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INTRODUCTION

1 QLDC Planner Ms Kim Banks filed rebuttal evidence 7" July 2017 (rebuttal
evidence) in relation to submission 338. Primarily, | would like to address
matters raised in her evidence and where relevant matters raised by other

parties.

2 I would like to correct wording on page 6 of my primary evidence where the
heading above paragraph 3.8 should read “Open Space — Pastoral” and it is
intended to be an “Open Space Pastoral Consent Notice Area” not “Edge
Protection Consent Notice Area”.

Infrastructure

3 Mr Hansen provided primary evidence towards servicing requirements
associated with the proposed re-zoning which satisfied concerns raised by
Mr Glasner in terms of water supply and stormwater. The rebuttal evidence
of Mr Glasner confirmed he remained opposed to the rezoning on the basis
of uncertainty in the capacity of the existing wastewater network across the

Frankton North area.

4 In response to Mr Glasner's rebuttal evidence Mr Hansen recommended a
“Smart” Low Pressure Sewer system which reduces peak flows through 24-
hour individual on-site storage which would reduce the required demand on
the existing wastewater network to 20% of the total capacity at peak
discharge. Unfortunately, Mr Hansen is not here to discuss this wastewater

solution but offered the same to Mr Glasner prior to his departure.

5 Mr Glasner has confirmed by email that he is amenable to this solution in

principal and this email is contained in Attachment A to this evidence.

6 Prior to Mr Hansen's departure he confirmed that he believed this was a
minor and resolvable issue as far as wastewater systems were concerned
which gives me confidence to suggest that when Mr Hansen returns on the
26" August he can deliberate on the Low Pressure Sewer system with Mr

Glasner and provide an update to the Panel.
Landscape

7 Paragraph 5.562 of Ms Banks’ notes that landscape evidence has not been

provided by the submitter. This is not intentional but due to unforeseen
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circumstances unavoidable. The evidence of Ms Banks' accurately records
the landscape evidence of Ms Read on behalf of QLDC and Mr Skelton on

behalf of further submitter Oasis in the Basin {Casis).

Qasis is an association of 50 people founded by Mr Warwick Goldsmith. Mr
Goldsmith confirms in paragraph 8 of his primary evidence that his interest
is only in the values and potential of Lake Johnson as a peaceful oasis in the
middle of the Wakatipu Basin. The Association’s Constitution which is
contained in Mr Goldsmith's primary evidence confirms “objectives” and
“actions” for the association all of which have a direct relationship in some

way to Lake Johnson as a public resource for both recreation and amenity,

On behalf of Oasis Mr Skelion undertakes his landscape assessment from
Frankton Flats and public / private places north and north east of the
Shotover River. | am uncertain how this broad scale assessment serves the

intentions of the association.

| consider that the public access to Lake Johnson is currently limited. Access
is for those whom can climb over a gate and traverse a paddock in the

absence of a formed track.

Members of the public who can carry a canoe over the gate and down to the
waters edge can travel to the northern end of the Lake where they would be
in a position to obtain the view referenced in the later paragraphs of Mr
Goldsmith's rebuttal evidence. Based upon the difficulties of getling there |

consider this public view point would not be occupied with any frequency.

Public access to Lake Johnson is in full view of three existing residential
buildings and their respective gardens at the southern end of the Lake. As
such, the public must appreciate that a number of people do live in the vicinity
of the Lake.

The proposed re-zoning includes a trail which is considered to greatly
advance public access to Lake Johnson. | confirm that Mr Mark Williams of
the Wakatipu Trails Trust has expressed a keen interest in advancing this
trail and the submitter will work with the Trust in the design of the track and
the formation of car parking and public facilitates at the formed end of Hansen
Road.



Dwelling Capacity Model
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Counsel for Oasis raises issue with my evidence on the Dwelling Capacity
Model. In particular, my comments in relation to the high-level assumptions
of Mr Osborne. The 35% stipulated in my evidence was intended to raise a
secondary point and is not part of the primary thrust of my evidence.
Paragraph 15 of Qasis’ legal submission outlines that | cannot support this
with underlying analysis. This is correct and if it appears inappropriate to the

Panel please disregard this from my DCM evidence.

Counsel for Oasis acknowledges there may come a point in time when
section 6(b} landscapes are required to be developed and this would be
when insufficient development capacity outside those landscapes is
available. Counsel suggests at this point there would be a conflict between
Part 2 of the RMA and the NPS-UDC. Presumably, at this point NPS-UDC
would have the upper hand on Part 2 and the additional thrust for the National

Policy Statement is insufficient development capacity.

i still believe there is some work to be done on establishing the adequacy of
the reporting completed by Council towards the DCM and ultimately the level

of capacity which will be available to the market.

| would like to emphasise paragraphs 14 — 18 of the QLDC reporting on
Council’'s Lead Policy for Special Housing Areas which specifies reservations
about the ownership of land within the UGB and the slow release of land to
the residential market in the last ten years. | provide a copy of this report in

Attachment B along with my DCM evidence for submission 715 for reference.

Nick Geddes
14t August 2017




Attachment A

Correspondence QLDC Chief Engineer, Mr Ulrich Glasner
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From: Ulrich Glasner <Uirich.Glasner@qldc.govt.nz>
Sent: Tuesday, 15 August 2017 10:46 AM
To: Nick Geddes
Subject: RE: Middleton Family Trust Submission 338 - Wastewater

Yes Nick,

Cheers
Ulrich

Ulrich Glasner | Chief Engineer | Property & Infrastructure Queenstown Lakes District Council
DD: +64 34501721 P: +64 34410499 | M: +64 27 222 4813
E: uirich.glasner@gq!dc.govi.nz

————— Qriginal Messagg-----

From: Nick Geddes {mailto:ngeddes@cfma.co.nz]

Sent: Tuesday, 15 August 2017 9:51 AM

To: Ulrich Glasner <Ulrich.Glasner@qgldc.govt.nz>

Subject: RE: Middleton Family Trust Submission 338 - Wastewater

Thanks Ulrich much appreciated,

Based on an agreement in principle, | will mention to the Panel we are confident that when Chris returns a revised
wastewater solution can agreed between Chris and yourself. We can file 8 memorandum following this agreement.

Cheers, Nick

Nick Geddes | Planning Consultant | BSc Geog, Grad Dip Env Sci
Ph: 03 441 6071 0210527 311

----- Criginal Message-----

From: Ulrich Glasner [mailto:Ulrich.Glasner@cldc.govt.nz)

Sent; Tuesday, 15 August 2017 9:50 AM

To: Nick Geddes <ngeddes@cfma.co.nz>

Subject: RE: Middieton Family Trust Submission 338 - Wastewater

Hi Nick

Please accept my apology for not coming back earfier.

fn principle | agree with Chris's email form 28 July 2017.

A low pressure sewer system could reduce peak flows and staggered to discharge in the existing network out of
peak times.

We have a draft pressure sewer policy and specifications which are not yet signed off by Council.

Cheers

Ulrich

Ulrich Glasner | Chief Engineer | Property & Infrastructure Queenstown Lakes District Council
1



DD: +64 3 450 1721 | P: +64 3441 0499 | M: +64 27 222 4813
E: ulrich.glasner@gldc.govt.nz

-----Criginal Message-----

From: Nick Geddes [mailto:ngeddes@cfma.co.nz]

Sent: Tuesday, 15 August 2017 8:36 AM

To: Ulrich Glasner <Ulrich.Glasner @gldc.govt.nz>

Subject: Middleton Family Trust Submission 338 - Wastewater

Marning Ulrich,

Chris Hansen sent the attached to you for comment. [ have a hearing on this submission Thursday and Chris is away
so would appreciate any comments towards trying to resolve the outstanding matter of wastewater capacity...

Kind regards, Nick

Nick Geddes | Planning Consultant | BSc Geog, Grad Dip Env Sci
Ph: 034416071 0210527 311

From: Scanned Docs [mailto:xerox@cfma.co.nz)
Sent: Tuesday, 15 August 2017 8:37 AM

To: Nick Gaddes <ngeddes@cfma.co.nz>
Subject: Scan Data from FX-9DD2B5

Number of Images: 2
Attachment File Type: PDF

Device Name: Scanned Docs
Device Location:
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Scanned by MailMarshal - M86 Security's comprehensive email content security solution.
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Chris Hansen

To: "Ulrich Glasner’
Subject: DP Review - Group 1B - Middleton Family Trust (Submitter 338)
Attachments: QLDC Pressure Sewer Policy and Specification Sept 15.docx; B. O'Brien & V.

Lenihan.pdf; iota-onebox-brochure.pdf

Hi Ulrich,

The hearing for Middleton Family Trust is scheduted for the 17 August. Unfortunately 1 am not going fo be able fo
appear at the hearing {I'll be on holiday from 15 — 26t August) to answer questions or present summary evidence
therefore | have been asked to prepare a short statement on possible options to address the potential effect of the
pealk waste water flows as you have raised in your summary evidence.,

Reproduced below is your paragraph 15.

We have looked at further options and one possible solution might be a ‘smart’ Low Pressure Sewer system such as
the Ecoflow E/One with OneBox. A case study in Christchurch of similar scale using this solution reduced the peak
flows from 47l/s to 12ifs. The system appears to be cost effective and reduces Infiltration and peak factors through 24

hour individual on-site sforage.

1 uld QLDC be amenable to a solution such as this {o service the land proposed to be re-zoned?

If s0, it would then reduce the percentage capagity of the existing 300mm@ pipe down to approx. 20% of total
capacity at peak discharge.

Further, with this system, depending on other developments design {Quail Rise South etc) it could be timed to stagger
discharges.

If you can let me know if QLDC would accept a system such as this in principle, we possibly do not need to explore to
many more alternatives at this time.

Your feedback here is appreciated.



b

b1 ]

1 initialiy opposed the rezoning because no delails about servicing were provided.
but the submitter's evidence provided details aboul how the anticipated increased
water and wastewaler flowsfdemands from this rezoning would be serviced. This
includes a proposed connection o the QLDC network for water and wastewater,
Seaction 5.1 of the Services Assessmert Report stales the peak wastewater flow
from the development, in accordance with development standards is 48 Us.

Page 3

3224233 4 oo

Section 5.2 refers 10 an existing 300 mm foul sewer main thal extends from
Hawthorne Drive and has approximately 57 I/s capacity. 1l appears, based on the
Services Assessment Report. that Mr Hansen intends the development to connect
into the existing main. as no other option has been stated.

Paciae 027 2240020

FO Boy 553 Queensionn
chansen@cima.co.nz
www.cfma.co.nz
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Attachment B

Dwelling Capacity Model

The summary evidence of Ms Kim Banks goes a long way to addressing the
concems faised in my supplementary DCM evidence with two exceptions:

Previous QLOC Reportng

Paragraph 29 of s Banks's evidence confirms that the sirategic chapters of
the PDP have been authored in the absence of accurate dwelling capacity
estimations vet paragraph 4 of her evidence reinforces that these chapters
give effect to Pari 2 of the RIWA. | have reservations how strategic an urban
growih boundary 15 without a full understanding of the dweliing capacity
which it encircles.

Development Zones — Capacily Estimates

The second table in Appendix 1 of ks Banks's evidence details 70% of the
capacity to be relied upon in the UGB has been confirmed as realisable
these development zones. This results in only 30% of the dwelling capacity
to be rehed upon in the UGB has had the "model” applied to it

| do not betieve this meets the intent of NPS-UDC standards which | believe
expect a more sobust assessment to confirm actual realisabie dweliing
capacity.

Reliance upon the advice of developers also appears at odds with QLDC
reporiing on Council’s Lead Policy for Special Housing Areas which specifies
reservations about the lack of development within the UGB in the last ten
years.
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QUEENSTOWN
LAKES DISTRICT
COUNCIL

QLDC Council
23 June 2017

Report for Agenda Item: 1

Department: Pianning & Development

Proposed amendments to the Council’s Lead Policy for Special Housing Areas
to include the Ladies Mile

Purpose

1

The purpose of this report is to recommend that public feedback be sought on a
proposal to amend the Council's Lead Policy for Special Housing Areas to
include a defined area of the Ladies Mile within Category 2, where expressions of
interest for Special Housing Areas would be encouraged.

Executive Summary

2

The district’'s housing affordability problem, and the high levels of growth being
experienced, require the Council to consider how it can enable and provide more
land for housing. This is reinforced by a number of drivers from central
government including the Housing Accord and the National Policy Statement on
Urban Development Capacity.

Council resolved on 26 May 2016, when deciding to recommend the Queenstown
Country Club Special Housing Area to the Minister, to seek a report on the issues
and options to master plan the development of the Ladies Mile area. If the area is
to be developed, a range of options are available to the Council from rural
residential through to high density residential. A variety of mechanisms are
available to Council including a potential variation to the Proposed District Plan or
through an amendment to the Lead Policy for Special Housing Areas.

This agenda item reports back on the issues and options as requested by the
Council. The agenda item recommends that public feedback be sought on a
proposal to amend the Lead Policy to include the Ladies Mile area as an area
where SHA applications would be considered, based on an Indicative Master
Plan that enables a mixture of housing densities around a small commercial core,
to provide a heart for the combined Ladies Mile, l.ake Hayes Estate and Shotover
Country areas. Development would be required to be in accordance with an
Indicative Master Plan, Indicative Landscape Strategy and the Ladies Mile
Development Objectives.

Recommendation

That Council:

1. Note the need to provide more land for residential development arising
from the:

a. unaffordable nature of the Districts rental and housing markets



b. the National Policy Statement on Urban Development Capacity,
and

c. the Housing Accord targets.

2. Seek public feedback on the proposed addition of the Ladies Mile Area
into Category 2 of the Housing Accords and Special Housing Areas Act
2013 Implementation Policy (“Lead Policy”), including the inclusion of:

a. an Indicative Master Plan; and
b. an Indicative Landscape Strategy and

c. the Ladies Mile Development Objectives

Prepared by: Reviewed and Authorised by:
Blair Devlin Tony Avery
Manager, Planning Practice General Manager, Planning &
13/06/2017 Development
13/06/2017
Background

5 The background to this agenda item is covered under seven topic headings. The
first five relate to the need to provide more land for housing:

The National Policy Statement on Urban Development Capacity

The Dwelling Capacity Model

The Housing Accord and its targets

The Housing Infrastructure Fund

® o0 Do

Housing affordability
6 The last two relate to the setting:

a. The Queenstown Country Club Special Housing Area (SHA); and
b. The Wakatipu Basin Land Use Study

7 Consultation undertaken to date is also covered.

The National Policy Statement on Urban Development Capacity (NPSUDC)

8 The NPSUDC requires the Council to recognise the national significance of:

a. Urban environments and the need to enable such environments to devefop
and change and




b. Providing sufficient development capacity to meet the needs of people and
communities and future generations in urban environments.

9 The NPS-UDC requires the analysis of “sufficient” development capacity. This
should account for the likelihood that not all capacity will be developed and,
therefore, requires provision of an additional margin of 20% over and above the
projected short and medium-term residential business demand, and 15% over
and above the projected long term residential and business demand.

10 The sufficient development capacity referred to above “must be feasible, zoned
and serviced with development infrastructure” in the short term (1-3 years) and
medium term (3-10 years}:

PA1: Local Authorities shall ensure that at any one time there is sufficient housing and
business land development capacity according to the table below:

Development capaety nant b feasble moned and servieed with
Short terne
developrent suirasiructure

Developitent capacity mast be feaniide. 7oned and either

serviced with developsitent mirastruciure, o

Medium term s
the tariding for the development mtrast e requased e servce that

development capractiy mast e wdentitied w o Loy o Plan requred
under the Focal Governnient Act Ju02.
Deselopment capaaits must be feasibles wleptibied mreles ant plans and
strategies. and the developnent intrasteucture required o serviee st muast be

Fong-term
; identificd 11 the relevant Infresdructore Stratepy requred wnder the Focal

Govermment Act 2002

11 The work undertaken to date to assess what meeting the NPSUDC requirements
means for the District indicates that Council will need to provide land for
approximately 9158 additional dwellings by 2028 (medium term) and 17,462 by
2048 (long term).

12 The dwelling capacity model considers how Council is placed with responding fo
the requirements of the NPSUDC.

The Dwelling Capacity Mode!

13 Council’s dwelling capacity model is under review as part of the Proposed District
Plan, and also to inform the Council's planning response to the NPSUDC.



Results are still being reviewed and more detailed information will be available
shortly.

14 Initial findings of the DCM identify that there is adequate and feasible residential
capacity within the urban growth boundary for Queenstown to provide for
projected growth in the short, medium and long term.

15 However, analysis of this data indicates that approximately 56% of this capacity
is contained in three ownerships, specifically within the Low Density Residential
zone at Kelvin Heights, Jacks Point / Hanley Downs, and the Remarkables Park
zone.

16 Therefore while an initial review of the DCM would suggest that while Council has
zoned enough land, having over half of the supply in three ownerships is
problematic because:

a. Little residential development has occurred within the Low Density
Residential zone at Kelvin Peninsula over the last ten years

b. Little residential development has occurred at Remarkables Park over the
last ten years

c. Some residential development is occurring at Jacks Point and residential
development is underway at Hanley Downs

17 Queenstown therefore does not have a shortage of zoned land but rather an
extremely low uptake of the land that is zoned for development. This is
constraining the market as indicated by the unavailability of land for housing at
the present time.

18 Under the NPSUDC, Council is required when making planning decisions to have
particular regard to ‘limiting as much as possible adverse impacts on the
competitive operation of land and development markets”. Facilitating residential
development on the Ladies Mile will help limit the small number of owners
slowing releasing the zoned land which is having an adverse impact on the
operation of the land and development markets.

19 Growth projections show we need to plan for an almost doubling of the number of
existing residential units in Queenstown and Wanaka over the next 30 years. A
key question arises as to where they will be serviced. Estimated dwelling needs
by 2048 are set out in the table below:

Wakatipu Wanaka Total
Current Dwellings (2016) 10,631 6,412 17,043
Projected Additional Dwellings | 9,630 4,922 14,552
Needed by 2048 (NPSUDC)

to to To

11,556 5,906 17,462
% Increase 91% 77% 85%




The Housing Accord and its tarqets

20 In recognition of the high growth and unaffordable housing in the Queenstown
Lakes District, the Council and the Government signed the Housing Accord on
October 2014. The Housing Accord includes targets for new sections and
dwellings that to date, Council has been able to achieve. In response to the high
growth the district continues to experience, a new Housing Accord has been
discussed between the Council and Minister Nick Smith. A separate agenda item
covers proposed revisions to the Housing Accord targets.

21 In 2016, 760 new sections and dwellings were consented by QLDC. The revised
‘stretch targets’ subject to Council consideration are for a significant increase and
will require the council to take action to ensure an ongoing supply of land for
residential development.

The Housing Infrastructure Fund (HIF)

22 Council has submitted an application to the Governments HIF. This is a billion
dollar interest free (for ten years) loan facility available to local government to
help fund infrastructure associated with enabling residential development. Four
Queenstown proposals were put forward in the final application to Central
Government, including the Ladies Mile. The criteria for assessing applications to
the fund are ftightly linked to enabling land for housing development, and
therefore intentionally favour greenfield proposals over intensification.

23 The Indicative Business Case seeks formal approval to provide infrastructure that
will bring forward the supply of developable land within the Queenstown Urban
Area. One of the applications was for the three waters and roading infrastructure
to supply core services for just over 1,000 medium density residential units within
the Ladies Mile development corridor, should the Council decide to amend its
Lead Policy or change the current zoning.

24 A summary of the four HIF proposals were considered at Full Council on 24
March 2017. Council lodged its application to the HIF on 31 March 2017 and this
is currently being assessed by an independent panel. A decision is expected by
30 June 2017.

Housing Affordability

25 Housing affordability and an adequate supply of suitable housing are key
elements to maintaining a well-functioning, dynamic community with a strong
economy. Currently the District’s housing market is experiencing issues with the
supply, affordability, and suitability of housing.

26 Businesses report difficulties attracting and retaining long-term and short-term
staff due to a lack of affordable or suitable housing. This issue may become more
pronounced if housing supply does not respond adequately to housing demand,
especially demand for more compact and affordable housing closer to
employment. Unaffordable homes contribute to increased pressures on families,
communities, the social housing system, and on Government and Council
support.



27 Average house prices in the district have increased by 29.5% over the last year

as shown in the table below:;

Average House Price
Queenstown Lakes District $1,039,434
February 2017
Queenstown Lakes District $802,634
February 2016
Auckland — February 2017 $1,043,680
New Zealand average house price $631,349

28 In January 2017, average weekly rents in Queenstown were the highest in the

country at $550, up 22.8 percent from $448 in January 2016 and above average
rents in Auckland (at $518).

29 The median multiple (the ratio of median house prices to median incomes) for

30
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Queenstown was the highest in the country in February 2017 at 10.71; above the
North Shore (10.04), Auckland Central (9.45), and the wider Auckland
metropolitan area (8.84).

As a tourist area, the District also has a high proportion of holiday homes and
visitor accommodation which adds further pressure to the housing market and
residential land supply. The increasing prevalence of existing housing stock used
for short-term rental through websites like Airbnb (due to the higher rental
returns) further constrains the local rental market.

While increasing land supply is only one element to addressing the housing
affordability problem the country is facing, it is an element within the control of
Council (unlike say, the tax treatment of property) and an important element in
Queenstown given that local geography limits the opportunities for urban
development.

The Queenstown Country Club

When considering the expression of interest (EOI) for the Queenstown Country
Club (QCC) retirement village SHA on Ladies Mile, Full Council resolved on 26
May 2016 to:

“4. Recognise the consequences should this development proceed
[which is detailed in Paragraphs 90, 98, 99, 105, 106 and 119 of the
report] which includes setting a precedent for future development
on this portion of Ladies Mile Highway.

5. Instruct Council officers to report back to Council on issues and
options to master plan the development of the Ladies Mile area
including a potential variation to the Proposed District Plan.”

Since the above resolution was made, the Minister did approve the QCC as a
SHA and resource consent under the Housing Accords and Special Housing
Areas Act (HAASHA) was granted on 4 April 2017.




34 This agenda item relates to the required report back on issues and options to
master plan the development of the Ladies Mile, as required under resolution (5)
above.

The Wakatipu Basin Land Use Study (WBLUS)

35 The report back, requested by the Council in its May 2016 resoluticn on the
Queenstown Country Club decision, was delayed following the release of a
Minute on 1 July 2016 from the Chair of the Proposed District Plan Hearings
Committee requesting Council consider undertaking a study of the Wakatipu
Basin. The WBLUS was required because the Hearings Panel had reached the
preliminary conclusion that:

“continuation of the fully discretionary development regime of the Rural
General Zone of the ODP, as proposed by the PDP, was unlikely to achieve
the Strategic Direction of the PDP in the Wakatipu Basin over the life of the
PDP".

36 Council agreed to undertake the study in a response to the Minute on 8 July
2016. The results of the WBLUS were reported to Full Council on 20 April 2017.
The WBLUS concluded that the Ladies Mile does have a high capacity to absorb
development relative to the Wakatipu Basin overall, in terms of different areas
capacity to absorb further development, primarily because of the approval of the
QCC.

Landscape Capability
m High tille Gateway Pretinct

1 recommended Ladies

37 The WBLUS recommends for the Ladies Mile:

- Aladies Mile Gateway Precinct (LMGP) which may achieve a density of development at
the same level as the PDP’s Low or Medium Density Residential zones, is subject to a 75m
buiiding setback control (from the highway), and assumes an ‘urban parkland’ type
development character. The LMGP trumps the underlying WBRAZ provisions. A Structure
Plan process will be required to address amenity, landscape and infrastructure issues.

38 The WBLUS is not Council policy, and how the recommendations are responded
to in terms of planning provisions (including the method for responding e.g. a
Variation to the Proposed District Plan) is still being determined. The response
will need to align with any decision to add the Ladies Mile into the Lead Policy.



Ladies Mile Proposal

39 The Council resolution in paragraph 32 above asked staff to investigate issues
and options associated with master planning the development of the Ladies Mile
area. For the reasons outlined above, the Council does need to consider how it is
going to provide and plan properly for the growth needs of the district, in terms of
making sufficient land available to meet that demand in a way that assists to
address both the District’s housing affordability problems and future residentiai
housing needs overall.

40 The following part of the agenda item comments on:

a. Why the Ladies Mile and not other growth options?
b. What style of development is possible on the Ladies Mile?

¢. What options does Council have to enable urban development on the
Ladies Mile?

d. The Indicative Ladies Mile Masterplan
e. Entrances to Queenstown
f. Transport implications

g. If the resolution is adopted, what are the next steps?

Why the Ladies Mile and not other growth options?

41 Officers have not prepared or commissioned a high level growth options study for
Queenstown for the purposes of this agenda item. Similarly, with regard to the
Proposed District Plan, a high level growth options study was not provided due to
additional greenfield zoning being provided in discrete areas, e.g. adjoining SH6
near Quail Rise. When the PDP was notified in 2015, the zoned capacity being
provided for within the proposed urban growth boundaries and the more enabling
provisions for infill development within existing zoned areas was considered to be
enough supply without large additional greenfield areas.

42 As noted above, the sole reliance on existing zoned land to meet Queenstown’s
housing needs is now considered unlikely to meet the growth needs of
Queenstown or meet the NPSUDC requirements which include consideration of
how much land is 'sufficient’ and how ‘feasible’ it is that land will be released for
housing. The very low uptake of zoned land is also problematic.

43 In terms of urban growth, the opportunities for urban growth are largely contained
in four geographic areas:

a. The Ladies Mile adjacent to Lake Hayes Estate, Shotover Country and the
QCC

b. The valley between the Kawarau River and Jacks Point / Hanley Downs
¢. Along Malaghans Road from Arthurs Point

d. Intensification of existing urban areas (as per PDP)

44 With regard to Option (d), providing for intensification in existing urban areas is
being addressed through the Proposed District Plan process. While this will likely



provide additional housing units, experience shows that the delivery of additional
units can be limited due to a range of economic and existing land use reasons.

45 With regard to Options (a) — (c}, officer's consider the Ladies Mile is best placed
to accommodate urban development given it is directly adjacent to existing urban
development in the form of Lake Hayes Estate, Shotover Country and the QCC.
The lLadies Mile is also physically close to the major employment area of the
Frankton Flats and its industrial zones.

46 The area can also be serviced with infrastructure more readily, due to the
proximity of the Council's wastewater treatment plant and bore field, and the
existing reticulated networks in Lake Hayes Estate / Shotover Country. Generally
speaking there are few natural hazards other than known alluvial fans which can
be managed.

47 The land along Malaghans Road still has strong rural character and little
development, and the WBLUS identified it as having a low capacity to absorb
development.

48 The land between the Kawarau River and Jacks Point / Hanley Downs is also
being considered, however it is less readily serviced from an infrastructure
perspective and would therefore take longer to be enabled.

49 Council is required under the NPSUDC to prepare a ‘Future Development
Strategy’ by 31 December 2018. This will better articulate where future
development should occur. However the ‘Future Development Strategy’ will
inevitably be influenced by the Proposed District Plan rezoning requests, and
associated appeals, and while it is an option to wait for those processes to work
through, they do not prevent a decision being made on the Ladies Mile now to
facilitate land for housing. It is anticipated that over the next 10-20 years, some or
all of the options identified above will need to be considered in order to provide
the additional land capacity.

What Styvie of Development is Possible on the Ladies Mile?

50 With regard to resolution 5 from 26 May 2016 (paragraph 32 above), should the
Council seek to enable further development on the Ladies Mile, a range of
development options are available as set out in Table 1 below:

Table 1: What Sort of Urban Development is possible on the Ladies Mile?

Approximate Yield | Examples of similar General Comment
for whole Ladies | development
Mile Study Area*

{136 ha)
Rural 340 residential North of Lake Hayes Entirely car orientated, very low
Residential units density, but maintains a sense
{1 per of being less urban / green /
4000m2) open
Rural 68 residential units | Dalefield Entirely car orientated, very low
Lifestyle density, but maintains a sense
{Minimum of of being less urban / green /
1per1 open
hectare,
average of

2ha)




Approximate Yield | Examples of similar General Comment
for whole Ladies | development
Mile Study Area*
{136 ha)
Low Density | 1165 residential Lake Hayes Estate Not well suited to passenger
{assume 1 units™ transport. Car orientated
per 700m?)*
Medium 3264 residential Bridesdale Better suited to passenger
Density units™ transport, walkable urban style
{assume 1 development.
per 250m?) *
High 5440 residential Around the Well suited to passenger
Density units™ Queenstown Town transport and walkability. Multi
(assume 1 Cenire {(apartment storey means more expensive to
per 150m2)* style 3 storey) build and potentially harder to
sell.
Mix of Low, | 2224 — 2874 (as e.g. Indicative Ladies Mixes all of the above with
Medium and | per Indicative Mile Master Plan higher densities centrally located
High (as Master Plan yield around a retail core. Well suited
above)* analysis) to passenger transport and
walkability.

*using a formula of subtracting 40% for roads, reserves and the 75m SH setback for LDR, MDR, HDR & Mix.

51 When considering the above table, it is important to consider Queenstown has
limited growth corridors and relatively scarce areas of land suitable for urban
development that are flat, accessible and not within an Outstanding Natural
Landscape. Officers consider that using the land for Rural Residential or Rural
Lifestyle would not be an efficient use of the land when looking over a 20 to 30
year time frame and the history of Queenstown’s growth.

52 Similarly, Queenstown is already well supplied by Lake Hayes Estate and
Shotover Country with low density residential development, i.e. one large house
per section. This type of development is popular but expensive, and does not
work well for public transport, a key consideration given the limited transport
corridors available. The Ladies Mile could quickly be covered in large dwellings
on large sections, which are not at the more affordable end of the housing
spectrum.

53 Given the scarcity of land suited for urban development, it is recommended that a
mixture of high, medium and low density development is provided for, as shown
in the bottom row of Table 1.

What options does Council have fo enable urban development on the [adies
Mile?

54 There are also a variety of high level options that Council has to enable
development on the Ladies Mile. These options include:




Table 2: High Level Options available to Council fo enable development on the Ladies Mile

Option 1 - Add to
Category 2 of
SHA Lead Policy
and require
development to
be in accordance

Option 2 —
Variation to the
PDP for just
Ladies Mile,
separate o
WBLUS Response

Option 3 ~
Variation to PDP
as part of full
wWBLUS
Response

Option 4 - Do
nothing and
await

decisions on
submissions
on the

—Limited appeals /
litigation

- Council seen as
proactive

— Can reqguire a 10%
coniribution to

Mile from other
WRBLUS issues

with an Indicative Proposed
Master Plan District Plan
as notified (i.e.
Rural zoning) |
Estimated 6-12 months 12 - 15 months —12 - 15 months 12 - 156 months
timeframes for | minimum plus appeals plus appeals plus appeals
paperwork
-3-6monthsto  |-Prepare variation & | Prepare variation | Resource
receive an EQI, 5.32 cost benefit & 5.32 cost benefit | consents then
report to Council, | analysis, notify for | analysis, notify for | lodged.
make submissions and submissions and
recommendation further submission, | further
to Minister and for | go through RMA submission, go
gazettal as a SHA. | hearings and through RMA
- Resource appeals process. hearings and
consents then appeals process.
lodged. - Decisions on
submissions - Decisions on
including possible submissions
Wakatipu Basin including possible
variation due 3rd Wakatipu Basin
quarter 2018 then variation due 3rd
appeals (refer quarter 2018 then
separate agenda appeals {(refer
item) separale agenda
item}
—Resource consents
then lodged. - Resource
consents then
lodged.
Estimated 1.5 ~ 2 years 3 years but 3 years but 3 years but
minimum depends on depends on depends on
timeframes for number of appeals | number of appeals | number of
occupation of appeals
first houses
Pro's — Fastest option - Greater public - Greater public ~ Full public
- Developers can be | input input input through
required to meet - Could be based -~ Could be based submission,
master plan and around a struciure around a structure | further
infrastructural plan setting out plan setting out submissions
obligations or no development development and a hearing
recommendation hones bones - Sticks to the
to the Minister - Separates Ladies |- Enables Proposed

caomprehensive
look at entire
Wakatipu Basin
including Ladies
Mile

District Plan as
notified

- Would retain
generally open
character of
the Ladies Mile

QLCHT
Con's —Limited public - Slow — Slow —Does not
input - Subject to appeals + Subject to appeals | provide land
~ Council may have | /litigation {and / litigation {and for housing
to help fund some | submissions submissions - Could




infrastructure to extending scope) extending scope) jeopardise
ensure services ~Would allow —Would allow future use of
put in are landowners to drive | landowners to the land for
adequate for their own drive their own urban

whole Ladies Mile | development development development
not just the agenda through agenda through through
individual submissions e.g. submissions e.g. construction of

developers EOI

Rural Residential is
easy to do but not
necessarily what
the district needs

— Contribution to
QLCHT required
on a voluntary
basis only

Rural Residential
is easy to do but
not necessarily
what the district
needs

—Would get bogged
down in wider
WBLUS appeals

expensive rural
residential
style homes

— Conftribution to
QLCHT required
on a voluntary
basis only

55 This report recommends that subject to consideration of public feedback, Council

use the Lead Policy to enable expressions of interest for development on the
Ladies Mile under the HASHAA (Option 1) because it will result in the right type
of houses being built sooner. If the Lead Policy is amended, expressions of
interest would be considered by Council and a recommendation made to the
Minister to create a special housing area. Resource consents could then be
lodged under the HASHAA and processed either non-notified or with notice to
adjoining properties only.

56 The Government deliberately established the HASHAA to fast track housing and

it is not subject to the same appeal rights afforded under the Resource
Management Act (RMA). Officers consider the HASHAA is also more effective at
requiring developers to build the appropriate infrastructure and in terms of making
a contribution to the Queenstown Lakes Community Housing Trust (QLCHT).

57 The amended Lead Policy in Attachment A proposes requiring a 10%

contribution of the developed value contribution to the QLCHT. A higher
contribution is proposed in recognition of the benefits of the SHA process to
developers in that they could go from lodging an expression of interest to
obtaining resource consent within 12 months, as occurred with the Queenstown
Country Club, whereas the Variation or rezoning process takes many years, is
likely to involve expensive litigation and has a less certain outcome.

58 While the RMA processes involve more public input, the timeframes associated

with submissions, further submissions, a hearing and then appeals means the
provision of more housing can be delayed for many years.

The Ladies Mile Indicative Master Plan

59 It is recommended that expressions of interest for SHAs broadly align with the

Indicative Master Plan, is appended as part of Attachment A. A design
statement is also included which sets out the rationale for the design of the
Indicative Master Plan. It is based on a grid layout to achieve an efficient use of
this piece of land, and is based around the key principles of variation in built form



and dwelling type, flexibility of use, connectivity, and legibility. These principles in
turn encourage the use of public transport, walking and cycling.

60 The Indicative Master Plan covers an area of 136ha and if fully utilised would
enable a yield of 2224-2874 residential units. The maximum vyield is highly
unlikely to be achieved, as not all landowners will want to or be able to develop,
and the HASHAA legislation is due to expire in less than three years.

61 The Indicative Master plan provides four different density types from low through
to high density. While templates for each density type have been provided to
give Councillors and landowners an indication of the type of development that
would result, the Indicative Master Plan specifies densities to be achieved and
how that is actioned is up to individual developers. i.e. a developer can come up
with their own design to achieve medium density, which will be subject to review.

62 In addition to the Indicative Master Plan, a series of broad objectives have been
developed that would guide future development of the area. These have been
included as an Annex within the updated Lead Policy appended as Attachment
A).

Entrances to Queenstown

63 The Ladies Mile is considered by many in the community to be the entrance to
Queenstown. Others view the Amisfield Winery area to be the entrance to
Queenstown, as this is the location of the first obvious residential development
and views of the mountains surrounding Lake Wakatipu. Council's 2007 Growth
Management Strategy indicated that the Shotover River was the edge of
Queenstown, however since that document was prepared, Shotover Country and
the QCC have been approved.

64 The Indicative Master Plan seeks to provide an attractive, landscaped entrance
along the Ladies Mile, with a consistent theme regardless of who the developer
is. The Indicative Landscape Strategy document is included within the amended
Lead Policy in Attachment A.

65 Under this proposal, EOls for SHA development would need to be consistent with
the Indicative Landscape Strategy before Council would recommend them to the
Minister, and this should ensure a consistently high level of amenity along the
Ladies Mile. The Indicative Landscape Strategy does not seek to hide away
urban development but rather have well designed urban environments that are
softened by pleasant amenity plantings.

Transport Implications

66 Modelling of the transport implications was undertaken by Abley Consultants Ltd
as part of the indicative business case for the Housing Infrastructure Fund
application.

67 A specific assessment of the impacts from the Indicative Master Plan on the
capacity of the Shotover Bridge has also been undertaken, as the Shotover
Bridge has been identified as a key capacity constraint. The capacity of the
existing bridge has been calculated as having a peak hour capacity of 1590
vehicles per lane.



68 Based on current QLDC growth forecasts published in 20186, the bridge will reach
capacity when operating during the evening peak in 2035, which will extend out
to 2044 if 10% of vehicle drivers shift to public transport or other alternative
modes.

69 Additional residential development on the Ladies Mile brings forward the time at
which the bridge reaches capacity. If an additional 1000 medium density
dwellings were developed by 2025 the bridge will reach capacity at 2025 (or 2032
if a 10% shift to alternative modes is achieved).

70 A further scenario was assessed with 2000 medium density households
developed by 2025 and it was concluded that the bridge would reach capacity
well before the additional development was completed, irrespective of any
additional uptake of alternative modes.

71 The New Zealand Transport Agency (NZTA) was involved at the very initial
stages when the concept of medium density residential over the whole area was
first proposed. The Indicative Master Plan is still broadly based on a medium
density concept. The NZTA has only recently been provided with the results of
the modelling, and at the time of the agenda cut-off, were still considering the
implications.

72 Under either scenario, it is clear enabling further residential development on the
Ladies Mile will bring forward the date at which the Shotover Bridge reaches its
capacity.

If the Amendments to the Lead Policy are Adopted, what are the Next Steps?

73 If the Ladies Mile is added into Category 2 of the Council’s Lead Policy, the
following steps would occur:
i.  Expressions of interest (EQIs) are submitted

i,  Report to Full Council (no further public feedback sought if consistent with
the Indicative Master Plan)

iii.  Should the EO! be accepted in principle, negotiate an appropriate
Stakeholder Deed

iv. Once the development agreement is agreed and signed, the special
housing area will be recommended to the Minister.

v.  Minister makes decision whether to approve as a SHA

vi.  Subdivision and resource consents lodged and processed under HAASHA
framework.

Options

74 High level options for the Ladies Mile are set above. This report identifies and
assesses the following reasonably practicable options for assessing the matter as
required by section 77 of the Local Government Act 2002.

75 Option 1 — Enable development on the Ladies Mile through an amendment to the
Lead Policy in a comprehensive manner in general accordance with an_indicative
Master Plan




Advantages:

76

77

78

79
80

Is most likely to deliver housing quickly in a comprehensive and integrated
manner

Enables Council to set the development agenda and require developers to
align with an Indicative Master Plan,

Developers can be required to meet the Indicative Master Plan and
infrastructural obligations or no recommendation to the Minister

Limited appeals / litigation
Council seen as proactive rather than reactive to development pressure

81 Can require a 10% contribution to QLCHT

Disadvantages:

82 Likely to be seen by many as an unacceptable development in an area seen
as an important gateway

83 Public input at the resource consent stage is limited to adjoining properties

84 No appeal rights from the resource consent decision

85 Council may have to help fund some infrastructure to ensure services put in
are adequate for whole Ladies Mile not just the individual developers EQ|

86 Timing and sequencing of development could be challenging from an

infrastructure perspective

87 Option 2 — Undertake a variation to the proposed district plan for the Ladies Mile

separate from the results of the WBLUS

Advantages:

88
89

Greater public input

Could still be based around a Structure Plan for the ‘Ladies Mile Gateway
Precinct’ setting out development bones

90 Separates Ladies Mile from other WBLUS issues
Disadvantages:
91 Slow as subject to appeals / litigation

92

93

Would allow landowners to drive their own development agenda through
submissions e.g. Rural Residential is easy to do but not necessarily what the
district needs

Contribution to QLCHT required on a voluntary basis only rather than
mandated

94 Option 3 — Undertake a variation to the proposed district plan for the Ladies Mile

as part of the response to the WBLUS

Advantages:

95

Greater public input




96 Could still be based around a Structure Plan for the ‘Ladies Mile Gateway
Precinct’ setting out development bones

97 Enables comprehensive look at entire Wakatipu Basin, including Ladies Mile
Disadvantages:

98 Slow as subject to appeals / litigation

09 Would allow landowners to drive their own development agenda through
submissions e.g. Rural Residential is easy to do but not necessarity what the
district needs

100 Would get bogged down in WBLUS appeals
101 Contribution to QLCHT required on a voluntary basis only
102 Option 4 — Treat the Ladies Mile separately to the Wakatipu Basin and do

nothing and wait till 'decisions on submissions’_are issued on the Proposed
District Plan as notified (Rural Zoning)

Advantages:
103 Would retain generally open characier of the Ladies Mile

104 Least cost / effort.

105 Sticks to the approach as set out in the notified Proposed District Plan.

106 Full public input through submission, further submissions and a hearing
Disadvantages:

107 Land may be rezoned to Rural Lifestyle (1 dwelling per 1-2 hectares) rather

than a more efficient use that creates land for Queenstown’s long term
growth in an integrated manner.

108A Rural Lifestyle Zoning would result in large lots with large expensive
houses that would be more difficult to enable urban development on at a
later date.

109Relies on land already zoned coming on stream to address demand,
whereas experience is that despite having a sizeable amount of zoned land,
it is not being developed.

110May not result in a comprehensive development of the area that best
provides for Queenstown’s growth.

111 Potential for piecemeal development without any connections between
neighbourhoods.

112 Environment Court will set direction for the Ladies Mile rather than QLDC.
113  This report recommends Option 1 for addressing the matter because it will:

a. Make the best use of the scarce land available for long term urban
development in proximity to Queenstown’s existing urban residential and
employment areas.




b. Makes use of the fools the Government has put in place to address
housing affordability.

c. Provides a structured approach that enables development to be
comprehensively guided in accordance with an Indicative Master Plan,
rather than a series of individual developer led projects.

d. Provides a large area of land for residential development, to address the
pressing need for more land for urban development to help combat the
housing affordability challenges.

Public Feedback Proposal

114 In the past Council, has not sought feedback on changes to the Lead Policy.
However given the strong degree of public interest in the area, the following
programme to seek feedback is proposed:

a. Prepare discussion document summarising the issues in this agenda item
b. Prepare media advisory / Council website and Facebook page
¢. Seek public feedback on Ladies Mile proposal

d. Following public feedback, consider proposed amendments to Lead Policy
on or before the Full Council meeting of 17 August.

Significance and Engagement

115 This matter is of high significance, as determined by reference to the
Council’s Significance and Engagement Policy because:

a. Importance: The Ladies Mile area could provide a large amount of new
land supply for much needed residential housing. The area is considered
by many to be the entrance to Queenstown and has high amenity values.

b. Interest: For the reasons above the matter is of high interest to the
community as evidenced by the feedback received and media publicly.

¢. Existing Policy and Strategy: The proposal is not consistent with the
Operative and Proposed District Plans, or the 2007 Growth Management
Strategy. The Lead Policy does anticipate areas being added into
Category 2 and by definition, special housing areas tend to be contrary to
district plans, otherwise resource consent would be sought like normal.

d. Capability and Capacity: There is a significant impact on the Council's
intended level of service provision as the Ladies Mile area is not currently
in the Long Term Plan as an area where infrastructure development is
intended. While the developer would provide the required infrastructure
for their particular area, Council’'s role is to ensure the capacity is
adequate to service the whole Ladies Mile area in a comprehensive
fashion.



Risk

116  This matter relates to the strategic risk SR1 ‘Current and future development
needs of the community (including environmental protection)’, as documented in
the Council’s risk register. The risk is classed as high.

117  This matter relates to this risk because the supply of housing is central to the
current and future development needs of the community.

Financial Implications

118 Under the HASHAA, developers are required to provide the necessary
infrastructure to service their developments. Council negotiates Stakeholder
Deeds to ensure the necessary infrastructure is provided. The addition of the
Ladies Mile area into the Lead Policy will likely lead to requests from Council to
finance the additional infrastructural capacity required to service the wider ‘Ladies
Mile Study Area’, beyond the demand generated by the individual expression of
interest. This will have budgetary implications for Council.

119  Currently there is no budget for capital works on the Ladies Mile. The work is
not included in the Long Term Plan. However as noted above, the Council has
applied to the Governments HIF for formal approval to invest in infrastructure that
will bring forward the supply of developable land for housing. The HIF is an
interest free loan for ten years. The decision is expected by the end of June
2017. Should the application be successful, the HIF monies could fund the
required capital works and be recouped through development contributions.

120 A parallel amendment to the development contributions policy would also be
required to recoup the money as development occurs over the whole area over
the next 10 — 20 years.

121 Should the HIF application not be successful, further work would be required
with developers to better understand the component of their infrastructure
investment that is required for their individual expression of interest and what is
required to service the wider area. At that point budgets could be re-assessed to
prioritise infrastructure spending where new housing is being developed, rather
than in areas that are zoned but where little residential development is occurring.

Council Policies, Strategies and Bylaws
122 The following Council policies, strategies and bylaws were considered:

The Operative District Plan
The Proposed District Plan
Growth Management Strategy 2007

o 0 T o

Long Term Plan
e. Lead Policy for SHAs

123 The recommended option is not consistent with the first four named policies,
but is consistent with the Lead Policy which envisages areas being added into
Category 2.



124  This matter is not included in the 10-Year Plan/Annual Plan

Local Government Act 2002 Purpose Provisions

125 This item relates to an amendment to the Council's Lead Policy for Special
Housing Areas. The proposed resolution accords with Section 10 of the Local
Government Act 2002, in that it fulfils the need for good-quality performance of
regulatory functions.

126 The recommended option:

+  Will help meet the current and future needs of communities for good-quality
local infrastructure, local public services, and performance of regulatory
functions in a way that is most cost-effective for households and businesses
by utilising the HASHAA to enable residential development on the Ladies
Mile;

« Cannot currently be implemented through current funding under the 10-Year
Plan and Annual Plan, but can be implemented should the Council’s
application to the Housing Infrastructure Fund be successful;

Is not consistent with the Council's plans and policies; and

«  Would alter significantly the intended level of infrastructural service provision

undertaken by or on behalf of the Council.

Consultation: Landowner views

127 No consultation with the general public has been undertaken. In the past, the
Council has not consulted the public when amending its Lead Policy. When it
was last amended in October 2016 there was no public consultation. However
given the high level of interest in the LLadies Mile area, the resolution sought is to
seek public feedback on this change to the Lead Policy before making a decision
on adoption.

128 A meeting was held with landowners on the northern side of Ladies Mile on 22
May 2017, and the southern side on 29 May 2017. Not all landowners were able
to attend but a high proportion did attend or sent a representative. Written
communications were also undertaken with some parties unable to attend the
meeting. Written feedback was received from those meetings and resulted in a
number of amendments to the Indicative Master Plan.

129  There was a range of views expressed by the landowners from complete
opposition to full support. There was broad support for the concept of a
comprehensive and integrated approach to the long term development of the
area by the landowners, if the area is to be developed.

Legal Considerations and Statutory Responsibilities

130 The Council's Lead Policy relates to the application of HASHAA in the
Queenstown Lakes District. The purpose of HASHAA is:

To enhance housing affordability by facilitating an increase in land and
housing supply in certain regions or districts, listed in Schedule 1, identified as
having housing supply and affordability issues.



131

132

HASHAA provides limited guidance as to the role of a Lead Policy, or to the
assessment of potential SHAs, beyond housing demand and infrastructure
concerns. HASHAA is silent on the relevance of planning considerations;
however the Council's legal advice is that these are relevant considerations and
this has been confirmed by the recent High Court decision on Ayrburn Farm.
The weight to be given to these matters is at the Council's discretion, having
regard to the overall purpose of HASHAA. These matters have been considered
in this report.

The Council will need to consider the consistency of any decision to amend the
Lead Policy and its decision in July 2015 to notify the PDP, which maintains the
sites as Rural zoning. However since the PDP was notified, the Government
has issued the NPSUDC has been issued, which requires greater assessment of
the feasibility of zoned land coming on stream. This has been a fundamental
change, particularly with regard to consideration of whether it is feasible the
zoned capacity we have in certain areas will be released for development.

Attachments

A. Proposed amendments to the Council’s Lead Policy including Annexure D
B. Indicative Master Plan



