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FORM 5: SUBMISSION ON A
PUBLICLY NOTIFIED PLAN CHANGE 

P: 441 0499 
E:  pcsubmission@qldc.govt.nz 

www.qldc.govt.nz 

TO    //   Queenstown Lakes District Council 

YOUR DETAILS  //  Our preferred methods of corresponding with you are by email  and phone 

Name:  ____________________________________________________________________________________

Phone Numbers:  Work ____________________Home  __________________ Mobile  _____________________ 

Email Address: _______________________________________________________________________________ 

Postal Address: _____________________________________________________      Post Code: ________ 

_____________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________

PLAN CHANGE to which this submission relates to: 

I COULD/ COULD NOT    gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission. 

*I AM/ AM NOT**   directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission:
(a)   adversely affects the environment; and 
(b)   does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition. 

* Delete entire paragraph if you could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission. 
** Select one. 

SPECIFIC PROVISIONS of the proposal that my submission relates to are: 

Clause 6 of First Schedule, Resource Management Act 1991 – as amended 30 August 2010 

034501702 n/a 0276452447
julie@qlcht.org.nz
PO Box 1748
Queenstown

9348

COULD NOT

AM NOT

Plan Change 50 - Queenstown Town Centre Zone Extension

Plan Change 24 - the provision of Affordable and Community Housing.

Queenstown Lakes Community Housing Trust
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P: 441 0499 
E:  pcsubmission@qldc.govt.nz  

www.qldc.govt.nz 

My submission is:  (include whether you support or oppose the specific provisions or wish to have them amended; and the 
reasons for your views)  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
I seek the following from the local authority (give precise details) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I DO / DO NOT wish to be heard in support of my submission. 
 
I WILL / WILL NOT consider presenting a joint case with others presenting similar submissions. 
 
 
_____________________________________________________  ___________________________ 
Signature – (to be signed for or on behalf of submitter) **    Date 

** if this form is being completed on-line you may not be able, or required, to sign this form

10/10/14

PC50 needs to be consistent with the objects of PC24, the Trust is seeking the provision of
affordable and community housing to be included within the Plan Change.

We would like to discuss with Council the way in which the objects of PC24 might be delivered
within PC50.

DO

WILL
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19 Willow place, 

Queenstown. 

10 October, 2014 

SUBMISSION ON QLDC PLAN CHANGE 50 

Introduction 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this proposed plan change. I would like to disclose the 

following: 

- I am a Queenstown Lakes District Councillor, but am making this submission as an individual. 

My husband and I own an apartment within the Isle Street extension part of the plan 

change. I had already decided to declare a conflict of interest because of the proximity of 

our property to the initially proposed plan change area before I (or any other Councillor, for 

that matter) discovered that the plan change area had been extended beyond the Lakeview 

site. I’m therefore unable to vote on or take part in council discussions about the plan 

change. This submission is therefore my opportunity to raise concerns and issues. 

- I am the portfolio manager for QLDC’s District Plan review, currently being undertaken. 

MAJOR CONCERNS 

Plan Change 50 Interface with District Plan Review 

The version of the Town Centres Chapter 10 into which this plan change has been incorporated is no 

longer extant. This old version strongly reflected the McDermott Miller strategy report, with little 

input at that stage from councillors or the community forum.   It has changed considerably through 

Councillor and forum workshops and discussions between planning staff and portfolio managers.   

For plan change 50 to adequately mesh with the rest of the town centre provisions - admittedly draft 

and not yet consulted on, but certainly more developed than the version you have from page 435 of 

your agenda – your consideration should be based on this latest version. This will be coming to 

Council for adoption at the end of this month (to then be held until notification with most of the rest 

of the district plan review in May 2015). Can I please suggest that this is the version into which plan 

change 50 should be incorporated - assuming PC 50 goes ahead in this format. 

I believe this is vital for the integrity of our District Plan, and the overall better management of 

Queenstown town centre.  There are some quite distinctive elements of our current town centres 

chapter that plan change 50 should reflect - including more emphasis on having a defined 

entertainment hub in the innermost part of the town centre, greater emphasis on community, and 

active street interface of buildings. Also, the change of language in our zone purpose, objectives and 

policies will give guidance as to how we see economic benefits versus community amenities being 

balanced as well as they can within the broader town centre zone. 
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Lack of Affordable Housing Provision – Development Principles and Plan Change 24 

It is interesting that although the introduction to this plan change does several times mention the 

concept of affordable housing, there is no commitment to providing any. Not only is this a serious 

lack of political and community leadership on this vital issue, it goes against one of the development 

principles adopted by Council in December last year and Plan Change 24. 

The relevant extract from council minutes of December 19, 2013, with regard to development 

principles is as follows: 

 
 
11.  Convention Centre Project: Master planning and development options 
 

Councillor Gilmour observed that the development principles stressed economic and 
financial factors but did not consider social impacts.  She noted that there were 
currently approximately 300 people housed in the dwellings on the Lakeview site and 
when the cabin leases expired in 2015 there would be a large number of people all 
seeking low cost accommodation at the same time.  She stated that she could not 
support the development principles until they made reference to the provision of 
affordable housing.   
 
The Chief Executive conferred with the General Manager, Planning and 
Development and the Manager, Resource Consenting on a further development 
principle which would address this concern.  He suggested the following text: 

Development at the site mitigates any adverse impacts on housing 
affordability and ensures that equivalent affordable housing options are 
enabled in a manner consistent with the stakeholder deeds agreed as part of 
Plan Change 24. 

 
Councillor Gilmour also asked that the development principles refer to the continuing 
operation of the Queenstown Lakeview Holiday Park.  Following discussion it was 
agreed to add the following: 

Considers options for the future operation of the campground.  
 
The additional development principles were added to the recommendation.   

 
 
But nowhere has this happened.  PC 50 does not mention mitigation of lost affordable housing 
options, beyond saying that they had no guarantee of remaining beyond 2015 and that the high 
density housing that would be built on site would be placed close to town and good quality and 
therefore might be cheaper to live in. This meets neither the spirit nor the intent of the development 
principle above. 
 
So on to PC 24, which is important in its own right as well as in the reference to it in the 
development principle above. 
 
As you well know, the final version of PC 24 is a sadly diluted model of its original self. But the 
wording of the development principle above - “and ensures that equivalent affordable housing 
options are enabled in a manner consistent with the stakeholder deeds agreed as part of plan 
change 24” - is a strong statement that QLDC should ensure through PC 50 that such a stakeholder 
deed is agreed to with the eventual developer/s. 
 



Further, it gives strong guidance as to the ballpark figure of affordable/community housing that such 
a stakeholder agreement should provide. Stakeholder deeds on plan changes under PC24 have 
resulted in 3 to 5% of the value of developed sites being contributed towards the community’s stock 
of affordable/community housing, primarily through the Queenstown Community Housing Trust. 
 
Even the Northlake development, currently under appeal but processed after the negotiated PC 24 
had been finalised, has resulted in 20 titled and serviced sections being given to the Queenstown 
Community Housing Trust for this purpose. 
 
In the more than 800 pages of plan change documentation, it is interesting to note that Plan Change 
24 was not mentioned once. 
 
It has just three policies: 

- To provide opportunities for low and moderate income households to live in the district in a 

range of accommodation appropriate for their needs. 

- To have regard to the extent to which density, height, or building coverage contributes to 

residential activity affordability. 

- To enable the delivery of community housing, through voluntary retention mechanism. 

The relevant advice note says this is to be applied through the assessment of proposed changes to 

the district plan.  Thus, now is obviously the time to enshrine the necessity for an affordable housing 

contribution through PC 50 - rather than leaving it to an un-written and therefore easily ditched 

commitment through some future MOU between developer and council. 

Although it could well be said that the huge increase in density and height should improve 

affordability, there is no guarantee of this within the current plan change. The primary driver of the 

plan change appears to be to maximise council’s economic return - and discussions to date give no 

comfort that the community and economic benefit of providing affordable housing for the many low 

wage workers that the proposed convention centre will need will be counted in this equation. 

In addition to PC 50 ensuring that adequate community/affordable housing is provided, the third 

policy - a voluntary retention mechanism - must be addressed. 

Liquor and Noise Standards  

On page 3 of Stephen Chiles’ noise assessment, he said: “It is understood that it is not desired to 

limit nightlife to a specific part of the plan change area…” 

There was no discussion within the report about why this should or should not be so.  Nor, to my 

knowledge, have councillors discussed the issue. 

However, we have had considerable discussions about this issue as part of the District Plan review, 

trying to strike a balance between economic vibrancy downtown and the need to ensure a level of 

amenity for residents and visitor accommodation on the periphery and adjacent high density zones. 



As you will see when you get the updated Town Centres Chapter, we are aiming to achieve this 

balance by providing  higher noise levels and a more enabling resource consent approach within the 

core town centre area, with tighter noise and licensing limits in the town centre transition zone. 

This ensures two things, as far as a District Plan can; 

- Bars with an emphasis on late night entertainment will locate in the core CBD, ensuring 

vibrancy in the entertainment precinct.  

- As a consequence, the less positive effects of this vibrancy - noise, greater need for policing 

and CCTV, more mess on streets for example - do not stretch their tentacles over a broader 

area, requiring more resource from both council and police to clean up and more 

importantly, seriously impacting on residential and visitor amenity. 

To extend the Town Centre zone noise and licensing RMA approach to PC 50’s new Town Centre 

zone would be totally contrary to this approach. It would dilute the entertainment precinct’s 

vibrancy and diminish residential amenity. 

It seems particularly odd to suggest that the Isle Street subzone should be open to bars on a 

discretionary basis.  The various reports acknowledge that this is currently largely residential.  Under 

10.2.4. Policy 1.5, it states, its purpose is “to enable a mixed-use environment within the Isle Street 

subzone to provide for commercial activities and high-density residential activities.” Elsewhere, it 

puts the likely mix of these activities as 25%:75%.  Where does having bars getting discretionary 

consent to be above residential noise limits after 10 p.m. fit into this picture? 

When the convention centre was first mooted, much of the justification was to reinvigorate the 

existing CBD. Allowing bars and night clubs to spread up the hill, spreading the noise as well as the 

love, will not achieve this.  The whole point is trying to get people into town, to support existing 

infrastructure and businesses rather than leaching everything outwards to the detriment of both 

business and residential amenity. 

So please, can you ensure that both noise and licensing requirements of the PC 50 area reflect the 

Town Centre Transition Zone requirements of the new district plan, not the Town Centre. 

Which segues nicely on to my next point… 

Is the Entire PC 50 Zone Really Necessary to Achieve an Economic Town Centre Zone? 

The McDermott Miller November 2013 report does indeed say that the current Queenstown Town 

Centre is running out of space. This then becomes the resource management justification for the 

plan change, as per page 14 of your agenda - “the resource management issue to be addressed by 

this plan change is the shortage of commercially zoned land in the Queenstown town centre.” 

There is a big leap of faith, I believe, between saying the CBD is running out of space and it therefore 

requiring such a huge extension. Nowhere is it clear exactly how much of this land might be used for 

commercial versus retail versus entertainment versus food and beverage purposes. Neither the 

structure plan nor the PC 50 provisions give any guidelines. The structure plan only identifies the 

reserve and freehold land versus roads and lanes. The Lakeview subzone height limit plan does give 

some greater indication - but again, no surety. 12.6 ha of land is up for rezoning - apart from the 



roads, campground (shrunk version), James Clouston reserve, mountain bike track at the back and 

public square - no other land purpose is set in concrete.  Compare this to the level of detail in any 

other plan change as per land use.   

I may have missed it, but nowhere did I spy economic justification for the PC 50 area being so large. 

What about the analysis of the tipping point for town centre expansion being to the detriment of the 

existing CBD?  

I acknowledge that the primary justification for the size of the PC 50 town centre extension is to 

incorporate the proposed convention centre site, but query if this is the most efficient, cost effective 

solution for households and business in the district, as required under the RMA for the resource 

management issue PC 50 claims it is trying to resolve?  

Lack of Surety of Good Urban Planning Outcomes 

Although the assessment matters and urban planning policies read positively, they are not easily 

measured. There is no outline development plan to ensure logical, well integrated development of 

the site. Although the indication to date is that Council will be looking to a developer with whom to 

create an MOU, there is no guarantee this will happen. It could therefore become a fragmented, ad 

hoc and disjointed development with poor urban planning outcomes - to the severe detriment of the 

town centre’s economy, the community’s residential amenity and the bay’s gorgeous landscape.  

The height limit plan and the structure plan give a very minimal level guideline of what we are likely 

to see - but how these buildings will be developed and what they are used for and how they will 

interact with each other is far from sure. 

I think it would be useful to have an outline plan stage required to give more surety to the eventual 

shape of the plan change area. And having seen the good work done by the urban design panel on 

various projects in the town centre, this group should be used when it comes to assessing both this 

outline plan and the buildings themselves.  

They have a far deeper understanding and perspective of the implications of the plan change - from 

crime prevention through design, through architecture, through urban planning - on our landscape 

than an Auckland urban designer or architect becomes to Queenstown for two days.  Assessment 

through the urban design panel should be part of this plan change. 

Other concerns that I have that I do not have time to elaborate on before the 5 o’clock deadline 

today… But will at the hearing include: 

- is there adequate green space for the likely number of residents and visitors? It is an 

exaggeration to call, as Populous Fearon Hey does on page 265, Ngai Tahu pools a high 

quality public space. I am sure it will be high quality, but it is not public. It is commercial and 

people will have to pay to get in. 

- A variety of the rules I think need to be looked at, for potentially unintended consequences - 

e.g. 10.6.5.2.6., 10.6.3.2.7 

- Reference should be made to cycle/rollable accessibility as well as pedestrian. Disabled 

access? 



- No parking vehicles in front yards in Isle Street subzone - what is the rationale for this and is 

it the most cost effective and efficient solution for whatever problem may have been 

identified? I know for our property, that could well leave us with no parking at all. I would 

disagree with the contention that the cost is minor and that it is outweighed by the 

(unnamed) benefit. 

- If town centre transition zone noise and licensing RMA guidelines are used for PC 50, then 

perhaps mechanical ventilation system et cetera one would not be required? This would be 

a more cost-effective solution for those landowners. 

- Is the landscape effect of the heights to be allowed in PC 50 more than minor? We have 

been told that the graphic included in the plan change agenda is misleading - but we haven’t 

actually seen one that looks kinder. It will be interesting to hear the commission’s 

perspective and further evidence. 

- Agree with the need to treat stormwater prior to putting it into the lake. 

- As nearby residents, we have already had repeated blockages of the sewage pipes. This 

infrastructure may well need upgrading. Stormwater also not always adequate. 

- Note that they use the most rosy picture of economic benefits of proposed convention 

centre - 466 full-time equivalents in the district. I note also that the report drops the word 

equivalents and says full-time jobs - few of them in fact will be. NZIER on the other hand, 

estimate 120 full-time equivalent jobs throughout the region. This difference has never been 

explained. Some of the other economic impacts estimated for developers of various parts of 

the PC 50 land also look optimistic - for example Isle Street, which the same report 

acknowledges is already largely developed and so one assumes will not be giving any majorly 

positive economic impact from change in the near future 

- The Queenstown Height study does assume retention of the ‘green finger’ of Lakeview 

campground, in terms of mitigating the effects of increased height on landscape. Has anyone 

looked at the effect of removing this green finger? 

- The 12 m height limit over the entire existing campground does raise the question of 

intentions for this land, and the “green space” contribution it will make in future. 

 

Again, thank you for the opportunity to submit. 

I would like to speak at the hearing. 

Kind regards 

Cath Gilmour 
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