: Enfield Limited 

 
Tables and graphs on the following pages summarise daily and monthly water abstraction data for the 

irrigation season 1-Jul-2023 to 30-Jun-2024 for Water Meter 1119 and 1529 associated with consent 

RM19.345.01. This report satisfies Condition 9 of water permit RM19.345.01. 

RM19.345.01        WM1119   Poison Creek Open Channel Meter                                   E1307443 N5033250 

RM19.345.01        WM1529               Poison Creek Piped Flow Meter                                     E1307813 N5033165 

Table 1: Maximum Seasonal Summary - 2023-2024 Flow and Volume Record 
Permit RM19.345.01 WM1119 and WM1529 – Enfield Ltd 
Data record:  WM0964 Raw Record - 1-Jul-2023 00:00:00 to 30-Jun-2024 00:00:00 

WM0952 Raw Record – 1-Jul-2023 00:00:00 to 30-Jun-2024 00:00:00 
  Consent1 Raw – 2023-20242 
WM1119 Rate of Take l/s 
WM1529 Rate of Take l/s 

93 
93                              

34.2 
43.9 

Combined Monthly m3 164,188 58,607 
Combined Annual m3 829,685 396,099 

1 Consent Maximum 
2 Maximum recorded abstraction  

Please Note: Water meter 0952 has returned a null value for part of the reporting period, due to an assumed 
meter malfunction which was fixed on the 5/12/2023. Water meter 1119 records between 1-Jul-2023 and 
18-Jul-2023 have been edited to reflect actual on-site water usage. This data has been supplied with this 
report to Council. 

If any further questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Kind Regards 

Angus Borrell, Field Hydrologist 
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1. Area and crop type irrigated  

a) Area and crop type irrigated including a scaled map or aerial photograph (or Google Earth image) of the irrigated 
areas 
 
The consent holder irrigated a total of111 hectares via K-Line and centre pivot during the 12-month period, 
comprising approx. 92 ha of pasture, 6 ha of lucerne, 5 ha of barley and 8 ha of kale. Irrigated areas were 
consistent with those shown in Appendix 1 of the consent (see figures below). 

 
Figure 1: RM19.345.01 authorised irrigation areas 



  

3 
 
 

 
Figure 2: Actual irrigation areas 2023 - 2024 season 

2. Monthly abstraction  

b) Annual summary of the combined monthly volume of water abstracted from Poison Creek and the unnamed 
tributary of Poison Creek; 
c) Reasons why use may have varied from the previous year; 
 
Figure 3, 4 and 5, below, shows the monthly volume of water abstracted from Poison Creek for the reporting 
period. There are two water meters associated with RM19.345.01: 
 

• WM1529 records water taken from the Poison Creek and the unnamed tributary water race and 
used solely for irrigating the K-Line area shown at the southern end of Figure 2. This water meter 
has returned a null value for part of the reporting period, due to an assumed meter malfunction 
which was fixed on the 5/12/2023. The cause of the water meter malfunctioning was due to wire 
damage caused by livestock. The point of take filtration requires regular clearing to allow for 
maximum water ingression to remove air from the system. Air within the pipe head works was 
causing inconsistent flows through the meter causing temperamental recording. 
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• WM1119 records the remaining abstracted Poison Creek and unnamed tributary water which feeds 
into the two dams and is used to irrigate the areas at the northern end of the property. The flows 
between 1-Jul-2023 and 18-Jul-2023 have been edited to reflect actual on-site water usage. This 
data has been supplied with this report to Council. 

 
 

 
Figure 3: WM1119 (Poison Creek and trib) abstraction data (Source: Landpro Ltd) 

As can be seen, water taken from Poison Creek via WM1119 varied throughout the year, with the highest-
use month being August. Given that the consent holder has extensive water storage on the property via the 
two dams, water taken outside the irrigation season is able to be harvested for deferred use. 
 

 
Figure 4: WM1529 (Poison Creek and trib) abstraction data (Source: ORC) 

It is visible that water taken and used for K-Line irrigation through WM1529 is most extensive during the 
peak summer months. Data prior to 5-Dec-2023 is unreliable and should be noted. 
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Table 2: Monthly Seasonal, Annual totals for Water Permit RM19.345.01 WM1119 and WM1529 
combined. 

 

 
Figure 5: WM1119 and WM1529 (Poison Creek and trib) abstraction data (Source: Landpro Ltd and 
ORC) 

For all of the period, monthly abstraction has remained below the consented limit of 164,188 m3/month. 
Ongoing site maintenance is required at both water meter locations to ensure accurate water usage is 
recorded. 
 
Table 2: Monthly, Seasonal, Annual totals for Water Permit RM20.007.01 WM00964 and WM0952 
combined. 
 
  

3. Irrigation infrastructure and management  

d) Information demonstrating irrigation equipment that has been used and decision-making regarding efficiency of 
use (e.g. soil moisture data, irrigation scheduling, meter accuracy checks, computer control of irrigation) and any 
changes planned for the coming year;   
e) Measures undertaken to avoid loss or wastage of water including any bypass of water; 

Permit RM19.345.01– Combined Water Meter 1119 and 1529 Flow Records for 2023-2024 Season - Enfield Ltd 

Monthly, Annual and Seasonal Volumes (m3)  
 

July Aug Sep
t 

Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar
ch 

Apri
l 

May June Annual 
Total 

Season 
total 

20
23/ 
20
24 

702
1.7 

5860
6.9 

431
8.4 

4681
1.3 

4705
4.7 

5613
8.9 

4410
8.4 

3120
2.4 

2900
5.9 

2113
5.2 

2864
3.7 

2205
1.7 

396099.
2 

275456
.8 
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f) Any changes or modifications to irrigation (and water conveyance) infrastructure; and  
g) Water conservation steps taken.  
 
The consent holder utilises centre pivots for efficient water application on the majority of irrigated areas, with 
K-Line utilised over a smaller area for targeted irrigation when soil moisture/crop requirements dictate.  
 
The construction and use of two dams enables the consent holder to harvest water when it is abundant and 
store it until it is needed. These dams also ensure that no water is wasted, and that irrigation only occurs 
when it is needed.  
 
The consent holder plans to move from K-Line to fixed grid within the next 3 to 4 years, to enable more 
efficient water management.  
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