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DUNED C Submission concerning resource consent on PUbllcly,noti!iMlAEllp'e er
IN lTV sections 9SA. I __ ,S-.",Ic_

Sections 95A, Resource Management Act 1991K.UI>Hte!."-tttht! 0 ~tI!1 .

To: Dunedin City Council, PO Box 5045, Moray Place, Dunedin 9058

, I Resource Consent Number:
Site Address:
Description of Proposal:

LUC-2016-481 Applicant: AlisonCharlton
1069HighellffRoad,Dunedin
Resource consent is sought to authorise residential activity on the sIte at 1069 Highcliff Road,
Dunedin. The Site comprises 8.3ha and the minimum lot size for residential activity in the
rural zone is lSha. The a /icaticn is a non-com I in aetlvl .

I/We wish to lodge a submission on the above f\1urce consent application:

Your Full Name: Se<cJol L--f O-r.,{lf, e..vv bVV""~
Address for Service (P~

On Beb", ("mE- 1\4'9 $",,,, -:f"'$Qo.'\ "t.?b'Q -,•••• C::>V'Y,eo-'Z. Post Code: q'O??
Telephone: Facsimile: WA-
Email Address:

I: Support/Neutral/Oppose this Application I: Do/Do Not wish to be heardin support of this submissionat a hearingg others make a similar submission, Iwill consider presen~:~g a joint case with them at a hearing.
Delete the above statement If YOUwould not COnsiderpresentinn a oint case at a hearlnq)

r ~

Te

The decision I wish the Council to make 's (give precIse details, including the parts of the application you wish to have amended
and the eneraJ nature of an conditions sou ht :

Signature of submitter:

Notes to Submitter:

Closing Date: The closing date for serving submissions on the Dunedin C;ty Council is friday 25 November 2016 at Spm. A copy
of your submission must be served on the applicant as soon as reasonably practicable after the service of your submission on the
Dunedin City Council. The appliamt's address for service is Alison Charlton C/O Allan Cubitt, Cubitt Consulting LImited, 11 BedfOrdStreet, St Clair, Dunedin 9012.

Elertrpnlc Submlssl0'W A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means. Submissions can be
made online at http://www.dunedin.govt.nz/rma or sent by email toresconsent.submissfon@dcc.govt.nz

Privacy: Please note that submissions are public. Your name and submission will be included in papers that are available to the
media and the public. Your submission will only be used for the purpose of the notified resource consent process.

http://www.dunedin.govt.nz/rma
mailto:toresconsent.submissfon@dcc.govt.nz






From: Craig.ww@gmail.com
To: resconsent.submission@dcc.govt.nz
Subject: Resource consent application submission - 566231
Date: Monday, 21 November 2016 11:15:16 a.m.

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website on 21
 Nov 2016 11:09am. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Craig Werner

Address  
Contact
 phone
Fax
Email
 address

Submission details

Consent
 number LUC 2016 481

Position I oppose this application
Wish to
 speak? Yes

Present
 jointly to
 hearing?

No

Parts of
 application
 that
submission
 relates to

Amenity values,visual impact Landscape character Cumulative effects

Reasons
 for
 submission

Application doesnt detail structure numbers or location or visibilty. Claim of
 "low levels of impact" is unsupported by evidence. Location appears to be
 high on the slope, visible from all lower roads. The peninsula is of course a
 tourism route. Visibility on an ONL on an undersized site that is not
 contiguous with a Pukehiki house is inapproprate development. Being close
 can just be likened to sprawl and provides no visual relief. More than minor
 impact on the env. And contrary to plan results. Cumulative effects will be
 more than minor, and even the application states that they will only be
 "unlikely". Statement regarding "density anticipated for the area" is
 erroneous. What is anticipated, IS THE PLAN being honoured, of course.
 The community does not anticipate replication of past inappropriate
 development such as the 10 other undersized developments cited in the
 application.

Desired
 decision Decline approval

mailto:Craig.ww@gmail.com
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From: hvrjlawrence@slingshot.co.nz
To: resconsent.submission@dcc.govt.nz
Subject: Resource consent application submission - 566464
Date: Wednesday, 23 November 2016 07:39:40 p.m.

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website on 23
 Nov 2016 7:39pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Hannah & Richard Lawrence
Address
Contact phone
Fax
Email address

Submission details

Consent
 number LUC-2016-481

Position I oppose this application
Wish to
 speak? No

Present
 jointly to
 hearing?

Yes

Parts of
 application
 that
submission
 relates to

We oppose the granting of resource consent at 1069 Highcliff Road because
 (a) it will have a more than minor adverse effect on the environment, by
 spoiling the special and protected character of the landscape; (b) it is
 contrary to the rural zoning and the Outstanding Landscape Area sections of
 the District Plan; (c) it could create a precedent which a huge number of
 people would find deeply undesirable and (d) it would have an adverse
 effect on our own property.
The section is zoned Rural – Livestock and is only just over half of the size
 allowed by the District Plan for construction of a dwelling. The District Plan
 is a vital legal document and its provisions should not be ignored. Allowing
 construction of a dwelling, driveways, gardens and a large shed would
 completely contradict the intentions of the District Plan. It would spoil the
 peaceful, attractive rural character of the land. It would also spoil the
 enjoyment of Peninsula residents who have paid premium prices to own
 rural, unspoilt properties and have chosen to live on the Peninsula precisely
 because it is rural. The application claims that the land is on the outskirts of
 Pukehiki village but in fact it is outside the village boundaries and is visually
 clearly farm land rather than part of the village. Further housing would look
 out of place amongst the farm land. It is also quite visible from a number of
 public viewpoints. You can see from the photographs included in the
 geotech report just how rural and beautiful the area is and that it looks
 nothing like part of a village. The land is part of the Peninsula Coast
 Outstanding Landscape Area. This zoning is in place precisely to protect its

mailto:hvrjlawrence@slingshot.co.nz
mailto:resconsent.submission@dcc.govt.nz


Reasons
 for
 submission

 special features. If the land was appropriate for building on, it would not be
 protected by the District Plan in this way. We feel very strongly that
 Outstanding Landscape Areas must continue to be protected. Council has a
 responsibility to make sure this happens. Specifically, section 14.5.1 (a) (iii)
 states that natural landscapes should be dominant over human elements, the
 remote, isolated character should be protected, large scale structures should
 not diminish the impact of natural landscape forms and views should be
 protected – this application contradicts all of those provisions. The fact that
 Peggy’s Hill Conservation Covenant is located on this land makes it even
 more special ecologically, increasing further the importance of preserving
 the landscape as it is. The local roads are already overloaded and dangerous
 – the Highcliff Rd slip and the years of waiting for repairs are an example –
 and cannot cope with more traffic. The cumulative effects of further
 development will make local roads even more dangerous. Highcliff Rd is
 very obviously not suitable for carrying large amounts of traffic, being in
 poor repair, single lane in places, very steep and windy. Tourism is NZ’s
 biggest earner – especially on the Peninsula – tourists are attracted by clean,
 attractive green spaces and beautiful landscapes, and the tourist dollar is far
 more important to the economy than dwellings and sheds. We do not want a
 precedent to be set – if further development is allowed, the Peninsula will in
 time become a suburb of Dunedin and loose its special character completely.
 This would ruin a very beautiful and special place which should be
 cherished and protected for all New Zealanders and visitors. This would be
 highly undesirable. Historically the Peninsula was divided into smaller titles
 and some of these still exist, however historically a huge amount of
 ecological damage was done to the landscape in the days before awareness
 of the need to preserve it, and past mistakes should not be used as reasoning
 for allowing future mistakes. Also all recent sub division and resource
 consent applications in the Pukehiki area have been allowed by Council, but
 this was regardless of documented community opposition and often against
 the rules set out in the District Plan, so they can all be considered to be
 wrongly issued. Another point of note regarding those past sub division and
 resource consent applications which were granted is that in every case, the
 applicant greatly increased the value of their property and then moved out of
 the district. The entire community and landscape suffered in order for that
 one applicant to make financial gains. Some details included in the
 application such as the relationship status of the owner oppose verbal
 information given to us by the property owners. We are concerned that, as
 has happened many times in the area, the property could be quickly sold or
 be subject to further inappropriate consent applications in the future. The
 dwelling and shed would be constructed on the paddock next to our house.
 We bought this house two years ago because we are from farming
 backgrounds and want to live in a rural area. We paid a premium to achieve
 this. We also left our previous lifestyle property in South Otago because the
 Clutha District Council illegally issued a non notified resource consent for a
 large milk powder factory on our neighbour’s land. We expected that when
 we moved to Pukehiki we could trust the council to follow the laws set out
 in the District Plan and protect the special landscape around us. The adverse
 effects which would result from allowing this application for us would be
 increased noise, increased traffic, unsightly buildings as opposed to views of
 paddocks and stress caused by the reduction in enjoyment of our own
 property. It could also reduce the value of our own property. We also have a
 lack of confidence regarding the owner carrying out and maintaining native
 plantings as well as controlling gorse and weeds on the property. Another



 local building had to plant trees as a condition of their consent, which have
 since died due to lack of maintenance. Additionally, it will be many years or
 decades before new plantings screen the house and the existing Macrocarpas
 in that paddock are already at the end of their life and are falling down.
 Therefore the house and large shed will not be effectively screened as stated
 in the application.

Desired
 decision

To decline the application in its entirety because (a) it will have a more than
 minor adverse effect on the environment, by spoiling the special and
 protected character of the landscape; (b) it is contrary to the rural zoning and
 the Outstanding Landscape Area sections of the District Plan; (c) it could
 create a precedent which a huge number of people would find deeply
 undesirable and (d) it would have an adverse effect on our own property.



From:
To: resconsent.submission@dcc.govt.nz
Subject: Resource consent application submission - 566507
Date: Thursday, 24 November 2016 11:50:43 a.m.

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website on 24
 Nov 2016 11:50am. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name John Wells
Address
Contact phone
Fax
Email address

Submission details

Consent
 number LUC-2016-481

Position I oppose this application
Wish to
 speak? No

Present
 jointly to
 hearing?

Yes

Parts of
 application
 that
submission
 relates to

Exemption from minimum size of titled land so as to create a smaller title
 and building permission.

Reasons
 for
 submission

My own property was mentioned as a similar below 15 hectare titled
 example, whereas in fact the building consent for my property building was
 issued before the rules to build were changed,and have been in place since
 somewhere around 1996 or 1997. If that consent had not been granted by the
 date the rules changed then I would not have been permitted to build as my
 title applies to a smaller area than is now the case. Any comparison of my
 property building with this application therefore is irrelevant, as the  rules
 are different now. I built when it was (just) possible to legally do so, and I
 would not have bought and built if the now current rules were in place, so I
 knew the rules were changing and acted accordingly. This does not
 constitute an equivalence to this application for LUC-2016-481, and I object
 to the suggestion that my situation is the same. My southern boundary is
 right against the Pukehiki Rural Residential township, so is effectively part
 of the village by location, not far out alone on the hillside as the applicant is
 attempting.

Desired

 The applicant from LUC-2016-481 bought their property knowing the
 limitations it implied, and to wish to bend the rules now because of changed
 circumstances doesn't seem a convincing reason why the 15 hectare rule

mailto:resconsent.submission@dcc.govt.nz


 decision  title/building ruling should be changed just for this situation. The current
 ruling had a purpose which I gather was to prevent rampant subdividing of
 rural land and which could have littered this Area of Outstanding Beauty
 with houses and could have demanded further services from the DCC.



From:
To: resconsent.submission@dcc.govt.nz
Subject: Resource consent application submission - 566589
Date: Thursday, 24 November 2016 08:46:53 p.m.

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website on 24
 Nov 2016 8:46pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Michel de Lange
Address
Contact phone
Fax
Email address

Submission details

Consent
 number LUC-2016-481

Position I oppose this application
Wish to
 speak? Yes

Present
 jointly to
 hearing?

Yes

Parts of
 application
 that
submission
 relates to

Building a house on an undersized rural plot on Otago Pensinsula.

Reasons
 for
 submission

The district plan requires that -for residential building- a rural site should be
 at least 15HA in size. I think that deviating from this rule would set a bad
 precedent. Otago Pensinsula should be kept free of urban sprawl, and of
 more and more building. The dissolution of a partnership is not a good
 reason for deviating from this rule, or a good basis for planning decisions.
 This is because the consequences of such decisions will be with us long after
 the people to whom it was useful may have gone.

Desired
 decision That the application be declined, and the 15HA rule properly enforced.

mailto:resconsent.submission@dcc.govt.nz


From:
To: resconsent.submission@dcc.govt.nz
Subject: Resource consent application submission - 566649
Date: Friday, 25 November 2016 02:35:45 p.m.

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website on 25
 Nov 2016 2:35pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Norcombe Barker
Address
Contact phone
Fax
Email address

Submission details

Consent
 number LUV-2016-481

Position I oppose this application
Wish to
 speak? No

Present
 jointly to
 hearing?

Yes

Parts of
 application
 that
submission
 relates to

Outside the rules: Subdivision of an undersized lot. Residential activity in an
 outstanding landscape zone.

Reasons
 for
 submission

This application is against the district plan rules. The area is fast changing
 from a beautiful rural area to an urban suburb. The cumulative effect of the
 continual allowance of subdivisions is destroying what makes the Peninsula
 special. Once the rural fabric is gone as an effect of the decisions, it can
 never be brought back.

Desired
 decision Decline the application.

mailto:resconsent.submission@dcc.govt.nz


From: nbarker@larnachcastle.co.nz
To: resconsent.submission@dcc.govt.nz
Subject: Resource consent application submission - 566658
Date: Friday, 25 November 2016 03:23:41 p.m.

This resource consent application submission has been made via the Council website on 25
 Nov 2016 3:23pm. The details are listed below.

Personal information

Name Norcombe Barker
Address
Contact phone
Fax
Email address

Submission details

Consent
 number LUC-2016-481

Position I oppose this application
Wish to
 speak? Yes

Present
 jointly to
 hearing?

No

Parts of
 application
 that
submission
 relates to

Outside the district plan rules

Reasons
 for
 submission

I act for Larnach Castle Limited. We wish the application to be rejected as it
 is the continuation of the decline of the rural nature of the Otago Peninsula.
 There has been a record of decisions that have seen the area become
 urbanised: 1039 Highcliff road, 949 Highcliff Road. High Court action CIV
 2005/412/155 and environmental court action ENV 2007-chc-158. We wish
 to make the point that the community wants the rules to be followed. It is
 worth noting that all of the subdivisions allowed around Pukehiki as
 "exceptions" 1039 Highcliff road, 949 Highcliff Road and the “no more than
 minor” 100 camp road, in these, all of the people that got these resource
 consents through and raised their value of their property, then sold up & left
 the district. Hence, one party benefitted at the expense of the community.
 The decision should be for the greater good of the community, not so one
 person can benefit at the long-term detriment of everybody. If the council is
 at all serious about wildlife tourism, heritage tourism and night sky tourism,
 then the urbanisation of the peninsula must stop. None of these tourism areas
 and urbanisation mix. We will lose the opportunity to move forward as a city
 and we will never be able to get it back. We do wish that the rules of the
 plan are followed, otherwise what is the point of going to great time, effort

mailto:nbarker@larnachcastle.co.nz
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 and the expense of consultation of the community in drawing up the plans if
 they are then ignored? This application fails on the cumulative effects under
 the resource management act, it also does not meet the landscape character
 requirements. We are asking that the rules of the district plan are followed
 and the application is declined.

Desired
 decision Decline the application.
























	00000001



