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I am giving feedback as:

An individual

First Name:

Wendy

Last Name:

Boyd

Address:

 

My thoughts on the proposed special housing area are:

Great spot, needs to be sunny, accessible close to doctors and airport, this site has got this. It is far enough away from the main road
to be private for residents and locals alike. Get on with it!, this community needs to be looking after the oldies. This is somewhere
where I hope to be when I get too old to be at home!
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I am giving feedback as:

An individual

First Name:

Michael

Last Name:

Farrier

Address:

My thoughts on the proposed special housing area are:

I support the proposal by the developers that the Ayrburn Retirement Village be designated a Special Housing Area. I believe it is a
reasonable location, since it is on public transport route. Environmental issues have been addressed in the application. There is a lack
of detail as to who will manage the retirement village and facilities and on what model home ownership will be based. 



Page 1

Ayrburn Retirement Village Special Housing Area Feedback
Created Thursday, January 21, 2016

http://fluidsurveys.com/account/surveys/1013976/responses/export//surveys/qldc/ayrburn-retirement-village-special-housing-area/e6c117150a71607995d98fecd70082febb01b599/

Page 1

I am giving feedback as:

An individual

First Name:

James

Last Name:

Feehly

Address:

My thoughts on the proposed special housing area are:

1. I am against this development, because;
a. I believe that it is too far from shopping facilities for retirees.
b. As a member of two of the early families to settle in the Arrowtown area (great-grandparents Feehly married in Arrowtown in 1868,
great grandparents Jopp owned the Royal Oak Hotel from the 1880's) I do not want to see further over development of our rural
aspects. Lets try to keep some undeveloped area available for our children to
enjoy.
I do not believe that it should be a SHA and that it should go through the normal resource act process.

Yours
James Jopp Feehly
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I am giving feedback as:

An individual

First Name:

Wink

Last Name:

Glazebrook

Address:

My thoughts on the proposed special housing area are:

As a permanent but aging resident of Arrowtown I believe there is a shortage of options for retiring people who want to move into a
home with more security and assistance when needed. As we grow older and less able to move about it is important to know that help
is at hand and that you can acquire the things you need for daily living without making it into a huge mission. Social life is also
important as too many old people become isolated in their own homes.

For these reasons I am in favour of Retirement Villages in general and the Ayrburn Village proposal would seem to tick all the boxes
from position to affordability, amenities and closeness to Arrowtown Village. The fact that existing historical buildings can be restored
and incorporated into the facility is an added bonus and will help to keep the whole within the special 'feel' of Arrowtown.

In due course I may well be looking to move into a retirement village myself and would very much like to stay in the Arrowtown area to
be close to my family and I know a number of people who feel the same. I am therefore delighted by the prospect of these facilities
being available locally and endorse the building of both the Ayrburn and Mallaghans Road Villages.
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I am giving feedback as:

An individual

First Name:

ELIZABETH

Last Name:

HANAN

Address:

My thoughts on the proposed special housing area are:

The Ayreburn Retirement Village is a preferred site for such a Village than that of McDonnell Road ( Arrowtown Retirement Village). 
We support this proposal. 
1. It is adjacent to Rural Lifestyle zone and Millbrook Housing developments - Resort Zone. 
2 It is on the main road- Lake Hayes Road which includes public transport to Frankton and Arrowtown. 
3 The proposal does not impact on visibility from the road as shown by the plans with a rural buffer . 
4 It is adjacent to walking trails and recreational activities and near Lake Hayes 
5 There is provision for ten affordable housing units for workers in the village 
6 It does not impact on visibility from key positions such as Crown Range, Tobins Track etc. 
IN CONTRAST 
1,The Arrowtown Retirement Village impacts strongly on the underlying zone of Rural General or Rural in the District Plan 
2 McDonnell Road has been subject to lengthy Environment Court actions and has been designated as the absolute line between urban 
boundary Arrowtown and special Rural Lifestyle of Arrow South. 
3 McDonnell Road is a back road used as a bypass by trucks, heavy vehicles and tourist activities between Queenstown and Gibbston. 
4 Traffic generated by workers at the village and those living there will exacerbate an already busy back road. 
5 The workers are not housed at the village as proposed at Ayreburn. 
6 The village will be highly visible from Crown Terrace , Tobins track etc creating a Lake Hayes Estate type of development in the 
rural zone. 
7 The HASA Act gives owners the right to own their own houses at an affordable rate - the Arrowtown Retirement Village only give a 
Right to Occupy - the ownership of the houses falls back to the developer. This is NOT In the spirit of affordable of the legislation . 
Note 
In the Review of the District Plan - original point 404.1 Map 30 Lake Hayes ( Ben Farrell ) there is a submission for a Retirement 
Village adjacent to already urban zoned areas of Lake Hayes Estate and Shotover Country. In fact Shotover Country also has a 
Retirement Village in its plans. 
Rather than try and use the HASA legislation it is more fitting for the developers to use a Plan Change and the Review of the District 
Plan than fabricate so called affordability of the housing when the owners only have a license to occupy rather than outright 
ownership. 
Dame Elizabeth and Mr Murray Hanan 
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I am giving feedback as:

An individual

First Name:

Grant

Last Name:

Reid

Address:

My thoughts on the proposed special housing area are:

I am in favour of the Ayrburn Retirement Village proposal. I looks to be well thought out with good consideration for protection of the
outstanding landscape issues. This town needs a retirement village. The sooner the better.
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I am giving feedback as:

An individual

First Name:

Mick 

Last Name:

Burdon

Address:

My thoughts on the proposed special housing area are:

I am against this area being proposed as a special Housing area. There is a proposal for an Aged Home in McDonnel Road this is in
my view better sighted nearer the Utilities in the open Facing North with very little to no Traffic,ideal sight. Thanks Mick Burdon
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I am giving feedback as:

An individual

First Name:

Martin

Last Name:

Barrett

Address:

My thoughts on the proposed special housing area are:

I can see no reason why this should be classified as a SHA. This is simply a rezoning exercise under the guise of a retirement complex.
If it is to be assessed then it must be done by the normal due process. Not through the back door of SHA.

There appears to be little specific fine detail of the development, or who the health care owners will be. Particular concerns are:
* the effect on the iconic view coming down McIntyres hill.
* egressing traffic onto a high speed road at the bottom of a hill.
* infrastructure in the area.
* lack of specific detail
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I am giving feedback as:

An individual

First Name:

Sue & Kevin

Last Name:

O'Connor

Address:

My thoughts on the proposed special housing area are:

Generally we are in favour of the proposal. There is a need for a retirement village.

We approve of this site being a suitable one.

Our own concern is that it is hard to imagine that anything here would be affortable.

This would not need to an 'over the top' facility. The needs of the elderly are usually basic - comfort being important, not luxury.
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I am giving feedback as:

An individual

First Name:

Jim 

Last Name:

Ryan

Address:

My thoughts on the proposed special housing area are:

Unlike other recently proposed retirement villages in the Wakatipu the plans for this development appear to be a quickly thrown
together set of pretty pictures and fancy wording (similar to Retirement Village proposals that have never eventuated at Remarkables
Park from nearly 10 years ago). Apparently this developer purchased the property - made an application for a development to QLDC
under the SHA accord, was turned down and now desperately tosses this proposal in. A retirement village requires a provider and no
mention is made of this or how it will be managed.
Two other proposed local retirement villages have been put forward by providers with sound and respected track records.

Jim Ryan
Chair of an action group to act as a catalyst to entice retirement villages to the area
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I am giving feedback as:

An individual

First Name:

Wendy 

Last Name:

McGuiness

Address:

My thoughts on the proposed special housing area are:

Hi Anita,

Please treat this email as part of submission. I would like my past submission to become part of this latest invitation to comment.

I have a few additional questions:

1. Can you advise any feedback from my earlier submission – for example any areas where this was a lack of clarity or strong areas of
interest/debate.

2. Has there been a reassessment of all the properties and/or is the past assessment by council still relevant?

3. Is there a summary of the differences between this recent application and the past application?

4. Can you advise the situation/status regarding the environmental court challenge?

Many thanks for your help in advance. I appreciate you must be very busy 

Best wishes, Wendy

Wendy McGuinness
Chief Executive
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I am giving feedback as:

An individual

First Name:

Robyn

Last Name:

Hart

Address:

My thoughts on the proposed special housing area are:

Dear Councillors 
 
We wish to submit our strong opposition to the Ayrburn Farm Retirement Village SHA proposal. 
 
QLDC SHA LEAD POLICY 2.6 states: Identification of Special Housing Areas and the development facilitated within them should be 
generally consistent with the direction of the residential policy in the District Plan Review... 
 
The Ayrburn Farm SHA is the opposite extreme of the District Plan residential policy direction. Changing pristine Rural General land 
to high density 120sq m sections is farcical and goes against years of excellent town planning and procedures. 
 
QLDC SHA LEAD POLICY 5.2.1 states: The proposed area shall be located within or adjacent to existing urban areas. Areas located 
in rural areas remote from existing urban areas and services will generally not be viewed favourably.... 
 
The Ayrburn Farm SHA is not adjacent to existing urban areas. Many retirees would not drive and there is no easy access on foot to 
local services. 
 
QLDC SHA LEAD POLICY 4 states: District Plan provisions are relevant assessment considerations for applications for qualifying 
developments... 
 
The (out-dated) Ayrburn Farm SHA Urban Assessment (which only refers to 150 lots not 201) states a high adverse effect on the 
surrounding properties. Their latest proposal has squeezed in another 51 properties, showing no consideration for an even greater 
adverse effect on the surrounding neighbourhood. 
 
Affordable housing is essential. I applaud QLDC for proposing Gorge Road as a suitable SHA area. SHAs need to have the right 
balance of land value and location so that developments deliver affordable solutions for those in need and not investment or holiday 
home opportunities for the wealthy. 
 
The council is already aware of many reasons why Ayrburn Farm is not suitable for this type of development as these were covered at 
great time and expense in May 2015. This 2nd proposal (which sometimes refers to 150 lots and sometimes 201 lots), still raises the
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same issues. We ask that the council follows the same process and rejects this unsuitable proposal again. 
 
Regards 
Robyn & Nick Hart
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I am giving feedback as:

An individual

First Name:

Cynthia

Last Name:

Wilkins

Address:

My thoughts on the proposed special housing area are:

Rubbish! - obviously just another attempt to make more of the 'dreaded money ' after having his first attempt to do 150 or so houses
and certainly nothing to do with looking after the elderly!
Ayreburn station is one of the few remaining farms operating in the Wakatipu - it always looks impeccable and is a wonderful asset for
our visitors to the region to enjoy.
There are many reasons I think this development is rubbish! - you may well call me a N I M B Y - however I believe and I know that we
are killing the golden egg - Mill stream is a spawning stream with much activity during the spawning season - this will be severely
effected - the lowlands around the stream are also prone to flooding - how would the retirement village cope with that ? any proposals
for this! - and of course the beautiful Lake Hayes! already with many problems mostly in my mind with the development and the
removal of the wetlands so no filtering system - Millbrook I believe has had to have 'cleansing ponds' put in to limit the fall from the
golf course into the stream - has this retirement village any infastructure in place for these issues! - don't we think we have enough
problems with infastructure in the area already.
I beg that this galloping development be very closely thought out. I believe also this retirement proposal has no experience in such
things unlike the one proposed in MacDonnell road .
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I am giving feedback as:

An organisation

Name of Organisation:

Arrowtown Village Association

(No response)

Address:

My thoughts on the proposed special housing area are:

The Arrowtown Village Association would like to express our grave concerns regarding the Ayrburn Retirement Village proposal. 
There appears to be very little detail in the proposal with specific regard to a Retirement Village, in fact documents within the
proposal refer to this as "the proposed 150 lot residential Ayreburn Farm Development". (Contained in Appendix 9A)
No details have been made available about who the operators of this proposed retirement village might be, what it will comprise and
how the Village will appear on this property, beyond some photos of young families at play (appendix 5) and a designers sketch of a
street view (appendix2). 
While the AVA are not specifically concerned about the possible development of  a second retirement retirement village in the area, the
lack of relevant detail with regard to this being a proposal specifically for a retirement village is of some considerable concern.
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I am giving feedback as:

An individual

First Name:

Simon

Last Name:

Beadle

Address:

My thoughts on the proposed special housing area are:

Ayrburn Farm Developments (AFDL) proposed 201 section 'retirement village' is contrary to the district plan, various reports 
commissioned by the QLDC and QLDC growth management strategies. Specifically the ruination of an iconic natural outstanding 
landscape and the adverse environmental affects the development would deliver if allowed to go ahead. 
 
Some examples - 
 
5.2.1 Environmental Results Anticipated 
The following environmental results are anticipated in the Rural General zones: 
(i) The protection of outstanding natural landscapes and features from inappropriate subdivision, use and development. 
(ii) Maintenance and enhancement of openness and naturalness of outstanding natural landscapes and features. 
(iii)Strong management of the visual effects of subdivision and development within the visual amenity landscapes of the district. 
(iv) Enhancement of natural character of the visual amenity landscapes. 
 
 
(d) Nature Conservation Values 
In considering whether the proposed development will adversely affect nature conservation values and whether these effects are minor 
with respect to any ecological systems and other nature conservation values, the Council must be satisfied that: 
(i) the area affected by the development proposed in the application does not contain any indigenous, ecosystems including indigenous 
vegetation, wildlife habitats and wetlands or geological or geomorphological feature of significant value; 
(ii) the development proposed will not have any adverse effects that are more than minor on these indigenous ecosystems and/or 
geological or geomorphological feature of significant value; 
(iii) the development proposed will avoid the establishment of introduced vegetation that have a high potential to spread and 
naturalise (such as wilding pines or other noxious species). 
 
 
(a) Effects on natural and pastoral character 
In considering whether the adverse effects (including potential effects of the eventual construction and use of buildings and associated 
spaces) on the natural and pastoral character are avoided, remedied or mitigated, the following matters shall be taken into account: 
(i) where the site is adjacent to an Outstanding Natural Landscape or Feature, whether and the extent to which the visual effects of the
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development proposed will compromise any open character of the adjacent Outstanding Natural Landscape or Feature; 
(ii) whether and the extent to which the scale and nature of the development will compromise the natural or arcadian pastoral
character of the surrounding Visual Amenity Landscape; 
(iii) whether the development will degrade any natural or arcadian pastoral character of the landscape by causing over-domestication
of the landscape; 
(iv) whether any adverse effects identified in (i) - (iii) above are or can be avoided or mitigated by appropriate subdivision design and
landscaping, and/or appropriate conditions of consent (including covenants, consent notices and other restrictive instruments) having
regard to the matters contained in (b) to (e) below; 
 
4.2.4 Issues 
The District's landscapes are of significant value to the people who live, work or visit the District, and need to be protected from
inappropriate subdivision, development and use. Increasing development and activity makes the District's landscape particularly
vulnerable to change. 
The landscapes of the district broadly fall into three separate categories - outstanding natural landscapes and features, visual amenity
landscapes and other landscapes. The following significant resource management issues in respect of landscape generally, and by
category, have been identified: 
 
The principal issues identified are: 
(a) the management of urban growth in order to protect water resources and ground water recharge, safeguard the life supporting
capacity of soils, wetlands and air, avoid natural hazards including sheer slopes and flood plains and protect and enhance landscape
values and visual amenity. 
 
4.11.2 Issues 
Sediment and soil run-off associated with earthworks have the potential to adversely affect water quality and the amenity values of
neighbouring properties. 
The direct results of sediment run-off include damage to neighbouring properties, the blocking of drains and the sedimentation of
waterways. 
The factors that affect the amount of sediment run-off are rainfall, soil erodability, slope length and slope gradient. The closer the
earthworks operation locates to a waterway, the more immediate the potential impact. 
Earthworks, either through excavation or filling, have the potential to permanently alter the natural shape and form of the landscape, 
 
These are just a few! 
 
AFDL 'Retirement Village' application is very confusing. Some of the consultants AFDL have engaged to report on the proposed
development, are basing their findings on numbers other than the 201 sections proposed. 
Geo Solve quote - 120 sections. 
Clarke Fortune quote - 150 sections. 
Baxter Brown quote - 151 sections. 
This must surely render the whole application a complete nonsense. 
 
This application is a cynical attempt to make a quick dollar, by trying to use a loophole from the SHA guide lines - it doesn't even come
close to meeting the SHA guide lines. 
The applicant has absolutely no regard for the natural beauty of the Wakatipu, the environmental impact on Mill Creek and Lake
Hayes or the adverse affect it will have on the neighbouring properties. 
 
It is without question, unbridled greed at its most ugly. To allow the application to go ahead would make a mockery of the district plan
and all the hard work , time and expertise that have gone into it. 
 
Please do not approve this application.
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I am giving feedback as:

An individual

First Name:

Peter

Last Name:

Beadle

Address:

My thoughts on the proposed special housing area are:

'THE WAKATIPU IS THE PRIDE OF NEW ZEALAND'

My comment re the Ayrburn Farm Developments LTD (AFDL) proposed 201 section retirement village.

It contradicts all that the QLDC has carefully and wisely put in place over the last few years.
I congratulate the Mayor and Councilors for what they are doing and I know they will continue to block such breathtaking distortions,
which are to be found in the AFDL disingenuous proposal.

Peter Beadle
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I am giving feedback as:

An individual

First Name:

Murray and Clare

Last Name:

Doyle

Address:

My thoughts on the proposed special housing area are:

This is the second time this land has been subject to a special housing application and this application is clearly a contrived scheme to
gain approval under the guise of a retirement village. Like the first application this tries to place development in a rural environment
completely out of context with the surrounding landscape. The infrastructure will be unable to cope in the immediate location and this
will impact all those people who have chosen to live rurally in this area. Growth in the Arrowtown area of this scale should have
context to the town itself and not be dropped in the middle of a paddock three km from the township effectively stranding people away
from the services they need. Many other will have provided the technical reasons that show this application will degrade the rural
environment. The rural general zone is under threat in the basin and we risk spoiling the very thing that attracts so many people to the
area. We have plenty of land already zoned for housing in the area and whilst land itself is expensive money has never been cheaper.
In the same way affordable housing is scarce in New York, London and Auckland it is scarce here due to the demand to live here.
Luckily we do have areas in relative proximity that people can buy cheaper homes. I would ask the Council reject this application on
the same grounds it rejected the first.
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I am giving feedback as:

An individual

First Name:

Gaynor

Last Name:

Shepherd

Address:

My thoughts on the proposed special housing area are:

I support Ayrburn Retirement Village. Although I believe that all commercial developments should not be SHA, if McDonnell
Road Retirement Village is given this status , to be fair and consistent , Ayrburn must also fall into this category.
Ayrburn has a wide vista - mountains and established trees. Public transport would give residents their independence.
Walking and cycling tracks are easily accessible. It appears an ideal position.

The proposed village , although close to Arrowtown , would not encroach on the "green belt" area defining Arrowtown
boundary.

.
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I am giving feedback as:

An individual

First Name:

Stephanie

Last Name:

Goulston

Address:

My thoughts on the proposed special housing area are:

We would like to raise a strong objection to this proposal, not only for the significant adverse affect to the enjoyment of our property in 
the rural residential zone, but because it constitutes an urban development in a rural zone, which is clearly not in the best interests of 
the area’s development and character. In particular we would like to highlight the following specific concerns. 
 
Location 
 
In the lead policy the Council stated that priority should be given to SHAs within existing urban areas although consideration would 
be allowed for greenfield sites adjacent to urban areas. The developer suggests that this location is adjacent to an existing "urban” 
area in respect of Millbrook and Waterfall park. As detailed in the district plan and proposed district plan, Millbrook and Waterfall 
park are special resort zones and they do not have the infrastructure, traffic pattens, retail provision, public transport support, or 
density of urban development areas. Additionally both Millbrook and Waterfall Park are outside the Urban Growth Boundary of 
Arrowtown so it is difficult to surmise how Ayrburn Farm can be considered "adjacent to urban areas". The Ayrburn Farm proposal 
would constitute a ghetto of high density development in an otherwise open rural landscape and would not integrate well into the 
existing community given the significant disparity in housing density and the impact on visual amenity. 
 
Ayrburn Farm is clearly defined as rural landscape in the proposed district plan and lying as it does between the special resort zoning 
and the rural residential zoning of North Lake Hayes it provides the last remaining corridor of open low intensity farming land on that 
side of the Arrowtown-Lake Hayes Road. To remove this would, without question, create an immediate degradation of the visual 
amenity and rural landscape character of this area. 
 
Affordability 
 
Typically retirement villages of this type and in such an area of visual amenity would attract wealthy retirees who are already home 
owners or with substantial assets. It is therefore very difficult to see how this proposal would meet the Council’s objective,understood 
by us and many in the community, to increase the level of affordable housing envisaged in signing the Special Housing Accord. In such 
an area of outstanding rural visual amenity these sites, though small in size, will attract a significant premium which negates the 
feasibility of this site as an SHA. 
 
Practical limitations of site for retirement housing
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Retirement villages are ideally situated close to amenities to which residents can walk or cycle, integrating older people into 
surrounding communities while still providing security and care to remain independent. This is usually best achieved through flat land 
urban locations close to town centres and public transport routes. Lack of access to key facilities including opportunities to socialise 
leads to reduced quality of life for seniors and social isolation. The proposal allows for a cafe and a bowling green on site along with 
medical care but it does not consider special requirements for retirees and the range of amenities appropriate to seniors for daily 
needs e.g. hairdressers, groceries, chemist, laundry, library, recreational facilities, open spaces for socialisation or exercise, sitting 
out areas. 
 
These services are available in Arrowtown however the location of the site at the base of the steep slope of Ayrburn ridge will preclude 
many senior residents from being able to walk/cycle to Arrowtown. The trail path through Milbrook is an unpaved thin winding steep 
path, used extensively by cross-country cyclists and is therefore not suitable as a walking track for many seniors or for mobility 
vehicles. The road link to Arrowtown also does not provide a suitable walking path or pavement and is dangerous given volumes and 
speeds of traffic. The site is not well served by public transport and even were a bus stop to be provided for the development, it would 
still require a significant walk by senior residents to the roadside. 
 
These factors mean that senior residents will have a high reliance on cars for transport to and from the site and any inability to drive 
will have a serious negative impact on their ability to live independently. Access to/from the site is from a busy road which is again not 
suitable for seniors. 
 
Visibility and density of housing 
 
The impact on the local environment and the high visibility of this proposed development is of special concern. This revised proposal 
has significantly increased the scale and visiblity of the proposed development, from 150 houses to a medium density development of 
200 houses. To do this it has increased its geographical spread so that it is now proposed to directly adjoin the Queenstown Trail path. 
It is hard to believe this significant escalation is proposed without significantly updating the previously rejected proposal for the major 
impact that this extension of scope would have upon the surrounding neighbourhood and area. In particular the landscape report has 
not been updated for the increase in size of the development. The attached landscape report specifically highlights the importance of 
maintaining open grazing pastures in the area immediately adjacent to and visible from the public Queenstown Trail path. Failure to 
do this has a significant adverse impact on visual amenity both for residents of the area to the south of this newly extended 
development and for members of the public using the Queenstown Trail. The medium density nature of the development will also make 
it highly visible from the nearby high tourism amenity areas on higher ground. 
 
The current Ayrburn Farm proposal provides for a medium density urban island in a rural zone. It is not only out of keeping with the 
rural landscape, rural residential and resort zones immediately surrounding it, it is also inconsistent with the proposed development of 
growth and urban density within the Urban Growth Boundary of Arrowtown. 
 
Environmental impact 
 
There has been no update to the infrastructure or environmental assessments of the proposal for the significant increase in density and 
scope of project. The development on this greenfield site will have a significant impact on the local environment in particular we 
would highlight the following concerns: 
 
- The infrastructure required to service such a development is not currently available and when created will of course impact visual 
amenity and rural nature of landscape. 
 
- It is questionable as to whether existing infrastructure has the capacity to accommodate the significant increase in housing in 
particular as regards the water supply from Lake Hayes catchment which is already under pressure. 
 
- The size of the development will have a significant adverse impact on light and noise pollution in the area, including the significant 
glare from over 400sqm of solar panels. 
 
- The proposed entrance/exit is close to an already difficult road intersection and a substantial increase in traffic flows from over 200 
residents will make the road more dangerous to motorists, cyclists and pedestrians. 
 
- There is potential for residents, particularly in the newly envisaged western section of the development, to use the secondary road 
which runs parallel and into Speargrass Flat Road. This would create significant noise and road pollution issues for existing residents 
of that area and safety issues for users of the Queenstown Trail cycling path. It would also significantly increase the visibility of this 
urban development from Speargrass Flat Road. 
 
- The potential for significant pollution from residential activities to Mill Stream and Lake Hayes is very high. 
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- Adverse impact on local bird populations and breeding grounds / migratory patterns.
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I am giving feedback as:

An organisation

Name of Organisation:

Queenstown Grey Power Inc

•  Please also include my name as part of this feedback.

First Name:

Betty

Last Name:

Gray

Address:

My thoughts on the proposed special housing area are:

Queenstown Grey Power Inc supports the Ayrburn Retirement Village Application on the grounds as a Special Housing Area for the 
following reasons: 
 
1 It will provide the older citizens of Queenstown with increased choices about where and how they wish to live; 
 
2 It would allow older citizens to contribute to the housing stock of Queenstown when they vacate the family home to move into a 
retirement home; 
 
3 It would meet the social and security needs of older citizens in an assisted environment; 
 
4 By providing its proposed health services it would lessen the demand on the LD Hospital's services; 
 
5 It would remove the older citizen's worries associated with maintaining a private home; 
 
6 The ageing population continues to grow as the population in Queenstown rapidly grows. Today's 50+ population will be soon 
looking for smaller residences as their family needs change. Planning for tomorrow is essential today; 
 
7 It would lessen the need for older citizens to move away from Queenstown to seek other forms of supported living not often currently 
available in Queenstown; 
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8 It would contribute to the reputation of Queenstown being an age friendly city.
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I am giving feedback as:

An individual

First Name:

Stephanie

Last Name:

Kemp

Address:

My thoughts on the proposed special housing area are:

I am opposed to the proposed special housing area ( "SHA") for the following reasons:

1. The SHA will ruin the amenity value of the rural landscape of the area. In fact the SHA contravenes specific policies set out in the
district plan recommending " the protection of the rural character of this landscape is of high importance to the maintenance of the
remaining rural character and visual amenity of the basin". The district plan specifically recommends avoiding further subdivision
and further residential development of the Speargrass Flat Road area including " requiring any further residential development should
not be visible from locations in Speargrass Flat Road so that the open pastoral landscape value of the area be preserved."
2. Due to stormwater run off and a proposed new flood channel the SHA will have more than minor effects on the water quality of Mill
Creek which is an important spawning stream for trout. As Mill Creek feeds into Lake Hayes the SHA will significantly affect the water
quality of Lake Hayes a hugely important recreational resource and ecological habitat.
3. The SHA proposes 201 houses which is completely inconsistent with the low density zoning and rural nature of the area in which it
is proposed and will therefore have significant effects not only on the amenity and landscape value of the area but on the very quality
of life of residents that live in the surrounding area. The SHA would fundamentally alter the character of the area from rural to urban.
Once again this contravenes policies in the district plan.

In conclusion one of the key aims of the district plan is that growth should be restricted to appropriate areas. It is my submission that
Ayrburn Farm is not an appropriate area for the SHA due to the negative impact on the rural landscape and on the important
ecological habitat of Mill Creek and Lake Hayes. I am therefore completely opposed to the establishment of the SHA at Ayrburn Farm.
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I am giving feedback as:

An individual

First Name:

William

Last Name:

Kemp

Address:

My thoughts on the proposed special housing area are:

I am opposed to the proposed special housing area ( "SHA") for the following reasons:

1. The SHA will ruin the amenity value of the rural landscape of the area. In fact the SHA contravenes specific policies set out in the
district plan recommending " the protection of the rural character of this landscape is of high importance to the maintenance of the
remaining rural character and visual amenity of the basin". The district plan specifically recommends avoiding further subdivision
and further residential development of the Speargrass Flat Road area including " requiring any further residential development should
not be visible from locations in Speargrass Flat Road so that the open pastoral landscape value of the area be preserved."
2. Due to stormwater run off and a proposed new flood channel the SHA will have more than minor effects on the water quality of Mill
Creek which is an important spawning stream for trout. As Mill Creek feeds into Lake Hayes the SHA will significantly affect the water
quality of Lake Hayes a hugely important recreational resource and ecological habitat.
3. The SHA proposes 201 houses which is completely inconsistent with the low density zoning and rural nature of the area in which it
is proposed and will therefore have significant effects not only on the amenity and landscape value of the area but on the very quality
of life of residents that live in the surrounding area. The SHA would fundamentally alter the character of the area from rural to urban.
Once again this contravenes policies in the district plan.

In conclusion one of the key aims of the district plan is that growth should be restricted to appropriate areas. It is my submission that
Ayrburn Farm is not an appropriate area for the SHA due to the negative impact on the rural landscape and on the important
ecological habitat of Mill Creek and Lake Hayes. I am therefore completely opposed to the establishment of the SHA at Ayrburn Farm.
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I am giving feedback as:

An individual

First Name:

Elizabeth 

Last Name:

Winstone

Address:

My thoughts on the proposed special housing area are:

I am totally opposed to this development.

Let this application be thrown out.

We do not need cheap housing cluttering the unique landscape.

Please, please, no more SHAs in this area.
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I am giving feedback as:

An individual

First Name:

Philip 

Last Name:

Winstone

Address:

My thoughts on the proposed special housing area are:

Hello,
I am totally opposed to SHA being used for a retirement village at Ayrburn. It is a pristine area. As with the Monk proposal I have
grave reservations about the SHA process being used for retirement villages.
The SHA process is ideally suited to provide affordable housing for younger people starting in life. The best place for SHA projects is
in new residential developments that will be coming forward when the developers start releasing the already approved 11,000 site in
the Wakatipu basin.
Why not be a bold Council,lead on the front foot and ensure say 15% of the sections in all (future) land developments are priced at a
level that meets the dollar signs to ensure there are entry level priced houses.

Bottom line from me is NO to Aryburn as retirement village under SHA.

Thanks for the opportunity to express my view.
Phil Winstone
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I am giving feedback as:

An individual

First Name:

Ros

Last Name:

Preston

Address:

.

My thoughts on the proposed special housing area are:

I am totally against the proposal for a retirement village at Ayrburn Farm under the S.H.A. It is such a beautiful area, & should be left
the way it is now.
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I am giving feedback as:

An individual

First Name:

Chris & Julia

Last Name:

Stephenson

Address:

My thoughts on the proposed special housing area are:

Whist we are not opposed to the development of a retirement village on the site known as Ayrburn Farm per se (though we are not that
thrilled that the stunning views will be gone from the track to Christine's Hill), we do have concerns regarding the surrounding
infrastructure as follows:
1) Increased traffic on the immediate (Lake Hayes - Arrowtown Road) and Speargrass Flat Road. The speed restrictions were lowered
on the former late 2015 however this has not slowed the traffic significantly. We are concerned that increased volume of traffic would
also arise on Speargrass Flat Road. Furthermore, we would be opposed should there be any widening of the one lane bridge over Mill
Creek to cater for increased car traffic as Speargrass Flat Road is well used by cyclists and walkers and the current bridge acts as a
forced speed reducer.
2) Also in line with the above, should a retirement village be built you could reasonably expect an increase in the number of cyclists
and pedestrians. Despite there being signs indicating walkers on the road, the current roading on Speargrass Flat Road does not cater
sufficiently to walkers in particular. There are no footpaths or flat berms and the bridge has insufficient space for a walker to safely
stop mid cross to allow a car to pass. Should the proposed development go ahead we'd like to see the building of a foot bridge to
increase the safety factor for walkers whist ensuring the traffic is naturally slowed by the bridge.
3) Having enjoyed many a walk & swim at Lake Hayes this summer, the levels of fish were very evident, especially near the Mill Creek
flow and its a pleasure to see such a thriving natural habitat. We implore the council to ensure that waste water and its effects do not
affect Mill Creek.
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I am giving feedback as:

An individual

First Name:

Wendy 

Last Name:

Clarke

Address:

My thoughts on the proposed special housing area are:

Ayrburn Retirement Village Special Housing Area. Feedback 
We as immediate neighbours object to the proposed application for the following reasons: 
• The land is zoned Rural General. It is not appropriate for development of this density. 
 
• The proposal is a cynical way of getting a subdivision through a process avoiding the more rigorous RMA process. 
 
• How is it possible for a development for 150 dwellings that was turned down (first application for an Ayrburn Special Housing Area) 
to now become 201 dwellings spread over a greater area and miraculously have less adverse effects? 
 
• The proposal still does not met the lead policy requirement of a Special Housing Area of being adjacent to an existing urban area. To 
consider that Millbrook or the Waterfall Park zone is an adjacent urban environment is ludicrous. Millbrook is not an urban area, it 
has no shops or services, is empty of residents for much of the year and is a private resort. It is in many ways a hollow community. 
 
• To say that the proposal is respecting Arrowtown by not putting pressure on Arrowtown to extend its boundaries is also cynical. This 
proposal has nothing to do with Arrowtown. It is detached completely from Arrowtown both physically and geographically. 
 
• The SHA legislation was not intended for this type of development. It will not produce any affordable housing. It will be a smaller 
version of Millbrook for wealthy second home owners. The offering of free houses for staff is a bribe to try and get it over the line. 10 
houses for staff that will work for the development in return for 191 expensive houses!! What is affordable for a retirement dwelling? 
Given land costs in this area and construction cost of around $3000 per m2 these dwellings are likely to be $600,000 to $1million? Is 
that affordable? 
 
• The developer has looked at the support for a Retirement Village on the outskirts of Arrowtown and thought-‘ Ah that’s what we will 
do here to get it through’. In the space of a few months since the last SHA application on this land was turned down, things have been 
rejigged, reports changed and old sections used again to come up with another proposal that is even worse. 
 
• The proposed operators of the Arrowtown Retirement Village have a proven track record of running successful villages. The 
applicant here has no experience. We have no confidence that the proposal would end up as anything other than an intensive expensive 
subdivision.
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• The Arrowtown Retirement Village proposal also has merit, because it is close to an existing urban area and its associated services 
and it may well free up housing stock as older Arrowtown residents who still want to be close to Arrowtown, move there and free up 
their houses for families to buy. 
 
• The proposal is contrary to the District Plan objectives policies and rules for Rural General zoned land(RG). No subdivision of this 
scale on Rural General land would be granted under normal circumstances, without going through the RMA process. It makes a 
nonsense of past rulings, the time spent advocating for landscape protection and the acceptance by successive councils to carefully 
assess development in the RG zones. It also makes a nonsense of the RMA process and all of those people who have had to go through 
that process to get development rights on RG land. 
 
• The RG rules seek to retain RG land from inappropriate sub division that has effects that are more than minor. The proposal has 
effects that are certainly more than minor. 
 
• The District Plan is under review. The owners of Ayrburn farm already have submissions to get this land rezoned. They are using a 
shot gun approach, throwing everything at Council to try and get the land zoned something other than RG. The District Plan process 
and the submissions made in relation to the owners proposals should go through the District Plan process where evidence will be 
heard by commissioners. 
 
• The subdivision will be highly visible from the public walking trail which is part of the national Te Araroa trail and also highly 
visible from a number of neighbours and from some public roads (when trees are bare) Given the increased density it is even more 
visible for neighbours to the west and the walking track than the previous SHA proposal. This is not given consideration by the 
application. This is a beautiful piece of ‘Arcadian’ landscape admired by the many track walkers and cyclists and enjoyed by 
neighbours. These neighbours had a realistic expectation when they purchased their properties, that any development on the adjacent 
RG land would be subject to a robust RMA process. 
 
• The council is to be congratulated for rezoning the Gorge Road area in Queenstown. This is where affordable housing is needed, 
catering for transient tourism workers who are renting houses that could otherwise be used by permanent residents. The other issue 
that needs urgently addressed is getting land already zoned for residential use to the market and we already know there are 100’s of 
these. 
 
• The density and extent of development is greater than the last proposal that was turned down. What makes this better? Other than 
perhaps reduced traffic flows, there are still the issues of density, visibility, potential threat to Mill Creek from pollution (Stormwater 
discharge of this magnitude to Mill Creek is not acceptable nor is a waste water line proposed to be established beside the creek. This 
is the spawning creek for Lake Hayes fish. Lake Hayes is already subject to eutrophication) water shortages and light spill. The 
modelling and assessment relies on the first SHA proposal for 150 dwellings based on the assumption that dwelling occupancy will be 
less. This is a lazy application in that respect. Stormwater for instance will now come from an additional 50 dwellings with their 
associated roofing and additional roading 
 
• This part of the valley is on a migratory path for many birds including plovers, native falcon, stilts, all types of ducks and the 
occasional herons. Intensive development will impact on this. 
 
• Some proposed housing is on a flood plain. Altering the natural river course and undertaking extensive earthworks to try and combat 
this is not an acceptable solution. It will potentially change the stream and Lake Hayes ecology for the financial gain of the developer. 
 
• Much of the supporting evidence is the old reports that were produced for the last failed attempt. They do not take into consideration 
the additional houses to the west. The landscape assessment doesn’t assess visibility of the extended development from a number of 
residences or from the walking track. How can reports for a previous development be relied on to provide reliable evidence for this 
application? 
 
• The application states the development will be screened by planting. What sort of planting? Is it deciduous? What happens in winter? 
Is it native? Very few natives survive in this part of Speargrass Flat due to extreme cold and would take years to provide any 
meaningful screening even if they did survive. 
 
• Existing semi mature avenue trees running through the land to the west will have to be removed 
 
This is not a case of nimbyism. Besides, the word nimby is a much thrown about derogatory word indicating that anyone who objects 
to a significant neighbouring development is somehow acting out of some pettiness. This submission is about asking the council to 
continue to make the protection of landscape paramount in Rural General zones and in the District Plan. It is also about Council 
allowing for infrastructure district wide to catch up before zoning more and more land for development. If the SHA must be used as a 
mechanism in this district, then these SHA’s need to be established in areas where they will create genuinely affordable housing close
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to places of work and services. This development like the last one, continues to make a mockery of the process. We urge that Council
turn this SHA application down. 
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I am giving feedback as:

An individual

First Name:

Roy

Last Name:

Somerville

Address:

My thoughts on the proposed special housing area are:

Ayrburn farm is situated in a rural area. Parts of the original farm have been recently subdivided into very large parcels of land with
single dwellings appropriate to this area.

The advent of creating an isolated, intense development in such a position, is entirely inappropriate and would have a lasting
detrimental effect on the whole fabric of what is one of the most treasured and unspoilt landscapes in the area. This is one of the
unique differences between the Arrowtown area and Queenstown developed areas.

The local infrastructure is designed to cope with the future development of a rural area, not high density housing.

Some other significant considerations. The water quality of Lake Hayes has been deteriorating for a number of years and any further
run off into Mill Creek or the surrounding area from intense development will only aggravate the existing situation.

The addition of probably upwards of another 300 cars from the proposed Special Housing Area development, onto the existing rural
roads, would create another undesirable effect.

This proposal is definitely not a Retirement Village but an attempt, using the recently created SHA, to bypass existing legislation to
create a high density development which will only benefit the developer and not the local community.

The QLDC is an elected body to represent the best interests of the community. I would hope our trust in this process will not be
misplaced.
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I am giving feedback as:

An individual

First Name:

Colin

Last Name:

Bellett

Address:

My thoughts on the proposed special housing area are:

As rural residents living between Lake Hayes and Arrowtown for over 30 years, we have appreciated the well considered planning that 
has taken place in the past to guard against ill conceived land development. 
 
Many aspects of the Ayrburn proposal have raised serious alarm bells. 
 
The April edition of “Scuttlebutt” reaffirmed the need to protect against urban sprawl. 
 
This proposal is smack inside a rural district and designed to settle a large number of residents, but effectively linking it to the already 
stretched, township of Arrowtown. 
 
The impact on all services is evident to you. I feel sure. But the environmental impact would be major! 
 
Already the Tourist zoned,Waterfall Park land has, I understand, existing permission to build an excess of 100 dwelling, adjacent to 
the Mill stream, the vital spawning stream for Lake Hayes trout. 
 
The light, noise, smoke and motor vehicle pollution would be very significant and effectively destroy the dreams of all of us rural land 
owners who settled where we are, with the assurance of tightly controlled land subdivision. 
 
I am sure you will be aware of the strong opposition to this proposed development. Like most we fully realise the need to provide for 
the strong surge in our regions population growth. We know and accept that there is a need for many more homes. 
 
Developments like Lake Hayes Estate, Shotover Country have been carefully evaluated and are supported by the expanding shopping 
centres and infrastructure near Frankton. These subdivisions are clearly needed and have been wisely planned. 
 
I am not a NIMBY, but simply know, like hundreds of other in the district, that the Ayrburn retirement village development proposal is 
a very flawed project that does not stand up to any serious scrutiny . 
 
Please do not allow this proposal to proceed further without an intense study of long term impact on our beautiful part of the Wakatipu 
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Yours sincerely 
 
Colin and Mary Bellett 
 

 



Page 1

Ayrburn Retirement Village Special Housing Area Feedback
Created Wednesday, February 17, 2016

http://fluidsurveys.com/account/surveys/1013976/responses/export//surveys/qldc/ayrburn-retirement-village-special-housing-area/ce3c869625a5ad51c25f4b702efe1138a499d96d/

Page 1

I am giving feedback as:

An individual

First Name:

ROBERT

Last Name:

DUMARCHAND

Address:

My thoughts on the proposed special housing area are:

I object to the proposed zone change that would allow for a large scale development for the following reasons:- 
 
1. Retirement Villages are not affordable housing. A proposed zone change from Rural General to Special Housing Area negates our 
ability to object to future developments on Ayrburn Farm under the RMA process of public input. 
 
2. Loss of a Landscape of Significant Heritage and Cultural Value. Once the land is developed it is changed for ever. 
 
3. The scale of the proposed development is not in keeping with the immediate surrounding area. There is no development of this scale 
along the Lake Hayes Arrowtown Road. 
 
4. Loss of visual amenity from all the adjoining properties, especially in the evenings when the lighting generated from a large scale 
development will be significant. Noise is another major factor. 
 
5. As a property developer and owner of 40 years experience with major commercial developments in Australia and Asia, I challenge 
the findings of the Traffic Consultants. Vehicle movements will far exceed those stated in the report. 
 
6. The Developer's offer of 10 Rent Free houses in the development to workers employed by the Retirement Village with any unused 
houses then offered rent free to the Housing Trust is nothing more than a SCAM. A retirement village of this scale will have staff levels 
which will far exceed the ten houses. Where is the benefit in this offer to our community and the Housing Trust? The only benefit is to 
the Developer and Owner of the completed Retirement Village. 
Enticements made to any Statutory Authority (QLDC) by a Developer to assist in gaining an approval is inappropriate, unethical and 
in most circumstances, illegal. 
 
As affected residents we are constantly reminded of the "NOT IN MY BACKYARD" attitude to developments such as this. However, 
there are times when it is appropriate to make a firm stand. 
 
When you make your decision, Councillors need to remember what makes Queenstown special. To destroy this by bowing to the whims 
of our vote-driven political masters and the manipulations of greedy Developers and Land Owners is nothing but a travesty. 
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You only need to look at the beautiful region of Noosa Heads, Queensland to see the results of making the right decision. The local
council, together with the support of concerned residents, fought the Queensland State Government and Developers over high density
and high population expansion and won. As a result, the area now has a population growth capped at 41,000 and is classified as a
World Heritage Area. The beauty of the environment has been saved for future generations and this is what sets it apart and makes it
special. Queenstown deserves nothing less.
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I am giving feedback as:

An individual

First Name:

Barry

Last Name:

Pannett

Address:

My thoughts on the proposed special housing area are:

A SHA removes the development from under the Resource Management Act and places it under the Housing Accords and Special
Housing Areas Act which has different rules for public consultation and approval by QLDC

Whilst supporting the development in principal, it should only proceed if it complies with the resource management act and the
regulations that are there to protect this very fragile environment.

The proposal to develop it under a SHA is a direct attempt to circumnavigate the legislation that has protected Arrowtown to date.
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I am giving feedback as:

An individual

First Name:

Sandra

Last Name:

Zuschlag

Address:

My thoughts on the proposed special housing area are:

I like seeing old farms coming to live but the Ayrburn concept is not a good concept in my opinion. Firstly I believe the location is not
suited to have dense housing at all. The area is obviously rural residential and the proposed development would totally destroy this
area and its rural feel. 400sqm sections are a good idea but not at this location as it doesn't connect to any existing development of the
same character. To me it feels like lost in translation - totally not speaking the language of the surrounding landscape. The upgrading
of the farm buildings is a nice side effect but it doesn't take away the massive block of housing surrounding it.

Secondly it feels for me that this in actually not a retirement village but a way of getting more housing on the market. All houses, even
though being small, have 3 bedrooms. Retirees could easily live in one or two bedroom homes with the option of using a guest house
on site for family to come.

Thirdly I believe the older generation should be part of the community and not getting tucked away at the bottom of the hill to far away
to get to Arrowtown without any vehicle. I believe the elderly homes should be right in the community to allow the old folks to live an
independent live without the need to use a car. We have special housing in Arrowtown, maybe we should also allow for elderly housing
as well - for anybody who likes to downsize and needs care as well.

Conclusion: The Ayrburn retirement village and special housing is not fitting the environment at all and should not be allowed.
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I am giving feedback as:

An individual

First Name:

Catherine

Last Name:

McClean

Address:

 

My thoughts on the proposed special housing area are:

I am concerned that the Council is considering this proposal in isolation rather than in the Plan Review Process. Really the council
needs to address the bigger picture of Queenstown's development pattern and the associated problems of infrastructure, traffic
congestion, public transport, appropriate locations for affordable housing etc within the District Plan Review process. I am worried
that the rapid growth occurring in the district with its attendant negative effects, are not seen in totality with this ad hoc approach.

The correct process for the council to follow is to consider development on this site within the Plan Review process and not as a fast
track SHA development in disguise as a retirement village. I am not convinced any development as proposed will be affordable or
beneficial to the community. It is hard to avoid the cynical view that they are using the SHA legislation to try to lower the development
costs of a carve up. A fast track process is not necessary and the Councillors would be very irresponsible to allow it to proceed when a
DP review is concurrently being conducted.

Catherine McClean
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I am giving feedback as:

An individual

First Name:

Sandra

Last Name:

Zuschlag

Address:

My thoughts on the proposed special housing area are:

I believe council needs to sit down and get a concept under way working out which areas can be developed in the future and which
ones need to stay as they are to make sure we keep beautiful down here and not end being a patchwork of developers dreams which
won't suit the landscape.
With Ayrburn I can only see someone trying to copy the same ideas as the new higher density development next to Lake Hayes Estate.
In Ayrburn's case it is done also under the label of retirement village and special housing. For me this concept lacks any effort to show
connection to the surrounding land. It is just someones idea plonking 200 houses on small sections in the middle of the landscape
softening it by the idea of converting a farmhouse into a cafe. There is nothing especially set up for the elderly like care center or
sports area this is clearly just housing in the nowhere.

I believe if we want to grow we need to create a village with all amenities and not just an accumulation of houses to sleep in.
Arrowtown is a great example of a functioning village: school, shops, restaurants, library, pool, jobs. It totally works. And we need
more of this and therefore council must step up and get an overall plan sorted. The district plan needs to allow for this. We need to
have a plan and then developers can come in and develop the designated area but within the restrictions which are set in advance.
Right now it is the other way round - council which should be in charge is reacting and not leading the way.

I am against Ayrburn is does not suit the location at all.
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I am giving feedback as:

An individual

First Name:

Lauren 

Last Name:

Warwick

Address:

My thoughts on the proposed special housing area are:

The developement is inapproprate for the area which is mainly a rural residential environment.
Whilst there is a need for a retirement village for the elderly in the district it should be placed in Arrowtown or Frankton close to
amenities.
I believe a big subdivision like this is not in keeping with the area.
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I am giving feedback as:

An individual

First Name:

Kevin

Last Name:

Bouchier

Address:

My thoughts on the proposed special housing area are:

The critical point that underpins the master plan for this area and any development within the Ayrburn farm is rural zoning. What is
the purpose of zoning, if a developer can consistently challenge its boundaries.

The developer cites Millbrook Resort as part of urban growth and therefore assumes we should accept the medium density
development proposal of Ayrburn farm using this as a precedent. I would challenge the interpretation of Millbrook as urban growth
considering a large percentage of it’s residents are not permanent. Each developer submission must stand on its own merits based on
existing zoning of the land and purpose of the development.

In addition, locating a Retirement Village two kilometres outside of the nearest township creates a fragmented sense of community and
belonging. The best way to support our elderly community is to have them located within our township communities, where they can
interact with the community on a daily basis. Walking distance to shops, libraries, cafes, movie theatres, restaurants and assistance
from the local school community and Christian societies.

Lastly the generational environmental impact to Millcreek would be devastating, as this is a spawning ground for the Brown Trout,
which has been part of our environment and rivers long before any development within the basin.

We should put our energy towards a hospital to support the community and our tourists, rather than considering 200 new retirees with
no access to any amenities or the community which they belong to.

The greatest asset we have to support our growth is tourism, this development challenges the roads, infrastructure to one of our
greatest tourist assets, Arrowtown.

I would urge the QLDC to consider its obligations in supporting our community and look at a more holistic view of providing
affordable and retiree housing within the Wakatipu.

We firmly oppose this development.

Roni & Kevin Bouchier
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I am giving feedback as:

An individual

First Name:

Brentleigh

Last Name:

Bond

Address:

My thoughts on the proposed special housing area are:

The Mayor and Councillors 
Queenstown Lakes District Council 
Queenstown 
 
 
Feedback on the: 
Ayrburn Retirement Village Special Housing Area 
 
 
I object to the Expression of Interest: Special Housing Area for the Ayrburn Retirement Village dated November 2015 for the following 
reasons: 
 
1. Apart from a substantial 34% increase in the number of dwellings to be constructed, the essential difference between this and an 
earlier proposal under the SHA which was properly rejected by Council is the concept that this is to be a “retirement village”. It is 
apparent that the proponents have simply picked up the old, failed February 2015 EOI, rehashed the wording somewhat with the 
sporadic inclusion of the words “Retirement Village”, attached the unaltered consultants’ reports (this is acknowledged in the 
Executive Summary), and claimed that the average number of residents per unit will drop to 1.1 over time while continuing to offer 
only 2, 3 and 4 bedroom dwellings. A simple calculation indicates that, to achieve the 1.1 figure, there can be only be 20 of the 191 
units with two residents. It is interesting to speculate what an elderly person living alone, perhaps with even mobility difficulties, is 
going to do with a 4 bedroom home? This latest EOI must surely be just another bite at the old cherry. 
 
2. Appendix 5 of the EOI contains eight photographs all depicting happy family groups, including dogs, presumably as an indication of 
the lifestyle residents can enjoy at the Village. Have the proponents of this latest EOI really taken so little interest in this latest EOI as 
to not even bother checking the various appendices for these anomalies. To me, this does not indicate serious consideration of this 
“Retirement Village” proposal. 
 
3. The EOI contains virtually no details of the ownership, management, or operational structure of the “Retirement Village”. A 
number of questions that need answering include: 
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a. Will residents hold ‘fee simple’ or some other form of freehold title to their allotment or will they obtain residency with the more
common retirement village ‘licence to occupy’ or similar? The wording in the EOI seems to indicate the former which implies there
will be no effective ongoing control of the age of persons who can occupy the units that would defeat the proposal. 
b. The EOI indicates a medical centre, and medium and high care facilities with additional beds to be available for residents. Para
5(a) indicates the medical centre will be located in the homestead and original farmer’s cottage. However, there appears to be no
indication of where the medium and high care facilities will be located or the number of beds that will be available for residents. 
c. There is no indication that the medium and high care facilities will include hospice care for the terminally ill. Will the Village be
equipped to provide longer term palliative care or will terminally ill residents be tossed out to find an alternative facility? 
 
4. The control of potential flooding for the development appears to consist of the creation of a 15-20m wide floodway with rock
protection and planting on certain sections of Mill Creek, and the closure of the existing secondary overflow across Area B. There
appears to be no consideration of the effects of this channelling and overflow closure, together with the higher volume runoff from
roofs as compared to the present pasture, on properties located downstream between the Village and Lake Hayes. 
 
I submit that this high density proposal does not comply with the present District Plan, and has effectively been turned down once
under the provisions of the HASHA. 
 
I recommend that this present proposal does not proceed. 
 
I further support the feedback by other residents objecting to the proposal. 
 
 
Brentleigh Bond 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
I DO NOT wish to speak to this submission. 
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I am giving feedback as:

An individual

First Name:

Bronwyn

Last Name:

Ross

Address:

My thoughts on the proposed special housing area are:

The size of this proposal is an assault on the intelligence of the local community and after the first proposal for the land was rejected
the neighbouring properties should not now be put through this, shame on the council. This is pure greed of the developers involved in
this. Ad hear to the rules of the land use and give the adjoining properties a chance to live in peace and enjoy their properties as they
have paid their right to do. 
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I am giving feedback as:

An individual

First Name:

Michael

Last Name:

Ross

Address:

My thoughts on the proposed special housing area are:

The idea of this number of retirement homes being build when an existing aged care home company has already applied within normal
planning rules to build closer to arrowtown makes this.completely unnecessary. In fact giving one applicant a way of.by passing
exiting planning rules over others could be deemed to be at least extremely arrogant.
Equally any concentration of that number of homes completely ruins the valley all its existing ambiance.

The approval by the commissioners for the develop of high density housing out at handly downs also provide adequate hoising stock.

If the planned aged care is build near allowtown is there a business for 300 plus more. This high number of homes would also end up
raising issues surrounding Mill Creek, water drainage and sewerage.

Please do NOT approve this. Aged care is required for us all eventually please make it appropiate.
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I am giving feedback as:

An individual

First Name:

Roger

Last Name:

Brough

Address:

My thoughts on the proposed special housing area are:

The Mayor and Councillors 
Queenstown Lakes District Council 
Queenstown 
 
Feedback on the: 
 
Ayrburn Retirement Village – Expression of Interest: Special Housing Area November 2015 
 
We wish to register my objection to the above Expression of Interest: Special Housing Area for the proposed Ayrburn Retirement 
Village dated 2015 for several reasons as follows; 
 
 A very similar proposal was presented to a meeting of the QLDC on 03 June 2015 and failed to gain approval to proceed. 
 A paper presenting this proposal, along with others was presented to the council co-written by the then District Planning Manager 
and the General Manager , Planning & Development. In the ‘Background’ notes to the paper, it states that ‘The Aryburn Farm EOI, 
by being located 2km from the urban boundary, does not fit well with the locational criteria in the Lead Policy…..’. It goes on to say, 
‘The proposal essentially represents an “urban island” in the countryside, and may adversely impact on landscape values’. 
 This new proposal is essentially the same as the previously rejected proposal albeit said to involve an additional 51 dwellings and 
now calling it a ‘retirement village’. 
 It is not only the scale and the type of development that we object to but also the damage that it could do to the natural beauty of the 
rural landscape in which it is proposed. 
 We have a lot of visitors staying with us throughout the year coming to enjoy what the Wakatipu Basin has to offer. One of these 
visitors recently walked up Christine’s Hill through to Millbrook and commented on their return that they were ‘appalled to think that 
such a development could be considered for such a lovely area’ and that such a development would surely be a ‘blot on the 
landscape’. 
 In addition to being an inappropriate development in terms of scale, to call it a retirement village is, in our view, a variation on a 
theme simply to get it through the process of being approved under the SHA. 
 Most retirement villages in my experience contain a range of dwelling options such as 2-3 bedroom villas, apartments for 
independent living, plus rest home level care rooms for higher level care and then hospital and dementia care facilities. This proposal 
is limited in terms of detail as to the extent of the continuum level of care being offered and furthermore the developer is just that a
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developer and has limited if any experience as a retirement village operator. 
 We question how many people will live in the 3-4 bedroom properties when typically those who choose to move to live in a
retirement home tend to be couples or those who are already on their own. It might sound good that this proposal will provide a
number of dwellings but in reality how many will the development as a whole house? 
 My understanding is that the current ‘housing shortage’ is affecting mainly young single workers and young families. I do not see
how this proposal alleviates that issue especially given that it is to be a retirement village. 
 We acknowledge that if this development was to proceed that some future residents would probably sell their existing dwellings
thereby making additional housing stock available however they would more than likely be higher in price than the nominated
$450,000 threshold considered as ‘affordable’. 
 The other point is that some future residents of this retirement village may come from out of the district which would not free up
existing housing to help alleviate any shortage. 
 
We strongly feel that this development proposal is not in keeping with the District Plan and it is so similar to an already rejected plan. 
 
We recommend that this latest proposal should also be turned down and therefore not proceed and I support the other submissions
that object to this proposal put forward by other residents in the area. 
 
 
Roger and Jane Brough 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Please note that I DO NOT wish to speak to this submission.
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I am giving feedback as:

An individual

First Name:

Gillian 

Last Name:

Macleod

Address:

My thoughts on the proposed special housing area are:

I do not think this is an appropriate place for a retirement village which seems to presume by its location that such residents are able
bodied car drivers. It may be upon their entry, but it certainly isnt upon their exit. Is small compacted suburbia in a remote location
really the appropriate model for retirement? Locating elderly in a hidden and out of the way location seems bizarre.

As Matthew Paetz, the councils former principal planner states in his comments on the proposed district plan section 42a report

"12.56 Growing pressure on the District’s roading infrastructure is evident, and in the Wakatipu Basin in particular there are
particular pinch points, such as in Frankton. Notwithstanding planned infrastructure upgrades, there is likely to be growing pressure
as large existing greenfield locations such as Jacks Point, Kelvin Peninsula and Remarkables Park are eventually developed
substantively. In addition, significant growth in visitor numbers through the Queenstown Airport are projected which need to be
factored in alongside the large potential residential growth. 12.57 In addition, widely dispersed greenfield developments, unless of a
large scale and/ or high density that support a reasonable degree of mixed use and self-sufficiency do not readily support walking,
cycling and public transport modes – and are inherently reliant on private transport modes.

12.58 Furthermore, a predominance of low density, greenfield development located remote from services does not necessarily provide
for the diversity of housing choice that a community requires to provide for its wellbeing. Nor does it cater for the growing need for
centrally located visitor accommodation that is required in Queenstown"

Matthew Paetz page 26 chapter 3 S42a District plan report

while not visually obtrusive, and although a well laid out plan,the impact of locating a suburban development in this isolated location
and context is not considered, and I believe it will have ongoing ramifications in terms of roading and infrastructure, precedence for
future developments (why not pick me?) and erode the thrust of the proposed district plan which clearly expresses a desire for
intensification of existing townships over creation of scattershot suburban enclaves.

Gillian Macleod
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I am giving feedback as:

An individual

First Name:

Gerard 

Last Name:

Hall

Address:

My thoughts on the proposed special housing area are:

i am of the view QLDC immediately gives this proposal the go-ahead to proceed to the next stage of the SHA process. The reasons
being that the district desperately needs the facililties such a development would provide the Wakatipu.. 2 The proposed land is not
isolated as some are leading others to believe. 3. the design and layout of the development is sympathetic to the the locale and meets
the needs of modern living, both now and into the future.
The failure of the QLDC to give this proposal the require go-ahead under the SHA accord and associated legislation is simply caving
into vested interests of other. It is time the QLDC stands up and represents the majority rather than minority interests who have their
own agendas
Thank you
Gerard Hall,
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I am giving feedback as:

An individual

First Name:

William & Wynnis

Last Name:

Kidd

Address:

My thoughts on the proposed special housing area are:

Original "Resource Consent" of Ayrburn was for three large Lots. Now, within three years they are proposing High Density Housing.
It is simply a way of populating the area with pockets of High Density Subdivisions which are not in the best interest of the historical
aspect of the Arrowtown district. Even if it is not visible the traffic on the already busy roads would be increased immensely. Sewerage
is another issue. At present, some days when you drive up McEntyres Hill there is a stench. Developments of this type put too much
pressure on a fragile environment and existing systems which don't operate correctly.

We feel that this proposal is a devious way for the Developers to renegotiate with Council by changing a few Clauses for the use of the
area when they were turned down for their original High Density Housing proposal. There is already another RETIREMENT
VILLAGE planned for Arrowtown. The area in question is a "Rural Residential" category and we feel that that is how it should
continue.

We, therefore, oppose this Application.

Yours sincerely
Bill & Wynnis Kidd
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I am giving feedback as:

An organisation

Name of Organisation:

Friends of lake Hayes Society Incorporated

(No response)

Address:

My thoughts on the proposed special housing area are:

Proposed Special Housing Areas – Expression of Interest from Ayrburn Farm Developments Ltd – Ayrburn Retirement Village.
This submission is made by Friends of Lake Hayes Society Incorporated (FOLH).
FOLH was formed out of concern for water quality issues at Lake Hayes.
FOLH have noted the recent application by Ayrburn Farm Developments Ltd (AFDL) to develop a retirement village consisting of 201
units under the provisions of the Special Housing Area legislation. Of particular interest to FOLH is that AFDL intends to utilise Mill
Creek and other water ways for discharge of storm water from the proposed development, and that AFDL intends to utilise the fresh
water spring at the Northern end of Lake Hayes as a water supply.
It will be known that Mill Creek is an important ecological habitat in terms of trout spawning but more importantly is the principal
waterway supplying Lake Hayes which is already significantly affected by discharges associated with land use in the Wakatipu basin.
FOLH consider that the likely pollutants which would be carried in storm water associated with the proposed high density
development would be considerable, and contribute further to an already critical lake water condition. The proposed development
however, is a double blow for the lake in that while the water quality in Lake Hayes has been adversely affected by nutrients, its
recovery is hampered by the low water flow though the lake. The partial removal of one of the lake’s already meagre sources would
contribute to a further delay to the lake’s recovery and possibly a further degradation. There is a wealth of scientific information on
these matters. FOLH is happy to make this available if needed.
FOLH therefore request that should this proposal proceed further that at the very least AFDL be required to provide an alternative
form of storm water discharge that does not add to an already adversely effected waterway, and find an alternative source of water
supply.
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I am giving feedback as:

An individual

First Name:

Tsung-hui

Last Name:

Pan

Address:

My thoughts on the proposed special housing area are:

Dear Sir / Madam,

Please refer to the letter sent through to Anita Vanstone.

Kind regards,

Albert Alloo
Albert Alloo & Sons
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I am giving feedback as:

An individual

First Name:

R & M

Last Name:

Donaldson

Address:

My thoughts on the proposed special housing area are:

Dear Mayor Van Uden and Councilors, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback to the Expression of Interest: Special Housing Area - Ayrburn Retirement Village. 
 
We are neighbors to the land in question and share a boundary with the property. Over the 25+ years of owning our property we have 
seen an explosion of development and interest in living in the district and while community expansion is inevitable, we hope you will 
continue to protect the area from excessively dense development for development’s sake. 
 
We understand that Ayrburn Farm Developments Ltd. currently has a legal claim against the QLDC regarding their previous EOI on 
the same land. As the legal action and the current application put the Council in direct conflict, it is both prudent and legally correct 
for the Council to cease consideration of the Ayrburn Retirement Village EOI until such time as the matter of the legal claim against 
QLDC is settled. 
 
We specifically would like to reserve our rights to further comment on the merits of the Retirement Village application at such time, 
either I) an adjudication is made on proceedings before the High Court or II) it is determined that this EOI can proceed without the 
completion of the adjudication of the High Court claim. 
 
That said, we have the following concerns regarding the current Expression of Interest: 
 
1) Upon review of the current EOI, it appears to be a minor revision of the previously rejected submission for medium density 
low-income housing (then, approximately 150 houses.) The EOI currently expands that density to 200+ houses on property that is 
currently zoned “Rural General.” We trust Council agrees this level of density is wholly inconsistent with the Rural General Zone and 
the reasons by which Council rejected the previous EOI remain. 
 
2) We understand, in a normal RMA situation, a proposal of this type would go to a notified hearing or plan change. Property owners 
in the Rural General Zone purchased with the knowledge that any development in the same zone would be subject to notification and 
public participation. If granted SHA status, Ayrburn Farms Development Ltd may not necessarily be subject to these requirements. In 
addition, our experience has been that owners approach their adjacent neighbours directly prior to submissions to Council to present 
their proposals and discuss the ramifications. We have had no contact from Ayrburn Farm Developments or any of their
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representatives. This lack of communication causes us to wonder why no effort to reach us has been made and an EOI under the SHA
made instead. 
 
3) If approved and developed as presented, views from the Arrowtown-Queenstown trail would be over a housing development rather
than the natural landscape that currently exists and which we feel should be protected from such dense development. 
 
4) The QLDC SHA Lead Policy states that SHA’s be within or adjacent to existing urban areas (a logical requirement for retired
seniors who likely rely on public transportation and ready access to shops, banks, medical care, etc.) The Millbrook Country Club and
its included residences are cited as an adjacent “Urban Area.” The Millbrook Country Club is zoned as “Resort Zone” and to call this
Country Club/Residential Resort an “Urban Area” is inaccurate. 
 
From the QLDC Report for Agenda Item 1, dated 3 June 2015 
 
A) The Ayrburn Farm EOI, by being located some 2kms from the urban boundary, does not fit well with the locational criteria in the
Lead Policy (although as noted above this does not preclude consideration). This can be viewed both positively and negatively in an
RMA planning sense: 
 
1) It might be argued that being located well away from the UGB better preserves the integrity of the UGB as an urban ‘fence’ 
2) Conversely, a significant aspect of UGBs is not only to protect the ‘town edge’ but also to discourage urban development in the
countryside. The proposal essentially represents an “urban island” in the countryside, and may adversely impact landscape values. 
 
 
We oppose the current Expression of Interest for the Ayrburn Retirement Village and wish to be kept informed as an Affected Party. 
 
Regards, 
 
Roger & Marliese Donaldson 
 
 
 
 
 













 

Ayrburn Retirement Village  
Special Housing Area 
 
Feedback from Brendon & Katrina Thomas, owners of  

.  
 

• We are immediate neighbours of Ayrburn Farm and our property 
overlooks Ayrburn Farm from above on the northern side. 
 

• We are adversely affected by the proposed development and as 
such we are strongly opposed to it. 

 

Direct Effects on ourselves and our immediate neighbours 
 

• In May 2015 we also opposed the similar scheme for 150 houses 
for this site, and all of the same reasoning applies to our 
opposition to this proposal. 
 

• This proposed development will be clearly visible from our 
site and will alter the existing rural vista of the area. The 
proposed development will be detrimental to our visual 
amenity. 
 

• The likely light generated from these 200+ houses and their 
activity will pollute our environment and reduce our amenity. 
 

• The likely noise generated by these 200+ houses and their 
occupants will pollute our environment and reduce our 
amenity. 
 

• This land is zoned Rural General - which is completely 
appropriate for the green spacious nature of the rolling 
landscape. 
 

• This proposed development will be clearly visible from the 
Millbrook to Lake Hayes walking and biking trail and will alter the 
existing rural vista of the area. The proposed development will 
be detrimental to the visual amenity of this tourist trail. 
 

• To develop an intensive housing area in this location is contrary 
to the expectations of the visitors that use the Millbrook to 
Lake Hayes walking and biking trail. Tourist visitors positively 
impact this area and it is the unspoilt landscapes and dramatic 



scenery that feature highly on the feedback from this group. The 
rural vista should remain as a low-density environment. 
 

• This proposal to insert a pocket of intensive development of 
200+ houses into this landscape is completely inappropriate 
and will be out of context with the surrounding rural zoned 
environment. 
 

• We are clearly an affected party and as such we would 
normally have rights under the RMA for our position to be 
considered. We believe that the council should not undermine 
the normal rights of affected parties by allowing the 
designation of this proposal as an SHA. 

 

General Issues with this Proposal 
 

• We believe that the proposal to package a Retirement Village as 
a ‘Special Housing Area’ is a cynical attempt to avoid proper 
process and due consideration that would otherwise be afforded 
under the Resource Management Act. 
 

• We believe that to allow this proposal as an SHA would see the 
Council unnecessarily intervening in a valid process and 
removing our rights to participate as affected parties to this 
proposal. 
 

• We see no benefit to anyone by using this ‘fast track process – 
other than the commercial benefit to the developer. 
 

• Our view is that the SHA legislation was designed to address 
the policy issue of urgent delivery of affordable housing 
for first time buyers and younger working people. 
 

• Retired people were not the intended beneficiaries of the 
fast track process and there is no demonstrated urgency 
required to supply this market. 
 

• This proposal is not consistent with the QLDC Growth 
Management Strategy 
 

• This proposal is not consistent with the direction of the 
residential policy in the District Plan review 
 
 
 
 



• The developer appears to have simply repackaged their 
previous proposal which was declined, and is continuing to 
pursue the protection afforded by the SHA designation to 
avoid formal engagement with the parties adversely 
affected by the intensive development of this rural land. 
 

• We believe that if the Council approves a change of zone to 
Residential from Rural General for this site under the 
(simplified) SHA process, then once designated as residential it 
will be possible for the developer to alter their plans for 
more generic residential subdivision at this site. 

 
We implore the Council to prioritise the community’s values of  
protection of our natural environment, and sustainable development 
in keeping with our unique landscape, ahead of one developers 
desire to add value to their own land. 
 
 
Brendon & Katrina Thomas 
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1. Adequate!Infrastructure!
!
Key!infrastructure!is!currently!at!the!boundary!to!the!land.!!Existing!infrastructure!appears!to!have!sufficient!additional!
capacity!to!accommodate!the!likely!cumulative!demand!of!the!proposed!project.!The!only!exception!to!this!relates!to!
waste!water!capacity!where!the!local!pump!station!will!need!to!be!upgraded!irrespective!of!whether!or!not!Ayrburn!is!
redeveloped.!The!land!appears!to!be!relatively!easily!serviced!by!existing!QLDC!infrastructure,!with!any!upgrades!to!
wastewater!expected!to!be!covered!by!standard!headworks!charges!or!direct!payment!by!AFDL!such!that!there!is!no!
additional!capital!contribution!required!from!QLDC.!!
!!

a) Water(Supply:!Tonkin!&!Taylor!have!modelled!water!supply!considerations.!Water!supply!is!sourced!from!the!
Lake!Hayes!water!intake!structure!located!at!the!northern!end!of!Lake!Hayes!(near!Rutherford!Road).!Tonkin!
&!Taylor!have!assumed!that!Lake!Hayes!Estate!will!be!supplied!by!the!Shotover!Country!water!supply!bores!
and!therefore!conclude!that!adequate!flows!and!pressures!are!available!to!service!the!development!from!the!
Lake!Hayes!Water!Scheme.!AFDL!will!need!to!lay!a!150mm!internal!diameter!main!for!approximately!300m!as!
an!extension!to!the!network!along!ArrowtownULake!Hayes!Road.!Tonkin!&!Taylor!have!assessed!that!there!is!
sufficient!pressure!from!the!QLDC!system!for!domestic!and!fire!fighting!supply.!No!additional!capital!is!
required!to!be!expended!by!QLDC!in!regard!to!supplying!water!to!Ayrburn!Retirement!Village,!as!the!only!
upgrades!required!are!the!extension!to!the!water!main,!the!cost!of!which!will!be!met!by!AFDL!directly!or!via!
headworks!contributions.!!

b) Wastewater:!All!of!the!site!can!drain!with!gravity!to!the!existing!QLDC!reticulation!in!Speargrass!Flat!Road,!
subject!to!either!QLDC!consent!to!an!easement!to!lay!the!pipe!through!the!esplanade!reserve!adjoining!Mill!
Creek!or!alternatively,!AFDL!installing!a!pump!station!on!the!site.!The!Lake!Hayes!pump!station!has!
insufficient!capacity!for!existing!development!in!the!catchment!and!requires!upgrading,!before!considering!
the!requirements!of!the!Ayrburn!Retirement!Village!scheme.!As!outlined!in!the!attached!reports!from!Holmes!
and!Rationale,!the!upgrades!to!the!Lake!Hayes!Pump!Station!1!(PS1)!that!are!required!in!conjunction!with!this!
proposed!development!are!therefore!incremental!to!the!works!already!required!to!be!undertaken!by!Council!
to!PS1.!Those!portion!of!the!upgrade!works!required!to!service!the!development!could!be!covered!by!
headworks!contributions!or!funded!directly!by!AFDL!to!ensure!that!no!additional!capital!is!required!to!be!



3 February, 2016

Robyn & Nick Hart

Dear Councillors

We wish to submit our strong opposition to the Ayrburn Farm Retirement Village SHA proposal.

FROM QLDC SHA LEAD POLICY 2.6: Identification of Special Housing Areas and the development facilitated within them should be generally consistent with the direction 
of the residential policy in the District Plan Review.

The Ayrburn Farm SHA is the opposite extreme of the District Plan residential policy direction. Changing pristine Rural General land to high density 120sq m sections is 
farcical and goes against years of excellent town planning and procedures. 

FROM QLDC SHA LEAD POLICY 5.2.1: The proposed area shall be located within or adjacent to existing urban areas. Areas located in rural areas remote from existing 
urban areas and services will generally not be viewed favourably.

The Ayrburn Farm SHA is not adjacent to existing urban areas. Many retirees would not drive and there is no easy access on foot to local services.

FROM QLDC SHA LEAD POLICY 4: District Plan provisions are relevant assessment considerations for applications for qualifying developments...

The (out-dated) Ayrburn Farm SHA Urban Assessment (which only refers to 150 lots not 201) states a high adverse effect on the surrounding properties. Their latest proposal 
has squeezed in another 51 properties, showing no consideration for an even greater adverse effect on the surrounding neighbourhood.

Affordable housing is essential. We applaud QLDC for proposing Gorge Road as a suitable SHA area. SHAs need to have the right balance of land value and location so that 
developments deliver affordable solutions for those in need and not investment or holiday home opportunities for the wealthy.

The council is already aware of many reasons why Ayrburn Farm is not suitable for this type of development as these were covered at great time and expense in May 2015.  
This 2nd proposal (which sometimes refers to 150 lots and sometimes 201 lots), still raises the same issues.  We ask that the council follows the same process and rejects this 
unsuitable proposal again.

Regards

Robyn & Nick Hart P.S. on the following pages we have included again, QLDC policy wording which we feel is very relevant to this proposal.



I wanted to see a visual which included the housing on this development rather than the green, park-like 
siteplans submitted by the developer. First I overlaid the siteplan and then added (in Photoshop) a house 
for every lot on the plan.

Why has the developer not supplied a visual with houses?   
Perhaps because it would show an unfavourable view?



Source: Wakatipu Basin Residential Subdivision and Development: Landscape Character Assessment. Marion Read. June 2014





































Due to the high density 
housing and large amounts 
of impermeable land 
in the Ayrburn Farm 
Development, all of these 
contaminants would  
be concentrated into  
Mill Stream and flow out 
into Lake Hayes.
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FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS 

 
Q:  When will titles be available? 

A:  Titles are planned to be available early to mid 2016.  
 
Q:  What is the status of the approvals for the project?  
A:  At its meeting on 18th December 2014 QLDC approved in that Bridesdale Farm be 

classified as a Special Housing Area under the Queenstown Lakes Housing Accord 
which will allow the ‘fast tracking’ of the resource consent application.  The further 

resource consent application for the proposed development will be lodged with 
QLDC in early February 2015. 

 
Q:  What services are available to the Lots? 
A: All Lots will have access to QLDC reticulated service for water and sewerage.  

Electricity and telephone/broadband will be provided to the boundary of each Lot. 
 
Q:  Why are there covenants on the title? 
A: These are to help to ensure that Bridesdale Farm is a high quality and coherent living 

environment where your neighbours share the same vision of quality housing and 
landscaping as you do. The covenents deal with certain matters between neighbours 

(i.e. type of use and tree height) or with QLDC (i.e. access to Council infrastructure 
and services).  Your solicitor will need to review these covenants and consent notices 
and discuss them with you. 

 
Q: What is the difference between the Bridesdale Farm Home Lots and the Design Your 

Own Home Lots? 

A: On the Bridesdale Farm Home Lots one of the nine Bridesdale Farm Homes must be 
constructed.  On the Design Your Own Home Lots you can build a house of your own 
design and choosing, subject to the Covenants and Design Controls. 

 
Q: What are the Bridesdale Farm Homes? 
A: Acclaimed Queenstown architects Dravitzki Brown Architecture have designed nine 

homes specifically for Bridesdale Farm.  One of the Bridesdale Farm Homes must be 
constructed on the Bridesdale Farm Home Lots.   

 
Q: Can I make internal changes to the layout of the nine (types A- I) Bridesdale Farm 

Homes?  

A: Yes, the internal layout of the Bridesdale Farm Homes can be amended or varied 
however, any amendments to the standard Bridesdale Farm Home building plans 
cannot vary the position of the windows, external doors, garage/carport of the home 
or change the external materials or external appearance of the home in any way.  
Refer to Bridesdale Farm Design Control Guidelines for the Bridesdale Farm Home Lots 
located in the Information section of the Bridesdale Farm website for full details. 

 
Q: Is every Bridesdale Farm Home able to be built on each of the Bridesdale Farm 

Homes.    
A: No, in order to protect neighbours sunlight and privacy, considerable thought has 

gone into the placement of each house type at Bridesdale. For this reason, not all of 
the Bridesdale Farm Homes can be built on all the Bridesdale Farm Home Lots.  Refer 

to the Site Plan on the Bridesdale Farm website for details of which Bridesdale Farm 
Homes can be built on each Bridesdale Farm Home Lot. 
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Q: What is the process to get design approval to build a home on the Design Your Own 
Home Lots? 

A: This process is outlined in the Bridesdale Farm Design Control Guidelines for the Design 

Your Own Home Lots located in the Information Section of the Bridesdale Farm 
website.  

 
Q: Why are there Design Control Guidelines? 
A:  To ensure all neighbours in Bridesdale Farm share the vision of a high quality 

residential development, while also protecting Bridesdale Farm’s natural environment, 

views and semi-rural character.  The Bridesdale Farm Home Lots and Design Your Own 
Home Lots have different Design Control Guidelines, these are available in the 
Information section of the Bridesdale Farm website. 

 
Q: Can I on-sell my Lot before I settle it?  

A: Yes, however no for sale signs (or other advertising material) may be placed on your 
Lot before the title is issued.  

 
Q: Are there any body corporate levies or any annual fees payable?   
A: No.    
 

Q: Are there any restrictions on keeping pets?  
A: No, there are no restrictions on keeping domestic pets at Bridesdale Farm. 
 
Q: Can I occupy my Garden Allotment Shed?  
A: No, habitation and overnight occupation of the Garden Allotment Sheds will be 

prohibited. 

 
Q: Can I rent out my Garden Allotment separately to my house?  
A: Yes, however compliance with the design control guidelines and covenants 

associated with the Garden Allotment and Garden Allotment Shed is always 
required. 

 

Q: What is going to happen to the large area of farm land in front of the Bridesdale Farm 
Gardens?  

A: This will be held in private ownership and used for grazing.  
 
Q: Can I store a caravan, car or boat on my Garden Allotment?  

A: Yes, as long as it is kept inside the Garden Allotment Shed. 
 
Q: Can I run a small business from my Garden Allotment?  
A: Home office type practices are permitted, provided they are compliant with the 

Covenant and the QLDC district plan.        
 

Q:  Will the bike paths connect to the district-wide paths that currently run along the 
Kawarau River? 

A: Yes, the cycle paths will also be continued through Bridesdale Farm along Hayes 
Creek. 

 
Q:  Is there a set timeframe within which I have to start to build my house?  

A: No, but once you start, construction has to be completed within 12 months. 
 
Q: Can I get insurance for the shed I build on my Garden Lot?  
A: Possibly not as the land is designated as flood prone.  During the 1999 flood, the area 

around the Garden Allotments rose to about ankle height, and took several days to 
subside.  The area around the Garden Allotments is being raised slightly which will 

hopefully mitigate the effects of this in the next 100 year flood event. 
 
Q: Can I sell my Garden Allotment separately?  
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A: No, the Garden Allotment (subject to consent) will be included on the title of your 
Residential Lot and so cannot be sold separately.  

 

Q: Is my Garden Allotment serviced?  
A:  The Garden Allotments will only be serviced by non-potable bore water (suitable for 

watering plants) access to which will be provided within the vicinity of the Garden 
Allotment boundary.  There will be no sewer or power connection to the Bridesdale 
Farm Gardens.  Public toilets will be constructed in the Bridesdale Farm Gardens. 
Power to the sheds erected on the Garden Allotments may be provided by individual 

generators which cost as little as $250. 
 
Q: Has every Lot been allocated a Garden Allotment?  
A: Yes, every Bridesdale Farm Home Lot and Design Your Own Home Lot has been 

allocated a Garden Allotment.  Please note, Lot 2 and Lot 150 have not been 

allocated a Garden Allotment. 
 
Q: Can I chose my Garden Allotment?  
A: No, these are allocated with each residential section that is sold.  Refer to the 

information section of the Bridesdale Farm website for the residential Lot that 
corresponds to the Garden Allotment.  

 
Q: When will the Red Cottage Café open? 
A: The Red Cottage Café will be opened following the completion of the Bridesdale 

Farm subdivision works that are forecast to be completed in early - mid 2016.  
 
Q: Are there any restrictions as to the landscaping I can do around my home?  

A: Yes, all homes at Bridesdale Farm must adhere to the Design Controls that are in 
place for the Bridesdale Farm Home Lots and the Design Your Own Home which 
stipulates both the amount and type of landscaping required.  

 
Q: Is there a preferred homebuilder for Bridesdale Farm?  
A: Yes, GJ Gardner and Stonewood Homes have been appointed as the preferred 

homebuilders for Bridesdale Farm. GJ Gardner and Stonewood Homes have been 
involved in the development of the Bridesdale Farm Homes and have provided 
indicative construction costs for each of the Bridesdale Farm Homes (type A-I).  

 
Q: Are GJ Gardner or Stonewood Homes required to build my home at Bridesdale Farm?  

A: No, there is no requirement for GJ Gardner and Stonewood Homes to build your 
home at Bridesdale Farm.  Any homebuilder is able to build your home at Bridesdale 
Farm.  

 
 

Any more questions?  Email them to admin@bridesdalefarm.co.nz and we’ll come 

back to you. 
 

THIS DOCUMENT IS PROVIDED FOR INFORMATION PURPOSES ONLY AND MAY CHANGE WITHOUT NOTICE.  NO RELIANCE 

MAY BE PLACED ON IT.  PURCHASERS MUST MAKE THEIR OWN ENQUIRIES AS TO THE MATTERS DISCUSSED IN THIS 

DOCUMENT AND ARE STRONGLY ADVISED TO TAKE LEGAL ADVICE IN THIS REGARD.   
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18 February 2016 

 

Our Ref: SHA’s 

 

Queenstown Lakes District Council  

Private Bag 50072            WITHOUT PREJUDICE 

Queenstown 

 

Attn:  Mayor Vanessa van Uden, Councillor Calum Macleod, Councillor Ella Lawton, Councillor Lyal 

Cocks, Councillor Simon Stamers-Smith, Councillor Cath Gilmour, Councillor Mel Gazzard, 

Councillor Alexa Forbes, Councillor Craig Ferguson, Councillor Merv Aoake and Councillor 

Scott Stevens 

 

 

Dear Mayor and Councillors, 

 

DEVELOPER ACTIONS INCLUDING THE AYRBURN RETIREMENT VILLAGE SHA 

 

1. You have recently received yet another proposal from commercial developers to intensify land 

development and building density on Ayrburn Farm.   

 

2. This latest proposal supersedes the residential subdivision SHA proposal on the same land (we 

will call this Ayrburn SHA1), which you rejected in June 2015.   

 

3. This time you are presented with a hastily prepared and poorly veiled copycat proposal of 

another Retirement Village proposal at Arrow Junction.  We will call this latest submission by 

Ayrburn Farm Developments Limited (AFDL) simply, Ayrburn SHA2.    

 

4. Having learned of the Queenstown Lakes District Council’s (QLDC) tacit support for what is a 

genuine Retirement Village proposal at Arrow Junction, it appears the Ayrburn commercial 

developers decided they best quickly jump on the band wagon and re-title their previous 

Ayrburn SHA1 documents in an attempt to further leverage QLDC for some development rights 

on the land (resulting in value uplift for AFDL, their investors and business partners).    

 

5. The blatant and rudimentary re-work of the Ayrburn SHA1 documentation only serves to 

confirm that the current Retirement Village proposal is not genuine.   

 
6. Indeed, if the photographs are to be believed then the retirement age of the Wakatipu Basin 

appears certain to become very low.  This shameless and embarrassing re-use of Ayrburn 

SHA1 drawings and promotional photographs should, alone, signal to Councillors the true 
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intent of the commercial developers – that they intend to create their original residential 

subdivision SHA (Ayrburn SHA1), albeit at a higher density, within the Trojan Horse of a new 

Retirement Village SHA (Ayrburn SHA2).   

 
7. The reality is that Ayrburn SHA1 and Ayrburn SHA2 are largely identical in terms of effect, 

outcome and the final product to become part of the Wakatipu Basin property stock and 

contribution to the Community.  It would be wholly inconsistent to now allow what is in 

essence the same proposal as one which was previously declined.  Such decision making 

would be certain to face strong challenge on both legal and political fronts. 

 

8. Rather than subject you to the treatise which I provided for SHA1, I think this current proposal 

only requires brief comment to demonstrate it’s shortcomings and highlight the aggressive 

conduct of the developers and their associates.   

 
9. There are some basic questions to consider which highlight why this SHA2 proposal should not 

proceed; 

 

 Is the Retirement Village proposal itself genuine? 

 What credibility does the developer and development have? 

 Are QLDC being unnecessarily and aggressively badgered and leveraged via an 

application and litigation strategy led by AFDL legal Counsel? 

 Is this the right place and process to determine development outcomes on the land? 

 Most importantly, in a wider sense, what, if anything, does this proposal add to the 

balance of Wakatipu Basin property stock and the priority issues faced by the resident 

Community? 

 

I discuss these questions as follows. 

 

IS AYRBURN SHA2 A GENUINE RETIREMENT VILLAGE PROPOSAL? 

 

10. Because the Ayrburn SHA2 proposal is premised on the SHA1 documentation, the whole layout 

of the development is not consistent with a genuine Retirement Village development in that; 

 

i. Freehold titles are proposed.  Genuine and credible commercially managed 

Retirement Villages are operated under ground leases.  This simple parameter 

confirms that the current Ayrburn SHA2 is nothing more than a residential subdivision 

deceitfully dressed up as a Retirement Village in a cynical and opportunistic attempt 

to abuse and achieve commercial gain from SHA legislation. 

ii. There is no aged care facility included.  Aged care facilities typically define and 

underpin Retirement Villages. 

iii. There are no confirmed retirement age community facilities proposed, or even nearby. 
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iv. Unlike the Arrow Junction proposal, there is no confirmed operator for the Retirement 

Village. 

 

11. These simple facts highlight that this is not a genuine Retirement Village proposal, but merely 

a high density land subdivision on rural land linked to a wider litigation strategy by the 

developers against QLDC.   As such it fails at its first hurdle and should be rejected. 

 

WHAT CREDIBILITY DOES THE DEVELOPMENT HAVE? 

 

12. Regardless of the proud list of consultant contributions and dates of reports (easily changed), 

a quick review of some of the SHA2 consultant reports highlight the haste with which the 

current proposal has been conceived.   

 

13. For example, John Edmonds still refers to “school bus services” – an unusual utility for a 

Retirement Village to say the least - and Baxter Design Group appear confused about the 

number of lots proposed – they still refer to the 151 lots of the previous SHA1 proposal rather 

than the 201 lots of SHA2 now before you.  These are clear hangovers from the previous 

deficient work on SHA1 and illustrate the level of detail and quality of the work within the 

submitted documents.  One could contend their reporting and analysis should therefore be 

discarded given their lack of understanding of the current SHA2 proposal on such a 

fundamental matter as the numbers of lots and houses. 

 

14. In application documents and litigation documents much is made of the standing of the 

commercial developers and team behind SHA1 and now SHA2.   Closer examination shows 

though that the developers can not demonstrate any track record of completed land 

development projects, let alone Retirement Villages.  Yes, they have achieved zoning changes 

(and therefore value uplift for their investors), but there is no evidence of physical delivery of 

numerous successful projects which might add value to a Community.  

 

15. The most relevant project of reference would be the Bridesdale SHA at Lake Hayes Estate.  

This project was touted as a solution to the Community’s affordable housing challenges.  

Unfortunately, history has shown that with the trading of sections and failure to include any 

affordability controls, the Council’s endorsement of this project has done nothing to aid 

housing affordability, whilst at the same time it has alienated many existing rate payers.  The 

Council were faced with similar time is of the essence arguments by the same aggressive 

parties associated with Ayrburn SHA1 and SHA2.  A more robust process would have aided 

Decision Making and therefore outcomes.   

 

16. QLDC would do well to appreciate that the SHA1 and SHA2 applications which they have been 

presented are little more than a standard commercial property development project which 

relies on, and thrives, in buoyant market conditions.  All one has to do to confirm the drivers 

for these projects and the culture of the commercial developer, is to refer to the Bridesdale 
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website and it’s FAQ (refer Attachment A).  The FAQ specifically includes reference to section 

re-sales ahead of title release ad confirms that re-sales are permitted.  Additionally, they also 

include rental appraisals (Attachment B) to underpin purchase on the basis of rental 

investment.  Clearly, the developers support speculation.  A brave developer who is genuinely 

committed to delivering their stated vision and enhance affordability, would exclude re-sales 

pre title issue.   

 

17. Compounding the above is the involvement of consultant team members in the active trading 

of Bridesdale sections as re-sales.   

 
18. Expert consultants and consultant staff employees common to Ayrburn SHA1 and SHA2 have 

invested in Bridesdale sections, with some on selling multiple sections ahead of title release 

and boasting about their successful investment and financial windfall.  The fact that these 

parties have then been prepared to provide evidence and author professional reports upon 

which QLDC rely – without disclosing their commercial conflict of interest – is abhorrent in my 

view and highlights the true nature and lack of credibility in the proposals which have been put 

forward to you. 

 

IS THIS THE RIGHT PROCESS TO CONFER NEW DEVELOPMENT RIGHTS ON THE LAND? 

 

19. The commercial developers are endeavouring to use the SHA legislation to achieve a new 

development right on the land which is not currently supported in any way by the current 

District Plan. 

 

20. The District Plan (DP) itself is presently under Review and hearings on the changes to land 

zoned Rural such as Ayrburn Farm are afoot, with outcomes expected in less than 12 months 

time.  With this in mind it is hard even at a common sense level to accept that time is of the 

essence to the point that a Retirement Village land use be considered and fast tracked under 

SHA legislation.  Such an approach by Council defies logic to the point of being reckless.   

 

21. Councillors may not be aware that the land involving SHA2 is already the subject of extensive 

re-zoning proposals under the DP Review.  It has been a busy time for this Ayrburn land and it 

is worth summarising the recent strategic development actions, by what could be called 

Ayrburn commercial affiliates, as follows; 

 

i. The submission and rejection of SHA1 in June 2015. 

ii. A DP Review submission suggesting that the Waterfall Park resort zone should be 

extended to encompass Ayrburn. 

iii. A DP Review submission requesting low density residential zone (450m2 lots) on the 

same basis as SHA1. 

iv. A DP Review submission requesting the existing Rural Residential (North Lake Hayes) 

zone be extended to encompass Ayrburn. 
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v. A late DP Review submission requesting that the Arrowtown Urban Growth Boundary 

be extended to include the Ayrburn land. 

vi. Filing of Judicial Review proceedings challenging the Council decision not to advance 

SHA1. 

vii. Filing of a Negligence Claim against QLDC associated with the decision not to advance 

SHA1. 

viii. The most recent submission of SHA2 as a Retirement Village proposal on the land. 

 

22. So in around 12 months commercial interests have put up no less than 8 actions in an attempt 

to achieve development rights on the land.  It smacks of a scatter gun approach – of “hurry up 

and give us something” rather than carefully considering what is the correct use of the land in 

the context of the needs of the wider Wakatipu Basin. 

 

23. It will be suggested that the DP Review submissions are not related to the SHA proposals, but 

this is farcical.  I am sure the commercial parties involved in both processes will have ensured 

arms length separation in a commercial sense, but the SHA and DP Review proposals are 

intrinsically and undeniably linked – they even share the same base plans. 

 

24. The driver which initiated receipt of the first of the 8 development actions on the land only 12 

months ago was the need for affordable housing in Queenstown.  Since that time, the factors 

affecting affordability, the QLDC understanding of affordability and the response of QLDC to 

the challenge have all changed dramatically.  No longer can the basic creation of allotments be 

considered as a justifiable response to affordability issues.  This combined with the DP Review 

and the many different zoning and development density proposals which will eventuate in 

some form, makes consideration of SHA’s (in any guise) at isolated sites such as Ayrburn 

ahead of the outcome of DP Review process, highly premature.  This is particularly so when 

QLDC are already achieving the targets under their Housing Accord and this was confirmed by 

staff as early as June 2015 in the meeting to consider a number of other SHA proposals. 

 

25. As evidenced by the scatter gun development actions on the land in the last 12 months there 

is clearly some optionality in the land from a development perspective.  The DP Review 

process will consider the appropriate land use for the land and importantly it will determine 

the land use on balance with the needs of the wider Wakatipu Basin.  With that in mind it is 

incomprehensible that Councillors alone would choose to forgo the expert analysis that will be 

available during the DP Review process and instead usurp the DP Review and queer the pitch 

ahead of time by advancing this current speculative and opportunistic SHA2 proposal.  

 
26. In essence, why would Councillor’s choose to take on the responsibility of determining the de-

facto zoning for this Ayrburn land alone, when it could be better addressed in the DP Review 

process.  In my eyes, doing so would constitute an unnecessary political suicide.   
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27. The right process for this land is the DP Review process – not SHA legislation.  I repeat that it 

will be very difficult to substantiate that time is of the essence for retirement facilities to the 

point that Councillors can justify that SHA legislation should now be used (so close to DP 

Review outcomes) on land where QLDC previously rejected SHA proposals for less dense 

development. 

 

BADGERING, LEVERAGING AND AGGRESSIVE LITIGATION BY THE DEVELOPER 

 

28. Simply through the number of development actions on the land in the last 12 months it is 

clear that the parties associated with the land (owners, vendors and conditional purchasers) 

are running a strategy to badger and leverage both Council and neighbours.   

 

29. In addition, the commercial developer has filed Judicial Review and Negligence proceedings 

against QLDC.   The commercial developer has been shown to be aggressive and is clearly 

running a litigation strategy to bully Councillors and by association, the ratepayers of the 

Queenstown Lakes District.   

 
30. I have only very recently been made aware of and received a copy of the commercial 

developers Statement of Claim for the Judicial Review and Negligence proceedings. 

 
31. Much like the SHA1 and SHA2 proposal, the legal claim is economic with the truth.  The claim 

is largely premised on a supposed failure by QLDC to consider the affordable housing offerings 

put up by AFDL under their SHA1.  There was no such failure.  I attended the Council meeting 

which considered various SHA proposals and it was highlighted, in fact laboured, by Mr Marc 

Bretherton during his pitch on the Ayrburn SHA1 that QLDC had received a late proposal from 

AFDL.  Mr Bretherton implored that this late proposal confirmed that AFDL would offer a 

component of affordable housing associated with SHA1 and that Council must consider it.  It is 

worth noting that Mr Bretherton is now in the employ of the commercial developers associated 

with both SHA1 and SHA2. 

 
32. So clearly Council did appropriately weigh the affordability proposal for Ayrburn SHA1 as part 

of their Decision Making.  Perhaps they determined that offering affordable rental homes 

within a 10km radius of the Ayrburn development (Frankton Camp Ground) was not in fact a 

sufficiently generous or compelling offering from the commercial developers. 

 
33. I do feel for QLDC and Councillors that we as a Community are having to deal with such an 

aggressive and hostile developer who sees fit to bully and leverage Council through litigation 

whilst also lobbying them for development rights.  The Judicial Review and Negligence 

proceedings are clearly a case of sour grapes from the commercial developers and it is very 

disappointing that Councillors are being subjected to legal strategies such as this merely to 

secure a development right to satisfy a hurdle within a sale and purchase agreement. 
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34. Let’s be honest.  It is not Councillor’s fault that AFDL put forward proposals under their SHA1 

where the houses proposed did not actually fit on the lots proposed. This was a fundamental 

blunder.   On this point alone one could conclude that Council quite reasonably exercised it’s 

discretion when considering SHA1 and determined that given the error ridden proposal 

perhaps AFDL were not a credible and genuine proposal worth pursuing.   

 
35. Rather than attempting to blame QLDC, the commercial developer should be taking a long 

look at the quality of the work they submitted and the performance of his own team and 

whether the product actually represents the $400,000 of value claimed in the Negligence 

proceedings.  Again, it is not QLDC’s fault that the commercial developer chose to pay 

$400,000 for deficient and error ridden work.  Regrettably this same error ridden theme 

seems to continue in the latest SHA2 submission.  Instead of attempting to use legal back 

doors, the developers might be better served by doing the job properly and working through 

valid and well structured proposals under the DP Review. 

 
36. The timing of the JR proceedings and the current SHA2 application must be considered.  There 

is a clear risk that Council’s decisions on SHA2 could be influenced by the claim before them.  

I strongly contend that QLDC should be deferring any decision on SHA2 until after the JR 

proceedings have been heard and ruled on.   

 
37. It is disappointing that QLDC chose not to notify interested parties of the JR proceedings.  

Several parties would have joined these proceedings had they been aware and the failure to 

inform has prejudiced the ability of those parties to make submissions.  It is further frustrating 

that an inquiry was made of Council’s legal advisor, Meredith Connell, regarding the existence 

of the JR claim and Meredith Connell declined to cooperate to the point of refusing to even 

provide a copy of the Statement of Claim (a matter of Court record).  Meredith Connell’s lack 

of engagement and frustration over basic document matters is of concern to the point that I 

encourage QLDC to obtain an alternative legal opinion.  

 
38. As already set out, in the context of the DP Review there is no urgency associated with the 

land to the point SHA legislation might be used.  A year or more ago, possibly yes, but with 

the DP Review outcomes less than 12 months away that ship has sailed. 

 

39. The appropriate treatment of this Ayrburn land is at best “unclear”.  The responsible and 

reasonable approach is to consider it within the DP Review process.  Common sense alone 

demands this approach from Decision Makers.  Departure from this thinking simply to account 

for legal and strategic leveraging and threats by the commercial developers will not achieve 

progress and will only guarantee separate legal challenge from other quarters.  

 

40. Much as you would with a demanding child, the appropriate response in this instance, to avoid 

costly debate, is to tell the commercial developers to sit down and wait their turn under the DP 

Review process. 
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DOES SHA2 ADDRESS PRIORITY ISSUES FOR THE COMMUNITY? 

 

41. It is very difficult to see how this current Ayrburn SHA2 proposal addresses any of the priority 

issues facing our Community at present.  Quite the opposite in fact – it exacerbates many of 

the issues. 

 

42. Right now the Community is grappling with significant tourist and population growth.  This is 

presenting itself through traffic congestion and accommodation shortages for service and 

support staff. 

 

43. At the most basic level – developing a 200 plus lot project for a retirement community in a 

remote location merely amplifies present traffic pressures and does nothing to address 

accommodation for service and support staff.   

  

44. To conclude, in the 20 years I have lived, worked and contributed to the Community in 

Queenstown, the SHA policy remains the largest single issue to threaten the integrity of the 

District.  On many fronts we are at a key point in Queenstown’s growth cycle where the 

decisions taken will determine the nature of the settlement for years to come.  I fully expect 

that in 30 years’ time people will be able to look back at Queenstown’s evolution and pinpoint 

the period from 2015 – 2017 as the time when the Decision Makers got it right - or got it 

wrong.  Regardless of over bearing ministerial influence, let’s concentrate on the former. 

 

45. I would be happy to discuss any of the matters I have raised should you wish to contact me. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

James Hadley 

 

 

Attach: 

A Bridesdale Farm Frequently Asked Questions 

B Queenstown Accommodation Centre Bridesdale Farm Rental Appraisal 
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THIS	
  IS	
  A	
  FURTHER	
  SUBMISSION	
  on	
  the	
  Queenstown	
  Lakes	
  District	
  Council	
  Proposed	
  
District	
  Plan.	
  
	
  
Ayrburn	
  Retirement	
  Village	
  Special	
  Housing	
  Area	
  
	
  
As	
  an	
  immediate	
  neighbour	
  sitting	
  on	
  the	
  ridge	
  above	
  the	
  proposed	
  site	
  I	
  have	
  a	
  lot	
  of	
  
interest,	
  and	
  more	
  particularly,	
  serious	
  concerns	
  about	
  the	
  entire	
  proposed	
  
application.	
  
	
  
My	
  considerations	
  to	
  OBJECT	
  to	
  this	
  proposed	
  development	
  are	
  considerable,	
  and	
  by	
  
no	
  means	
  unfounded	
  or	
  emotionally	
  based.	
  
	
  

• It	
  particularly	
  concerns	
  me	
  that	
  the	
  earlier	
  proposal	
  which	
  had	
  enough	
  issues	
  
to	
  be	
  correctly	
  rejected,	
  can	
  now	
  be	
  resubmitted	
  to	
  this	
  revised	
  expression	
  of	
  
interest	
  as	
  merely	
  a	
  repackaging	
  of	
  the	
  original	
  proposal.	
  Worse	
  still,	
  	
  this	
  
new	
  approach	
  of	
  incorporating	
  a	
  retirement	
  village	
  concept,	
  now	
  suggests	
  
201	
  dwellings	
  to	
  be	
  acceptable	
  when	
  the	
  first	
  application	
  was	
  rejected	
  a	
  150	
  
dwelling	
  development.	
  How	
  can	
  this	
  recent	
  submission	
  for	
  a	
  greater	
  density	
  
possibly	
  gain	
  traction	
  with	
  any	
  credibility?	
  
	
  

• The	
  site	
  is	
  zoned	
  Rural	
  General,	
  so	
  by	
  nature	
  of	
  that	
  zoning,	
  a	
  high	
  density	
  
development	
  is	
  a	
  complete	
  misfit	
  and	
  challenges	
  the	
  integrity	
  of	
  the	
  zoning,	
  
created	
  in	
  the	
  first	
  place	
  to	
  protect	
  the	
  rural	
  areas	
  of	
  our	
  district.	
  	
  Under	
  
normal	
  circumstances,	
  a	
  subdivision	
  of	
  this	
  size	
  and	
  proposal	
  would	
  not	
  be	
  
considered	
  without	
  due	
  stringent	
  process	
  of	
  the	
  RMA.	
  Rural	
  General	
  rulings	
  
have	
  been	
  put	
  in	
  place	
  for	
  a	
  reason,	
  to	
  ensure	
  inappropriate	
  subdivisions	
  do	
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not	
  get	
  the	
  go	
  ahead.	
  	
  
	
  

• I	
  have	
  grave	
  concerns	
  that	
  Developers	
  look	
  to	
  the	
  guidelines	
  of	
  the	
  Housing	
  
Accords	
  in	
  Special	
  Housing	
  Areas	
  (“HASHA”),	
  and	
  then	
  they	
  work	
  within	
  those	
  
guidelines,	
  to	
  submit	
  what	
  is	
  nothing	
  more	
  than	
  a	
  carefully	
  packaged	
  piece	
  of	
  
marketing	
  sales	
  pitch,	
  presenting	
  assumptions	
  and	
  innuendo,	
  to	
  try	
  to	
  enjoy	
  
the	
  financial	
  benefits	
  they	
  perceive	
  to	
  be	
  achieved	
  by	
  successfully	
  working	
  
through	
  a	
  fast	
  track	
  process,	
  using	
  the	
  system	
  to	
  their	
  advantage.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
They	
  have	
  taken	
  the	
  opportunity	
  to	
  simply	
  reshape	
  their	
  last	
  declined	
  
proposal	
  with	
  nothing	
  more	
  than	
  a	
  few	
  tweaks	
  to	
  try	
  and	
  test	
  their	
  luck	
  this	
  
time.	
  Given	
  similar	
  tactics	
  in	
  the	
  past,	
  I	
  fully	
  expect	
  they	
  will	
  keep	
  trying,	
  time	
  
after	
  time,	
  to	
  see	
  if	
  they	
  can	
  wear	
  the	
  system	
  and	
  the	
  objectors	
  down.	
  Such	
  
time	
  wasting	
  of	
  significant	
  resources	
  and	
  skilled	
  people	
  is	
  objectionable	
  when	
  
there	
  are	
  many	
  other	
  exemplary	
  projects	
  in	
  the	
  district	
  that	
  should	
  be	
  given	
  
that	
  attention	
  and	
  focus	
  instead.	
  	
  	
  
	
  

• I	
  submit	
  that	
  the	
  level	
  of	
  detail	
  in	
  the	
  Ayrburn	
  Proposal	
  is	
  laughable,	
  and	
  
should	
  not	
  be	
  allowed	
  to	
  carry	
  any	
  weight	
  at	
  all.	
  Our	
  Councilors	
  and	
  decision	
  
makers	
  holding	
  the	
  responsibility	
  to	
  look	
  after	
  our	
  district,	
  need	
  to	
  demand	
  a	
  
much	
  greater	
  level	
  of	
  detail	
  to	
  allow	
  prudent	
  decision	
  making.	
  	
  The	
  lack	
  of	
  
detail,	
  and	
  deliberate	
  inaccuracies,	
  in	
  the	
  proposed	
  submission	
  shows	
  a	
  
distinct	
  lack	
  of	
  respect	
  in	
  my	
  view,	
  and	
  needs	
  to	
  be	
  addressed	
  accordingly	
  
with	
  utter	
  disdain.	
  
	
  

• The	
  proposal	
  is	
  merely	
  using	
  the	
  concept	
  of	
  a	
  retirement	
  village	
  to	
  try	
  to	
  get	
  
more	
  sites	
  granted.	
  There	
  is	
  no	
  proof	
  that	
  a	
  bona	
  fide	
  Retirement	
  Village	
  
Operator	
  is	
  confirmed	
  or	
  guaranteed	
  to	
  work	
  in	
  association	
  with	
  the	
  
Developer.	
  The	
  use	
  of	
  the	
  language	
  of	
  planning	
  a	
  retirement	
  village,	
  I	
  believe,	
  
is	
  nothing	
  more	
  than	
  posturing	
  to	
  gain	
  the	
  means	
  to	
  the	
  end…..	
  to	
  achieve	
  
approval	
  for	
  a	
  high	
  density,	
  intensive	
  expensive	
  sub	
  division.	
  
	
  

• There	
  is	
  already	
  a	
  Retirement	
  Village	
  proposed	
  for	
  Arrowtown	
  that	
  has	
  
considerable	
  merit,	
  along	
  with	
  a	
  proven	
  and	
  experienced	
  operator	
  of	
  
Retirement	
  Villages.	
  It	
  also	
  is	
  proposed	
  in	
  a	
  very	
  logical,	
  and	
  much	
  more	
  
appropriate	
  location	
  allowing	
  for	
  services	
  and	
  amenities	
  all	
  to	
  be	
  simply	
  
extended	
  from	
  the	
  immediate	
  adjacent	
  township	
  of	
  Arrowtown.	
  By	
  stark	
  
contrast,	
  this	
  proposed	
  Ayrburn	
  Development	
  is	
  completely	
  isolated	
  from	
  
Arrowtown,	
  and	
  would	
  cause	
  extreme	
  impact	
  on	
  the	
  area,	
  with	
  virtually	
  
every	
  logistic	
  for	
  servicing	
  able	
  to	
  be	
  challenged	
  as	
  inappropriate.	
  	
  
	
  

• The	
  Ayrburn	
  proposal	
  suggests	
  the	
  site	
  is	
  in	
  a	
  low	
  visibility	
  area.	
  During	
  my	
  
own	
  recent	
  subdivision	
  process,	
  where	
  I	
  split	
  my	
  personal	
  home	
  property	
  
into	
  two,	
  Council	
  suggested	
  I	
  was	
  in	
  a	
  high	
  visibility	
  site	
  when	
  literally	
  a	
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handful	
  of	
  people	
  would	
  see	
  my	
  proposed	
  home.	
  The	
  council	
  map	
  that	
  was	
  
sent	
  to	
  me	
  suggested	
  that	
  up	
  to	
  100	
  neighbours	
  could	
  see	
  me,	
  but	
  when	
  you	
  
actually	
  stood	
  on	
  over	
  90	
  %	
  of	
  those	
  sites,	
  (and	
  I	
  did!)	
  the	
  map	
  did	
  not	
  take	
  
into	
  account	
  topographical	
  considerations.	
  	
  Virtually	
  all	
  of	
  the	
  suggested,	
  
effected	
  people	
  could	
  not	
  even	
  see	
  my	
  land,	
  due	
  to	
  hills,	
  or	
  mountains	
  in	
  the	
  
way!	
  	
  	
  	
  
	
  
By	
  comparison,	
  this	
  Ayrburn	
  proposal	
  is	
  the	
  extreme	
  opposite	
  situation	
  and	
  
they	
  are	
  trying	
  to	
  suggest	
  they	
  are	
  a	
  low	
  visibility	
  proposal.	
  That	
  is	
  factually	
  
untrue!	
  	
  My	
  property	
  sits	
  above	
  on	
  the	
  ridge,	
  where	
  I	
  would	
  literally	
  look	
  
immediately	
  down	
  on	
  virtually	
  every	
  proposed	
  dwelling!	
  	
  Every	
  neighbour	
  
within	
  a	
  considerable	
  distance,	
  let	
  alone	
  the	
  other	
  directly	
  affected	
  
surrounding	
  boundary	
  neighbours,	
  would	
  view	
  most	
  of	
  the	
  development.	
  
Everyone	
  with	
  a	
  dwelling	
  located	
  around	
  the	
  surrounding	
  area	
  will	
  be	
  looking	
  
directly	
  at	
  it.	
  	
  Then	
  add	
  on	
  every	
  	
  single	
  car	
  or	
  vehicle	
  travelling	
  down	
  the	
  
main	
  road	
  of	
  McIntyres	
  Hill	
  will	
  immediately	
  be	
  viewing	
  it.	
  It	
  was	
  told	
  to	
  me,	
  
that	
  for	
  my	
  own	
  subdivision	
  that	
  there	
  was	
  concern	
  of	
  the	
  visibility	
  of	
  my	
  
house	
  from	
  McIntyres	
  Hill,	
  and	
  you	
  can	
  barely	
  find	
  the	
  site	
  –	
  even	
  when	
  you	
  
know	
  where	
  it	
  is	
  !!	
  …..	
  and	
  even	
  then	
  that	
  assumes	
  you	
  are	
  stopping	
  on	
  the	
  
side	
  of	
  the	
  road,	
  on	
  the	
  steep	
  hill	
  incline,	
  	
  in	
  an	
  80	
  km	
  zone	
  which	
  would	
  be	
  
dangerous	
  to	
  do.	
  	
  I	
  personally	
  struggle	
  how	
  one	
  argument	
  can	
  be	
  held	
  up	
  
against	
  me	
  that	
  had	
  no	
  real	
  logical	
  justification,	
  and	
  yet	
  that	
  version	
  be	
  
completely	
  ignored	
  for	
  this	
  proposal?	
  
	
  

• Adding	
  further	
  argument	
  to	
  the	
  visibility,	
  there	
  is	
  the	
  public	
  walking	
  track	
  at	
  
the	
  other	
  end	
  of	
  the	
  proposed	
  development.	
  This	
  track	
  is	
  part	
  of	
  the	
  Te	
  
Araroa	
  trail	
  and	
  it	
  is	
  an	
  assumption	
  that	
  such	
  walking	
  tracks	
  pass	
  through	
  
beautiful	
  landscapes.	
  The	
  visibility	
  of	
  the	
  proposed	
  development	
  would	
  be	
  
extensive	
  –	
  in	
  fact,	
  the	
  entire	
  development	
  would	
  be	
  visible	
  from	
  the	
  top	
  of	
  
the	
  hill	
  approaching	
  the	
  track	
  decline,	
  and	
  would	
  remain	
  visible	
  until	
  at	
  
Speargrass	
  Flat.	
  
	
  

• I	
  have	
  grave	
  concerns	
  over	
  the	
  extensive	
  light	
  and	
  noise	
  pollution	
  that	
  such	
  a	
  
development	
  would	
  create	
  –	
  again,	
  I	
  was	
  subjected	
  to	
  intense	
  argument	
  for	
  
my	
  SINGLE	
  development	
  about	
  the	
  light	
  pollution	
  my	
  one	
  house	
  would	
  cause	
  
….	
  And	
  now	
  this	
  is	
  a	
  document	
  discussing	
  201	
  dwellings!	
  Seriously	
  …..	
  
	
  

• The	
  beauty	
  of	
  the	
  natural	
  flora	
  and	
  fauna	
  that	
  is	
  unique	
  to	
  the	
  site	
  can	
  be	
  
argued	
  far	
  more	
  substantially	
  by	
  experts,	
  but	
  I	
  know	
  that	
  every	
  single	
  day,	
  
the	
  location	
  of	
  my	
  home	
  is	
  appreciated	
  due	
  to	
  the	
  constant	
  visibility	
  of	
  native	
  
birds	
  coming	
  up	
  from	
  below,	
  in	
  the	
  valley	
  stream	
  and	
  lightly	
  forested	
  areas.	
  
To	
  disrupt	
  those,	
  would	
  be	
  criminal	
  and	
  lost	
  to	
  everyone	
  in	
  the	
  region	
  
forever.	
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• The	
  loss	
  of	
  so	
  many	
  stunning,	
  very,	
  old	
  trees	
  in	
  the	
  Valley	
  is	
  a	
  real	
  personal	
  
concern	
  to	
  me.	
  This	
  proposed	
  development	
  would	
  require	
  the	
  removal	
  of	
  all	
  
the	
  mature	
  trees	
  running	
  through	
  the	
  site	
  to	
  the	
  west,	
  along	
  with	
  many	
  more	
  
scattered	
  across	
  the	
  property.	
  Replacement	
  of	
  such	
  impressive,	
  beautiful,	
  tall	
  
trees	
  would	
  take	
  many	
  many	
  years,	
  so	
  the	
  suggestion	
  of	
  screening	
  being	
  put	
  
back	
  in	
  to	
  “hide”	
  the	
  dwellings	
  and	
  development	
  is	
  also	
  laughable.	
  	
  What	
  
screening?	
  What	
  time	
  would	
  it	
  realistically	
  take	
  to	
  be	
  effective	
  screening?	
  
What	
  are	
  actual	
  growing	
  times?	
  Of	
  what	
  Species?	
  How	
  would	
  the	
  proposed	
  
plantings	
  cope	
  with	
  getting	
  established,	
  with	
  our	
  harsh	
  winters	
  to	
  grow	
  to	
  
any	
  respectable	
  height	
  over	
  what	
  time	
  frame?	
  	
  	
  
	
  

• Some	
  of	
  the	
  proposed	
  housing	
  is	
  on	
  areas	
  of	
  the	
  property	
  that	
  seriously	
  
flood.	
  The	
  proposed	
  altering	
  of	
  the	
  flow	
  of	
  the	
  river	
  and	
  using	
  extensive	
  
earthworks	
  to	
  deal	
  with	
  the	
  problem	
  is	
  a	
  short	
  and	
  dangerous	
  sentence.	
  The	
  
impact	
  on	
  the	
  Lakes	
  Hayes	
  ecology	
  would	
  be	
  significant	
  and	
  would	
  need	
  
extensive	
  consideration	
  for	
  that	
  single	
  reason	
  alone.	
  
	
  

	
  
Considering	
  all	
  of	
  the	
  above,	
  along	
  with	
  numerous	
  other	
  points	
  I	
  hope	
  get	
  suitably	
  
covered	
  by	
  other	
  objectors,	
  I	
  can	
  only	
  implore	
  that	
  our	
  Councilors	
  give	
  due	
  diligence	
  to	
  
respond	
  to	
  the	
  proposal	
  with	
  the	
  only	
  acceptable	
  and	
  prudent	
  answer	
  to	
  again	
  decline	
  
the	
  proposal.	
  
	
  
I	
  hate	
  seeing	
  such	
  proposals	
  be	
  allowed	
  to	
  get	
  this	
  far,	
  when	
  personal	
  greed	
  seems	
  to	
  
be	
  the	
  only	
  apparent	
  driver	
  of	
  the	
  project,	
  with	
  no	
  genuine	
  regard	
  whatsoever	
  for	
  the	
  
amazing	
  district	
  we	
  live	
  in.	
  
	
  
Acting	
  in	
  haste,	
  and	
  allowing	
  exceedingly	
  poor	
  taste	
  proposals,	
  like	
  this,	
  through,	
  to	
  
gain	
  any	
  more	
  traction,	
  in	
  a	
  system	
  that	
  allows	
  for	
  fast-­‐tracking,	
  will	
  be	
  to	
  the	
  ruin	
  of	
  
everything	
  we	
  all	
  hold	
  sacred.	
  	
  
	
  
We	
  only	
  get	
  one	
  chance	
  to	
  protect	
  what	
  we	
  have	
  here	
  in	
  the	
  Valley.	
  	
  
	
  
Regret	
  at	
  making	
  wrong	
  decisions,	
  and	
  observing	
  all	
  the	
  disastrous	
  consequences,	
  will	
  
weigh	
  heavy	
  for	
  a	
  very	
  very	
  long	
  time.	
  
	
  
	
  
Mrs	
  Lee	
  Nicolson	
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The Plaintiff by its solicitor says: 

Parties 

1 The Plaintiff is Ayrburn Farm Developments Limited (Company No. 
5594349, NZB No. 9429041605899), a duly incorporated company 
having its registered office at Cruickshank Pryde,  

 and carrying on 
business as a land developer (Ayrburn). 

2 The Defendant is Queenstown Lakes District Council a local authority 
pursuant to the provisions of the Local Government Act 2002, situated at 
10 Gorge Road, Queenstown (QLDC). 

3 At all material times the QLDC had full capacity to carry on or undertake 
any activity or business, do any act, or enter into any transaction, in 
exercising its powers wholly or principally for the benefit of the 
Queenstown Lakes District (District), pursuant to sections 10-12 of the 
Local Government Act 2002 (LGA). 

Background:  HASHAA 

4 At all material times the District has experienced, and continues to 
experience, a serious problem around the supply and affordability of 
housing. 

5 The Housing Accords and Special Housing Areas Act 2013 (HASHAA) 
was enacted for the purpose of enhancing housing affordability by 
facilitating an increase in land and housing supply in certain regions or 
districts, listed in Schedule 1 of the HASHAA, identified as having 
housing supply and affordability issues. 

6 The QLDC’s District is listed in Schedule 1 of the HASHAA. 

7 The HASHAA seeks to achieve its purpose by providing for, among 
other things: 

(a) the relevant Minister and territorial authority entering into a public 
agreement to work together to address housing supply and 
affordability issues in the authority’s district (housing accord); 

(b) consistently with the HASHAA and a housing accord, the authority 
recommending specified areas within the district to be special 
housing areas (SHAs); 
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(c) in Part 2 of the HASHAA, facilitating qualifying developments of 
residential housing within SHAs by modifying the regulatory 
requirements for approvals of such developments (in particular, 
those requirements within the scope of the Resource Management 
Act 1991 (RMA)), including by giving priority to the HASHAA 
purpose, and limiting the scope for delays (Part 2 provisions). 

The Accord, EOIs 

8 The QLDC entered into a housing accord with the Minister, dated 23 
October 2014 (Accord), which included commitments by QLDC: 

(a) to prioritise achievement of the specified targets for the number of 
sections and dwellings to be consented in the next three years 
totalling 1300 consented sections and dwellings (Targets); and 

(b) to utilise the HASHAA provisions to facilitate positive consideration 
of housing developments that might otherwise struggle to achieve 
approval under the District Plan and the RMA (Facilitation 

Commitment). 

9 On 7 November 2014, the QLDC invited expressions of interest (EOIs) 
from persons interested in developing areas of land as SHAs. 

10 Ayrburn prepared and submitted a detailed EOI in February 2015, 
involving significant investment of time, skill and money, in relation to a 
proposed development of 150 new houses on a 45.7 hectare site at 341-
343 Arrowtown-Lake Hopes Road and submitted this (Ayrburn Farm 

proposal) in February 2015. 

11 The Ayrburn Farm proposal is for a medium density residential 
development which would be constructed at no cost to the QLDC. The 
proposed lots range between 350m² and 500m².  The level platforms of 
the site would keep construction costs low and could deliver housing for 
around $450,000 in line with the Kiwisaver Homestart grant house price 
cap for Queenstown of $450,000, and would satisfy a major portion of 
the Accord's year one housing target. 

12 The Ayrburn Farm proposal is located approximately 2km from 
Arrowtown, and is adjacent to the Waterfall Park and Millbrook Special 
Resort Zones, within which Millbrook at present contains approximately 
220 dwellings, and is zoned for up to 450 dwellings.  Waterfall Park is 
zoned for up to a further 100 dwellings. 
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QLDC Policy, Criteria re SHAs 

13 In October 2014 QLDC adopted a "Lead Policy" (the October Policy) to 
guide the assessment of potential SHAs for recommendation to the 
Minister and to provide parameters around its approach to achieving 
Accord targets. 

14 The October Policy specified nine criteria for QLDC consideration of 
EOIs in relation to land that might be suitable for consideration as SHAs 
should be recommended as SHAs (Criteria). 

15 The October Policy and Criteria included matters which reinforced the 
existing District Plan and RMA considerations (RMA matters), including: 

(a) location within or adjacent to existing urban areas; and 

(b) assurance of adequate infrastructure; and 

(c) community feedback 

16 The Criteria provided the basis for an evaluation of EOIs by an 
Evaluation Panel, in which each criterion was given a weighting out of 
100%, including: 

(a) location – 15%; 

(b) adequate infrastructure – 20%; and 

(c) affordability – 20%. 

17 On 30 April 2015, the QLDC adopted an amended “Lead Policy” 
incorporating implementation guidelines relating to the HASHAA 
(Policy). Compared to the October Policy, the Policy included new 
references to Community Housing, both generally and under the 
affordability Criteria.  

18 On the basis of the addition of Community Housing to the Criteria, 
Ayrburn submitted an addition to its EOI, adding the offer to lease 15 
three bedroom houses to the community housing provider for 
$1/annum/house for a period of 25 years. 

19 Only one other EOI had any community housing component.  The 
Brackens Ridge proposal offered four residential sections to the QLDC 
or the Community Housing Trust.   
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Community Feedback 

20 On 24 April 2015 QLDC called for community feedback on the proposed 
SHAs.  At least 67 written responses were received, of which at least 12 
directly referred to the Ayrburn Farm proposal, raising a range of issues 
in opposition. A copy of this document was not provided to Ayrburn prior 
to the 3 June 2015 QLDC meeting. 

21 In addition to the formal responses to the call for community feedback, 
there was direct communication between residents, government 
departments and QLDC staff in relation to the proposed Ayrburn Farm 
Proposal, which included reference to RMA matters associated with the 
proposal. 

22 Ayrburn was not provided with all of the information from the community 
feedback and direct communications that was relevant to the Ayrburn 
Farm Proposal prior to the 3 June QLDC meeting.  

23 Ayrburn provided supplementary technical information to QLDC prior to 
the 3 June QLDC meeting to expand upon earlier reports attached to the 
Ayrburn Farm Proposal, including those issues brought to its attention by 
QLDC since the proposal was submitted in February 2015. 

 

Report, Decision 

24 The Planning and Development Department draft report dated 30 April 
2015 recommended QLDC accept seven of the proposed SHAs, 
including the Ayrburn Farm proposal. The Draft Report predated the 
amended Policy that introduced the new Community Housing provisions. 

25 The final form of the Planning and Development Department report was 
dated 19 May 2015 (the Report).  

26 The Report incorporated: 

(a) an Evaluation Panel assessment, based on the Criteria, which 
ranked the Ayrburn Farm proposal below six other EOIs; 

(b) expressions of concern and complexity in relation to those EOIs 
(including the Ayrburn Farm proposal) which might be inconsistent 
with the Arrowtown Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) under the 
District Plan; and 
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(c) recommendations that only four of the EOIs, but excluding the 
Ayrburn Farm proposal, be recommended to the Minister as SHAs.  
The four recommended EOIs would provide a potential yield of 175 
consented sections. 

27 The assessment matrix that made up part of the Evaluation Panel 
assessment appended to the Report was unchanged from the Draft 
Report, despite the Policy Criteria in respect of Community Housing 
changing in the interim, and the Report stating specifically: 

"(16) That the affordability component of the assessment matrix 

was modified following the amendment to the Lead Policy, and 

rescoring has occurred to reflect the responses received  

28 The Report did not refer to the supplementary information provided by 
Ayrburn, referred to in paragraph 23 above.  The assessment matrix 
rating in respect of the Criteria remained unchanged compared to the 
Draft Report. 

29 The Report incorporated advice that regard should be had to RMA 
matters raised in community feedback. 

30 The QLDC considered the Report at its meeting on 3 June 2015 and 
decided to proceed with only four EOIs, excluding the Ayrburn Farm 
proposal, as candidates for recommendation as SHAs (Decision). 

 

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION:  APPLICATION FOR JUDICIAL REVIEW 

31 The Decision was made in exercise of the QLDC’s statutory powers 
under the LGA and the HASHAA, and is amenable to judicial review 
under the Judicature Amendment Act 1972 and the common law. 

A. First Ground of Review – Errors of Law 

32 In making the Decision, the Defendant was required to direct itself 
correctly on, and act in accordance with the relevant law in order to 
properly and lawfully exercise its powers under and in relation to Part 1 
of the HASHAA and the Accord, including for the primary purpose of 
improving housing affordability in the District (Primary Purpose), and to 
adopt processes and criteria consistent with that Primary Purpose. 
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33 The processes adopted by the Defendant, and considered and reflected 
in the Decision, included an evaluation exercise which disregarded the 
Primary Purpose insofar as it: 

(a) failed to give primary weighting to housing affordability and the 
provision of community housing; and 

(b) gave substantial weighting to RMA matters (when such matters 
are only relevant to procedures under the Part 2 provisions and not 
Part 1). 

34 The Decision reflected recommendations by QLDC staff which negated 
EOIs relating to the Arrowtown area (including the Ayrburn Farm 
proposal) by giving primary weight to the protection of the existing UGB, 
and not to the Primary Purpose. 

35 In making the Decision, the Defendant erred in law in: 

(a) applying the Policy which incorrectly permitted RMA matters to be 
considered in determining whether a proposal should be 
recommended as an SHA under the Act, inconsistently with the 
Primary Purpose, the Accord and the HASHAA; 

(b) adopting the Report recommendations which were incorrectly 
based on an assessment which gave material weight to RMA 
matters and failed to give priority weighting to housing affordability 
matters, inconsistently with the Primary Purpose, the Accord and 
the HASHAA; 

(c) reaching a conclusion which was incorrectly incapable of 
complying with or achieving the Targets and purpose of the 
Accord, contrary to the Primary Purpose of the Act; 

(d) incorrectly giving priority to protection of the UGB over the Primary 
Purpose, the Accord and the Act; and 

(e) misinterpreting the provisions of the District Plan to treat the 
Ayrburn Farm proposal as other than “adjacent to an urban area” 
when the Millbrook complex is an urban area and adjacent to 
Ayrburn Farm. 

36 The Defendant accordingly made its Decision otherwise than on the 
basis of a correct legal understanding of the purpose of, and its 
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obligations under, the HASHAA and the Accord, and the Decision is 
accordingly invalid and unlawful.  

B. Second Ground of Review – Irrelevancies, Improper Purpose 

37 In making the Decision, the Defendant took into account irrelevancies, 
failed to take into account relevancies, and failed to use its power to 
recommend SHAs for proper purposes, in –  

(a) when considering recommendations under Part 1 of HASHAA, 
taking into account RMA matters, and the UGB, which would fall 
for consideration under the Part 2 provisions after any such 
recommendations were made; 

(b) failing to give priority to the HASHAA purpose; 

(c) failing to give effect to the Facilitation Commitment; and 

(d) failing to prioritise achievement of the Targets. 

38 The Defendant accordingly made its Decision otherwise than on proper 
considerations and for proper purposes, and the Decision is accordingly 
invalid and unlawful. 

 
 
WHEREFORE the Plaintiff claims the following relief: 

(a) A declaration that the Decision by the Defendant not to 
recommend the Ayrburn Farm proposal to the Minister as a SHA, 
is invalid.   

(b) An order quashing or setting aside the Decision not to recommend 
the Ayrburn Farm proposal to the Minister as a SHA.   

(c) A direction that the Defendant consider the Ayrburn Farm proposal 
for a SHA in accordance with its statutory obligations, and such 
directions as the Court considers appropriate. 

(d) The costs of and incidental to this proceeding. 

 

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION:  NEGLIGENCE 

39 The Plaintiff repeats paragraph 1-30 above. 
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40 The Defendant knew when it invited developers to submit EOIs for 
potential SHAs that preparation of an EOI would likely involve 
sophisticated proposals and the incurring of significant costs. 

41 The Defendant also knew that those submitting an EOI would rely on the 
Defendant's assessment processes for the EOI being formulated and 
implemented consistently with the purposes of the HASHAA and the 
Accord, including the Targets and Facilitation Commitment and in 
particular to address the identified need for a substantial increase in the 
supply of affordable housing in the District, resulting from existing 
constraints on housing developments (Relevant Purposes). 

42 The Defendant owed a duty to EOI submitters to take reasonable care to 
ensure that it acted consistently with the Relevant Purposes, and 
avoided undermining the Relevant Purposes by reliance on RMA 
matters and the UGB (Duty). 

43 The Defendant breached the Duty by assessing the EOIs, and in 
particular the Ayrburn Farm proposal, on the basis of analyses which 
clearly and unreasonably disregarded the Targets, the Facilitation 
Commitment and the purposes of the Accord and the HASHAA, and 
which relied on RMA matters and the UGB (Breach). 

44 As a consequence of the Breach of the Duty, the Ayrburn Farm proposal 
was not recommended by the Defendant as a SHA, and the costs 
incurred by the Plaintiff in preparing and submitting its EOI have been 
wasted (Loss). 

45 The Loss incurred by the Plaintiff associated with the SHA EOI was in 
the order of $380,000 (to be fully particularised before trial). 

 

WHEREFORE the Plaintiff claims the following relief: 

(a) A declaration that, in assessing the EOIs for potential SHAs that it 
had invited, the Defendant committed a tortious Breach of its Duty. 

(b) Judgment for the Plaintiff against the Defendant for the Loss 
suffered by reason of the Breach of its Duty.   

(c) The costs of and incidental to this proceeding.   

(d) Interest. 
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This document is filed by Maree Baker-Galloway, solicitor for the plaintiff of the 
firm Anderson Lloyd. 

The address for service of the Plaintiff is at the offices of Anderson Lloyd 
Lawyers, Level 2, 13 Camp Street.  Documents may be: 

a. Posted to the solicitor at Anderson Lloyd, Lawyers, PO Box 201, 
Queenstown 9348; or 

b. Left for the solicitor at the document exchange for direction to Anderson 
Lloyd, Lawyers, DX ZP95010; or  

c. Transmitted to the solicitor by facsimile to Anderson Lloyd, Lawyers, 
Fax No. 03 450 0799. 











Queenstown Lakes District Council  16 February 2016 
Private Bag 50072 
Queenstown 
By email: services@qldc.govt.nz 

Dear Mayor and Councillors, 

SPECIAL HOUSING AREA SUBMISSION 
AYRBURN FARM RETIREMENT VILLAGE 

1. INTRODUCTION

Please find for your consideration the following feedback on the Ayrburn Retirement Village
Expression of Interest (EOI) for a Special Housing Area (SHA).  I own property with my
husband at ; I have lived at both properties and currently
reside with my family at .

I have reviewed what is now the second proposal by this developer for an SHA in this location
and again I strongly disagree with the proposal. The Ayrburn Retirement Village EOI is an
opportunistic “cut and paste” of the last SHA proposal by this developer.  The previous
proposal for residential development in this rural zone was correctly not recommended to the
Minister and this proposal should also be refused.  This second proposal has not been
significantly altered from the first proposal and the many adverse effects have not been
resolved.  The following submission discusses why the Ayrburn Retirement Village EOI
should not be recommended to the Minister.

2. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The second SHA proposal by this developer and consultant team remains fanciful and full of
inconsistencies and inaccuracies just like the first SHA proposal by this developer.  I recall
that in the first proposal it was illustrated by a submitter that the house designs did not fit onto
the lots.  The effects of this proposal are no different to the first proposal.  In fact, they are
worse as there are 50 more houses proposed.  The screen planting proposed is unlikely to be
successful and contrary to the Assessment of Effects in the EOI, the subdivision will be visible
from the Wakatipu walkway, surrounding public roads and neighbouring properties.  Further,
the technical infrastructure reports have not been updated from the first proposal to include
the additional houses.

There is no evidence provided by the developer that there is a shortage or a demand for a
retirement village in this location or any information provided on the management of the
retirement village.  The developer has no track record of retirement village development or
management and there is no established management company involved in the proposal.

The developer has submissions filed requesting zone changes on the Ayrburn land.  The
District Plan review process has commenced and consideration of the developer’s requests
will be included in this process in a timely manner.  There is no requirement for a fast tracked
SHA process for this land.

The proposal is not in accordance with Council Lead Policy for SHA’s and the development
will fail at providing Affordable Housing due to the location within a rural area with no existing
community services or infrastructure necessitating a Greenfields approach to development.
A Greenfields approach will also result in higher infrastructure costs, likely requiring input from
Council.

3. AYRBURN RETIREMENT VILLAGE EOI

Generally
This second proposal is once again fanciful and misleading.  There is no evidence that the
development will be a retirement village as there is no discussion of management services for
the residents specific to a retirement village and the developer has no track record of
retirement village development.  The adverse effects of this second proposal are the same as



 

the first.  Changing the name of the development to “Retirement Village” does not reduce the 
effects.  The adverse effects will in fact be worse as there are now 50 additional lots proposed.   
 
It is ridiculous for the developer’s planner and landscape architect to say that the adjacent 
rural residential area and Millbrook Resort are urban.  The area to the south of the proposal 
is zoned Rural Residential and has a density appropriate for that zone.  Millbrook Resort is a 
golf resort with very few permanent residents.  Additionally, the proposal is located 2km from 
Arrowtown and is not within the Urban Growth Boundary.  Existing infrastructure is therefore 
not adequate to provide any cost reduction to the proposed development.  The proposed 
development is a Greenfields subdivision with all the maximum costs that accompany such a 
development and no advantage to be gained from existing community services. 
 
The assessment of effects provided by the developer’s consultant planner, John Edmonds 
discusses school buses for children and the assessment of effects provided by Baxter Design 
Group refers to 151 lots (the number of the previous application) not 201 lots as is proposed 
in this application. These are just 2 examples of the inaccurate and obviously hastily prepared 
EOI.  Council cannot be at all confident that this developer has the ability to deliver on what 
they are promising.  
 
The location is not an appropriate location for an SHA as it does not have infrastructure 
capacity, roading capacity, community services or public transport.  The proposed medical 
centre and café/garden centre are fanciful without any secured provider for these services and 
will duplicate existing facilities in Arrowtown.  Once again, the development will be 
unaffordable as soon as residents move in as the cost of living in a rural area is not affordable.   
 
As the residents of the proposal will conveniently be retired the EOI does not address proximity 
to place of work or schooling but it is misguided not to consider these requirements as it is 
unlikely in my opinion that the end product of the proposal will in fact be a retirement village, 
so these factors are still relevant.  The majority of the promotional photographs included in the 
EOI show that the developer does not intend for the development to be a retirement village 
unless the average age of a retired person has lowered by 30 years.   
 
The site is not flat and sun filled as stated in the EOI.  There is one flat paddock but the rest 
of the development area is located on south facing slopes and in a stream bed so half of the 
lots are potentially cold and damp. 
 
The assessment of effects provided by the EOI are misleading and of little depth.  It is stated 
that “Ayrburn Retirement Village will alleviate unmet demand at no cost to QLDC or any impact 
on the feel or aesthetic appeal of the surrounding area”.  That is complete rubbish.  The 
addition of 201 houses and accompanying residents, vehicles and noise will be very obvious 
to all. 
 
Houses will be visible while screen planting matures.  It is unlikely that the screen planting 
proposed will provide successful screening of the subdivision.  
 
Visibility 
The Arrowtown Retirement Village now includes an additional 50 lots, many of which are 
located at a higher, more visible elevation, up the slope at the northern edge of the subdivision.  
Houses are also now located in a horse paddock to the south of the farm road where the 
manager’s house was previously located.  This is much closer than in the previous application.  
Buffers of tree planting are proposed all around the perimeter of the subdivision to screen the 
houses from neighbours, the Wakatipu Trail walkway and public roads but no species names 
are proposed.  It is therefore unknown but doubtful that planting will be successful at 
establishing within the extreme microclimate of Speargrass Flat or how long it will take to grow 
to a sufficient height to provide screening.  As a landscape architect and a resident with a 
garden I am very familiar with the difficulties of establishing trees in the Speargrass Flat area. 
Deciduous planting will be more likely to survive but is penetrable in winter allowing views 
through.  Native evergreen species are unlikely to survive the harsh frosts and dry summer 
wind of the Speargrass Flat microclimate apart from some shrubs which would not reach a 
sufficient height to provide screening.  This leaves only a few conifer species that are not 
wilding species.  Dense planting of conifers around the perimeter of the subdivision will not be 
in keeping with the open pastoral character of the area.  I note that all of the photographs in 
the EOI visual assessment have been taken in summer but the same photopoints in winter 



 

allow views though to the proposal site, as I provided in my submission to the first Ayrburn 
SHA proposal.  
 
I note that there is now no farm manager’s house so it is unclear how the open paddocks 
adjacent to Lake Hayes Arrowtown Road will be managed as a working farm.  There is now a 
large amount of screen planting proposed that will require irrigation if it is to survive.  Water 
supply in the area is limited and controls over use and watering by residents already exists.  I 
do not see how the additional requirements by this proposed subdivision for irrigation alone 
can be absorbed by existing infrastructure or minor upgrades as suggested in the EOI. 
 
Neighbours amenity 
The proposed subdivision is located in the rural zone very close to a number of neighbouring 
properties to both the south and north.  The subdivision will change the character of the local 
area from rural to urban.  Neighbours should have the opportunity to participate in this 
significant change in their amenity under the RMA, particularly given the District Plan is 
currently under review.  There is no need to fast track a subdivision disguised as affordable 
housing and now disguised as a retirement village when the future zoning of the Ayrburn land 
can be determined in a timely fashion within the District Plan Review process.   
 
Location in the Rural General Zone 
The Ayrburn Retirement Village EOI is located in the Rural General Zone on land with a 
landscape classification of Visual Amenity Landscape (VAL) according to the Environment 
Court decisions of the early 2000’s that were then included in the District Plan.  The land is 
rural with a pastoral character and has high visual amenity.   
 
This land has been previously protected by the Resource Management Act and the District 
Plan.  The Queenstown landscapes are vitally important to the future of the District and have 
national importance to New Zealand.  The Rural General Zone provisions that relate to 
landscape issues were formulated in a very careful and considered way via a long and 
expensive process through the Environment Court. For Council to approve Special Housing 
Areas in locations that are zoned Rural General via a fast track process with little consultation 
undermines the District Plan and has no regard for the extensive process by which Council 
has safeguarded our natural landscapes in the past.   
 
In accordance with Council Lead Policy for Special Housing Areas, Council can maintain the 
integrity of its Plan and its important landscapes by not approving Special Housing Areas that 
are located in parts of the Rural General Zone where landscape and visual values are 
vulnerable to degradation, particularly those that are not within or adjacent to existing urban 
development such as the proposed Ayrburn Retirement Village SHA. 
 
The EOI discusses the pattern of development within the Queenstown area and how suburban 
pockets have established including Jacks Point, Lake Hayes Estate and Shotover Country.  It 
states that the Ayrburn Retirement Village will follow this pattern of development.  I consider 
that this ad hoc, uncohesive pattern of development has resulted in many problems for the 
district and should not continue to be followed.   Unconnected residential subdivisions have 
developed within rural areas resulting in heavy reliance on private vehicles for transport to 
school, shops, work and existing community facilities resulting in inefficient traffic circulation 
and poor urban design outcomes.  This pattern of development has also lowered the amenity 
values for residents and the experience of visitors to Queenstown.  To continue with this 
development pattern would be a very poor outcome for the future of Queenstown.  The District 
Plan Review is a valuable and timely opportunity to address this. If the Ayrburn Retirement 
Village SHA is recommended to the Minister this opportunity will be lost.    
 
Council Lead Policy 
The Ayrburn Retirement Village EOI still does not comply with the Council Lead Policy for 
Special Housing Areas.  All of the reasons provided for the first Ayrburn SHA still apply and 
are repeated below with specific examples as follows; 
 
2. Principles 
 
4. The Council will expect innovative approaches to ensure the delivery of houses for 
Community Housing purposes 

 



 

The EOI proposes 10 houses rent free for staff or as community housing.  I do not consider 
that the sacrifice of a large area of rural landscape, significant infrastructure costs to Council 
and destruction of the character of the area and neighbours amenity for the development of 
191 houses that are not affordable and will become an area of holiday houses without a sense 
of community is worth the gain of 10 community houses.  The proposal is using the SHA 
legislation to avoid the RMA process and obtain the right to develop a subdivision that will do 
nothing to alleviate the lack of affordable housing in Queenstown.   

 
5. Land within any special housing area and a qualifying development should be 
appropriately serviced to urban standards and not have an unforeseen or adverse 
financial effect on the Council or other infrastructure providers. 

 
All of the shortcomings and inaccuracies with regard to infrastructure remain the same as for 
the first SHA proposal.  The technical reports do not support the EOI’s position that there will 
be no infrastructure cost to QLDC.  In fact, this assumption is even more misleading as the 
reports have not been reviewed to include the additional 50 lots proposed in the Retirement 
Village and the greater area of development.  It is just assumed by the developer and 
consultants that there will only be 1 or 2 people in each dwelling as it is a retirement village so 
the technical reports remain the same.  This is a huge assumption and does not take into 
consideration the obvious eventuality that the subdivision is not a retirement village but a 
standard subdivision. 

 
7. Priority will be given to establishing Special Housing areas within existing Urban 
Areas, or areas that are anticipated to fall within urban growth boundaries in the District 
Plan review 
 
The Ayrburn Retirement Village SHA is not located within an existing Urban Area or within an 
Urban Growth Boundary.  Two resort zones are located to the south of the proposed SHA, 
Millbrook Resort and Waterfall Park.  Millbrook Resort is not an urban area, it is a golf resort 
that includes some houses that are predominantly holiday homes.  Waterfall Park is 
undeveloped and not likely to be as it is steep, south facing and cold.  Neither of these Resort 
Zones are existing urban areas and will not become so in the future.  These areas are not like 
Jacks Point as the EOI suggests as one has very few permanent residents and house prices 
are considerably more than at Jacks Point and the other has no development and no promise 
of any in the future.  The land to the west and east of the proposal is zoned Rural General and 
the land to the south is zoned Rural Residential.  None of these zones are existing urban 
areas or likely to become so.   
 
The Arrowtown Urban Growth boundary is currently 2km away from the SHA location.  To 
enlarge it to accommodate this proposal would not be logical as it would include Rural land 
and the two resort zones as well.  This would destroy the small village character of Arrowtown 
that council and residents have long sought to maintain. 

 
8. Consideration may be given to a limited number of Greenfield locations for SHA’s, 
where they are located adjacent to existing urban areas and services. 

 
The land located to the south of the proposed SHA is zoned Rural Residential not urban as 
the developer’s consultants seem to be trying to imply.  Infrastructure, particularly water 
supply, is already under pressure by the existing residential dwellings.  It is ridiculous for the 
developer’s planner and landscape architect to say that the adjacent Rural Residential area 
is urban.  It is zoned Rural Residential and has the density of that zone.  Existing infrastructure 
is therefore not adequate to provide any cost reduction to the proposed development.  The 
proposed development is a Greenfields subdivision with all the maximum costs that 
accompany such a development.   
 
This Greenfield location can gain no advantage from existing services as the surrounding area 
is Rural or Rural Residential and has limited capacity to accommodate further residential 
development in the existing infrastructure without significant upgrade, cost and negative 
environmental impact on Mill Stream and Lake Hayes. 
 
 
 
 
 



 

5.2 Criteria for recommending a Special Housing Area to Government   
…location is considered to be a vitally important consideration for Council 
 
The Ayrburn Retirement Village location does not represent sound resource management 
planning practice as required by the Council Lead Policy. 
 
5.2.1 Location 
The proposed area shall be located within or adjacent to existing urban areas.  Areas 
located in rural areas remote from existing urban areas and services will generally not 
be viewed favourably. 
 
The Ayrburn Retirement Village EOI is located in a rural area remote from existing urban areas 
so it should not be viewed favourably. 
 
5.2.3 Demand for a Qualifying Development 
 
In 5.2.3 the Council Lead Policy states that the SHA will deliver in a timely manner.  I note 
that the developer has no history in delivering residential housing to the market and certainly 
no track record of retirement village development.   
 
5.2.5 Affordability  
 
The Council Lead Policy states that integrated urban growth management should be 
considered.  The Ayrburn Retirement Village SHA is located poorly to meet this consideration. 
 
Appendix B – Residential Development Quality Expectations 
 
Appendix B of the Council Lead Policy outlines Residential Development Quality 
Expectations.  The Ayrburn Retirement Village EOI includes many fanciful elements within the 
concept plan in order to comply with this Appendix.  The scheme relies heavily on the existing 
amenities of the area including the existing walkway from Millbrook to Speargrass Flat Road.  
It offers a connection along Mill Creek but does not consider the narrow 6m easement and the 
fast flowing steep sided creek or the dangerous exit onto Speargrass Flat Road at the narrow 
one lane bridge.  A further connection is offered along Mill Creek past many private properties 
where the esplanade strip width is not detailed.  A walkway is also offered through Waterfall 
Park, which is extremely steep and also private land.  The proposal makes much of the 
retention of the historic farm buildings but these buildings do not require a 201 house 
subdivision in order to be retained.  There is no evidence that the community needs another 
medical centre or another garden centre and there is no commercial agreement included with 
any providers for these facilities.   
 
There are no nearby parks or shops but the SHA proposes a commercial café and garden 
centre which is fanciful in this location as commercial success would be unlikely.  There are 
also limited work places nearby but conveniently for the developer retirees do not work and 
there is very limited public transport.  There is a bus service but it has a limited schedule and 
is not affordable at $15 one way to Queenstown.  Private car will therefore be necessary for 
residents adding further congestion to traffic travelling towards Queenstown along Ladies 
Mile. 
 
The SHA relies on smaller lot size to create affordability.  This will not result in affordability in 
this location but speculation increasing property prices further as there are no retirement 
village management company details so houses could be sold to anyone. 
 
 

4. WIDER ISSUES TO CONSIDER 
 
District Plan Review 
Ayrburn Farm Limited has filed a submission to the District Plan Review requesting a number 
of different options for zone changes to the land at the location of the proposed SHA.  These 
include incorporating the land within the Waterfall Park zone or the Rural Residential zone or 
making an individual Ayrburn zone.  All of these options would facilitate residential 
development of varying degrees of density.  The developer also filed a second submission 
requesting that the Arrowtown Urban Boundary be extended to include its land.  I note that 
the EOI states that there will be no need to extend the Arrowtown Urban Boundary.  This is 



 

contradictory to the District Plan Review submission. The developer is clearly intent on 
developing this land and will say and do anything along the way including contradicting its 
opinions and jumping on every and any bandwagon such as the retirement village farce to 
gain development rights.  In my opinion the developer has no intent to develop a retirement 
village but is using the SHA legislation as just another option to gain development rights. 
 
There is no evidence that the developer intends to create a retirement village.  There is no 
evidence that a retirement village is even required in this location, particularly now that another 
retirement village is proceeding nearby at Arrow Junction.  Another retirement village is 
certainly not required under a fast track SHA process.  It would be statutorily irresponsible for 
Councillors to allow a fast track SHA development on this land when the developer has 
submitted on the District Plan and is a part of that process. 
 
 

5. SUMMARY 
 
The Ayrburn Retirement Village SHA should not be approved for the following reasons; 
 
1. It will not create affordable housing. 
2. It does not comply with the Council Lead Policy for SHA’s. 
3. It is not necessary to fast track another retirement village in this location. 
4. The zoning and development options for this land should be considered within the District 

Plan review not a fast track SHA process. 
 

I respectfully request that Councillors carefully consider this submission and do not approve the 
Ayrburn Retirement Village SHA. 
 
Could you please keep me informed of progress and decisions. 
 
 
 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
Rebecca Lucas 



To Anita Vanstone 
QLDC 
 
This letter is in support of Ayrburn Farm Developments Limited's Expression Of 
Interest : Special Housing Area for a Retirement Village at Ayrburn Farm. 
 
Wakatipu Pony Club currently has 51 members and operates from grounds on the 
corner of Lower Shotover and Speargrass Flat roads. We have an informal 
relationship with the Robertson Family who own the land to run our rallies and 
events throughout the year . We have a shed on site where jumps and other 
equipment are stored. There is a cross country course on the farm that Pony Club 
built some years ago . What we have here enables us to run normal Pony Club 
activities . 
 
We do not have any lease and the farm is currently for sale. The Pony Club does not 
have the financial means to purchase its own land in the Wakatipu Basin. 
 
It came to our attention recently of the proposed plans for Ayrburn Farm and the 
subsequent offer to the Pony Club of some land. We feel  the front paddocks that 
have been offered to Pony Club would make a great location to run normal Pony 
Club activities.  
 Hide original message 
 
 
The Pony Club feels that a Retirement Village and its associated businesses would 
work well in association with our club. As far as we understand, one of the 
cornerstones of contemporary elder care is to be active and engaged in the 
community. We feel there would be mutual enjoyment between the Pony Club and 
its families and young members and the residents in the Retirement Village. 
 
The offer to Pony Club and any restrictions placed are yet to be considered and this 
would need to be done once a decision on the Retirement Village is made. 
 
We are happy for a representative to attend the QLDC meeting on the 1st of March. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
Wakatipu Pony Club 
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	MAB-889571-7-41-V1 (Ayrburn Farm SHA - FINAL STATEMENT OF CLAIM) (4)
	The Plaintiff by its solicitor says:
	1 The Plaintiff is Ayrburn Farm Developments Limited (Company No. 5594349, NZB No. 9429041605899), a duly incorporated company having its registered office at Cruickshank Pryde, Unit 23 Gorge Road Retail Centre, 159 Gorge Road, Queenstown, 9300 and ca...
	2 The Defendant is Queenstown Lakes District Council a local authority pursuant to the provisions of the Local Government Act 2002, situated at 10 Gorge Road, Queenstown (QLDC).
	3 At all material times the QLDC had full capacity to carry on or undertake any activity or business, do any act, or enter into any transaction, in exercising its powers wholly or principally for the benefit of the Queenstown Lakes District (District)...
	4 At all material times the District has experienced, and continues to experience, a serious problem around the supply and affordability of housing.
	5 The Housing Accords and Special Housing Areas Act 2013 (HASHAA) was enacted for the purpose of enhancing housing affordability by facilitating an increase in land and housing supply in certain regions or districts, listed in Schedule 1 of the HASHAA...
	6 The QLDC’s District is listed in Schedule 1 of the HASHAA.
	7 The HASHAA seeks to achieve its purpose by providing for, among other things:
	(a) the relevant Minister and territorial authority entering into a public agreement to work together to address housing supply and affordability issues in the authority’s district (housing accord);
	(b) consistently with the HASHAA and a housing accord, the authority recommending specified areas within the district to be special housing areas (SHAs);
	(c) in Part 2 of the HASHAA, facilitating qualifying developments of residential housing within SHAs by modifying the regulatory requirements for approvals of such developments (in particular, those requirements within the scope of the Resource Manage...

	8 The QLDC entered into a housing accord with the Minister, dated 23 October 2014 (Accord), which included commitments by QLDC:
	(a) to prioritise achievement of the specified targets for the number of sections and dwellings to be consented in the next three years totalling 1300 consented sections and dwellings (Targets); and
	(b) to utilise the HASHAA provisions to facilitate positive consideration of housing developments that might otherwise struggle to achieve approval under the District Plan and the RMA (Facilitation Commitment).

	9 On 7 November 2014, the QLDC invited expressions of interest (EOIs) from persons interested in developing areas of land as SHAs.
	10 Ayrburn prepared and submitted a detailed EOI in February 2015, involving significant investment of time, skill and money, in relation to a proposed development of 150 new houses on a 45.7 hectare site at 341-343 Arrowtown-Lake Hopes Road and submi...
	11 The Ayrburn Farm proposal is for a medium density residential development which would be constructed at no cost to the QLDC. The proposed lots range between 350m² and 500m².  The level platforms of the site would keep construction costs low and cou...
	12 The Ayrburn Farm proposal is located approximately 2km from Arrowtown, and is adjacent to the Waterfall Park and Millbrook Special Resort Zones, within which Millbrook at present contains approximately 220 dwellings, and is zoned for up to 450 dwel...
	13 In October 2014 QLDC adopted a "Lead Policy" (the October Policy) to guide the assessment of potential SHAs for recommendation to the Minister and to provide parameters around its approach to achieving Accord targets.
	14 The October Policy specified nine criteria for QLDC consideration of EOIs in relation to land that might be suitable for consideration as SHAs should be recommended as SHAs (Criteria).
	15 The October Policy and Criteria included matters which reinforced the existing District Plan and RMA considerations (RMA matters), including:
	(a) location within or adjacent to existing urban areas; and
	(b) assurance of adequate infrastructure; and
	(c) community feedback

	16 The Criteria provided the basis for an evaluation of EOIs by an Evaluation Panel, in which each criterion was given a weighting out of 100%, including:
	(a) location – 15%;
	(b) adequate infrastructure – 20%; and
	(c) affordability – 20%.

	17 On 30 April 2015, the QLDC adopted an amended “Lead Policy” incorporating implementation guidelines relating to the HASHAA (Policy). Compared to the October Policy, the Policy included new references to Community Housing, both generally and under t...
	18 On the basis of the addition of Community Housing to the Criteria, Ayrburn submitted an addition to its EOI, adding the offer to lease 15 three bedroom houses to the community housing provider for $1/annum/house for a period of 25 years.
	19 Only one other EOI had any community housing component.  The Brackens Ridge proposal offered four residential sections to the QLDC or the Community Housing Trust.
	Community Feedback
	20 On 24 April 2015 QLDC called for community feedback on the proposed SHAs.  At least 67 written responses were received, of which at least 12 directly referred to the Ayrburn Farm proposal, raising a range of issues in opposition. A copy of this doc...
	21 In addition to the formal responses to the call for community feedback, there was direct communication between residents, government departments and QLDC staff in relation to the proposed Ayrburn Farm Proposal, which included reference to RMA matte...
	22 Ayrburn was not provided with all of the information from the community feedback and direct communications that was relevant to the Ayrburn Farm Proposal prior to the 3 June QLDC meeting.
	23 Ayrburn provided supplementary technical information to QLDC prior to the 3 June QLDC meeting to expand upon earlier reports attached to the Ayrburn Farm Proposal, including those issues brought to its attention by QLDC since the proposal was submi...
	24 The Planning and Development Department draft report dated 30 April 2015 recommended QLDC accept seven of the proposed SHAs, including the Ayrburn Farm proposal. The Draft Report predated the amended Policy that introduced the new Community Housing...
	25 The final form of the Planning and Development Department report was dated 19 May 2015 (the Report).
	26 The Report incorporated:
	(a) an Evaluation Panel assessment, based on the Criteria, which ranked the Ayrburn Farm proposal below six other EOIs;
	(b) expressions of concern and complexity in relation to those EOIs (including the Ayrburn Farm proposal) which might be inconsistent with the Arrowtown Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) under the District Plan; and
	(c) recommendations that only four of the EOIs, but excluding the Ayrburn Farm proposal, be recommended to the Minister as SHAs.  The four recommended EOIs would provide a potential yield of 175 consented sections.

	27 The assessment matrix that made up part of the Evaluation Panel assessment appended to the Report was unchanged from the Draft Report, despite the Policy Criteria in respect of Community Housing changing in the interim, and the Report stating speci...
	"(16) That the affordability component of the assessment matrix was modified following the amendment to the Lead Policy, and rescoring has occurred to reflect the responses received
	28 The Report did not refer to the supplementary information provided by Ayrburn, referred to in paragraph 23 above.  The assessment matrix rating in respect of the Criteria remained unchanged compared to the Draft Report.
	29 The Report incorporated advice that regard should be had to RMA matters raised in community feedback.
	30 The QLDC considered the Report at its meeting on 3 June 2015 and decided to proceed with only four EOIs, excluding the Ayrburn Farm proposal, as candidates for recommendation as SHAs (Decision).
	31 The Decision was made in exercise of the QLDC’s statutory powers under the LGA and the HASHAA, and is amenable to judicial review under the Judicature Amendment Act 1972 and the common law.
	32 In making the Decision, the Defendant was required to direct itself correctly on, and act in accordance with the relevant law in order to properly and lawfully exercise its powers under and in relation to Part 1 of the HASHAA and the Accord, includ...
	33 The processes adopted by the Defendant, and considered and reflected in the Decision, included an evaluation exercise which disregarded the Primary Purpose insofar as it:
	(a) failed to give primary weighting to housing affordability and the provision of community housing; and
	(b) gave substantial weighting to RMA matters (when such matters are only relevant to procedures under the Part 2 provisions and not Part 1).

	34 The Decision reflected recommendations by QLDC staff which negated EOIs relating to the Arrowtown area (including the Ayrburn Farm proposal) by giving primary weight to the protection of the existing UGB, and not to the Primary Purpose.
	35 In making the Decision, the Defendant erred in law in:
	36 The Defendant accordingly made its Decision otherwise than on the basis of a correct legal understanding of the purpose of, and its obligations under, the HASHAA and the Accord, and the Decision is accordingly invalid and unlawful.
	37 In making the Decision, the Defendant took into account irrelevancies, failed to take into account relevancies, and failed to use its power to recommend SHAs for proper purposes, in –
	(a) when considering recommendations under Part 1 of HASHAA, taking into account RMA matters, and the UGB, which would fall for consideration under the Part 2 provisions after any such recommendations were made;
	(b) failing to give priority to the HASHAA purpose;
	(c) failing to give effect to the Facilitation Commitment; and
	(d) failing to prioritise achievement of the Targets.

	38 The Defendant accordingly made its Decision otherwise than on proper considerations and for proper purposes, and the Decision is accordingly invalid and unlawful.
	(a) A declaration that the Decision by the Defendant not to recommend the Ayrburn Farm proposal to the Minister as a SHA, is invalid.
	(b) An order quashing or setting aside the Decision not to recommend the Ayrburn Farm proposal to the Minister as a SHA.
	(c) A direction that the Defendant consider the Ayrburn Farm proposal for a SHA in accordance with its statutory obligations, and such directions as the Court considers appropriate.
	(d) The costs of and incidental to this proceeding.

	39 The Plaintiff repeats paragraph 1-30 above.
	40 The Defendant knew when it invited developers to submit EOIs for potential SHAs that preparation of an EOI would likely involve sophisticated proposals and the incurring of significant costs.
	41 The Defendant also knew that those submitting an EOI would rely on the Defendant's assessment processes for the EOI being formulated and implemented consistently with the purposes of the HASHAA and the Accord, including the Targets and Facilitation...
	42 The Defendant owed a duty to EOI submitters to take reasonable care to ensure that it acted consistently with the Relevant Purposes, and avoided undermining the Relevant Purposes by reliance on RMA matters and the UGB (Duty).
	43 The Defendant breached the Duty by assessing the EOIs, and in particular the Ayrburn Farm proposal, on the basis of analyses which clearly and unreasonably disregarded the Targets, the Facilitation Commitment and the purposes of the Accord and the ...
	44 As a consequence of the Breach of the Duty, the Ayrburn Farm proposal was not recommended by the Defendant as a SHA, and the costs incurred by the Plaintiff in preparing and submitting its EOI have been wasted (Loss).
	45 The Loss incurred by the Plaintiff associated with the SHA EOI was in the order of $380,000 (to be fully particularised before trial).
	(a) A declaration that, in assessing the EOIs for potential SHAs that it had invited, the Defendant committed a tortious Breach of its Duty.
	(b) Judgment for the Plaintiff against the Defendant for the Loss suffered by reason of the Breach of its Duty.
	(c) The costs of and incidental to this proceeding.
	(d) Interest.
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