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Submission No RPS21_0301

From: Rebecca McGrouther

To: RPS

Subject: Proposed RPS 2021 submission

Date: Tuesday, 31 August 2021 1:22:05 p.m.
Attachments: Proposed RPS Submissions 31.8.21 FINAL.pdf

Kia ora koutou,
Please find attached Port Otago Limited’s submission on the Proposed RPS 2021.

Port Otago has provided this submission via the “YourSay” portal, and this email is to ensure that
our submission has been received.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit.

Nga mihi

Rebecca McGrouther
‘ ’ Environmental Manager
Mobile:+64 21 627 188
POSET AL DDI: +64 3472 9716

Email: rmcgrouther@portotago.co.nz
15 Beach St, Port Chalmers 9023

New Zealand
portotago.co.nz

This e-mail message is privileged and confidential. If you are not the intended recipient
please delete the message and notify the sender. Any views or opinions presented are
solely those of the author.

Port Otago Ltd accepts no liability for any loss caused either directly or indirectly by a
virus arising from the use of this message or any attached file.
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Written Submission on Proposed Otago Regional Policy Statement 2021

(Submissions must be received by Otago Regional Council by 3 pm Friday 3 September 2021
To: Otago Regional Council

1. Name of submitter: Port Otago Ltd

2. This is a submission on the Proposed Otago Regional Policy Statement 2021.
3. | could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission.
4. | am directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that
a. adversely affects the environment; and
b. does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition
5. | wish to be heard in support of my submission
6. If others make a similar submission, | will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing

7. Submitter Details

Kevin Winders
Chief Executive
Port Otago Ltd

Address for service of submitter

Rebecca McGrouther

Environmental Manager

Mobile:+64 21 627 188

DDI: +64 3472 9716

Email: rmcgrouther@portotago.co.nz

Post: 15 Beach St, Port Chalmers 9023, New Zealand
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8. My submissions are:

The specific provisions of the proposal that
my submission relates to are:

| support or
oppose the
specific

provisions or
wish to have
them
amended.

The reasons for my views are:

| seek the following decision from the local
authority:

Whole document

Amend

Port Otago owns the land based commercial port infrastructure at both Dunedin and Port
Chalmers and has occupancy rights to the coastal marine area at and adjacent to its berths and
commercial port area. Port Otago also maintains the commercial shipping channels, berths and
swinging area within Otago Harbour.

Port Otago is a nationally significant primary export port for New Zealand and both the Port
Chalmers and Dunedin port areas are a fundamentally important part of the import/export supply
chain for the lower South Island area of New Zealand, and for tourism, when border restrictions
allow cruise ship operations to commence again.

Port Otago is committed to wisely and sustainably managing its land-based facilities and the
harbour resources on which it depends for its operation in combination with the community.

In this regard, Port Otago has significant concerns with the Proposed RPS 2021. Of particular
concern is the detrimental impact it will have on the Port’s operational activities.

Our high-level concerns are:
1. Port Otago is still progressing its appeals on the previous RPS notified in 2015, and

2. The Proposed RPS 2021 does not address the Port’s concerns with the previous RPS nor
does it provide satisfactory direction for sustainable management of the coastal
environment.

Amend RPS to provide for a satisfactory resource
management regime that enables the safe and
efficient use and development of commercial port
activities within the Otago Harbour.

The remainder of this submission document sets out
Port Otago’s specific submissions on individual
provisions.
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The specific provisions of the proposal that | support or The reasons for my views are: | seek the following decision from the local
my submission relates to are: oppose the authority:
specific

provisions or
wish to have

them

amended.
Commercial port activity Support This definition provides a clear description of essential port activities and facilities which take place | Retain definition as drafted.
means commercial shipping operations associated on land and within the coastal marine area.

with the Otago Harbor and the activities carried out
at the ports at Port Chalmers and Dunedin, which
include:

(a) Operation of commercial ships in Otago Harbor;
(b) Loading and unloading of goods and
passengers carried by sea;

(c) Facilities for the storage of goods carried by
sea;

(d) Buildings, installations, other structures or
equipment at or adjacent

to a port and used in connection with the ports’
operation or

administration;

(e) Structures, facilities and pipelines for fuel
storage, and refuelling of

ships;

(f) Provision, maintenance and development of
shipping channels and

swing basins;

(g) Disposal of dredged materials at AO, Heyward
Point, Aramoana and

Shelly Beach;

(h) Installation and maintenance of beacons and
markers for navigation

safety; and

(i) Provision and maintenance of the mole at

Aramoana.

Highly valued natural Amend Neither the definition nor APP9 (Appendix 9) provides any suitable guidance as to what Amend definition or APP9 to provide suitable
features and landscapes constitutes highly valued natural features and landscapes identified in accordance with sections guidance on what the threshold is for highly valued
highly valued natural features, landscapes and 7(c) and 7(f) of the RMA as compared to those meeting the outstanding classification with respect | landscapes and natural features.

seascapes are areas which contain attributes and to section 6(b) of the RMA.

values of significance under Sections 7(c) and 7(f)
of the RMA 1991, which have been identified in
accordance with APP9.
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The specific provisions of the proposal that
my submission relates to are:

Infrastructure
means—

(@)

(k) facilities for the loading or unloading of cargo or
passengers carried by sea, including a port related
commercial undertaking as defined in section 2(1)
of the Port Companies Act 1988:

(...

| support or
oppose the
specific
provisions or
wish to have
them
amended.
Amend

The reasons for my views are:

This is the RMA infrastructure definition, which in relation to (k) includes the following aspects for
port activities:

port related commercial undertaking, in relation to any Harbour Board,—

1. (a) means the property and rights of the Harbour Board that—

2. (i) relate to the activities of commercial ships and other commercial vessels, and commercial hovercraft and commercial
aircraft, or to the operation of facilities on a commercial basis for ships, vessels, hovercraft, and aircraft of any kind; or

3. (ii) facilitate the shipping or unshipping of goods or passengers; and

4. (b) without limiting the generality of paragraph (a), includes—

5. (i) the provision by a Harbour Board of any building or facility wherever situated for use in connection with the handling,
packing, or unpacking of goods for shipping or unshipping through any port; and

6. (ii) items such as breakwaters and dredges and other items that, although they may not themselves be revenue producing
and may have a number of purposes or uses, are nevertheless related to the operation of the port on a commercial basis;
but

7. (c) does not include any undertaking that is a statutory function or duty of the Harbour Board relating to safety or good

navigation

This reference does not include all of the infrastructure relied on by Port Otago Limited (most
notably the commercial shipping channels) and the RMA Infrastructure definition should be
expanded for the purposes of this Plan to include all facilities required for “commercial port
activity”.

| seek the following decision from the local
authority:

Amend to the beginning of the “infrastructure”
definition to read

”|s the same meaning as in Section 2 of the RMA
1991 (as set out in the box below) together with all
facilities required for “commercial port activity”.

Lifeline utilities

means utilities provided by those entities listed in
Schedule 1 of the Civil Defence Emergency
Management Act 2002

Amend

Dunedin Port is a lifeline utility even though it is not specifically mentioned in item 6 of Part A of
Schedule 1 of the Civil Defence Emergency Management Act, which creates uncertainty as to
whether it is included in this definition. Both Dunedin and Port Chalmers are operated by the entity
listed in the schedule, the problem is there is a level of uncertainty created as only Port Chalmers
is identified, albeit legally both port locations are “utilities” operated by the entity listed. The
applicable schedule states:

The port company (as defined in section 2(1) of the Port Companies Act 1988) that carries out port-related commercial
activities at Auckland, Bluff, Port Chalmers, Gisborne, Lyttelton, Napier, Nelson, Picton, Port Taranaki, Tauranga, Timaru,

Wellington, Westport, or Whangarei.

The RPS would be clearer if the definition was reworded, to avoid doubt as to whether the Port
Otago facilities at Dunedin are regarded as a lifeline utility under the RPS.

Amend definition to read:

means utilities provided by those entities listed in
Schedule 1 of the Civil Defence Emergency
Management Act 2002, and for the avoidance of
doubt includes all commercial port activity

Nationally significant infrastructure

has, to the extent applicable to the Otago Region,
the same meaning as in clause 1.4(1) of the
National Policy Statement for Urban Development
2020

means all of the following:

(a...

(j) the port facilities (but not the facilities of any
ancillary commercial activities) of each port
company referred to in item 6 of Part A of Schedule
1 of the Civil Defence Emergency Management Act
2002

Amend

Dunedin Port is nationally significant infrastructure because it is a lifeline utility even though it is
not specifically mentioned in item 6 of Part A of Schedule 1 of the Civil Defence Emergency
Management Act. The reference to the term “port facilities” of each port company listed introduces
further terminology and uncertainty, which is different to other definitions in the PRS attempting to
define the same activities — i.e. the proposed definition for “commercial port activity” will likely
create uncertainty and circular interpretation challenges with the use of “port facilities” and
“ancillary commercial activities” here. This definition could also mean that essential elements of
Port Otago’s operation, such as navigation aids, may not be regarded as nationally significant
infrastructure.

Replace (j) in the definition as follows:

() the-port facilities {but not the facilities of any
@ ﬁe Ia”l es_n_nelelaa aﬁeptmtle!s)ﬁesl each pleltl eeﬁ |I|pa E
Civil Def. e M Aot 2002

(1) commercial port activity

12531603 | Proposed RPS Submission Point table

4



https://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/2002/0033/51.0/link.aspx?id=DLM131688#DLM131688



The specific provisions of the proposal that
my submission relates to are:

| support or
oppose the
specific
provisions or
wish to have
them
amended.

The reasons for my views are:

| seek the following decision from the local
authority:

Regionally significant infrastructure Amend This definition has the effect of excluding infrastructure that is nationally significant from Amend definition to read:
means: consideration as regionally significant and by virtue of the cross reference contained within the
... (7) navigation infrastructure associated with definition for “specified infrastructure”, the consent pathway provided for this. It is submitted that all | Regionally significant infrastructure
airports and commercial ports which are nationally nationally significant infrastructure is also of significance to the Otago region and should therefore | means:
or regionally significant, .. be captured in this defined term. (1) all infrastructure identified as nationally
significance infrastructure,
This definition also implies that there may be navigation infrastructure associated with ports in the | (1) (2) roads classified as being of regional
region that are only regionally significant, by reference to both nationally and regionally significant | importance in accordance with the One Network
ports in clause (7), yet no regionally significant ports are identified. It is suggested that all Road Classification...
nationally significant infrastructure should also be identified as regionally significant infrastructure,
and assuming the submission above seeking amendment to the definition of nationally significant | As a consequential change, assuming other changes
infrastructure is accepted, then the separate listing of navigation infrastructure can be removed as | to definitions requested in these submissions are
a consequential change. adopted, remove item (7) as indicated here:
'K j i i j j
. h nsmglat oR-iAd as trcture E'IS.SEI clatea ".'t' "
Specified infrastructure Amend Dunedin Port is not specifically mentioned as a lifeline utility in the Civil Defence Emergency Amend definition of regionally significant
means any of the following: Management Act. This definition uses slightly different wording to the linkage used above in the infrastructure as indicated above so that this
(a) infrastructure that delivers a service operated by “nationally significant infrastructure” definition. definition also includes nationally significant
a lifeline utility (as defined in the Civil Defence infrastructure. Alternatively amend the definition of
Emergency Management Act 2002), This definition includes regionally significant but doesn’t include nationally significant infrastructure | specified infrastructure directly to ensure it applies to
(b) regionally significant infrastructure identified as which has been separately defined in this planning document. This creates an anomaly in terms of | both national and regionally significant infrastructure.
such in a regional policy statement or regional plan, application of the specified infrastructure term, such that the policies used in the RPS (and the
National Environment Standard for Freshwater) would only apply to infrastructure of regional
significance and not to the nationally significant infrastructure in the region.
SRMR-110 — Economic and domestic activities Amend Port Otago seeks to have the commentary recognise the potential conflict between the port’s Amend text in introductory statement as indicated
in Otago use natural resources operations and the environment. below:
but do not always properly account for the
environmental stresses or the Otago’s port moves freight to and from Otago and
future impacts they cause Southland, but operates alongside sensitive
environments, including the Aramoana saltmarsh
meaning the necessity for the port to operate safely
and efficiently may have adverse environmental
effects. Tourism, which relies on the environment,
can also...
IM-0O1 - Long term vision Oppose This key integrated management objective specifies the overall long-term objective for resource Delete or rewrite clause to better reflect section 5 of

The management of natural and physical resources
in Otago, by and for the people of Otago, including
Kai Tahu, and as expressed in all resource
management plans and decision making, achieves
healthy, resilient, and safequarded natural systems,
and the ecosystem services they offer, and
supports the well-being of present and future
generations, mo tatou, a, mo ka uri @ muri ake nej

management in Otago at a strategic or overall vision level but does so in a manner which is
inconsistent with section 5 of the RMA. There are 4 integrated management objectives and as
stated in the explanation to this section, these are intended to be the direction for resolving issues
when multiple (and conflicting) RPS provisions need to be applied simultaneously.

The key issue with this objective is it doesn’'t mention or acknowledge the need to use and
develop natural and physical resources which is clearly anticipated under the RMA as it is part of
the definition of sustainable management in section 5 of the Act. Nor do any of the other
integrated management objectives in this section. “Supports” wellbeing is a significantly lower
level of priority than what is specified as “provide for” wellbeing in the RMA. This vision appears to
completely ignore development and does not assist with resolving issues or integrating
management of resources.

the RMA.
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The specific provisions of the proposal that
my submission relates to are:

| support or
oppose the
specific
provisions or
wish to have
them
amended.

The reasons for my views are:

| seek the following decision from the local
authority:

IM-03 — Environmentally sustainable impact Oppose The focus on “preserve” in this objective is misaligned with section 5 of the RMA and the objective | Delete or rewrite clause to better reflect section 5 of
Otago’s communities carry out their activities in a is uncertain as to what specific resources are sought to be preserved. The objective of “preserve” | the RMA.

way that preserves environmental integrity, form, appears to apply to processes rather than specific features which is the relevant application for

function, and resilience, so that the life-supporting use of the term “preserve”.

capacities of air, water, soil, ecosystems, and

indigenous biodiversity endure for future

generations.

IM-P1 - Integrated approach Oppose This policy is opposed because it does not assist with integrated decision making as it ignores Delete or rewrite clause to better reflect section 5 of
The objectives and policies in this RPS form an development. It directs consideration of all provisions relevant to an issue and in the terms that the RMA and provide the specific approach for this
integrated package, in which: they are expressed, which would occur as a matter of course, in the absence of this policy. The RPS if this differs from a standard application of all
(1) all activities are carried out within the reference to “environmental constraints” in sub-clause (1) is uncertain as to what these are as they | provisions. .

environmental constraints of this RPS, are not defined. Elsewhere in the RPS the term “environmental limits” is used which is also

(2) all provisions relevant to an issue or decision undefined.

must be considered,

(3) if multiple provisions are relevant, they must be

considered together and applied according to the

terms in which they are expressed, and

(4) notwithstanding the above, all provisions must

be interpreted and applied to achieve the integrated

management objectives IM—0O1 to IM—04.

IM-P2 — Decision priorities Oppose This policy gives priority to the natural environment in a manner which is not consistent with Delete or rewrite clause to better reflect section 5 of
Unless expressly stated otherwise, all decision section 5 of the RMA which seeks environmental outcomes while providing for use and the RMA.

making under this RPS shall: development of resources. It appears that the hierarchy in the NPS for Freshwater, which applies

(1) firstly, secure the long-term life-supporting for freshwater, has been inappropriately applied to all natural and physical resources. Essential

capacity and mauri of the natural environment, infrastructure activities are expected to face challenges under this decision-making priority

(2) secondly, promote the health needs of people, hierarchy.

and

(3) thirdly, safeguard the ability of people and

communities to provide for their social, economic,

and cultural well-being, now and in the future.

IM-P12 — Contravening environmental bottom Amend This policy provides a practical balancing policy approach to facilitate climate change mitigation Retain policy but amend to encompass climate

lines for climate change mitigation

Where a proposed activity provides or will provide
enduring regionally or nationally significant
mitigation of climate change impacts, with
commensurate benefits for the well-being of people
and communities and the wider environment,
decision makers may, at their discretion, allow non-
compliance with an environmental bottom line set in
any policy or method of this RPS only if they are
satisfied that:

projects (i.e. projects that will reduce greenhouse emissions). It is unclear whether this was
intended to relate to climate change adaptation also and it is submitted that should, as it would
enable the use of offsets where a non-compliance with an environmental bottom line arises.

change adaptation as well as mitigation, as indicated:

IM-P12 — Contravening environmental bottom
lines for climate change mitigation and
adaptation

Where a proposed activity provides or will provide
enduring regionally or nationally significant mitigation
of climate change impacts or adaptation to reduce
impacts, with commensurate benefits for the well-
being of people and communities and the wider
environment, decision makers may, at their
discretion, allow non-compliance with an
environmental bottom line set in any policy or method
of this RPS only if they are satisfied that:
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The specific provisions of the proposal that
my submission relates to are:

| support or
oppose the
specific
provisions or
wish to have
them
amended.

The reasons for my views are:

| seek the following decision from the local
authority:

IM-P15 — Precautionary approach Amend This policy would be more useful and directive if it included a specific reference to adaptive Amend policy as indicated:

Adopt a precautionary approach towards proposed management, as this an essential tool for dealing with situations where uncertain or incomplete

activities whose effects are uncertain, unknown or information is available. Adopt a precautionary approach, including through

little understood, but could be significantly adverse, use of adaptive management, towards proposed

particularly where the areas and values within activities whose effects are uncertain, unknown, or

Otago have not been identified in plans as required little understood, but could be significantly adverse,

by this RPS. particularly where the areas and values within Otago
have not been identified in plans as required by this
RPS.

CE-03 - Natural character, features and Amend This objective is not consistent with the NZCPS as it requires “protection” and “restoration” of Amend objective as indicated:

landscapes natural character, natural features and landscapes and seascapes within all coastal environment

Areas of natural character, natural features, areas and not just outstanding and high value natural character areas and outstanding landscapes | Areas of outstanding and high natural character, and

landscapes and seascapes within the coastal as per P13 and P15 of the NZCPS. outstanding natural features, landscapes and

environment are protected from inappropriate seascapes within the coastal environment are

activities, and restoration is encouraged where the protected from inappropriate activities, and

values of these areas have been compromised. restoration is encouraged for other areas where the
values of these-areas have been compromised.

CE-05 - Activities in the coastal environment Amend This objective (sub-clause 4) does not provide for the needs of Port Otago to restrict public access | Amend objective as indicated:

Activities in the coastal environment: for health and safety, as provided for in the NZCPS (04 and P19).

(1) make efficient use of space occupied in the Activities in the coastal environment:

coastal marine area, Subclause (3) is uncertain, as it references “only...within appropriate locations and limits”. The (1) make efficient use of space occupied in the

(2) are of a scale, density and design compatible location of no-go locations and the nature of any other limits intended by this objective are not coastal marine area,

with their location, identified in the RPS. (2) are of a scale, density and design compatible with

(3) are only provided for within appropriate their location,

locations and limits, and 3)-are-only-providedforwithin-appropriate-locations

(4) maintain or enhance public access to and along and-imits;-and

the coastal marine area, including for customary {4)-(3) maintain or enhance public access to and

uses. along the coastal marine area, including for
customary uses, except where restriction is
necessary for safety or security requirements.

CE-P1 — Links with other chapters Amend Port Otago support the inclusion of a policy link to the transport section of the RPS (TRAN Amend policy as follows:

Recognise that:

(1) coastal hazards must be identified in
accordance with CE-P2(4) and managed in
accordance with the HAZ-NH — Natural hazards
section of this RPS;

(2) port activities must be managed in accordance
with the TRAN — Transport section of this RPS; and
(3) historic heritage must be managed in
accordance with the HCV — Historical and cultural
values section of this RPS.

provisions) as provided in sub-clause (2), to enable specific consideration of the unique policy
direction in the NZCPS which requires decision makers and policy documents to provide for port
activities (i.e. P9).

However, by virtue of the drafting of the TRAN-Transport section drafting, this policy is circular as
while it purports to state that the Transport section of the RPS is directive on the management of
port activities, the TRAN policy simply reiterates the Coastal Environment (CE) objectives and
policies as having primacy, negating the effect of any other enabling provisions. So, this fails to
recognise constraints as it requires complete adherence to “environmental limits” albeit these are
undefined in the RPS so they are uncertain. Furthermore, this ineffective linkage clause means
the RPS is not aligned with the requirement to simply provide for ports in P9 of the NZCPS.

Furthermore, it is submitted that the policy should use terminology that is included in the
interpretation section of the RPS, to assist with clarity and consistent interpretation, i.e., it should
refer to “commercial port activities”, rather than “port activities” and the specific integrating clause
intended (assumed to be EIT-TRAN-P23) rather than the whole TRAN section of the RPS.

Recognise that:

(1) coastal hazards must be identified in accordance
with CE—P2(4) and managed in accordance with the
HAZ-NH — Natural hazards section of this RPS;

(2) commercial port activities must be managed in
accordance with policy P23 in the EIT- TRAN —
Transport section of this RPS; and

(3) historic heritage must be managed in accordance
with the HCV — Historical and cultural values section
of this RPS.

This submission is subject to our submission seeking
amendments to the provision that is referenced in
sub-clause (2) of the policy (refer to our submission
on EIT-TRAN-P23).
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The specific provisions of the proposal that
my submission relates to are:

| support or
oppose the
specific
provisions or
wish to have
them
amended.

The reasons for my views are:

| seek the following decision from the local
authority:

CE-P2 - Identification Oppose Port Otago oppose the reference to regionally significant surf breaks in this policy on the basis that | Delete policy and remove all related references to
Identify the following in the coastal there is no indication of where these are located or how they will be identified. In addition, it is regionally significant surf breaks in the Proposed
environment: submitted that there is no statutory requirement to identify or protect such areas in the higher RPS.
order planning documents (e.g., the NZCPS) and there are already numerous parts of the coastal
...(d) areas at risk from coastal hazards as environment likely to be subject to restriction by virtue of the presence of a plethora of significant Clarify whether mapping of the listed components of
identified in CE-P2(4), coastal values, it seems unnecessary to introduce more of these where there is no statutory basis. | the “coastal environment” as per (1) is intended, or if
...(i) physical resources and built facilities, including just the boundary will be mapped in the regional
infrastructure, that have modified the coastal Furthermore, it is unclear why coastal hazards are listed in this policy twice and how “physical plan?
environment, facilities including infrastructure that have modified the coast” will be identified, if indeed that is the
...(4) areas that are potentially affected by coastal intention of listing the sub-clauses in item (1) of the policy? These sub-clauses read more like a
hazards (including tsunami), giving priority to the definition for “coastal environment” so could be moved to the Interpretation section if they are
identification of areas at high risk of being affected, needed.
and
(5) the nationally significant surf breaks at Karitane,
Papatowai, The Spit, and Whareakeake and any
regionally significant surf breaks.
CE-P3 — Coastal water quality Amend This water quality policy specifically links to port activities (via reference to CE-P1(2)). The reason | Delete reference to CE-P1(2) or correct reference to
Coastal water quality is improved where it is for this linkage, or the impact of it on port activities is not clear. It could be an error. Port Otago CE-P2(2).
considered to have deteriorated to the extent suspects that this is meant to refer to CE-P2(2).
described within CE-P1(2), and otherwise
managed, so that:
(1) healthy coastal ecosystems, indigenous habitats
provided by the coastal environment, and the
migratory patterns of indigenous coastal water
species are maintained or enhanced,
(2) Kai Tahu relationships with and customary uses
of coastal water are sustained,
(3) recreation opportunities and existing uses of
coastal water are maintained or enhanced, and
(4) within identified areas where takata whenua
have a particular interest, adverse effects on these
areas and values are remedied or where
remediation is not practicable, are mitigated.
CE—-P7 — Surf breaks Amend Port Otago is committed to working collaboratively with surfing interest groups to monitor the Amend policy as follows:

Manage Otago’s nationally and regionally
significant surf breaks so that:

(1) nationally significant surf breaks are protected
by avoiding adverse effects on the surf breaks,
including on access to and use and enjoyment of
them, and

(2) the values of and access to regionally significant
surf breaks are maintained.

effects of its activities and adaptively manage operations to ensure its activities do not adversely
affect the nationally significant surf breaks at The Spit (Aramoana) and Whareakeake in the Otago
Harbour.

The introduction of a policy requirement for unidentified regionally significant surf breaks is not
supported due to the uncertainty and the potential effect on Port Otago’s operations that may arise
if such areas are in close proximity to the Port’s operational areas.

The policy should be identical to that contained in Policy 16 of the NZCPS 2010.

Protect the surf breaks of national significance for
surfing listed in Schedule 1 of the NZCPS 2010 by:
(1) Ensuring that activities in the coastal
environment do not adversely affect the surf
breaks; and

(2) Avoiding adverse effects of other activities on

access to, and use and enjoyment of the surf
breaks.
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The specific provisions of the proposal that
my submission relates to are:

| support or
oppose the
specific
provisions or
wish to have
them
amended.

The reasons for my views are:

| seek the following decision from the local
authority:

CE-P8 — Public access

Maintain or enhance public access to and along the
coastal marine area, unless restricting public
access is necessary:

(1) to protect public health and safety,

(8) to ensure a level of security consistent with the
operational requirements of a lawfully established
activity.

Support

This policy provides suitable recognition of the need to restrict public access to the coastal marine
area in specific circumstances.

Retain policy as drafted.

CE-P9 - Activities on land within the coastal
environment

The strategic and co-ordinated use of land within
the coastal environment is achieved by:

(1) avoiding sprawling or sporadic patterns of
subdivision, use and development,

(2) considering the rate at which built development
should be enabled to provide for the reasonably
foreseeable needs of population growth without
compromising the values of the coastal
environment,

(3) recognising the importance of the provision of
infrastructure to the social, economic and cultural
well-being of people and communities,

(3) maintaining or enhancing public access to the
coastal environment, and

(4) considering where activities that maintain the
character of the existing built environment should
be encouraged, and where activities resulting in a
change in character would be acceptable.

Support

Port Otago supports the recognition of the importance of the provision of infrastructure to the
social, economic, and cultural well-being of people and communities.

Retain policy as drafted.

CE-P12 — Reclamation

Avoid reclamation in the coastal marine area,
unless:

(1) land outside the coastal marine area is not
available for the proposed activity,

(2) the activity to be established on the reclamation
can only occur immediately adjacent to the coastal
marine area,

(3) there are no practicable alternative methods of
providing for the activity, and

(4) the reclamation will provide significant regional
or national benefit.

Support

This policy is consistent with NZCPS and provides a pathway for essential reclamation that may
be required to maintain port facilities in the region.

Retain policy as drafted.
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The specific provisions of the proposal that | support or The reasons for my views are: | seek the following decision from the local
my submission relates to are: oppose the authority:
specific

provisions or
wish to have

them

amended.
CE-M2 — Identifying other areas Oppose Port Otago opposes the listing of locations in this method, because there is no evidence base to Remove list of specific locations from this method
support the listings, no boundaries are identified in the planning document and the identification and/or replace with areas previously identified
(4) prioritise identification under (1) — (3) in areas process for regional and district plans should not be based on areas “likely to contain” values, through a robust scientific and community process
that are: rather, they should be identified and confirmed through the adoption of a robust methodology and include maps within the RPS to provide certainty.
... likely to contain outstanding natural character relevant to the applicable values.

areas, outstanding natural features or landscapes,
and areas of significant indigenous biodiversity,
including the areas in the table below.
Oamaru Harbour Breakwater
Moeraki Beach

Moeraki Peninsula

Shag Point & Shag River Estuary
Stony Creek Estuary

Pleasant River Estuary

Hawksbury Inlet

Waikouaiti River Estuary

Karitane Headland

Puketeraki

Blueskin Bay

Orokonui Inlet

Mapoutahi

Purakanui Inlet

Aramoana

Otago Harbour Historic Walls
Otakou & Taiaroa Head

Pipikaretu Point

Te Whakarekaiwi

Papanui Inlet

Hoopers Inlet

Kaikorai Estuary

Brighton

Akatore Creek Estuary

Tokomairiro Estuary

Wangaloa

Clutha River Mata-au, Matau Branch
Nugget Point

Surat Bay

Catlins Lake Estuary

Jacks Bay

Waiheke Beach

Tahakopa Estuary

Oyster Bay

Tautuku Estuary

Waipati Estuary & Kinakina Island
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The specific provisions of the proposal that
my submission relates to are:

| support or
oppose the
specific
provisions or
wish to have
them
amended.

The reasons for my views are:

| seek the following decision from the local
authority:

CE-M3 - Regional plans Oppose Port Otago opposes the inclusion of a method requiring mapping of regionally significant surf Amend method as follows:
Otago Regional Council must prepare or amend breaks, as there is no national policy requirement to identify regionally significant surf breaks.
and maintain its regional plans no later than 31 Otago Regional Council must prepare or amend and
December 2028 to: maintain its regional plans no later than 31 December
2028 to:
(2) map the areas and characteristics of, and
access to, nationally and regionally significant surf (2) map the areas and characteristics of, and access
breaks, to, nationally and-regionally significant surf breaks,
CE-E1 - Explanation Oppose This explanation text undermines the directive for port activities in CE-P1(2) and Remove this explanatory text and amend RPS to
In addition to the policies in this chapter, the values broadens/duplicates and potentially conflicts with the provisions for all activities taking place in the | remove duplication of provisions applying to coastal
of the coastal environment are recognised and coastal environment — i.e., ecosystems and natural features and landscapes are already covered activities and provide clarity on the policy direction.
provided for in the following chapters of the ORPS in the Coastal Environment chapter for example. i.e., fully contain to the CE chapter, and remove
where they provide direction on the management of application of ECO, LF, EIT, HCV, NFL and HAZ
the coastal environment or activities within the provisions from applying to the coastal environment.
coastal environment: Or otherwise amend document to avoid duplication of
* ECO — Ecosystems and indigenous biodiversity provisions managing environmental values that are
* LF — Land and freshwater already addressed within the CE chapter of the
» EIT — Energy, infrastructure and transport document.
* HCV — Historical and cultural values
* NFL — Natural features and landscapes
* HAZ — Hazards and risks
ECO-01 - Indigenous biodiversity Amend Amendments are required to make this chapter clearer. The chapter is muddled, as in one respect | Remove duplication with provisions covered in the
it doesn’t apply within the coastal environment (with reference to definition for “significant natural CE chapter and provide greater clarity for any
ECO-02 - Restoring or enhancing area” which excludes areas within the coastal environment). However, in respect of “indigenous provisions within the ECO chapter which apply to the
species and ecosystems that are taoka” this could apply when these values are within the coastal | coastal environment. For example, by including
ECO-03 - Kaitiakiaka and stewardship environment — which is duplicative of the provisions in the CE chapter (e.g. CE-O1, CE-O4, CE- “coastal icons” within the ECO chapter for any
P5). This duplication would create interpretation and implementation challenges as the ECO specific provisions which are not duplicative and are
chapter sets different policy tests than that applying to activities assessed under the CE chapter. necessary to apply to the coastal environment.
ECO-P1 - Kaitiakitaka Amend Amendments are required to make this chapter clearer. The chapter is muddled, as in one respect | Remove duplication with provisions covered in the

ECO-P2 - Identifying significant natural areas
and taoka

it doesn’t apply within the coastal environment (with reference to definition for “significant natural
area” which excludes areas within the coastal environment). However, in respect of “indigenous
species and ecosystems that are taoka” this could apply when these values are within the coastal
environment — which is duplicative of the provisions in the CE chapter (e.g. CE-O1, CE-O4, CE-
P5). This duplication would create interpretation and implementation challenges as the ECO
chapter sets different policy tests than that applying to activities assessed under the CE chapter.

CE chapter and provide greater clarity of any
provisions within the ECO chapter which apply to the
coastal environment. For example, by including
“coastal icons” within the ECO chapter for any
specific provisions which are not duplicative and are
necessary to apply to the coastal environment.
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The specific provisions of the proposal that
my submission relates to are:

ECO-P3 — Protecting significant natural areas
and taoka

Except as provided for by ECO—P4 and ECO-PS5,
protect significant natural areas and indigenous
species and ecosystems that are taoka by:

(1) avoiding adverse effects that result in:

(a) any reduction of the area or values (even if
those values are not themselves significant)
identified under ECO-P2(1), or

(b) any loss of Kai Tahu values, and

(2) after (1), applying the biodiversity effects
management hierarchy in ECO—P6, and

(3) prior to significant natural areas and indigenous
species and ecosystems that are taoka being
identified in accordance with ECO-P2, adopt a
precautionary approach towards activities in
accordance with IM-P15.

| support or
oppose the
specific
provisions or
wish to have
them
amended.
Amend

The reasons for my views are:

Port Otago supports the exemption provided by ECO-P4 and ECO-P5, recognising nationally and
regionally significant infrastructure activities.

Amendments are sought (as described above) to make this chapter clear on which provisions
apply to the coastal environment, whilst avoiding duplication between this chapter and the CE
chapter.

| seek the following decision from the local
authority:

Remove duplication with provisions covered in the
CE chapter and provide greater clarity of any
provisions within the ECO chapter which apply to the
coastal environment by including “coastal icons”.

ECO-P4 — Provision for new activities
Maintain Otago’s indigenous biodiversity by
following the sequential steps in the effects
management hierarchy set out in ECO—-P6 when
making decisions on plans, applications for
resource consent or notices of requirement for the
following activities in significant natural areas, or
where they may adversely affect indigenous
species and ecosystems that are taoka:

(1) the development or upgrade of nationally and
regionally significant infrastructure that has a
functional or operational need to locate within the
relevant significant natural area(s) or where they
may adversely affect indigenous species or
ecosystems that are taoka

Amend

Port Otago supports the policy for new nationally and regionally significant infrastructure to follow
the effects management hierarchy where development or upgrade may adversely affect
indigenous species and ecosystems.

Amendments are sought (as described above) to make this chapter clear on which provisions
apply to the coastal environment, whilst avoiding duplication between this chapter and the CE
chapter.

Remove duplication with provisions covered in the
CE chapter and provide greater clarity of any
provisions within the ECO chapter which apply to the
coastal environment by including “coastal icons”.

ECO-P5 — Existing activities in significant
natural areas

Except as provided for by ECO—P4, provide for
existing activities within significant natural areas
and that may adversely affect indigenous species
and ecosystems that are taoka, if:

(1) the continuation of an existing activity will not
lead to the loss (including through cumulative loss)
of extent or degradation of the ecological integrity of
any significant natural area or indigenous species
or ecosystems that are taoka, and

(2) the adverse effects of an existing activity are no
greater in character, spatial extent, intensity or
scale than they were before this RPS became
operative

Amend

Noting that this policy does not apply in the coastal environment. Port Otago is supportive of the
intent, specifically, the enablement of existing activities where the effects are not increased. Port
Otago considers this policy should be amended to apply to ecosystem values within the coastal

environment also.

Amend this policy to also apply to the coastal
environment or add a similar provision that enables
the continuation of existing activities where effects on
ecosystem values are not increased into the CE
chapter.

ECO-P7 - Coastal indigenous biodiversity
Coastal indigenous biodiversity is managed by CE—
P5, and implementation of CE-P5 also contributes
to achieving ECO-01.

Oppose

This policy has a cross reference to CE-P5 for activities within the coastal environment, but it does
not acknowledge that CE-P1 directs consideration of port activities to the TRAN chapter
provisions. The policy statement structure is poor and needs fixing to avoid confusion and
implementation challenges.

Amend as necessary to clarify which provisions in the
RPS apply to activities in the coastal environment
and where this might differ to enable port activities
consistent with P9 of the NZCPS.
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The specific provisions of the proposal that
my submission relates to are:

| support or
oppose the
specific
provisions or
wish to have
them
amended.

The reasons for my views are:

| seek the following decision from the local
authority:

ECO-E1 - Explanation Amend The provisions in this chapter are unclear and duplicative in so far as their application in the Remove duplication with provisions covered in the

coastal environment, and to port activity specifically. CE chapter and provide greater clarity of any

Although the objectives of this chapter apply within provisions within the ECO chapter which apply to the

the coastal environment, the specific management coastal environment by including “coastal icons” or

approach for biodiversity is contained in the CE — similar notations.

Coastal environment chapter. Given the biodiversity

loss that has occurred in Otago historically,

restoration or enhancement will play a part in

achieving the objectives of this chapter and these

activities are promoted....

EIT-INF-04 - Provision of infrastructure Oppose Port Otago opposes the qualification within this objective of “within environmental limits”. If the Redraft objective so it is enabling. E.g. as indicated

Effective, efficient and resilient infrastructure intent is for the RPS to be read as a whole, and all provisions are to be considered, then the here:

enables the people and communities of Otago to enabling provisions shouldn’t be qualified, just like the protection provisions don’t have

provide for their social and cultural well-being, their exemptions, particularly in the CE chapter. Furthermore, the RPS does not contain any specific Effective, efficient, and resilient infrastructure enables

health and safety, and supports sustainable limits other than duplication of NZCPS avoidance policies, so it is very difficult to understand what | the people and communities of Otago to provide for

economic development and growth within the the objective is with the statement “within environmental limits”. their social and cultural well-being, their health and

region within environmental limits. safety, and supports sustainable economic
development and growth within the region within

EIT-INF-05 - Integration Support This sets a different environmental standard to INF-04 above. INF-04 specifies within (non- Retain objective as drafted.

Development of nationally and regionally significant specific) environmental limits, whereas this objective sets a test of “minimise adverse effects on

infrastructure, as well as land use change, occurs in the environment”.

a co-ordinated manner to minimise adverse effects

on the environment and increase efficiency in the This objective is consistent with the anticipated environmental results, whereas INF-04 is not.

delivery, operation and use of the infrastructure.

EIT-INF-P10 — Recognising resource Support Port Otago supports this policy. Retain policy as drafted.

requirements

Decision making on the allocation or use of natural

and physical resources must take into account the

needs of nationally and regionally significant

infrastructure.

EIT-INF-P11 — Operation and maintenance Amend While this policy is supported, the RPS is unclear on the relationship of this policy with the other Amend to include definitions to distinguish between

Except as provided for by ECO—P4, allow for the
operation and maintenance of existing nationally
and regionally significant infrastructure while:

(1) avoiding, as the first priority, significant adverse
effects on the environment, and

(2) if avoidance is not practicable, and for other
adverse effects, minimising adverse effects.

more restrictive policy requirements around natural character, indigenous biodiversity, and natural
features. It is also noted that this policy is only for operation and maintenance activities which are
not defined.

The effect of including this policy is yet another “environmental effects” test for infrastructure
beyond that in the CE and ECO chapters for biodiversity. The “except as provided for by ECO-P4*
stem seems confusing, as to which policy should apply in what situation.

the following activities that have differing policy tests
in the RPS:

e operation and maintenance of infrastructure

e upgrades and development of existing
infrastructure

e new infrastructure

Clarify how the effects test within this policy should
be read in conjunction with other effects policies
within other chapters of the RPS through including
cross referencing in other chapters to indicate that
this policy has precedence for the consideration of
infrastructure.
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The specific provisions of the proposal that
my submission relates to are:

| support or
oppose the
specific
provisions or
wish to have
them
amended.

The reasons for my views are:

| seek the following decision from the local
authority:

EIT-INF-P12 — Upgrades and development Amend While this policy is supported as it does not conflate effects tests with support for good Amend to include definitions to distinguish between
Provide for upgrades to, and development of, infrastructure planning, there is no clarity (i.e., definition) on what constitutes “operation and the following activities that have differing policy tests
nationally or regionally significant infrastructure maintenance”, what is “upgrades and development”, and what is “new infrastructure”. in the RPS:
while ensuring that: o o , _ e operation and maintenance of infrastructure
(1) infrastructure is designed and located, as far as The drafting in (3) does not link with the policy stem, and the expectation for all upgrades and o
practicable, to maintain functionality during and development of infrastructure to be for reasons of efficiency may not provide for an upgrade that is * upgrades and development of existing
after natural hazard events, for other reasons, e.g. to increase use or reduce an environmental impact. infrastructure
(2) itis, as far as practicable, co-ordinated with e new infrastructure
long-term land use planning, and , L
(3) increases efficiency in the delivery, operation or Ameqd to mcludel Cross referencing in other chapters
use of the infrastructure to m@catelthat th|s policy has precedence for the
consideration of infrastructure.
Fix drafting for sub-clause (3).
EIT-INF-P13 — Locating and managing effects Amend This policy contains a long list of areas to avoid for new infrastructure outside of the coastal Amend to include cross referencing in other chapters
of infrastructure environment. It is noted that none are mapped in the RPS, nor is there direction to identify all to indicate that this policy has precedence for the
When providing for new infrastructure outside the these areas so it is unclear what constitutes many of these. E.g., what is an “area of high consideration of infrastructure.
coastal environment: recreational and high amenity value”? It is not defined in the RPS or elsewhere. Remove references to areas or values that are not
(1) avoid, as the first priority, locating infrastructure defined or identified through the RPS.
in all of the following: The policy also duplicates “protection provisions” in other chapters — ECO, NFL, HCV. Where this
occurs, it creates a different test for infrastructure versus other activities. Cross referencing is
required to identify where there is duplication which chapter takes precedence.
EIT-INF-P15 — Protecting nationally or Support This is a key reverse sensitivity policy, which is important for managing the adverse effects of Retain policy as drafted.
regionally significant infrastructure other activities on the safe and efficient operation of commercial port activity.
Seek to avoid the establishment of activities that
may result in reverse sensitivity effects on
nationally or regionally significant infrastructure,
and/or where they may compromise the functional
or operational needs of nationally or regionally
significant infrastructure.
EIT-INF-E2 — Explanation Amend This explanation section indicates policies in this chapter apply to the coastal environment, but the | Provide greater clarity throughout the RPS on which
likes of EIT-INF-P13 states that it does not apply to the coast. It would be helpful if the RPS was provisions apply to the coastal environment by
For infrastructure in the coastal environment, the clearer and consistent in this regard. E.g. through use of “coastal icons” or similar coding. including “coastal icons” or similar.
provisions of the CE — Coastal environment chapter
are also applicable to ensure the NZCPS is given
effect....
EIT-TRAN-0O10 — Commercial port activities Oppose Port Otago opposes the qualification within this objective of “within environmental limits”. If the Amend objective as indicated:

Commercial port activities operate safely and
efficiently, and within environmental limits.

intent is for the RPS to be read as a whole, and all provisions are to be considered, then the
enabling provisions shouldn’t be qualified, just like the protection provisions don’t have
exemptions, particularly in the CE chapter. Furthermore, the RPS does not contain any specific
limits other than duplication of NZCPS avoidance policies, so it is very difficult to understand what
is expected by the statement “within environmental limits”.

Commercial port activities operate safely and
efficiently;-and-within-environmentallimits.
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The specific provisions of the proposal that
my submission relates to are:

EIT-TRAN-P23 — Commercial port activities
Recognise the national and regional significance of
the commercial port activities associated with the
ports at Port Chalmers and Dunedin (respectively)
by:

(1) within environmental limits as set out in Policies
CE-P3 to CE-P12, providing for the efficient and
safe operation of these ports and efficient
connections with other transport modes,

(2) within the environmental limits set out in Policies
CE-P3 to CE-P12, providing for the development
of the ports’ capacity for national and international
shipping in and adjacent to existing port activities,
and

(3) ensuring that development in the coastal
environment does not adversely affect the efficient
and safe operation of these ports, or their
connections with other transport modes.

| support or
oppose the
specific
provisions or
wish to have
them
amended.
Oppose

The reasons for my views are:

The “carve out” clause in CE-P1 for port activities directs that port activities must be managed in
accordance with the TRAN -Transport section. This means that the intention is for the TRAN
section of the document to direct management of resources in the case of conflicts between
enabling and protective policies in the CE chapter.

This policy is the only policy directly relevant to port activities in the TRAN chapter (along with
objective EIT-TRAN-O9). The concept of a carve out directing to a specific management regime
for port activities is supported and necessary to assist with refining the competing requirements of
the NZCPS in a manner which is suitable for the unique challenges of the Otago Harbour.
However, the drafting of EIT-TRAN-P23 is flawed in its construct, as it sends plan users on a
circular route back to CE chapter to look for environmental limits which TRAN-P23 identifies as
taking precedence in all situations.

The matters described in CE-P3 to CE-P12 are not clear “limits” or bottom lines. They have a
range of approaches and evaluative discretion built into them and some are not relevant to port
activities (e.g., CE-P3, P9-P11).

The requirement of P9 in the NZCPS is to provide for ports and their development. The RPS fails
to do this.

In providing for port activities, it is appropriate for the RPS to set out how relevant environmental
values will be considered for port activities. This requires a clear policy approach which the RPS
does not provide in either TRAN-P23 or the CE or ECO policies. Port Otago seeks that activities
related to the safe operation of port facilities receive the opportunity for consideration via a
resource consent process, rather than a blanket avoid policy regime, which will likely result in
prohibited activity status in future plan reviews to give effect to the RPS.

It is noted that the drafting of EIT-TRAN-P23 implies that the commercial port activity at Port
Otago’s site in Dunedin is of regional significance, with Port Chalmers regarded as nationally
significant. Port Otago has significantly constrained operational areas and relies on both its
locations and indeed all the facilities identified in the definition for “commercial port activities” to
fulfil its function as an international shipping port. Depending on operational requirements at any
specific time, international goods will be loaded and unloaded at its facilities at Dunedin as well as
at Port Chalmers, in particular bulk goods such as fertilizer, fuel, and logs, as well as cruise ships
that are not too large to travel down the Victoria Channel to Dunedin berth and unload/load
passengers into Dunedin. Both ports are managed as part of a nationally significant integrated
operation.

| seek the following decision from the local
authority:

Replace with a new policy that is generally consistent
with the outcome sought through the current Port
Otago appeals on the previous RPS before the Court
of Appeal. Wording to be as set out below, or to
similar effect:

Recognise the functional needs of commercial port
activities at Port Chalmers and Dunedin and manage

their effects by:

(1) ensuring that other activities in the coastal
environment do not adversely affect commercial port
activities,

(2) providing for the efficient and safe operation of
these ports and effective connections with other
transport modes,

(3) providing for the development of those ports'
capacity for national and international shipping in and
adjacent to existing commercial port activities,

(4) if any of the policies in this regional policy
statement that require avoidance of adverse effects
on areas having significant or outstanding values
cannot be implemented while providing for the safe
and efficient operation of commercial port activities
then, consider through a resource consent process,
whether adverse effects are caused by safety
considerations which are paramount or by transport
efficiency considerations and determine whether
consent should be granted notwithstanding the
adverse effects, with that consent having sufficient
conditions to ensure the adverse effects on the
protected areas are the minimum possible (through
adaptive management or otherwise), and

(5) in respect of nationally significant surf breaks
avoid, remedy or mitigate the adverse effects.
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The specific provisions of the proposal that
my submission relates to are:

| support or
oppose the
specific
provisions or
wish to have
them
amended.

The reasons for my views are:

| seek the following decision from the local
authority:

Methods Amend Clause 2 is poorly drafted and doesn’t make sense. Port Otago supports the list of activities in Redraft method as follows:
EIT-TRAN-M7 — Regional plans (3)(a-e), but it is unclear if these are intended to be subject to the “within environmental limits”
Otago Regional Council must prepare or amend qualifier? If they are, then this could undermine the future use of these existing operational areas Otago Regional Council must prepare or amend and
and maintain its regional plans to: and provides a lack of clarity on the expectations of the future regional coastal plan for Otago with | maintain its regional plans to:
(1) provide for the development, operation, respect to commercial port activities. In facilitating the safe and efficient operation and (1) provide for the development, operation,
maintenance, or upgrade of the transport system development of the port, regional plans should provide for current activities, including those maintenance, or upgrade of the transport system
that: facilitated by resource consents and previously identified permitted activities, as well as planned that:
(a) is within the beds of lakes and rivers or the future activities. (a) is within the beds of lakes and rivers or the
coastal marine area, or coastal marine area, or
(b) involves the taking, use, damming or diversion (b) involves the taking, use, damming or diversion of
of water and discharge of water and contaminants water and discharge of water and contaminants
(2) manage the adverse effects of infrastructure (2)manage the-adverse-effects-of-infrastructure
activities that: activities-that:
(a) provide for the establishment of transport (2a) provide for the establishment of transport
infrastructure that supports modes of transport that infrastructure that supports modes of transport that
are not reliant on fossil fuels, and are not reliant on fossil fuels, and
(b) include policies and methods that provide for the (3b) include policies and methods that provide for the
commercial port activities associated with the commercial port activities associated with the
operations at Otago Harbour and the ports at Port operations at Otago Harbour and the ports at Port
Chalmers and Dunedin, and Chalmers and Dunedin, and
(3) within environmental limits, facilitate the safe (43) within-environmentallimits; facilitate the safe
and efficient operation and development of and efficient operation and development of
commercial port activities at Port Chalmers and commercial port activities at Port Chalmers and
Dunedin. This includes previously approved Dunedin with the minimum practicable adverse effect
resource consents for the following activities in the on the environment, including. Fhis-includes
coastal development area mapped in MAP2: previously-approved-resource-consents-for the
(a) dredging of Otago lower harbor (to 17.5m for following activities in the coastal development area
entrance channel, and 14.5m through to Port mapped in MAP2:
Chalmers), (a) dredging of Otago lower harbor (to 17.5m for
(b) dredging of Otago upper harbour to 10.5m, entrance channel, and 14.5m through to Port
(c) management of upper and lower harbour Chalmers),
navigation beacons, (b) dredging of Otago upper harbour to 10.5m,
(d) discharge of dredging spoil to the disposal (c) management of upper and lower harbour
grounds at Heyward Point, Aramoana, Shelley navigation beacons,
Beach, and AO, and (d) discharge of dredging spoil to the disposal
(e) placement and use of scientific buoys. grounds at Heyward Point, Aramoana, Shelley
Beach, and AO, and
(e) placement and use of scientific buoys.
EIT-TRAN-M8 - District plans Support This method is supported as it is consistent with P9 of the NZCPS in providing for commercial port | Retain method as drafted.
Territorial authorities must prepare or amend and activities in an unqualified manner.
maintain their district plans to:
(6) include policies and methods that provide for
commercial port activities associated with the
operations at Otago Harbour and the ports at Port
Chalmers and Dunedin
HAZ-NH-P2 - Risk assessments Amend No clarity is provided within this policy or the applicable appendix (APP6) as to how /if the hazard Clarify application triggers for the APP6 process and

Assess the level of natural hazard risk by
determining a range of natural hazard event
scenarios and their potential consequences in
accordance with the criteria set out within APP6

policies apply to infrastructure projects. Methods HAZ-NH-M3 and HAZ-NH-M4 indicates that it
is only intended to be applied to land use change where the regional and district plan changes to
identify hazard areas has not been completed. The policies are not drafted in a manner which
reinforces this, leaving uncertainty that they (and the APP6 process) ought to be applied to any
proposal.

associated policies within the hazard policies and/or
APPG@, so that the RPS is clear whether these
provisions apply to infrastructure projects requiring
resource consent from regional council and/or apply
to plan changes by the applicable territorial authority.
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The specific provisions of the proposal that
my submission relates to are:

| support or
oppose the
specific
provisions or
wish to have
them
amended.

The reasons for my views are:

| seek the following decision from the local
authority:

HAZ-NH—-P3 — New activities Amend The hazard risk assessment process set out in APP6 of the RPS is very complex. This, combined | Delete HAZ-NH-P3 and amend heading of HAZ-NH-
Once the level of natural hazard risk associated with the policy drafting at HAZ-NH-P3 means there is a risk that some projects aimed at improving | P4 so it can be relied on for both new and existing
with an activity has been determined in accordance hazard and climate change resilience might struggle to pass the “avoid” test included in this policy. | activities.
with HAZ-NH-P2, manage new activities to
achieve the following outcomes: Port Otago is also concerned how parties using the RPS would distinguish between new and Alternatively, define what constitutes an existing
(1) when the natural hazard risk is significant, the existing activities as they are not defined and invariably most infrastructure related activity affected | versus new activity and remove or refine the use of
activity is avoided, by the hazard provisions of the RPS would likely be somewhere in between a new and existing “avoid” so that activities that do not increase the risk
(2) when the natural hazard risk is tolerable, activity — e.g., a modification (e.g. construction of a new structure to protect an existing asset) or of harm from hazards are not inadvertently prevented
manage the level of risk so that it does not become re-siting of an existing facility to a new safer site. from occurring.
significant, and
(3) when the natural hazard risk is acceptable, The policy should remove or refine the use of “avoid” so that activities that do not increase the risk
maintain the level of risk. of harm from hazards, and those that provide an overall improvement do not face a policy hurdle.

The suggested approach is consistent with the NZCPS (e.g. P25). For example, an activity might

improve resilience to the hazard risk, but the hazard risk might remain in the significant

classification following the risk assessment — in this situation, the activity would need to be

avoided by the policy as drafted, despite the risk improvement offered.

In practice, it can be very difficult to move through to tolerable and acceptable even for hazard

mitigation projects and inevitably, hazard improvements in one location often need to be balanced

against some deterioration in other less important locations, making avoidance a challenging bar

to satisfy.
HAZ-NH-P4 - Existing activities Amend This policy is supported as it encourages and enables investment in resilience works, albeit Amend heading as indicated below so that this policy

Reduce existing natural hazard risk by:

(6) enabling development, upgrade, maintenance
and operation of lifeline utilities and facilities for
essential and emergency services.

hazard protection work is likely to be hampered by the need to comply with other policies, e.g.,
those in the CE chapter.

As noted above, it is unclear what will be regarded as development/upgrade of existing activities/
infrastructure (this policy) versus new (previous policy above). It is submitted that this policy is
suitable to cover both scenarios and HAZ-NH-P3 is not needed.

guides all activities without the need to distinguish
between new and existing activities, as this is
impracticable.

HAZ-NH-P4 — New and Existing activities
Reduce existing natural hazard risk by:
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The specific provisions of the proposal that
my submission relates to are:

| support or
oppose the
specific
provisions or
wish to have
them
amended.

The reasons for my views are:

| seek the following decision from the local
authority:

Amend Port Otago may need to build or replace seawalls/hard protection structures in the future to retain | Amend policy as follows:

HAZ-NH-P7 — Mitigating natural hazards the functionality of commercial port activities in response to climate change. It is concerned

Prioritise risk management approaches that reduce whether this policy can be practically satisfied. Prioritise risk management approaches that reduce

the need for hard protection structures or similar the need for hard protection structures or similar

engineering interventions, and provide for hard Clauses (1) and (2) seem to be repeating/reinforcing the same thing and “essential” is a high bar engineering interventions, and provide for hard

protection structures only when: to satisfy. Clause (3) doesn’t allow any increase/balancing of risk. Often risk reduction measures protection structures only when:

(1) hard protection structures are essential to do increase hazard risk to a minor level in other, less strategic, locations, but overall improve (H-hard-protection-structures-are-essential-to

manage risk to a level the community is able to resilience to essential community infrastructure. manage-risk-to-alevelthe community-is-able-to

tolerate, tolerate;

(2) there are no reasonable alternatives that result (2) there are no reasonable alternatives available that

in reducing the risk exposure, resultin would reduce ing the risk exposure,

(3) hard protection structures would not result in an (3) hard protection structures would not result in an

increase in risk to people, communities and increase in risk to lifeline utility, or a facility for

property, including displacement of risk off-site, essential or emergency services, or a more than

(4) the adverse effects of the hard protection minor risk to other people, communities and property,

structures can be adequately managed, and including displacement of risk off-site,

(5) the mitigation is viable in the reasonably (4) the adverse effects of the hard protection

foreseeable long term or provides time for future structures can be adequately managed, and

adaptation methods to be implemented, or (5) the mitigation is viable in the reasonably

(6) the hard protection structure protects a lifeline foreseeable long term or provides time for future

utility, or a facility for essential or emergency adaptation methods to be implemented, or

services. (6) the hard protection structure protects a lifeline
utility, or a facility for essential or emergency
services.

HAZ-NH-P10 — Coastal hazards Amend While this policy is reflective of the NZCPS (policy 25), the RPS needs to be clearer on why this Amend or delete this provision, so that policy

In addition to HAZ-NH-P1 to HAZ-NH—-P9 above,
on any land that is potentially affected by coastal
hazards over at least the next 100 years:

(1) avoid increasing the risk of social,
environmental and economic harm from coastal
hazards,

(2) ensure no land use change or redevelopment
occurs that would increase the risk to people and
communities from that coastal hazard,

(3) encourage land use change or redevelopment
that reduces the risk from that coastal hazard, and
(4) ensure decision making about the nature, scale
and location of activities considers the ability of
Otago’s people and communities to adapt to, or
mitigate the effects of, sea level rise and climate
change.

policy is necessary in addition to hazard policies AZ-NH-P1 to HAZ-NH-P9 above. As a result of
this duplication, there are currently differing and conflicting policy tests applying to hazard
consideration within the coastal environment, which is unnecessary and is likely to frustrate
effective decision making. It is also unclear how this policy relates to the risk assessment process
outlined in the appendix (APP6).

duplication is avoided within the coastal environment.

Provide clarification on the relationship of this policy
with the hazard risk assessment process in APP6.
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The specific provisions of the proposal that
my submission relates to are:

| support or
oppose the
specific
provisions or
wish to have
them
amended.

The reasons for my views are:

| seek the following decision from the local
authority:

HAZ-NH-M3 — Regional plans
Otago Regional Council must prepare or amend
and maintain its regional plans to:

(7) require a natural hazard risk assessment be
undertaken where an activity requires a resource
consent to change the use of land which will
increase the risk from natural hazards within areas
subject to natural hazards, and where the resource
consent is lodged prior to the natural hazard risk
assessment required by HAZ-NH-M2(1) being
completed, the natural hazard risk assessment
must include: (a) an assessment of the level of
natural hazard risk associated with the proposal in
accordance with APP6, and (b) an assessment
demonstrating how the proposal will achieve the
outcomes set out in Policies HAZ-NH-P3 and
HAZ-NH-P4.

Amend

This method is unclear as to what regional consent activity constitutes land use change, as land
use change is not typically regulated through regional plans. Assessment of hazard risk through
land use change aspects of regional plans would not provide a robust or complete approach.
Either this should be managed through district plans (as per M4) or this method should specify
which regional resource consents are relevant to implement the policies.

Delete clause 7 from this method.

Alternatively, clarity should be provided as to the
specific situation where regional resource consents
will be required to follow the APP6 process and if
applicable, some exemptions should be provided for
small scale activities and/or identify low risk activities
where the APP6 process will not be required.

HAZ-CL—-P14 — Managing contaminated land
Actively manage contaminated or potentially
contaminated land so that it does not pose an
unacceptable risk to people and the environment,
by:

(1) assessing and monitoring contaminant levels
and environmental risks,

(2) protecting human health in accordance with
regulatory requirements,

(3) avoiding, as the first priority, and only where
avoidance is not practicable, mitigating or
remediating, adverse effects of the contaminants on
the environment, and

(4) requiring closed landfills to be managed in
accordance with a closure plan that sets out
monitoring requirements and, where necessary,
any remedial actions required to address ongoing
risks.

Support

Port Otago support this policy as it provides for an appropriate policy pathway, including an
alternative mitigation approach where adverse effects cannot be avoided or remediated.

Retain policy as drafted.

NFL-01 - Outstanding and highly valued
natural features and landscapes

The areas and values of Otago’s outstanding and
highly valued natural features and landscapes are
identified, and the use and development of Otago’s
natural and physical resources results in:

(1) the protection of outstanding natural features
and landscapes, and

(2) the maintenance or enhancement of highly
valued natural features and landscapes.

NFL-P6 — Coastal features and landscapes
Natural features and landscapes located within the
coastal environment are managed by CE-P6 and
implementation of CE—P6 also contributes to
achieving NFL-01.

Amend

Port Otago is concerned that the objective duplicates similar provisions in the CE chapter and the
structure of the supporting policies, which would appear to apply to the whole region until you get
to NFL-P6. Policy NFL-P6 indicates natural features and landscapes within the coastal
environment are managed by CE-P6 and implementation of CE—P6 also contributes to achieving
NFL-O1. In practice, this would still mean the objective here would apply to an activity within the
coastal environment but the policies would not. Furthermore, the objective here is not quite
consistent with the CE objective on the same matter.

A clearer means of indicating provisions which do and do not apply to the coastal environment
should be adopted throughout the RPS (e.g., through use of “coastal icons” and an explanation
that only provisions with those icons apply within the coastal environment).

Clarify, e.g., through use of “coastal icons”
throughout the RPS, which (if any) of the NFL
provisions apply within the coastal environment, in a
manner which avoids any duplication and/or conflict
with the contents of that chapter and the need for
separate policies functioning only as cross
referencing.

Consequential change — delete policy NFL-P6 as it is
simply a cross reference, rather than a specific

policy.
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The specific provisions of the proposal that
my submission relates to are:

| support or
oppose the
specific
provisions or
wish to have
them
amended.

The reasons for my views are:

| seek the following decision from the local
authority:

APP6 — Methodology for natural hazard risk
assessment

Amend

This methodology is very onerous and rather hard to follow.

No clarity is provided as to how /if the hazard policies and this appendix applies to infrastructure
projects or activities within the coastal marine area. Methods HAZ-NH-M3 and HAZ-NH-M4
indicate that it is only intended to be applied to land use change where the regional and district
plan changes to identify hazard areas has not been completed. The policies and this appendix are
not drafted in a manner which reinforces this intention, leaving uncertainty that the APP6 process
could be applied to other resource consent applications.

If it is intended to apply to a wider range of proposals for which resource consent is sought, the
assessment methodology needs to be made more straight forward for resource consent
applications vs plan changes and/or exemptions to this process should be clearly allowed for, for
small scale and low-risk projects.

Amendments that provide clarity on the application of
the APP6 process and a simplified process
depending on its application.

APP9 — Identification criteria for outstanding Oppose No guidance is provided as to what constitutes outstanding versus highly valued natural features, Either map the features within the RPS or provide
and highly valued natural landscapes and seascapes, i.e., the same attributes are listed for both, with no guidance or clear criteria that will assist with mapping the different
features, landscapes and seascapes methodology or actual criteria provided for determination as to what constitutes the different levels | levels of significance within plans.

of significance.

MAP2 — EIT-TRAN-M7 Port Activities Amend Port Otago supports the inclusion of map identifying the key commercial port activities within Amend map to include the indicative position of
Otago Harbour. It is noted however, that the Upper Harbour navigation beacons are missing from Upper Harbour navigation beacons, and amend
the map. For operational reasons, the position of the beacons should be described as “indicative legend on map to provide that the position of all
only” on the map. navigational beacons is “indicative only”.

All Amend As identified throughout this submission, there is duplication between the CE chapter provisions Include “coastal icons” or similar that make it clear
and others throughout the RPS and a lack of clarity. Clarity can be achieved through a simple throughout the RPS, which provisions apply within
coding system, e.g., through use of “coastal icons” and explanatory text, similar to the icons used the coastal environment, and by omission, which do
within the Proposed Natural Resources Regional Plan for Wellington. not apply, along with explanatory text to confirm this.

All Amend Consequential changes may be required as a result of the submissions identified in these Any consequential change required to give effect to

submissions.

the key points outlined in this submission.
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Written Submission on Proposed Otago Regional Policy Statement 2021

(Submissions must be received by Otago Regional Council by 3 pm Friday 3 September 2021
To: Otago Regional Council

1. Name of submitter: Port Otago Ltd

2. This is a submission on the Proposed Otago Regional Policy Statement 2021.
3. | could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission.
4. | am directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that
a. adversely affects the environment; and
b. does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition
5. | wish to be heard in support of my submission
6. If others make a similar submission, | will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing

7. Submitter Details

Kevin Winders
Chief Executive
Port Otago Ltd

Address for service of submitter

Rebecca McGrouther

Environmental Manager

Mobile:+64 21 627 188

DDI: +64 3472 9716

Email: rmcgrouther@portotago.co.nz

Post: 15 Beach St, Port Chalmers 9023, New Zealand

()

BORT OTAGD


mailto:rmcgrouther@portotago.co.nz

8. My submissions are:

The specific provisions of the proposal that
my submission relates to are:

| support or
oppose the
specific

provisions or
wish to have
them
amended.

The reasons for my views are:

| seek the following decision from the local
authority:

Whole document

Amend

Port Otago owns the land based commercial port infrastructure at both Dunedin and Port
Chalmers and has occupancy rights to the coastal marine area at and adjacent to its berths and
commercial port area. Port Otago also maintains the commercial shipping channels, berths and
swinging area within Otago Harbour.

Port Otago is a nationally significant primary export port for New Zealand and both the Port
Chalmers and Dunedin port areas are a fundamentally important part of the import/export supply
chain for the lower South Island area of New Zealand, and for tourism, when border restrictions
allow cruise ship operations to commence again.

Port Otago is committed to wisely and sustainably managing its land-based facilities and the
harbour resources on which it depends for its operation in combination with the community.

In this regard, Port Otago has significant concerns with the Proposed RPS 2021. Of particular
concern is the detrimental impact it will have on the Port’s operational activities.

Our high-level concerns are:
1. Port Otago is still progressing its appeals on the previous RPS notified in 2015, and

2. The Proposed RPS 2021 does not address the Port’s concerns with the previous RPS nor
does it provide satisfactory direction for sustainable management of the coastal
environment.

Amend RPS to provide for a satisfactory resource
management regime that enables the safe and
efficient use and development of commercial port
activities within the Otago Harbour.

The remainder of this submission document sets out
Port Otago’s specific submissions on individual
provisions.
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The specific provisions of the proposal that | support or The reasons for my views are: | seek the following decision from the local
my submission relates to are: oppose the authority:
specific

provisions or
wish to have

them

amended.
Commercial port activity Support This definition provides a clear description of essential port activities and facilities which take place | Retain definition as drafted.
means commercial shipping operations associated on land and within the coastal marine area.

with the Otago Harbor and the activities carried out
at the ports at Port Chalmers and Dunedin, which
include:

(a) Operation of commercial ships in Otago Harbor;
(b) Loading and unloading of goods and
passengers carried by sea;

(c) Facilities for the storage of goods carried by
sea;

(d) Buildings, installations, other structures or
equipment at or adjacent

to a port and used in connection with the ports’
operation or

administration;

(e) Structures, facilities and pipelines for fuel
storage, and refuelling of

ships;

(f) Provision, maintenance and development of
shipping channels and

swing basins;

(g) Disposal of dredged materials at AO, Heyward
Point, Aramoana and

Shelly Beach;

(h) Installation and maintenance of beacons and
markers for navigation

safety; and

(i) Provision and maintenance of the mole at

Aramoana.

Highly valued natural Amend Neither the definition nor APP9 (Appendix 9) provides any suitable guidance as to what Amend definition or APP9 to provide suitable
features and landscapes constitutes highly valued natural features and landscapes identified in accordance with sections guidance on what the threshold is for highly valued
highly valued natural features, landscapes and 7(c) and 7(f) of the RMA as compared to those meeting the outstanding classification with respect | landscapes and natural features.

seascapes are areas which contain attributes and to section 6(b) of the RMA.

values of significance under Sections 7(c) and 7(f)
of the RMA 1991, which have been identified in
accordance with APP9.
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The specific provisions of the proposal that
my submission relates to are:

Infrastructure
means—

(@)

(k) facilities for the loading or unloading of cargo or
passengers carried by sea, including a port related
commercial undertaking as defined in section 2(1)
of the Port Companies Act 1988:

(...

| support or
oppose the
specific
provisions or
wish to have
them
amended.
Amend

The reasons for my views are:

This is the RMA infrastructure definition, which in relation to (k) includes the following aspects for
port activities:

port related commercial undertaking, in relation to any Harbour Board,—

1. (a) means the property and rights of the Harbour Board that—

2. (i) relate to the activities of commercial ships and other commercial vessels, and commercial hovercraft and commercial
aircraft, or to the operation of facilities on a commercial basis for ships, vessels, hovercraft, and aircraft of any kind; or

3. (ii) facilitate the shipping or unshipping of goods or passengers; and

4. (b) without limiting the generality of paragraph (a), includes—

5. (i) the provision by a Harbour Board of any building or facility wherever situated for use in connection with the handling,
packing, or unpacking of goods for shipping or unshipping through any port; and

6. (ii) items such as breakwaters and dredges and other items that, although they may not themselves be revenue producing
and may have a number of purposes or uses, are nevertheless related to the operation of the port on a commercial basis;
but

7. (c) does not include any undertaking that is a statutory function or duty of the Harbour Board relating to safety or good

navigation

This reference does not include all of the infrastructure relied on by Port Otago Limited (most
notably the commercial shipping channels) and the RMA Infrastructure definition should be
expanded for the purposes of this Plan to include all facilities required for “commercial port
activity”.

| seek the following decision from the local
authority:

Amend to the beginning of the “infrastructure”
definition to read

”|s the same meaning as in Section 2 of the RMA
1991 (as set out in the box below) together with all
facilities required for “commercial port activity”.

Lifeline utilities

means utilities provided by those entities listed in
Schedule 1 of the Civil Defence Emergency
Management Act 2002

Amend

Dunedin Port is a lifeline utility even though it is not specifically mentioned in item 6 of Part A of
Schedule 1 of the Civil Defence Emergency Management Act, which creates uncertainty as to
whether it is included in this definition. Both Dunedin and Port Chalmers are operated by the entity
listed in the schedule, the problem is there is a level of uncertainty created as only Port Chalmers
is identified, albeit legally both port locations are “utilities” operated by the entity listed. The
applicable schedule states:

The port company (as defined in section 2(1) of the Port Companies Act 1988) that carries out port-related commercial
activities at Auckland, Bluff, Port Chalmers, Gisborne, Lyttelton, Napier, Nelson, Picton, Port Taranaki, Tauranga, Timaru,

Wellington, Westport, or Whangarei.

The RPS would be clearer if the definition was reworded, to avoid doubt as to whether the Port
Otago facilities at Dunedin are regarded as a lifeline utility under the RPS.

Amend definition to read:

means utilities provided by those entities listed in
Schedule 1 of the Civil Defence Emergency
Management Act 2002, and for the avoidance of
doubt includes all commercial port activity

Nationally significant infrastructure

has, to the extent applicable to the Otago Region,
the same meaning as in clause 1.4(1) of the
National Policy Statement for Urban Development
2020

means all of the following:

(a...

(j) the port facilities (but not the facilities of any
ancillary commercial activities) of each port
company referred to in item 6 of Part A of Schedule
1 of the Civil Defence Emergency Management Act
2002

Amend

Dunedin Port is nationally significant infrastructure because it is a lifeline utility even though it is
not specifically mentioned in item 6 of Part A of Schedule 1 of the Civil Defence Emergency
Management Act. The reference to the term “port facilities” of each port company listed introduces
further terminology and uncertainty, which is different to other definitions in the PRS attempting to
define the same activities — i.e. the proposed definition for “commercial port activity” will likely
create uncertainty and circular interpretation challenges with the use of “port facilities” and
“ancillary commercial activities” here. This definition could also mean that essential elements of
Port Otago’s operation, such as navigation aids, may not be regarded as nationally significant
infrastructure.

Replace (j) in the definition as follows:

() the-port facilities {but not the facilities of any
@ ﬁe Ia”l es_n_nelelaa aﬁeptmtle!s)ﬁesl each pleltl eeﬁ |I|pa E
Civil Def. e M Aot 2002

(1) commercial port activity
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The specific provisions of the proposal that
my submission relates to are:

| support or
oppose the
specific
provisions or
wish to have
them
amended.

The reasons for my views are:

| seek the following decision from the local
authority:

Regionally significant infrastructure Amend This definition has the effect of excluding infrastructure that is nationally significant from Amend definition to read:
means: consideration as regionally significant and by virtue of the cross reference contained within the
... (7) navigation infrastructure associated with definition for “specified infrastructure”, the consent pathway provided for this. It is submitted that all | Regionally significant infrastructure
airports and commercial ports which are nationally nationally significant infrastructure is also of significance to the Otago region and should therefore | means:
or regionally significant, .. be captured in this defined term. (1) all infrastructure identified as nationally
significance infrastructure,
This definition also implies that there may be navigation infrastructure associated with ports in the | (1) (2) roads classified as being of regional
region that are only regionally significant, by reference to both nationally and regionally significant | importance in accordance with the One Network
ports in clause (7), yet no regionally significant ports are identified. It is suggested that all Road Classification...
nationally significant infrastructure should also be identified as regionally significant infrastructure,
and assuming the submission above seeking amendment to the definition of nationally significant | As a consequential change, assuming other changes
infrastructure is accepted, then the separate listing of navigation infrastructure can be removed as | to definitions requested in these submissions are
a consequential change. adopted, remove item (7) as indicated here:
'K j i i j j
. h nsmglat oR-iAd as trcture E'IS.SEI clatea ".'t' "
Specified infrastructure Amend Dunedin Port is not specifically mentioned as a lifeline utility in the Civil Defence Emergency Amend definition of regionally significant
means any of the following: Management Act. This definition uses slightly different wording to the linkage used above in the infrastructure as indicated above so that this
(a) infrastructure that delivers a service operated by “nationally significant infrastructure” definition. definition also includes nationally significant
a lifeline utility (as defined in the Civil Defence infrastructure. Alternatively amend the definition of
Emergency Management Act 2002), This definition includes regionally significant but doesn’t include nationally significant infrastructure | specified infrastructure directly to ensure it applies to
(b) regionally significant infrastructure identified as which has been separately defined in this planning document. This creates an anomaly in terms of | both national and regionally significant infrastructure.
such in a regional policy statement or regional plan, application of the specified infrastructure term, such that the policies used in the RPS (and the
National Environment Standard for Freshwater) would only apply to infrastructure of regional
significance and not to the nationally significant infrastructure in the region.
SRMR-110 — Economic and domestic activities Amend Port Otago seeks to have the commentary recognise the potential conflict between the port’s Amend text in introductory statement as indicated
in Otago use natural resources operations and the environment. below:
but do not always properly account for the
environmental stresses or the Otago’s port moves freight to and from Otago and
future impacts they cause Southland, but operates alongside sensitive
environments, including the Aramoana saltmarsh
meaning the necessity for the port to operate safely
and efficiently may have adverse environmental
effects. Tourism, which relies on the environment,
can also...
IM-0O1 - Long term vision Oppose This key integrated management objective specifies the overall long-term objective for resource Delete or rewrite clause to better reflect section 5 of

The management of natural and physical resources
in Otago, by and for the people of Otago, including
Kai Tahu, and as expressed in all resource
management plans and decision making, achieves
healthy, resilient, and safequarded natural systems,
and the ecosystem services they offer, and
supports the well-being of present and future
generations, mo tatou, a, mo ka uri @ muri ake nej

management in Otago at a strategic or overall vision level but does so in a manner which is
inconsistent with section 5 of the RMA. There are 4 integrated management objectives and as
stated in the explanation to this section, these are intended to be the direction for resolving issues
when multiple (and conflicting) RPS provisions need to be applied simultaneously.

The key issue with this objective is it doesn’'t mention or acknowledge the need to use and
develop natural and physical resources which is clearly anticipated under the RMA as it is part of
the definition of sustainable management in section 5 of the Act. Nor do any of the other
integrated management objectives in this section. “Supports” wellbeing is a significantly lower
level of priority than what is specified as “provide for” wellbeing in the RMA. This vision appears to
completely ignore development and does not assist with resolving issues or integrating
management of resources.

the RMA.
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The specific provisions of the proposal that
my submission relates to are:

| support or
oppose the
specific
provisions or
wish to have
them
amended.

The reasons for my views are:

| seek the following decision from the local
authority:

IM-03 — Environmentally sustainable impact Oppose The focus on “preserve” in this objective is misaligned with section 5 of the RMA and the objective | Delete or rewrite clause to better reflect section 5 of
Otago’s communities carry out their activities in a is uncertain as to what specific resources are sought to be preserved. The objective of “preserve” | the RMA.

way that preserves environmental integrity, form, appears to apply to processes rather than specific features which is the relevant application for

function, and resilience, so that the life-supporting use of the term “preserve”.

capacities of air, water, soil, ecosystems, and

indigenous biodiversity endure for future

generations.

IM-P1 - Integrated approach Oppose This policy is opposed because it does not assist with integrated decision making as it ignores Delete or rewrite clause to better reflect section 5 of
The objectives and policies in this RPS form an development. It directs consideration of all provisions relevant to an issue and in the terms that the RMA and provide the specific approach for this
integrated package, in which: they are expressed, which would occur as a matter of course, in the absence of this policy. The RPS if this differs from a standard application of all
(1) all activities are carried out within the reference to “environmental constraints” in sub-clause (1) is uncertain as to what these are as they | provisions. .

environmental constraints of this RPS, are not defined. Elsewhere in the RPS the term “environmental limits” is used which is also

(2) all provisions relevant to an issue or decision undefined.

must be considered,

(3) if multiple provisions are relevant, they must be

considered together and applied according to the

terms in which they are expressed, and

(4) notwithstanding the above, all provisions must

be interpreted and applied to achieve the integrated

management objectives IM—0O1 to IM—04.

IM-P2 — Decision priorities Oppose This policy gives priority to the natural environment in a manner which is not consistent with Delete or rewrite clause to better reflect section 5 of
Unless expressly stated otherwise, all decision section 5 of the RMA which seeks environmental outcomes while providing for use and the RMA.

making under this RPS shall: development of resources. It appears that the hierarchy in the NPS for Freshwater, which applies

(1) firstly, secure the long-term life-supporting for freshwater, has been inappropriately applied to all natural and physical resources. Essential

capacity and mauri of the natural environment, infrastructure activities are expected to face challenges under this decision-making priority

(2) secondly, promote the health needs of people, hierarchy.

and

(3) thirdly, safeguard the ability of people and

communities to provide for their social, economic,

and cultural well-being, now and in the future.

IM-P12 — Contravening environmental bottom Amend This policy provides a practical balancing policy approach to facilitate climate change mitigation Retain policy but amend to encompass climate

lines for climate change mitigation

Where a proposed activity provides or will provide
enduring regionally or nationally significant
mitigation of climate change impacts, with
commensurate benefits for the well-being of people
and communities and the wider environment,
decision makers may, at their discretion, allow non-
compliance with an environmental bottom line set in
any policy or method of this RPS only if they are
satisfied that:

projects (i.e. projects that will reduce greenhouse emissions). It is unclear whether this was
intended to relate to climate change adaptation also and it is submitted that should, as it would
enable the use of offsets where a non-compliance with an environmental bottom line arises.

change adaptation as well as mitigation, as indicated:

IM-P12 — Contravening environmental bottom
lines for climate change mitigation and
adaptation

Where a proposed activity provides or will provide
enduring regionally or nationally significant mitigation
of climate change impacts or adaptation to reduce
impacts, with commensurate benefits for the well-
being of people and communities and the wider
environment, decision makers may, at their
discretion, allow non-compliance with an
environmental bottom line set in any policy or method
of this RPS only if they are satisfied that:
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The specific provisions of the proposal that
my submission relates to are:

| support or
oppose the
specific
provisions or
wish to have
them
amended.

The reasons for my views are:

| seek the following decision from the local
authority:

IM-P15 — Precautionary approach Amend This policy would be more useful and directive if it included a specific reference to adaptive Amend policy as indicated:

Adopt a precautionary approach towards proposed management, as this an essential tool for dealing with situations where uncertain or incomplete

activities whose effects are uncertain, unknown or information is available. Adopt a precautionary approach, including through

little understood, but could be significantly adverse, use of adaptive management, towards proposed

particularly where the areas and values within activities whose effects are uncertain, unknown, or

Otago have not been identified in plans as required little understood, but could be significantly adverse,

by this RPS. particularly where the areas and values within Otago
have not been identified in plans as required by this
RPS.

CE-03 - Natural character, features and Amend This objective is not consistent with the NZCPS as it requires “protection” and “restoration” of Amend objective as indicated:

landscapes natural character, natural features and landscapes and seascapes within all coastal environment

Areas of natural character, natural features, areas and not just outstanding and high value natural character areas and outstanding landscapes | Areas of outstanding and high natural character, and

landscapes and seascapes within the coastal as per P13 and P15 of the NZCPS. outstanding natural features, landscapes and

environment are protected from inappropriate seascapes within the coastal environment are

activities, and restoration is encouraged where the protected from inappropriate activities, and

values of these areas have been compromised. restoration is encouraged for other areas where the
values of these-areas have been compromised.

CE-05 - Activities in the coastal environment Amend This objective (sub-clause 4) does not provide for the needs of Port Otago to restrict public access | Amend objective as indicated:

Activities in the coastal environment: for health and safety, as provided for in the NZCPS (04 and P19).

(1) make efficient use of space occupied in the Activities in the coastal environment:

coastal marine area, Subclause (3) is uncertain, as it references “only...within appropriate locations and limits”. The (1) make efficient use of space occupied in the

(2) are of a scale, density and design compatible location of no-go locations and the nature of any other limits intended by this objective are not coastal marine area,

with their location, identified in the RPS. (2) are of a scale, density and design compatible with

(3) are only provided for within appropriate their location,

locations and limits, and 3)-are-only-providedforwithin-appropriate-locations

(4) maintain or enhance public access to and along and-imits;-and

the coastal marine area, including for customary {4)-(3) maintain or enhance public access to and

uses. along the coastal marine area, including for
customary uses, except where restriction is
necessary for safety or security requirements.

CE-P1 — Links with other chapters Amend Port Otago support the inclusion of a policy link to the transport section of the RPS (TRAN Amend policy as follows:

Recognise that:

(1) coastal hazards must be identified in
accordance with CE-P2(4) and managed in
accordance with the HAZ-NH — Natural hazards
section of this RPS;

(2) port activities must be managed in accordance
with the TRAN — Transport section of this RPS; and
(3) historic heritage must be managed in
accordance with the HCV — Historical and cultural
values section of this RPS.

provisions) as provided in sub-clause (2), to enable specific consideration of the unique policy
direction in the NZCPS which requires decision makers and policy documents to provide for port
activities (i.e. P9).

However, by virtue of the drafting of the TRAN-Transport section drafting, this policy is circular as
while it purports to state that the Transport section of the RPS is directive on the management of
port activities, the TRAN policy simply reiterates the Coastal Environment (CE) objectives and
policies as having primacy, negating the effect of any other enabling provisions. So, this fails to
recognise constraints as it requires complete adherence to “environmental limits” albeit these are
undefined in the RPS so they are uncertain. Furthermore, this ineffective linkage clause means
the RPS is not aligned with the requirement to simply provide for ports in P9 of the NZCPS.

Furthermore, it is submitted that the policy should use terminology that is included in the
interpretation section of the RPS, to assist with clarity and consistent interpretation, i.e., it should
refer to “commercial port activities”, rather than “port activities” and the specific integrating clause
intended (assumed to be EIT-TRAN-P23) rather than the whole TRAN section of the RPS.

Recognise that:

(1) coastal hazards must be identified in accordance
with CE—P2(4) and managed in accordance with the
HAZ-NH — Natural hazards section of this RPS;

(2) commercial port activities must be managed in
accordance with policy P23 in the EIT- TRAN —
Transport section of this RPS; and

(3) historic heritage must be managed in accordance
with the HCV — Historical and cultural values section
of this RPS.

This submission is subject to our submission seeking
amendments to the provision that is referenced in
sub-clause (2) of the policy (refer to our submission
on EIT-TRAN-P23).
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The specific provisions of the proposal that
my submission relates to are:

| support or
oppose the
specific
provisions or
wish to have
them
amended.

The reasons for my views are:

| seek the following decision from the local
authority:

CE-P2 - Identification Oppose Port Otago oppose the reference to regionally significant surf breaks in this policy on the basis that | Delete policy and remove all related references to
Identify the following in the coastal there is no indication of where these are located or how they will be identified. In addition, it is regionally significant surf breaks in the Proposed
environment: submitted that there is no statutory requirement to identify or protect such areas in the higher RPS.
order planning documents (e.g., the NZCPS) and there are already numerous parts of the coastal
...(d) areas at risk from coastal hazards as environment likely to be subject to restriction by virtue of the presence of a plethora of significant Clarify whether mapping of the listed components of
identified in CE-P2(4), coastal values, it seems unnecessary to introduce more of these where there is no statutory basis. | the “coastal environment” as per (1) is intended, or if
...(i) physical resources and built facilities, including just the boundary will be mapped in the regional
infrastructure, that have modified the coastal Furthermore, it is unclear why coastal hazards are listed in this policy twice and how “physical plan?
environment, facilities including infrastructure that have modified the coast” will be identified, if indeed that is the
...(4) areas that are potentially affected by coastal intention of listing the sub-clauses in item (1) of the policy? These sub-clauses read more like a
hazards (including tsunami), giving priority to the definition for “coastal environment” so could be moved to the Interpretation section if they are
identification of areas at high risk of being affected, needed.
and
(5) the nationally significant surf breaks at Karitane,
Papatowai, The Spit, and Whareakeake and any
regionally significant surf breaks.
CE-P3 — Coastal water quality Amend This water quality policy specifically links to port activities (via reference to CE-P1(2)). The reason | Delete reference to CE-P1(2) or correct reference to
Coastal water quality is improved where it is for this linkage, or the impact of it on port activities is not clear. It could be an error. Port Otago CE-P2(2).
considered to have deteriorated to the extent suspects that this is meant to refer to CE-P2(2).
described within CE-P1(2), and otherwise
managed, so that:
(1) healthy coastal ecosystems, indigenous habitats
provided by the coastal environment, and the
migratory patterns of indigenous coastal water
species are maintained or enhanced,
(2) Kai Tahu relationships with and customary uses
of coastal water are sustained,
(3) recreation opportunities and existing uses of
coastal water are maintained or enhanced, and
(4) within identified areas where takata whenua
have a particular interest, adverse effects on these
areas and values are remedied or where
remediation is not practicable, are mitigated.
CE—-P7 — Surf breaks Amend Port Otago is committed to working collaboratively with surfing interest groups to monitor the Amend policy as follows:

Manage Otago’s nationally and regionally
significant surf breaks so that:

(1) nationally significant surf breaks are protected
by avoiding adverse effects on the surf breaks,
including on access to and use and enjoyment of
them, and

(2) the values of and access to regionally significant
surf breaks are maintained.

effects of its activities and adaptively manage operations to ensure its activities do not adversely
affect the nationally significant surf breaks at The Spit (Aramoana) and Whareakeake in the Otago
Harbour.

The introduction of a policy requirement for unidentified regionally significant surf breaks is not
supported due to the uncertainty and the potential effect on Port Otago’s operations that may arise
if such areas are in close proximity to the Port’s operational areas.

The policy should be identical to that contained in Policy 16 of the NZCPS 2010.

Protect the surf breaks of national significance for
surfing listed in Schedule 1 of the NZCPS 2010 by:
(1) Ensuring that activities in the coastal
environment do not adversely affect the surf
breaks; and

(2) Avoiding adverse effects of other activities on

access to, and use and enjoyment of the surf
breaks.
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The specific provisions of the proposal that
my submission relates to are:

| support or
oppose the
specific
provisions or
wish to have
them
amended.

The reasons for my views are:

| seek the following decision from the local
authority:

CE-P8 — Public access

Maintain or enhance public access to and along the
coastal marine area, unless restricting public
access is necessary:

(1) to protect public health and safety,

(8) to ensure a level of security consistent with the
operational requirements of a lawfully established
activity.

Support

This policy provides suitable recognition of the need to restrict public access to the coastal marine
area in specific circumstances.

Retain policy as drafted.

CE-P9 - Activities on land within the coastal
environment

The strategic and co-ordinated use of land within
the coastal environment is achieved by:

(1) avoiding sprawling or sporadic patterns of
subdivision, use and development,

(2) considering the rate at which built development
should be enabled to provide for the reasonably
foreseeable needs of population growth without
compromising the values of the coastal
environment,

(3) recognising the importance of the provision of
infrastructure to the social, economic and cultural
well-being of people and communities,

(3) maintaining or enhancing public access to the
coastal environment, and

(4) considering where activities that maintain the
character of the existing built environment should
be encouraged, and where activities resulting in a
change in character would be acceptable.

Support

Port Otago supports the recognition of the importance of the provision of infrastructure to the
social, economic, and cultural well-being of people and communities.

Retain policy as drafted.

CE-P12 — Reclamation

Avoid reclamation in the coastal marine area,
unless:

(1) land outside the coastal marine area is not
available for the proposed activity,

(2) the activity to be established on the reclamation
can only occur immediately adjacent to the coastal
marine area,

(3) there are no practicable alternative methods of
providing for the activity, and

(4) the reclamation will provide significant regional
or national benefit.

Support

This policy is consistent with NZCPS and provides a pathway for essential reclamation that may
be required to maintain port facilities in the region.

Retain policy as drafted.
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The specific provisions of the proposal that | support or The reasons for my views are: | seek the following decision from the local
my submission relates to are: oppose the authority:
specific

provisions or
wish to have

them

amended.
CE-M2 — Identifying other areas Oppose Port Otago opposes the listing of locations in this method, because there is no evidence base to Remove list of specific locations from this method
support the listings, no boundaries are identified in the planning document and the identification and/or replace with areas previously identified
(4) prioritise identification under (1) — (3) in areas process for regional and district plans should not be based on areas “likely to contain” values, through a robust scientific and community process
that are: rather, they should be identified and confirmed through the adoption of a robust methodology and include maps within the RPS to provide certainty.
... likely to contain outstanding natural character relevant to the applicable values.

areas, outstanding natural features or landscapes,
and areas of significant indigenous biodiversity,
including the areas in the table below.
Oamaru Harbour Breakwater
Moeraki Beach

Moeraki Peninsula

Shag Point & Shag River Estuary
Stony Creek Estuary

Pleasant River Estuary

Hawksbury Inlet

Waikouaiti River Estuary

Karitane Headland

Puketeraki

Blueskin Bay

Orokonui Inlet

Mapoutahi

Purakanui Inlet

Aramoana

Otago Harbour Historic Walls
Otakou & Taiaroa Head

Pipikaretu Point

Te Whakarekaiwi

Papanui Inlet

Hoopers Inlet

Kaikorai Estuary

Brighton

Akatore Creek Estuary

Tokomairiro Estuary

Wangaloa

Clutha River Mata-au, Matau Branch
Nugget Point

Surat Bay

Catlins Lake Estuary

Jacks Bay

Waiheke Beach

Tahakopa Estuary

Oyster Bay

Tautuku Estuary

Waipati Estuary & Kinakina Island
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The specific provisions of the proposal that
my submission relates to are:

| support or
oppose the
specific
provisions or
wish to have
them
amended.

The reasons for my views are:

| seek the following decision from the local
authority:

CE-M3 - Regional plans Oppose Port Otago opposes the inclusion of a method requiring mapping of regionally significant surf Amend method as follows:
Otago Regional Council must prepare or amend breaks, as there is no national policy requirement to identify regionally significant surf breaks.
and maintain its regional plans no later than 31 Otago Regional Council must prepare or amend and
December 2028 to: maintain its regional plans no later than 31 December
2028 to:
(2) map the areas and characteristics of, and
access to, nationally and regionally significant surf (2) map the areas and characteristics of, and access
breaks, to, nationally and-regionally significant surf breaks,
CE-E1 - Explanation Oppose This explanation text undermines the directive for port activities in CE-P1(2) and Remove this explanatory text and amend RPS to
In addition to the policies in this chapter, the values broadens/duplicates and potentially conflicts with the provisions for all activities taking place in the | remove duplication of provisions applying to coastal
of the coastal environment are recognised and coastal environment — i.e., ecosystems and natural features and landscapes are already covered activities and provide clarity on the policy direction.
provided for in the following chapters of the ORPS in the Coastal Environment chapter for example. i.e., fully contain to the CE chapter, and remove
where they provide direction on the management of application of ECO, LF, EIT, HCV, NFL and HAZ
the coastal environment or activities within the provisions from applying to the coastal environment.
coastal environment: Or otherwise amend document to avoid duplication of
* ECO — Ecosystems and indigenous biodiversity provisions managing environmental values that are
* LF — Land and freshwater already addressed within the CE chapter of the
» EIT — Energy, infrastructure and transport document.
* HCV — Historical and cultural values
* NFL — Natural features and landscapes
* HAZ — Hazards and risks
ECO-01 - Indigenous biodiversity Amend Amendments are required to make this chapter clearer. The chapter is muddled, as in one respect | Remove duplication with provisions covered in the
it doesn’t apply within the coastal environment (with reference to definition for “significant natural CE chapter and provide greater clarity for any
ECO-02 - Restoring or enhancing area” which excludes areas within the coastal environment). However, in respect of “indigenous provisions within the ECO chapter which apply to the
species and ecosystems that are taoka” this could apply when these values are within the coastal | coastal environment. For example, by including
ECO-03 - Kaitiakiaka and stewardship environment — which is duplicative of the provisions in the CE chapter (e.g. CE-O1, CE-O4, CE- “coastal icons” within the ECO chapter for any
P5). This duplication would create interpretation and implementation challenges as the ECO specific provisions which are not duplicative and are
chapter sets different policy tests than that applying to activities assessed under the CE chapter. necessary to apply to the coastal environment.
ECO-P1 - Kaitiakitaka Amend Amendments are required to make this chapter clearer. The chapter is muddled, as in one respect | Remove duplication with provisions covered in the

ECO-P2 - Identifying significant natural areas
and taoka

it doesn’t apply within the coastal environment (with reference to definition for “significant natural
area” which excludes areas within the coastal environment). However, in respect of “indigenous
species and ecosystems that are taoka” this could apply when these values are within the coastal
environment — which is duplicative of the provisions in the CE chapter (e.g. CE-O1, CE-O4, CE-
P5). This duplication would create interpretation and implementation challenges as the ECO
chapter sets different policy tests than that applying to activities assessed under the CE chapter.

CE chapter and provide greater clarity of any
provisions within the ECO chapter which apply to the
coastal environment. For example, by including
“coastal icons” within the ECO chapter for any
specific provisions which are not duplicative and are
necessary to apply to the coastal environment.
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The specific provisions of the proposal that
my submission relates to are:

ECO-P3 — Protecting significant natural areas
and taoka

Except as provided for by ECO—P4 and ECO-PS5,
protect significant natural areas and indigenous
species and ecosystems that are taoka by:

(1) avoiding adverse effects that result in:

(a) any reduction of the area or values (even if
those values are not themselves significant)
identified under ECO-P2(1), or

(b) any loss of Kai Tahu values, and

(2) after (1), applying the biodiversity effects
management hierarchy in ECO—P6, and

(3) prior to significant natural areas and indigenous
species and ecosystems that are taoka being
identified in accordance with ECO-P2, adopt a
precautionary approach towards activities in
accordance with IM-P15.

| support or
oppose the
specific
provisions or
wish to have
them
amended.
Amend

The reasons for my views are:

Port Otago supports the exemption provided by ECO-P4 and ECO-P5, recognising nationally and
regionally significant infrastructure activities.

Amendments are sought (as described above) to make this chapter clear on which provisions
apply to the coastal environment, whilst avoiding duplication between this chapter and the CE
chapter.

| seek the following decision from the local
authority:

Remove duplication with provisions covered in the
CE chapter and provide greater clarity of any
provisions within the ECO chapter which apply to the
coastal environment by including “coastal icons”.

ECO-P4 — Provision for new activities
Maintain Otago’s indigenous biodiversity by
following the sequential steps in the effects
management hierarchy set out in ECO—-P6 when
making decisions on plans, applications for
resource consent or notices of requirement for the
following activities in significant natural areas, or
where they may adversely affect indigenous
species and ecosystems that are taoka:

(1) the development or upgrade of nationally and
regionally significant infrastructure that has a
functional or operational need to locate within the
relevant significant natural area(s) or where they
may adversely affect indigenous species or
ecosystems that are taoka

Amend

Port Otago supports the policy for new nationally and regionally significant infrastructure to follow
the effects management hierarchy where development or upgrade may adversely affect
indigenous species and ecosystems.

Amendments are sought (as described above) to make this chapter clear on which provisions
apply to the coastal environment, whilst avoiding duplication between this chapter and the CE
chapter.

Remove duplication with provisions covered in the
CE chapter and provide greater clarity of any
provisions within the ECO chapter which apply to the
coastal environment by including “coastal icons”.

ECO-P5 — Existing activities in significant
natural areas

Except as provided for by ECO—P4, provide for
existing activities within significant natural areas
and that may adversely affect indigenous species
and ecosystems that are taoka, if:

(1) the continuation of an existing activity will not
lead to the loss (including through cumulative loss)
of extent or degradation of the ecological integrity of
any significant natural area or indigenous species
or ecosystems that are taoka, and

(2) the adverse effects of an existing activity are no
greater in character, spatial extent, intensity or
scale than they were before this RPS became
operative

Amend

Noting that this policy does not apply in the coastal environment. Port Otago is supportive of the
intent, specifically, the enablement of existing activities where the effects are not increased. Port
Otago considers this policy should be amended to apply to ecosystem values within the coastal

environment also.

Amend this policy to also apply to the coastal
environment or add a similar provision that enables
the continuation of existing activities where effects on
ecosystem values are not increased into the CE
chapter.

ECO-P7 - Coastal indigenous biodiversity
Coastal indigenous biodiversity is managed by CE—
P5, and implementation of CE-P5 also contributes
to achieving ECO-01.

Oppose

This policy has a cross reference to CE-P5 for activities within the coastal environment, but it does
not acknowledge that CE-P1 directs consideration of port activities to the TRAN chapter
provisions. The policy statement structure is poor and needs fixing to avoid confusion and
implementation challenges.

Amend as necessary to clarify which provisions in the
RPS apply to activities in the coastal environment
and where this might differ to enable port activities
consistent with P9 of the NZCPS.
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The specific provisions of the proposal that
my submission relates to are:

| support or
oppose the
specific
provisions or
wish to have
them
amended.

The reasons for my views are:

| seek the following decision from the local
authority:

ECO-E1 - Explanation Amend The provisions in this chapter are unclear and duplicative in so far as their application in the Remove duplication with provisions covered in the

coastal environment, and to port activity specifically. CE chapter and provide greater clarity of any

Although the objectives of this chapter apply within provisions within the ECO chapter which apply to the

the coastal environment, the specific management coastal environment by including “coastal icons” or

approach for biodiversity is contained in the CE — similar notations.

Coastal environment chapter. Given the biodiversity

loss that has occurred in Otago historically,

restoration or enhancement will play a part in

achieving the objectives of this chapter and these

activities are promoted....

EIT-INF-04 - Provision of infrastructure Oppose Port Otago opposes the qualification within this objective of “within environmental limits”. If the Redraft objective so it is enabling. E.g. as indicated

Effective, efficient and resilient infrastructure intent is for the RPS to be read as a whole, and all provisions are to be considered, then the here:

enables the people and communities of Otago to enabling provisions shouldn’t be qualified, just like the protection provisions don’t have

provide for their social and cultural well-being, their exemptions, particularly in the CE chapter. Furthermore, the RPS does not contain any specific Effective, efficient, and resilient infrastructure enables

health and safety, and supports sustainable limits other than duplication of NZCPS avoidance policies, so it is very difficult to understand what | the people and communities of Otago to provide for

economic development and growth within the the objective is with the statement “within environmental limits”. their social and cultural well-being, their health and

region within environmental limits. safety, and supports sustainable economic
development and growth within the region within

EIT-INF-05 - Integration Support This sets a different environmental standard to INF-04 above. INF-04 specifies within (non- Retain objective as drafted.

Development of nationally and regionally significant specific) environmental limits, whereas this objective sets a test of “minimise adverse effects on

infrastructure, as well as land use change, occurs in the environment”.

a co-ordinated manner to minimise adverse effects

on the environment and increase efficiency in the This objective is consistent with the anticipated environmental results, whereas INF-04 is not.

delivery, operation and use of the infrastructure.

EIT-INF-P10 — Recognising resource Support Port Otago supports this policy. Retain policy as drafted.

requirements

Decision making on the allocation or use of natural

and physical resources must take into account the

needs of nationally and regionally significant

infrastructure.

EIT-INF-P11 — Operation and maintenance Amend While this policy is supported, the RPS is unclear on the relationship of this policy with the other Amend to include definitions to distinguish between

Except as provided for by ECO—P4, allow for the
operation and maintenance of existing nationally
and regionally significant infrastructure while:

(1) avoiding, as the first priority, significant adverse
effects on the environment, and

(2) if avoidance is not practicable, and for other
adverse effects, minimising adverse effects.

more restrictive policy requirements around natural character, indigenous biodiversity, and natural
features. It is also noted that this policy is only for operation and maintenance activities which are
not defined.

The effect of including this policy is yet another “environmental effects” test for infrastructure
beyond that in the CE and ECO chapters for biodiversity. The “except as provided for by ECO-P4*
stem seems confusing, as to which policy should apply in what situation.

the following activities that have differing policy tests
in the RPS:

e operation and maintenance of infrastructure

e upgrades and development of existing
infrastructure

e new infrastructure

Clarify how the effects test within this policy should
be read in conjunction with other effects policies
within other chapters of the RPS through including
cross referencing in other chapters to indicate that
this policy has precedence for the consideration of
infrastructure.
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The specific provisions of the proposal that
my submission relates to are:

| support or
oppose the
specific
provisions or
wish to have
them
amended.

The reasons for my views are:

| seek the following decision from the local
authority:

EIT-INF-P12 — Upgrades and development Amend While this policy is supported as it does not conflate effects tests with support for good Amend to include definitions to distinguish between
Provide for upgrades to, and development of, infrastructure planning, there is no clarity (i.e., definition) on what constitutes “operation and the following activities that have differing policy tests
nationally or regionally significant infrastructure maintenance”, what is “upgrades and development”, and what is “new infrastructure”. in the RPS:
while ensuring that: o o , _ e operation and maintenance of infrastructure
(1) infrastructure is designed and located, as far as The drafting in (3) does not link with the policy stem, and the expectation for all upgrades and o
practicable, to maintain functionality during and development of infrastructure to be for reasons of efficiency may not provide for an upgrade that is * upgrades and development of existing
after natural hazard events, for other reasons, e.g. to increase use or reduce an environmental impact. infrastructure
(2) itis, as far as practicable, co-ordinated with e new infrastructure
long-term land use planning, and , L
(3) increases efficiency in the delivery, operation or Ameqd to mcludel Cross referencing in other chapters
use of the infrastructure to m@catelthat th|s policy has precedence for the
consideration of infrastructure.
Fix drafting for sub-clause (3).
EIT-INF-P13 — Locating and managing effects Amend This policy contains a long list of areas to avoid for new infrastructure outside of the coastal Amend to include cross referencing in other chapters
of infrastructure environment. It is noted that none are mapped in the RPS, nor is there direction to identify all to indicate that this policy has precedence for the
When providing for new infrastructure outside the these areas so it is unclear what constitutes many of these. E.g., what is an “area of high consideration of infrastructure.
coastal environment: recreational and high amenity value”? It is not defined in the RPS or elsewhere. Remove references to areas or values that are not
(1) avoid, as the first priority, locating infrastructure defined or identified through the RPS.
in all of the following: The policy also duplicates “protection provisions” in other chapters — ECO, NFL, HCV. Where this
occurs, it creates a different test for infrastructure versus other activities. Cross referencing is
required to identify where there is duplication which chapter takes precedence.
EIT-INF-P15 — Protecting nationally or Support This is a key reverse sensitivity policy, which is important for managing the adverse effects of Retain policy as drafted.
regionally significant infrastructure other activities on the safe and efficient operation of commercial port activity.
Seek to avoid the establishment of activities that
may result in reverse sensitivity effects on
nationally or regionally significant infrastructure,
and/or where they may compromise the functional
or operational needs of nationally or regionally
significant infrastructure.
EIT-INF-E2 — Explanation Amend This explanation section indicates policies in this chapter apply to the coastal environment, but the | Provide greater clarity throughout the RPS on which
likes of EIT-INF-P13 states that it does not apply to the coast. It would be helpful if the RPS was provisions apply to the coastal environment by
For infrastructure in the coastal environment, the clearer and consistent in this regard. E.g. through use of “coastal icons” or similar coding. including “coastal icons” or similar.
provisions of the CE — Coastal environment chapter
are also applicable to ensure the NZCPS is given
effect....
EIT-TRAN-0O10 — Commercial port activities Oppose Port Otago opposes the qualification within this objective of “within environmental limits”. If the Amend objective as indicated:

Commercial port activities operate safely and
efficiently, and within environmental limits.

intent is for the RPS to be read as a whole, and all provisions are to be considered, then the
enabling provisions shouldn’t be qualified, just like the protection provisions don’t have
exemptions, particularly in the CE chapter. Furthermore, the RPS does not contain any specific
limits other than duplication of NZCPS avoidance policies, so it is very difficult to understand what
is expected by the statement “within environmental limits”.

Commercial port activities operate safely and
efficiently;-and-within-environmentallimits.
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The specific provisions of the proposal that
my submission relates to are:

EIT-TRAN-P23 — Commercial port activities
Recognise the national and regional significance of
the commercial port activities associated with the
ports at Port Chalmers and Dunedin (respectively)
by:

(1) within environmental limits as set out in Policies
CE-P3 to CE-P12, providing for the efficient and
safe operation of these ports and efficient
connections with other transport modes,

(2) within the environmental limits set out in Policies
CE-P3 to CE-P12, providing for the development
of the ports’ capacity for national and international
shipping in and adjacent to existing port activities,
and

(3) ensuring that development in the coastal
environment does not adversely affect the efficient
and safe operation of these ports, or their
connections with other transport modes.

| support or
oppose the
specific
provisions or
wish to have
them
amended.
Oppose

The reasons for my views are:

The “carve out” clause in CE-P1 for port activities directs that port activities must be managed in
accordance with the TRAN -Transport section. This means that the intention is for the TRAN
section of the document to direct management of resources in the case of conflicts between
enabling and protective policies in the CE chapter.

This policy is the only policy directly relevant to port activities in the TRAN chapter (along with
objective EIT-TRAN-O9). The concept of a carve out directing to a specific management regime
for port activities is supported and necessary to assist with refining the competing requirements of
the NZCPS in a manner which is suitable for the unique challenges of the Otago Harbour.
However, the drafting of EIT-TRAN-P23 is flawed in its construct, as it sends plan users on a
circular route back to CE chapter to look for environmental limits which TRAN-P23 identifies as
taking precedence in all situations.

The matters described in CE-P3 to CE-P12 are not clear “limits” or bottom lines. They have a
range of approaches and evaluative discretion built into them and some are not relevant to port
activities (e.g., CE-P3, P9-P11).

The requirement of P9 in the NZCPS is to provide for ports and their development. The RPS fails
to do this.

In providing for port activities, it is appropriate for the RPS to set out how relevant environmental
values will be considered for port activities. This requires a clear policy approach which the RPS
does not provide in either TRAN-P23 or the CE or ECO policies. Port Otago seeks that activities
related to the safe operation of port facilities receive the opportunity for consideration via a
resource consent process, rather than a blanket avoid policy regime, which will likely result in
prohibited activity status in future plan reviews to give effect to the RPS.

It is noted that the drafting of EIT-TRAN-P23 implies that the commercial port activity at Port
Otago’s site in Dunedin is of regional significance, with Port Chalmers regarded as nationally
significant. Port Otago has significantly constrained operational areas and relies on both its
locations and indeed all the facilities identified in the definition for “commercial port activities” to
fulfil its function as an international shipping port. Depending on operational requirements at any
specific time, international goods will be loaded and unloaded at its facilities at Dunedin as well as
at Port Chalmers, in particular bulk goods such as fertilizer, fuel, and logs, as well as cruise ships
that are not too large to travel down the Victoria Channel to Dunedin berth and unload/load
passengers into Dunedin. Both ports are managed as part of a nationally significant integrated
operation.

| seek the following decision from the local
authority:

Replace with a new policy that is generally consistent
with the outcome sought through the current Port
Otago appeals on the previous RPS before the Court
of Appeal. Wording to be as set out below, or to
similar effect:

Recognise the functional needs of commercial port
activities at Port Chalmers and Dunedin and manage

their effects by:

(1) ensuring that other activities in the coastal
environment do not adversely affect commercial port
activities,

(2) providing for the efficient and safe operation of
these ports and effective connections with other
transport modes,

(3) providing for the development of those ports'
capacity for national and international shipping in and
adjacent to existing commercial port activities,

(4) if any of the policies in this regional policy
statement that require avoidance of adverse effects
on areas having significant or outstanding values
cannot be implemented while providing for the safe
and efficient operation of commercial port activities
then, consider through a resource consent process,
whether adverse effects are caused by safety
considerations which are paramount or by transport
efficiency considerations and determine whether
consent should be granted notwithstanding the
adverse effects, with that consent having sufficient
conditions to ensure the adverse effects on the
protected areas are the minimum possible (through
adaptive management or otherwise), and

(5) in respect of nationally significant surf breaks
avoid, remedy or mitigate the adverse effects.
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The specific provisions of the proposal that
my submission relates to are:

| support or
oppose the
specific
provisions or
wish to have
them
amended.

The reasons for my views are:

| seek the following decision from the local
authority:

Methods Amend Clause 2 is poorly drafted and doesn’t make sense. Port Otago supports the list of activities in Redraft method as follows:
EIT-TRAN-M7 — Regional plans (3)(a-e), but it is unclear if these are intended to be subject to the “within environmental limits”
Otago Regional Council must prepare or amend qualifier? If they are, then this could undermine the future use of these existing operational areas Otago Regional Council must prepare or amend and
and maintain its regional plans to: and provides a lack of clarity on the expectations of the future regional coastal plan for Otago with | maintain its regional plans to:
(1) provide for the development, operation, respect to commercial port activities. In facilitating the safe and efficient operation and (1) provide for the development, operation,
maintenance, or upgrade of the transport system development of the port, regional plans should provide for current activities, including those maintenance, or upgrade of the transport system
that: facilitated by resource consents and previously identified permitted activities, as well as planned that:
(a) is within the beds of lakes and rivers or the future activities. (a) is within the beds of lakes and rivers or the
coastal marine area, or coastal marine area, or
(b) involves the taking, use, damming or diversion (b) involves the taking, use, damming or diversion of
of water and discharge of water and contaminants water and discharge of water and contaminants
(2) manage the adverse effects of infrastructure (2)manage the-adverse-effects-of-infrastructure
activities that: activities-that:
(a) provide for the establishment of transport (2a) provide for the establishment of transport
infrastructure that supports modes of transport that infrastructure that supports modes of transport that
are not reliant on fossil fuels, and are not reliant on fossil fuels, and
(b) include policies and methods that provide for the (3b) include policies and methods that provide for the
commercial port activities associated with the commercial port activities associated with the
operations at Otago Harbour and the ports at Port operations at Otago Harbour and the ports at Port
Chalmers and Dunedin, and Chalmers and Dunedin, and
(3) within environmental limits, facilitate the safe (43) within-environmentallimits; facilitate the safe
and efficient operation and development of and efficient operation and development of
commercial port activities at Port Chalmers and commercial port activities at Port Chalmers and
Dunedin. This includes previously approved Dunedin with the minimum practicable adverse effect
resource consents for the following activities in the on the environment, including. Fhis-includes
coastal development area mapped in MAP2: previously-approved-resource-consents-for the
(a) dredging of Otago lower harbor (to 17.5m for following activities in the coastal development area
entrance channel, and 14.5m through to Port mapped in MAP2:
Chalmers), (a) dredging of Otago lower harbor (to 17.5m for
(b) dredging of Otago upper harbour to 10.5m, entrance channel, and 14.5m through to Port
(c) management of upper and lower harbour Chalmers),
navigation beacons, (b) dredging of Otago upper harbour to 10.5m,
(d) discharge of dredging spoil to the disposal (c) management of upper and lower harbour
grounds at Heyward Point, Aramoana, Shelley navigation beacons,
Beach, and AO, and (d) discharge of dredging spoil to the disposal
(e) placement and use of scientific buoys. grounds at Heyward Point, Aramoana, Shelley
Beach, and AO, and
(e) placement and use of scientific buoys.
EIT-TRAN-M8 - District plans Support This method is supported as it is consistent with P9 of the NZCPS in providing for commercial port | Retain method as drafted.
Territorial authorities must prepare or amend and activities in an unqualified manner.
maintain their district plans to:
(6) include policies and methods that provide for
commercial port activities associated with the
operations at Otago Harbour and the ports at Port
Chalmers and Dunedin
HAZ-NH-P2 - Risk assessments Amend No clarity is provided within this policy or the applicable appendix (APP6) as to how /if the hazard Clarify application triggers for the APP6 process and

Assess the level of natural hazard risk by
determining a range of natural hazard event
scenarios and their potential consequences in
accordance with the criteria set out within APP6

policies apply to infrastructure projects. Methods HAZ-NH-M3 and HAZ-NH-M4 indicates that it
is only intended to be applied to land use change where the regional and district plan changes to
identify hazard areas has not been completed. The policies are not drafted in a manner which
reinforces this, leaving uncertainty that they (and the APP6 process) ought to be applied to any
proposal.

associated policies within the hazard policies and/or
APPG@, so that the RPS is clear whether these
provisions apply to infrastructure projects requiring
resource consent from regional council and/or apply
to plan changes by the applicable territorial authority.
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The specific provisions of the proposal that
my submission relates to are:

| support or
oppose the
specific
provisions or
wish to have
them
amended.

The reasons for my views are:

| seek the following decision from the local
authority:

HAZ-NH—-P3 — New activities Amend The hazard risk assessment process set out in APP6 of the RPS is very complex. This, combined | Delete HAZ-NH-P3 and amend heading of HAZ-NH-
Once the level of natural hazard risk associated with the policy drafting at HAZ-NH-P3 means there is a risk that some projects aimed at improving | P4 so it can be relied on for both new and existing
with an activity has been determined in accordance hazard and climate change resilience might struggle to pass the “avoid” test included in this policy. | activities.
with HAZ-NH-P2, manage new activities to
achieve the following outcomes: Port Otago is also concerned how parties using the RPS would distinguish between new and Alternatively, define what constitutes an existing
(1) when the natural hazard risk is significant, the existing activities as they are not defined and invariably most infrastructure related activity affected | versus new activity and remove or refine the use of
activity is avoided, by the hazard provisions of the RPS would likely be somewhere in between a new and existing “avoid” so that activities that do not increase the risk
(2) when the natural hazard risk is tolerable, activity — e.g., a modification (e.g. construction of a new structure to protect an existing asset) or of harm from hazards are not inadvertently prevented
manage the level of risk so that it does not become re-siting of an existing facility to a new safer site. from occurring.
significant, and
(3) when the natural hazard risk is acceptable, The policy should remove or refine the use of “avoid” so that activities that do not increase the risk
maintain the level of risk. of harm from hazards, and those that provide an overall improvement do not face a policy hurdle.

The suggested approach is consistent with the NZCPS (e.g. P25). For example, an activity might

improve resilience to the hazard risk, but the hazard risk might remain in the significant

classification following the risk assessment — in this situation, the activity would need to be

avoided by the policy as drafted, despite the risk improvement offered.

In practice, it can be very difficult to move through to tolerable and acceptable even for hazard

mitigation projects and inevitably, hazard improvements in one location often need to be balanced

against some deterioration in other less important locations, making avoidance a challenging bar

to satisfy.
HAZ-NH-P4 - Existing activities Amend This policy is supported as it encourages and enables investment in resilience works, albeit Amend heading as indicated below so that this policy

Reduce existing natural hazard risk by:

(6) enabling development, upgrade, maintenance
and operation of lifeline utilities and facilities for
essential and emergency services.

hazard protection work is likely to be hampered by the need to comply with other policies, e.g.,
those in the CE chapter.

As noted above, it is unclear what will be regarded as development/upgrade of existing activities/
infrastructure (this policy) versus new (previous policy above). It is submitted that this policy is
suitable to cover both scenarios and HAZ-NH-P3 is not needed.

guides all activities without the need to distinguish
between new and existing activities, as this is
impracticable.

HAZ-NH-P4 — New and Existing activities
Reduce existing natural hazard risk by:
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The specific provisions of the proposal that
my submission relates to are:

| support or
oppose the
specific
provisions or
wish to have
them
amended.

The reasons for my views are:

| seek the following decision from the local
authority:

Amend Port Otago may need to build or replace seawalls/hard protection structures in the future to retain | Amend policy as follows:

HAZ-NH-P7 — Mitigating natural hazards the functionality of commercial port activities in response to climate change. It is concerned

Prioritise risk management approaches that reduce whether this policy can be practically satisfied. Prioritise risk management approaches that reduce

the need for hard protection structures or similar the need for hard protection structures or similar

engineering interventions, and provide for hard Clauses (1) and (2) seem to be repeating/reinforcing the same thing and “essential” is a high bar engineering interventions, and provide for hard

protection structures only when: to satisfy. Clause (3) doesn’t allow any increase/balancing of risk. Often risk reduction measures protection structures only when:

(1) hard protection structures are essential to do increase hazard risk to a minor level in other, less strategic, locations, but overall improve (H-hard-protection-structures-are-essential-to

manage risk to a level the community is able to resilience to essential community infrastructure. manage-risk-to-alevelthe community-is-able-to

tolerate, tolerate;

(2) there are no reasonable alternatives that result (2) there are no reasonable alternatives available that

in reducing the risk exposure, resultin would reduce ing the risk exposure,

(3) hard protection structures would not result in an (3) hard protection structures would not result in an

increase in risk to people, communities and increase in risk to lifeline utility, or a facility for

property, including displacement of risk off-site, essential or emergency services, or a more than

(4) the adverse effects of the hard protection minor risk to other people, communities and property,

structures can be adequately managed, and including displacement of risk off-site,

(5) the mitigation is viable in the reasonably (4) the adverse effects of the hard protection

foreseeable long term or provides time for future structures can be adequately managed, and

adaptation methods to be implemented, or (5) the mitigation is viable in the reasonably

(6) the hard protection structure protects a lifeline foreseeable long term or provides time for future

utility, or a facility for essential or emergency adaptation methods to be implemented, or

services. (6) the hard protection structure protects a lifeline
utility, or a facility for essential or emergency
services.

HAZ-NH-P10 — Coastal hazards Amend While this policy is reflective of the NZCPS (policy 25), the RPS needs to be clearer on why this Amend or delete this provision, so that policy

In addition to HAZ-NH-P1 to HAZ-NH—-P9 above,
on any land that is potentially affected by coastal
hazards over at least the next 100 years:

(1) avoid increasing the risk of social,
environmental and economic harm from coastal
hazards,

(2) ensure no land use change or redevelopment
occurs that would increase the risk to people and
communities from that coastal hazard,

(3) encourage land use change or redevelopment
that reduces the risk from that coastal hazard, and
(4) ensure decision making about the nature, scale
and location of activities considers the ability of
Otago’s people and communities to adapt to, or
mitigate the effects of, sea level rise and climate
change.

policy is necessary in addition to hazard policies AZ-NH-P1 to HAZ-NH-P9 above. As a result of
this duplication, there are currently differing and conflicting policy tests applying to hazard
consideration within the coastal environment, which is unnecessary and is likely to frustrate
effective decision making. It is also unclear how this policy relates to the risk assessment process
outlined in the appendix (APP6).

duplication is avoided within the coastal environment.

Provide clarification on the relationship of this policy
with the hazard risk assessment process in APP6.
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The specific provisions of the proposal that
my submission relates to are:

| support or
oppose the
specific
provisions or
wish to have
them
amended.

The reasons for my views are:

| seek the following decision from the local
authority:

HAZ-NH-M3 — Regional plans
Otago Regional Council must prepare or amend
and maintain its regional plans to:

(7) require a natural hazard risk assessment be
undertaken where an activity requires a resource
consent to change the use of land which will
increase the risk from natural hazards within areas
subject to natural hazards, and where the resource
consent is lodged prior to the natural hazard risk
assessment required by HAZ-NH-M2(1) being
completed, the natural hazard risk assessment
must include: (a) an assessment of the level of
natural hazard risk associated with the proposal in
accordance with APP6, and (b) an assessment
demonstrating how the proposal will achieve the
outcomes set out in Policies HAZ-NH-P3 and
HAZ-NH-P4.

Amend

This method is unclear as to what regional consent activity constitutes land use change, as land
use change is not typically regulated through regional plans. Assessment of hazard risk through
land use change aspects of regional plans would not provide a robust or complete approach.
Either this should be managed through district plans (as per M4) or this method should specify
which regional resource consents are relevant to implement the policies.

Delete clause 7 from this method.

Alternatively, clarity should be provided as to the
specific situation where regional resource consents
will be required to follow the APP6 process and if
applicable, some exemptions should be provided for
small scale activities and/or identify low risk activities
where the APP6 process will not be required.

HAZ-CL—-P14 — Managing contaminated land
Actively manage contaminated or potentially
contaminated land so that it does not pose an
unacceptable risk to people and the environment,
by:

(1) assessing and monitoring contaminant levels
and environmental risks,

(2) protecting human health in accordance with
regulatory requirements,

(3) avoiding, as the first priority, and only where
avoidance is not practicable, mitigating or
remediating, adverse effects of the contaminants on
the environment, and

(4) requiring closed landfills to be managed in
accordance with a closure plan that sets out
monitoring requirements and, where necessary,
any remedial actions required to address ongoing
risks.

Support

Port Otago support this policy as it provides for an appropriate policy pathway, including an
alternative mitigation approach where adverse effects cannot be avoided or remediated.

Retain policy as drafted.

NFL-01 - Outstanding and highly valued
natural features and landscapes

The areas and values of Otago’s outstanding and
highly valued natural features and landscapes are
identified, and the use and development of Otago’s
natural and physical resources results in:

(1) the protection of outstanding natural features
and landscapes, and

(2) the maintenance or enhancement of highly
valued natural features and landscapes.

NFL-P6 — Coastal features and landscapes
Natural features and landscapes located within the
coastal environment are managed by CE-P6 and
implementation of CE—P6 also contributes to
achieving NFL-01.

Amend

Port Otago is concerned that the objective duplicates similar provisions in the CE chapter and the
structure of the supporting policies, which would appear to apply to the whole region until you get
to NFL-P6. Policy NFL-P6 indicates natural features and landscapes within the coastal
environment are managed by CE-P6 and implementation of CE—P6 also contributes to achieving
NFL-O1. In practice, this would still mean the objective here would apply to an activity within the
coastal environment but the policies would not. Furthermore, the objective here is not quite
consistent with the CE objective on the same matter.

A clearer means of indicating provisions which do and do not apply to the coastal environment
should be adopted throughout the RPS (e.g., through use of “coastal icons” and an explanation
that only provisions with those icons apply within the coastal environment).

Clarify, e.g., through use of “coastal icons”
throughout the RPS, which (if any) of the NFL
provisions apply within the coastal environment, in a
manner which avoids any duplication and/or conflict
with the contents of that chapter and the need for
separate policies functioning only as cross
referencing.

Consequential change — delete policy NFL-P6 as it is
simply a cross reference, rather than a specific

policy.
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The specific provisions of the proposal that
my submission relates to are:

| support or
oppose the
specific
provisions or
wish to have
them
amended.

The reasons for my views are:

| seek the following decision from the local
authority:

APP6 — Methodology for natural hazard risk
assessment

Amend

This methodology is very onerous and rather hard to follow.

No clarity is provided as to how /if the hazard policies and this appendix applies to infrastructure
projects or activities within the coastal marine area. Methods HAZ-NH-M3 and HAZ-NH-M4
indicate that it is only intended to be applied to land use change where the regional and district
plan changes to identify hazard areas has not been completed. The policies and this appendix are
not drafted in a manner which reinforces this intention, leaving uncertainty that the APP6 process
could be applied to other resource consent applications.

If it is intended to apply to a wider range of proposals for which resource consent is sought, the
assessment methodology needs to be made more straight forward for resource consent
applications vs plan changes and/or exemptions to this process should be clearly allowed for, for
small scale and low-risk projects.

Amendments that provide clarity on the application of
the APP6 process and a simplified process
depending on its application.

APP9 — Identification criteria for outstanding Oppose No guidance is provided as to what constitutes outstanding versus highly valued natural features, Either map the features within the RPS or provide
and highly valued natural landscapes and seascapes, i.e., the same attributes are listed for both, with no guidance or clear criteria that will assist with mapping the different
features, landscapes and seascapes methodology or actual criteria provided for determination as to what constitutes the different levels | levels of significance within plans.

of significance.

MAP2 — EIT-TRAN-M7 Port Activities Amend Port Otago supports the inclusion of map identifying the key commercial port activities within Amend map to include the indicative position of
Otago Harbour. It is noted however, that the Upper Harbour navigation beacons are missing from Upper Harbour navigation beacons, and amend
the map. For operational reasons, the position of the beacons should be described as “indicative legend on map to provide that the position of all
only” on the map. navigational beacons is “indicative only”.

All Amend As identified throughout this submission, there is duplication between the CE chapter provisions Include “coastal icons” or similar that make it clear
and others throughout the RPS and a lack of clarity. Clarity can be achieved through a simple throughout the RPS, which provisions apply within
coding system, e.g., through use of “coastal icons” and explanatory text, similar to the icons used the coastal environment, and by omission, which do
within the Proposed Natural Resources Regional Plan for Wellington. not apply, along with explanatory text to confirm this.

All Amend Consequential changes may be required as a result of the submissions identified in these Any consequential change required to give effect to

submissions.

the key points outlined in this submission.
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Form 6

Further submission in support of, or in opposition to, submission on notified
proposed Otago Regional Policy Statement 2021

(Submissions must be received by Otago Regional Council by 5pm on Friday 12 November 2021, and by original submitters within 5 working days of service on ORC)
To: Otago Regional Council

1. Name of person making further submission

Port Otago Limited

2. This is a further submission in support of and in opposition to a number of submissions on the Proposed Otago Regional Policy Statement 2021.

3. | am (tick whichever applies and add grounds if required):

A person representing a relevant aspect of the public interest. In this case, also specify the grounds for saying that

you come within this category; or

v a person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general public has. In this case,
also explain the grounds for saying that you come within this category; or
Grounds: p - . . . . . .
ort Otago Limited has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest of the general public, being the

safe and efficient use and development of commercial port activities within the Otago Harbour.

the local authority for the relevant area.

4. | wish to be heard in support of my further submission.

5. If others make a similar submission, | will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing.



6. Further Submitter Details

a. Signature of person making further submission

< {or person authorised to sign on behalf of submitter. A signature is NOT required if you make your submission by electronic means).

— —

—_— ——
/= J —

[ —

b. Signatory name, position, and organisation (if signatory is acting on behalf of a submitter organisation or group referred to at Point 1 above)

Name Kevin Winders
Position Chief Executive

Organisation Port Otago Limited

c. Date

11/11/2021

Address for service of person making further submission (This is where all correspondence will be directed)

d. Contact person (name and designation, if applicable)

Rebecca McGrouther, Environmental Manager

e. Email: (this is our preferred means of contact)

rmcgrouther@portotago.co.nz

f. Telephone:

+64 3472 9716

g. Postal address (or alternative method of service under section 352 of the Act):

15 Beach St, Port Chalmers 9023, New Zealand



https://www.legislation.govt.nz/regulation/public/2003/0153/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM239099#DLM239099

My further submission is:

| support the submission of:

Contact Energy Limited, ID 00318, chris.drayton@contactenergy.co.nz

The particular parts of the submission | support are:

Original submission Support OR The reasons for my support are: | seek that the whole of the submission
point number Oppose be allowed:
00318.022 Support Support consistency with the future NPSIB on | Allow.

this topic.




Form 6

Further submission in support of, or in opposition to, submission on notified
proposed Otago Regional Policy Statement 2021

(Submissions must be received by Otago Regional Council by 5pm on Friday 12 November 2021, and by original submitters within 5 working days of service on ORC)
To: Otago Regional Council

1. Name of person making further submission

Port Otago Limited

2. This is a further submission in support of and in opposition to a number of submissions on the Proposed Otago Regional Policy Statement 2021.

3. | am (tick whichever applies and add grounds if required):

A person representing a relevant aspect of the public interest. In this case, also specify the grounds for saying that

you come within this category; or

v a person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general public has. In this case,
also explain the grounds for saying that you come within this category; or
Grounds: p - . . . . . .
ort Otago Limited has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest of the general public, being the

safe and efficient use and development of commercial port activities within the Otago Harbour.

the local authority for the relevant area.

4. | wish to be heard in support of my further submission.

5. If others make a similar submission, | will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing.



6. Further Submitter Details

a. Signature of person making further submission

(or person authorised to sign on behalf of submitter. A signature is NOT required if you make your submission by electronic means).
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b. Signatory name, position, and organisation (if signatory is acting on behalf of a submitter organisation or group referred to at Point 1 above)

Name Kevin Winders
Position Chief Executive

Organisation Port Otago Limited

c. Date

11/11/2021

Address for service of person making further submission (This is where all correspondence will be directed)

d. Contact person (name and designation, if applicable)

Rebecca McGrouther, Environmental Manager

e. Email: (this is our preferred means of contact)

rmcgrouther@portotago.co.nz

f. Telephone:

+64 3472 9716

g. Postal address (or alternative method of service under section 352 of the Act):

15 Beach St, Port Chalmers 9023, New Zealand



https://www.legislation.govt.nz/regulation/public/2003/0153/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM239099#DLM239099

7. My further submission is:

| support/oppose the submission of:

Dunedin City Council, ID 00139, Anna.Johnson@dcc.govt.nz

The particular parts of the submission | support (or oppose) are:

Original submission
point number

Support OR
Oppose

The reasons for my support/opposition
are:

| seek that the whole of the submission
be allowed (or disallowed):

00139.056

Oppose

Cross-references and footnotes could create
confusion as to the meaning of provisions if it
suggested that the plain meaning is affected
by the NZCPS, and there is no point in such
cross-references and footnotes unless this is
the purpose.

Disallow.

00139.073

Support

Important to recognise that existing activities
need to continue, and that introducing
aquaculture may introduce reverse sensitivity
issues in a particular location.

Allow.
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Form 6

Further submission in support of, or in opposition to, submission on notified
proposed Otago Regional Policy Statement 2021

(Submissions must be received by Otago Regional Council by 5pm on Friday 12 November 2021, and by original submitters within 5 working days of service on ORC)
To: Otago Regional Council

1. Name of person making further submission

Port Otago Limited

2. This is a further submission in support of and in opposition to a number of submissions on the Proposed Otago Regional Policy Statement 2021.

3. | am (tick whichever applies and add grounds if required):

A person representing a relevant aspect of the public interest. In this case, also specify the grounds for saying that

you come within this category; or

v a person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general public has. In this case,
also explain the grounds for saying that you come within this category; or
Grounds: p - . . . . . .
ort Otago Limited has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest of the general public, being the

safe and efficient use and development of commercial port activities within the Otago Harbour.

the local authority for the relevant area.

4. | wish to be heard in support of my further submission.

5. If others make a similar submission, | will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing.



6. Further Submitter Details

a. Signature of person making further submission

(or person authorised to sign on behalf of submitter. A signature is NOT required if you make your submission by electronic means).
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b. Signatory name, position, and organisation (if signatory is acting on behalf of a submitter organisation or group referred to at Point 1 above)

Name Kevin Winders
Position Chief Executive

Organisation Port Otago Limited

c. Date

11/11/2021

Address for service of person making further submission (This is where all correspondence will be directed)

d. Contact person (name and designation, if applicable)

Rebecca McGrouther, Environmental Manager

e. Email: (this is our preferred means of contact)

rmcgrouther@portotago.co.nz

f. Telephone:

+64 3472 9716

g. Postal address (or alternative method of service under section 352 of the Act):

15 Beach St, Port Chalmers 9023, New Zealand
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7. My further submission is:

| support the submission of:

Meridian Energy Limited, ID 00306, andrew.feierabend@meridianenergy.co.nz

The particular parts of the submission | support are:

Original submission Support OR The reasons for my support are: | seek that the whole of the submission

point number Oppose be allowed:

00306.027 Support The objective should follow the higher order | Allow.
direction of the NZCPS and apply to
outstanding but not lessor highly valued
natural features and landscapes.

00306.030 Support The suggested amendments better reflect the | Allow.
higher order direction of the NZCPS.

00306.060 Support The conflicts and priority between competing | Allow.
provisions needs to be clarified.

00306.094 Support The conflicts and priority between competing | Allow.
provisions needs to be clarified.
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Further submission in support of, or in opposition to, submission on notified
proposed Otago Regional Policy Statement 2021
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To: Otago Regional Council

1. Name of person making further submission

Port Otago Limited

2. This is a further submission in support of and in opposition to a number of submissions on the Proposed Otago Regional Policy Statement 2021.

3. | am (tick whichever applies and add grounds if required):

A person representing a relevant aspect of the public interest. In this case, also specify the grounds for saying that

you come within this category; or

v a person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general public has. In this case,
also explain the grounds for saying that you come within this category; or
Grounds: p - . . . . . .
ort Otago Limited has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest of the general public, being the

safe and efficient use and development of commercial port activities within the Otago Harbour.

the local authority for the relevant area.

4. | wish to be heard in support of my further submission.

5. If others make a similar submission, | will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing.



6. Further Submitter Details

a. Signature of person making further submission

__(or person authorised to sign on behalf of submitter. A signature is NOT required if you make your submission by electronic means).
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b. Signatory name, position, and organisation (if signatory is acting on behalf of a submitter organisation or group referred to at Point 1 above)

Name Kevin Winders
Position Chief Executive

Organisation Port Otago Limited

c. Date

11/11/2021

Address for service of person making further submission (This is where all correspondence will be directed)

d. Contact person (name and designation, if applicable)

Rebecca McGrouther, Environmental Manager

e. Email: (this is our preferred means of contact)

rmcgrouther@portotago.co.nz

f. Telephone:

+64 3472 9716

g. Postal address (or alternative method of service under section 352 of the Act):

15 Beach St, Port Chalmers 9023, New Zealand
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7. My further submission is:

| support/oppose the submission of:

Director-General of Conservation, ID 00137, mbrass@doc.govt.nz

The particular parts of the submission | support (or oppose) are:

extent of the coastal environment, in order to
assist plan users to understand which
provisions apply where.

Original submission Support OR The reasons for my support/opposition | seek that the whole (or part) of the
point number Oppose are: submission be allowed (or disallowed):
00137.009 Oppose Scope of changes sought unclear and could Disallow to the extent that any changes affect
affect the safe and efficient use and the operations of POL.
development of commercial port activities
within the Otago Harbour.
00137.050 Oppose It is not always possible or reasonable to Disallow.
expect an enhancement of public access.
00137.058 Support POL agrees it would be useful to map the Allow with the Map being part of the notified

Coastal Plan meaning there is an opportunity
to submit on the contents.
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Form 6

Further submission in support of, or in opposition to, submission on notified
proposed Otago Regional Policy Statement 2021

(Submissions must be received by Otago Regional Council by 5pm on Friday 12 November 2021, and by original submitters within 5 working days of service on ORC)
To: Otago Regional Council

1. Name of person making further submission

Port Otago Limited

2. This is a further submission in support of and in opposition to a number of submissions on the Proposed Otago Regional Policy Statement 2021.

3. | am (tick whichever applies and add grounds if required):

A person representing a relevant aspect of the public interest. In this case, also specify the grounds for saying that

you come within this category; or

v a person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general public has. In this case,
also explain the grounds for saying that you come within this category; or
Grounds: p - . . . . . .
ort Otago Limited has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest of the general public, being the

safe and efficient use and development of commercial port activities within the Otago Harbour.

the local authority for the relevant area.

4. | wish to be heard in support of my further submission.

5. If others make a similar submission, | will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing.



6. Further Submitter Details

a. Signature of person making further submission

«{or person authorised to sign on behalf of submitter. A signature is NOT required if you make your submission by electronic means).

S S Ny

<
b. Signatory name, position, and organisation (if signatory is acting on behalf of a submitter organisation or group referred to at Point 1 above)

Name Kevin Winders
Position Chief Executive

Organisation Port Otago Limited

c. Date

11/11/2021

Address for service of person making further submission (This is where all correspondence will be directed)

d. Contact person (name and designation, if applicable)

Rebecca McGrouther, Environmental Manager

e. Email: (this is our preferred means of contact)

rmcgrouther@portotago.co.nz

f. Telephone:

+64 3472 9716

g. Postal address (or alternative method of service under section 352 of the Act):

15 Beach St, Port Chalmers 9023, New Zealand



https://www.legislation.govt.nz/regulation/public/2003/0153/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM239099#DLM239099

7. My further submission is:

| oppose the submission of:

Kai Tahu ki Otago / Aukaha, ID 00226, sandra@aukaha.co.nz

The particular parts of the submission | oppose are:

Original submission
point number

Support OR
Oppose

The reasons for my opposition are:

| seek that the whole of the submission
be disallowed:

00226.014

Oppose

Submission could conflict with POLs
submission seeking alignment with the
outcome sought though the Port Otago
appeals on the previous RPS before the Court
of Appeal as per POL submission point
00301.044.

Disallow.

00226.016

Oppose

No details are provided on the amendments
sought which seek to cover activities
undertaken by POL including dredging.

Disallow.

00226.149

Oppose

No details are provided on the amendments
sought which seek to cover activities
undertaken by POL including dredging and
stormwater discharges.

Disallow.

00226.150

Oppose

Port Otago opposes any policy that has the
potential to adversely affect the safe and
efficient operation of the ports.

Disallow.

00226.145

Oppose

These amendments will further prevent the
enablement of activities which are necessary
to provide for social, economic and cultural
wellbeing within the coastal marine area.

Disallow.
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Form 6

Further submission in support of, or in opposition to, submission on notified
proposed Otago Regional Policy Statement 2021

(Submissions must be received by Otago Regional Council by 5pm on Friday 12 November 2021, and by original submitters within 5 working days of service on ORC)
To: Otago Regional Council

1. Name of person making further submission

Port Otago Limited

2. This is a further submission in support of and in opposition to a number of submissions on the Proposed Otago Regional Policy Statement 2021.

3. | am (tick whichever applies and add grounds if required):

A person representing a relevant aspect of the public interest. In this case, also specify the grounds for saying that

you come within this category; or

v a person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general public has. In this case,
also explain the grounds for saying that you come within this category; or
Grounds: p - . . . . . .
ort Otago Limited has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest of the general public, being the

safe and efficient use and development of commercial port activities within the Otago Harbour.

the local authority for the relevant area.

4. | wish to be heard in support of my further submission.

5. If others make a similar submission, | will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing.



6. Further Submitter Details

a. Signature of person making further submission

(or person authorised to sign on behalf of submitter. A signature is NOT required if you make your submission by electronic means).

~ -~

7Y = ~

b. Signatory name, position, and organisation (if signatory is acting on behalf of a submitter organisation or group referred to at Point 1 above)

Name Kevin Winders
Position Chief Executive

Organisation Port Otago Limited

c. Date

11/11/2021

Address for service of person making further submission (This is where all correspondence will be directed)

d. Contact person (name and designation, if applicable)

Rebecca McGrouther, Environmental Manager

e. Email: (this is our preferred means of contact)

rmcgrouther@portotago.co.nz

f. Telephone:

+64 3472 9716

g. Postal address (or alternative method of service under section 352 of the Act):

15 Beach St, Port Chalmers 9023, New Zealand



https://www.legislation.govt.nz/regulation/public/2003/0153/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM239099#DLM239099

My further submission is:

| oppose the submission of:

New Zealand Infrastructure Commission, ID 00321, Robert.addison@tewaihanga.govt.nz

The particular parts of the submission | oppose are:

Original submission Support OR The reasons for my opposition are: | seek that the whole of the submission
point number Oppose be disallowed:
00321.106 Oppose Unclear what this definition request will be Disallow unless definition covers the use and

given that document is not currently
available. Would need to include the Ports at
both Port Chalmers and Dunedin City.

development of commercial port facilities.
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Form 6

Further submission in support of, or in opposition to, submission on notified
proposed Otago Regional Policy Statement 2021

(Submissions must be received by Otago Regional Council by 5pm on Friday 12 November 2021, and by original submitters within 5 working days of service on ORC)
To: Otago Regional Council

1. Name of person making further submission

Port Otago Limited

2. This is a further submission in support of and in opposition to a number of submissions on the Proposed Otago Regional Policy Statement 2021.

3. | am (tick whichever applies and add grounds if required):

A person representing a relevant aspect of the public interest. In this case, also specify the grounds for saying that

you come within this category; or

v a person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general public has. In this case,
also explain the grounds for saying that you come within this category; or
Grounds: p - . . . . . .
ort Otago Limited has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest of the general public, being the

safe and efficient use and development of commercial port activities within the Otago Harbour.

the local authority for the relevant area.

4. | wish to be heard in support of my further submission.

5. If others make a similar submission, | will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing.



6. Further Submitter Details

a. Signature of person making further submission

_(or person authorised to sign on behalf of submitter. A signature is NOT required if you make your submission by electronic means).
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b. Signatory name, position, and organisation (if signatory is acting on behalf of a submitter organisation or group referred to at Point 1 above)

Name Kevin Winders
Position Chief Executive

Organisation Port Otago Limited

c. Date

11/11/2021

Address for service of person making further submission (This is where all correspondence will be directed)

d. Contact person (name and designation, if applicable)

Rebecca McGrouther, Environmental Manager

e. Email: (this is our preferred means of contact)

rmcgrouther@portotago.co.nz

f. Telephone:

+64 3472 9716

g. Postal address (or alternative method of service under section 352 of the Act):

15 Beach St, Port Chalmers 9023, New Zealand



https://www.legislation.govt.nz/regulation/public/2003/0153/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM239099#DLM239099

My further submission is:

| oppose the submission of:

Otago Fish & Game Council and the Central South Island Fish & Game Council, ID 00231, nparagreen@fishandgame.org.nz

The particular parts of the submission | oppose are:

| seek that the whole of the submission

the suggested amendments.

Original submission Support OR The reasons for my opposition are:
point number Oppose be disallowed:
00231.009 Oppose Concerned about the RPS terminology and POL wish to be party to changes to the RPS to

address this submission point.
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Form 6

Further submission in support of, or in opposition to, submission on notified
proposed Otago Regional Policy Statement 2021

(Submissions must be received by Otago Regional Council by 5pm on Friday 12 November 2021, and by original submitters within 5 working days of service on ORC)
To: Otago Regional Council

1. Name of person making further submission

Port Otago Limited

2. This is a further submission in support of and in opposition to a number of submissions on the Proposed Otago Regional Policy Statement 2021.

3. | am (tick whichever applies and add grounds if required):

A person representing a relevant aspect of the public interest. In this case, also specify the grounds for saying that

you come within this category; or

v a person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general public has. In this case,
also explain the grounds for saying that you come within this category; or
Grounds: p - . . . . . .
ort Otago Limited has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest of the general public, being the

safe and efficient use and development of commercial port activities within the Otago Harbour.

the local authority for the relevant area.

4. | wish to be heard in support of my further submission.

5. If others make a similar submission, | will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing.



6. Further Submitter Details

a. Signature of person making further submission

(or person authorised to sign on behalf of submitter. A signature is NOT required if you make your submission by electronic means).
S e

/I —

T

b. Signatory name, position, and organisation (if signatory is acting on behalf of a submitter organisation or group referred to at Point 1 above)

Name Kevin Winders
Position Chief Executive

Organisation Port Otago Limited

c. Date

11/11/2021

Address for service of person making further submission (This is where all correspondence will be directed)

d. Contact person (name and designation, if applicable)

Rebecca McGrouther, Environmental Manager

e. Email: (this is our preferred means of contact)

rmcgrouther@portotago.co.nz

f. Telephone:

+64 3472 9716

g. Postal address (or alternative method of service under section 352 of the Act):

15 Beach St, Port Chalmers 9023, New Zealand



https://www.legislation.govt.nz/regulation/public/2003/0153/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM239099#DLM239099

7. My further submission is:

| support/oppose the submission of:

Royal Forest and Bird Protection Society of New Zealand Incorporated, ID 00230, r.zwaan@forestandbird.org.nz

The particular parts of the submission | support (or oppose) are:

Original submission Support OR The reasons for my support/opposition I seek that the whole (or part) of the
point number Oppose are: submission be allowed (or disallowed):
00230.002 Support We are similarly concerned that the use of We seek that the submission is allowed in
the term ‘environmental limits’ has been part depending on the context of each
applied too widely in the RPS. reference concerned. We wish to be involved
in any RPS amendments to address this
submission point.

00230.016 Oppose This change would mean duplicate provisions | Disallow as the plan was not written with that
would apply within the coastal environment, | term intended to apply to the coastal marine
potentially affecting area.
the safe and efficient use and development of
commercial port activities within the Otago
Harbour.

00230.072 Oppose Effects management hierarchies are Disallow.
necessary to provide for the safe and efficient
use and development of commercial port
activities within the Otago Harbour.

00230.038 Oppose Risk that this change could duplicate existing | Disallow.
provisions, affecting the safe and efficient use
and development of commercial port
activities within the Otago Harbour.

00230.039 Oppose There is an obligation on councils to identify Disallow.
areas that require protection, the suggested



mailto:r.zwaan@forestandbird.org.nz

amendment creates further planning
uncertainty.

00230.041 Oppose The RPS already includes a precautionary Disallow.
approach policy at IM-P15.

00230.043 Oppose The RPS already includes prescriptive Disallow.
provisions which give effect to the NZCPS.

00230.023b Oppose No details are provided on the specific policy | Disallow.

sought which could affect activities
undertaken by POL.




Form 6

Further submission in support of, or in opposition to, submission on notified
proposed Otago Regional Policy Statement 2021

(Submissions must be received by Otago Regional Council by 5pm on Friday 12 November 2021, and by original submitters within 5 working days of service on ORC)
To: Otago Regional Council

1. Name of person making further submission

Port Otago Limited

2. This is a further submission in support of and in opposition to a number of submissions on the Proposed Otago Regional Policy Statement 2021.

3. | am (tick whichever applies and add grounds if required):

A person representing a relevant aspect of the public interest. In this case, also specify the grounds for saying that

you come within this category; or

v a person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general public has. In this case,
also explain the grounds for saying that you come within this category; or
Grounds: p - . . . . . .
ort Otago Limited has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest of the general public, being the

safe and efficient use and development of commercial port activities within the Otago Harbour.

the local authority for the relevant area.

4. | wish to be heard in support of my further submission.

5. If others make a similar submission, | will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing.



6. Further Submitter Details

a. Signature of person making further submission

(or person authorised to sign on behalf of submitter. A signature is NOT required if you make your submission by electronic means).

7 N — e ——

[\ P ..
b. Signatory name, p S|t|on7and organisation (if signatory is acting on behalf of a submitter organisation or group referred to at Point 1 above)

Name Kevin Winders
Position Chief Executive

Organisation Port Otago Limited

c. Date

11/11/2021

Address for service of person making further submission (This is where all correspondence will be directed)

d. Contact person (name and designation, if applicable)

Rebecca McGrouther, Environmental Manager

e. Email: (this is our preferred means of contact)

rmcgrouther@portotago.co.nz

f. Telephone:

+64 3472 9716

g. Postal address (or alternative method of service under section 352 of the Act):

15 Beach St, Port Chalmers 9023, New Zealand



https://www.legislation.govt.nz/regulation/public/2003/0153/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM239099#DLM239099

My further submission is:

| support the submission of:

Trojan Holdings Limited(Trojan), ID 00206, ben@cuee.nz

The particular parts of the submission | support are:

Original submission Support OR The reasons for my support are: | seek that the part of the submission be

point number Oppose allowed:

00206.004 Support The RPS does not identify any important That the submission be allowed to the extent
features or values. that it makes the RPS clearer.
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Form 6

Further submission in support of, or in opposition to, submission on notified
proposed Otago Regional Policy Statement 2021

(Submissions must be received by Otago Regional Council by 5pm on Friday 12 November 2021, and by original submitters within 5 working days of service on ORC)
To: Otago Regional Council

1. Name of person making further submission

Port Otago Limited

2. This is a further submission in support of and in opposition to a number of submissions on the Proposed Otago Regional Policy Statement 2021.

3. | am (tick whichever applies and add grounds if required):

A person representing a relevant aspect of the public interest. In this case, also specify the grounds for saying that

you come within this category; or

v a person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general public has. In this case,
also explain the grounds for saying that you come within this category; or
Grounds: p - . . . . . .
ort Otago Limited has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest of the general public, being the

safe and efficient use and development of commercial port activities within the Otago Harbour.

the local authority for the relevant area.

4. | wish to be heard in support of my further submission.

5. If others make a similar submission, | will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing.



6. Further Submitter Details

a. Signature of person making further submission

(gr person authorised to sign on behalf of submitter. A signature is NOT required if you make your submission by electronic means).

.
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T — ) —————
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b. Signatory name, position, and organisation (if signatory is acting on behalf of a submitter organisation or group referred to at Point 1 above)

Name Kevin Winders
Position Chief Executive

Organisation Port Otago Limited

c. Date

11/11/2021

Address for service of person making further submission (This is where all correspondence will be directed)

d. Contact person (name and designation, if applicable)

Rebecca McGrouther, Environmental Manager

e. Email: (this is our preferred means of contact)

rmcgrouther@portotago.co.nz

f. Telephone:

+64 3472 9716

g. Postal address (or alternative method of service under section 352 of the Act):

15 Beach St, Port Chalmers 9023, New Zealand



https://www.legislation.govt.nz/regulation/public/2003/0153/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM239099#DLM239099

My further submission is:

| oppose the submission of:

Wise Response Society Inc, ID 00509, secretary@wiseresponse.org.nz

The particular parts of the submission | oppose are:

Original submission Support OR The reasons for my opposition are: | seek that the whole of the submission
point number Oppose be disallowed:
00509.057 Oppose Submission seeks to protect all natural Disallow.

habitat values and less important surf breaks,
which is not consistent with the NZCPS.
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Form 6

Further submission in support of, or in opposition to, submission on notified
proposed Otago Regional Policy Statement 2021

(Submissions must be received by Otago Regional Council by 5pm on Friday 12 November 2021, and by original submitters within 5 working days of service on ORC)
To: Otago Regional Council

1. Name of person making further submission

Port Otago Limited

2. This is a further submission in support of and in opposition to a number of submissions on the Proposed Otago Regional Policy Statement 2021.

3. | am (tick whichever applies and add grounds if required):

A person representing a relevant aspect of the public interest. In this case, also specify the grounds for saying that

you come within this category; or

v a person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general public has. In this case,
also explain the grounds for saying that you come within this category; or
Grounds: p - . . . . . .
ort Otago Limited has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest of the general public, being the

safe and efficient use and development of commercial port activities within the Otago Harbour.

the local authority for the relevant area.

4. | wish to be heard in support of my further submission.

5. If others make a similar submission, | will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing.



6. Further Submitter Details

a. Signature of person making further submission

-—
-

lgr person authorised to sign on behalf of submitter. A signature is NOT required if you make your submission by electronic means).

——
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b. Signatory name, position, and organisation (if signatory is acting on behalf of a submitter organisation or group referred to at Point 1 above)

—

Name Kevin Winders
Position Chief Executive

Organisation Port Otago Limited

c. Date

11/11/2021

Address for service of person making further submission (This is where all correspondence will be directed)

d. Contact person (name and designation, if applicable)

Rebecca McGrouther, Environmental Manager

e. Email: (this is our preferred means of contact)

rmcgrouther@portotago.co.nz

f. Telephone:

+64 3472 9716

g. Postal address (or alternative method of service under section 352 of the Act):

15 Beach St, Port Chalmers 9023, New Zealand



https://www.legislation.govt.nz/regulation/public/2003/0153/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM239099#DLM239099

My further submission is:

| support the submission of:

Z Energy Limited, BP Qil NZ Limited, Mobil Oil NZ Limited, ID 00510, markl@4sight.co.nz

The particular parts of the submission | support are:

Original submission Support OR The reasons for my support are: | seek that the whole of the submission
point number Oppose be allowed:
00510.041 Support Agree that clause 2 in this provision, which Allow.

requires a reduction of adverse effects from
existing infrastructure when undertaking
infrastructure upgrades, is unreasonable and
uncertain and is likely to be a disincentive to
upgrading infrastructure if the upgrade
involves considerable extra cost in reducing
adverse effects that are minimal.




Form 6

Further submission in support of, or in opposition to, submission on notified
proposed Otago Regional Policy Statement 2021

(Submissions must be received by Otago Regional Council by 5pm on Friday 12 November 2021, and by original submitters within 5 working days of service on ORC)
To: Otago Regional Council

1. Name of person making further submission

Port Otago Limited

2. This is a further submission in support of and in opposition to a number of submissions on the Proposed Otago Regional Policy Statement 2021.

3. | am (tick whichever applies and add grounds if required):

A person representing a relevant aspect of the public interest. In this case, also specify the grounds for saying that

you come within this category; or

v a person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general public has. In this case,
also explain the grounds for saying that you come within this category; or
Grounds: p - . . . . . .
ort Otago Limited has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest of the general public, being the

safe and efficient use and development of commercial port activities within the Otago Harbour.

the local authority for the relevant area.

4. | wish to be heard in support of my further submission.

5. If others make a similar submission, | will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing.



6. Further Submitter Details

a. Signature of person making further submission

(or person authorised to sign on behalf of submitter. A signature is NOT required if you make your submission by electronic means).

_— —_— T

7 \ —— e

b. Signatory name, position, and organisation (if signatory is acting on behalf of a submitter organisation or group referred to at Point 1 above)

Name Kevin Winders
Position Chief Executive

Organisation Port Otago Limited

c. Date

11/11/2021

Address for service of person making further submission (This is where all correspondence will be directed)

d. Contact person (name and designation, if applicable)

Rebecca McGrouther, Environmental Manager

e. Email: (this is our preferred means of contact)

rmcgrouther@portotago.co.nz

f. Telephone:

+64 3472 9716

g. Postal address (or alternative method of service under section 352 of the Act):

15 Beach St, Port Chalmers 9023, New Zealand



https://www.legislation.govt.nz/regulation/public/2003/0153/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM239099#DLM239099

My further submission is:

| oppose the submission of:

Bain Bronwyn, ID 00241, thebainfamily@xtra.co.nz

The particular parts of the submission | oppose are:

Original submission Support OR The reasons for my opposition are: | seek that part of the submission be
point number Oppose disallowed:
00241.002 Oppose While mapping is generally supported to Disallow to the extent any mapping conflicts

provide planning certainty, mapping such
areas without engaging with POL or
considering navigational requirements could
affect the safe and efficient use and
development of commercial port activities
within the Otago Harbour.

with the operational area for POL.



mailto:thebainfamily@xtra.co.nz

Form6

Further submission in support of, or in opposition to, submission ratified
proposedOtago Regional Policy Statement 2021

(Submissionmustbe receivedby OtagoRegionalCounciby 5pm on Friday12 November2021, and by original submitterswithin 5 working daysof serviceon ORG

To: Otago RegionaCouncil

1. Name ofperson making furthersubmission

Port Otago Limited

2. This is a further submission in supportasidin opposition to anumber ofsubmissios on the Proposed Otagdregional Policy Statement 2021
3. | am (ick whichever applieand add grounds if requirgt

A person representing a relevant aspect of the public interest. In this case, also specify the grounds for say
you come within this category; or

a person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general publin tfas case,

also explain the grounds for saying that you come within this category; or

Grounds: Port Otago Limited has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest of the general ipeioigcthe

safe and efficient use and development of commercial port activities within the Otago Harbour.

the local authority for the relevant area

4. |wishto beheardin supportof my further submission

5. If others make a similar submissidrwill consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing



6. Further Submitter Details

a. Signature ofperson making furthersubmission

(or personauthorised to sign on behalf stibmitter. A signature iNOTrequired if you make your submission by electronic means
S,
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b. Signatory nameposition, a‘nd organisatioftf signatoryis actingon behalf ofa submitter organisation or group referred toRoint 1 above

NameKevin Winders
PositionChief Executive

OrganisationPort Otago Limited

c. Date

11/11/2021

Addressfor serviceof person making furthersubmission(Thisiswhereall correspondenceiill be directed

d. Contact persorninameanddesignation;f applicablg

Rebecca McGrouther, Environmental Manager

e. Email:(this is our preferred means of contact)

rmcgrouther@portotago.co.nz

f. Telephone:

+64 3472 9716

g. Postaladdress(or alternativemethodof serviceundersection352 of the Act):

15 Beach St, Port Chalmers 9023, New Zealand




7. My further submission is

| oppose the submission of:

Queenstown Airport CorporatigiD00313,melissa.brook@queenstownairport.co.nz

The particular parts of the submission | oppose are:

and regionally significant infrastructure, the
port has aroutstanding appeal on the 2019
document so in this regard this request is n
supported.

Original submission | Support OR The reasonsfor my opposition are: | seek that part of the submission be
point number Oppose disallowed:
00313.039 Oppose While POL supports recognition for national Disallowin relation to policies in the Coastal

Environment.




Form6

Further submission in support of, or in opposition to, submission ratified
proposedOtago Regional Policy Statement 2021

(Submissionmustbe receivedby OtagoRegionalCounciby 5pm on Friday12 November2021, and by original submitterswithin 5 working daysof serviceon ORG

To: Otago RegionaCouncil

1. Name ofperson making furthersubmission

Port Otago Limited

2. This is a further submission in supportasidin opposition to anumber ofsubmissios on the Proposed Otagdregional Policy Statement 2021
3. | am (ick whichever applieand add grounds if requirgt

A person representing a relevant aspect of the public interest. In this case, also specify the grounds for say
you come within this category; or

a person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general publin tfas case,

also explain the grounds for saying that you come within this category; or

Grounds: Port Otago Limited has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest of the general ipeioigcthe

safe and efficient use and development of commercial port activities within the Otago Harbour.

the local authority for the relevant area

4. |wishto beheardin supportof my further submission

5. If others make a similar submissidrwill consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing



6. Further Submitter Details

a. Signature ofperson making furthersubmission

(or personauthorised to sign on behalf sfibmitter. A signature ilNOTrequired if you make your submission by electronic means

b. Signatory nameposition, and organisationif signatoryis actingon behalf ofa submitter organisation or group referred toRbint 1 above

NameKevin Winders
PositionChief Executive

OrganisationPort Otago Limited

c. Date

11/11/2021

Addressfor serviceof person making furthersubmission(Thisiswhereall correspondenceiill be directed

d. Contact persorninameanddesignation;f applicablg

Rebecca McGrouther, Environmental Manager

e. Email:(this is our preferred means of contact)

rmcgrouther@portotago.co.nz

f. Telephone:

+64 3472 9716

g. Postaladdress(or alternativemethodof serviceundersection352 of the Act):

15 Beach St, Port Chalmers 9023, New Zealand
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Annexure 3

SUBNAME - FULL AFS - EMAIL

Terry Dwayne

info@jetboat.com

Abraham, Ben

abrahambm@gmail.com

Valentine-Robertson, Adair

adairvalrob@gmail.com

Currie, Adam

Adamkmcurrie@gmail.com

Christchurch International Airport Limited
(CIAL)

aime.green@chapmantripp.com

New Zealand Carbon Farming

ainsley@amconsulting.co.nz

Transpower New Zealand Limited

ainsley@amconsulting.co.nz

alastair.logan@rossdowling.co.nz

Oceana Gold (New Zealand) Ltd

alison.paul@oceanagold.com

Baird Alisterbaird

alisterwilliambaird@gmail.com

Lambert, Jeff

alpbuildo3@gmail.com

Meridian Energy Limited

andrew.feierabend@meridianenergy.co.nz

Howson, Andrew Richard

andrewrhowson@gmail.com

Rayonier Matariki Forests

andy.fleming@rayonier.com

Central Otago Winegrowers Association

andy@mishasvineyard.com

Matakanui Gold Limited

anita@townplanning.co.nz

Dennison, Ann

ann.dennison@xtra.co.nz

Central Otago District Council

ann.rodgers@codc.govt.nz

Extinction Rebellion Queenstown Lakes

annasimmonds@gmail.com

Hodges, Suzanne

antiguasue@hotmail.com

Field, Anthony

ants.field@gmail.com

Field, Anthony

ants.field@gmail.com

Kern, Don

apteryx05@gmail.com

Barratt,Andy

asbarratt@gmail.com

Sanford Limited

AUndorf-Lay@sanford.co.nz

Warrington, Aaron

azza76@gmail.com

Ducrot, Barbara

barbara.ducrot@gmail.com

Tanner Rebecca

becsskinner@mac.com

Fonterra Co-operative Group Limited

Ben.Williams@chapmantripp.com

Cain whanau

Ben@cuee.nz

Off Road Adventures Limited

ben@cuee.nz

Trojan Holdings

ben@cuee.nz

Wayfare Group Limited

ben@cuee.nz

Fouke Bernard

bfouke@xtra.co.nz

Liddicoat, Stuart

bigstuliddicoat@gmail.com

Gardner, Bill

billrg54@gmail.com

2500712 | 8842354v1

page 1



mailto:ainsley@amconsulting.co.nz
mailto:alastair.logan@rossdowling.co.nz
mailto:andy.fleming@rayonier.com
mailto:anita@townplanning.co.nz
mailto:annasimmonds@gmail.com

SUBNAME - FULL AFS - EMAIL

Glenpanel Limited Partnership

blair@vivianespie.co.nz

Sipka Holdings Ltd

blair@vivianespie.co.nz

Tussock Rise Ltd

blair@vivianespie.co.nz

Vergeer, Bligh

bligh.vergeer@gmail.com

Turner Brian

blturner@xtra.co.nz

Graymont (NZ) Limited

bmurray@graymont.com

Joostens, Phillip

boaraxa@yahoo.co.nz

Big Stone Forest Limited

bridget.irving@gallawaycookallan.co.nz

Otago Water Resource Users Group

bridget.irving@gallawaycookallan.co.nz

Chung, Cadence

cadencebchung@gmail.com

Khouri Camille

camillekhouri@gmail.com

DairyNZ Limited

Carina.ross@dairynz.co.nz

Ravensdown Limited

carmen@planzconsultants.co.nz

Harbour Fish, Southern Fantastic and Fantastic
Holdings

chanelgardner@yahoo.com

Lowe, Michael

channel_z@hotmail.com

Thomson, Charlie

charliethomsonl6@gmail.com

Contact Energy Limited

chris.drayton@contactenergy.co.nz

Sustainable Tarras Incorporated Society

Chris.goddard@blackswannz.com

Pritchard, Christopher

chris@hhqg.nz

Chorus, New Zealand Limited, Spark New
Zealand Trading Limited and Vodafone New
Zealand

chris@incite.co.nz

Kjelgaard, Chris

chriskjelgaard@hotmail.com

Reitze Christine

christine.reitze@gmail.com

Rose, Christine

christine.rose25@gmail.com

Ballantyne Clara

claraballantyne@columbacollege.school.nz

Karimi, Abtin

cleanwalk.ourplanet@gmail.com

Pilcher, Colleen

colleen@earthsong.org.nz

marcjoniak, krystyna

cooper.krystyna@gmail.com

Calder Stewart

Craig.Maaka@calderstewart.co.nz

Greenpeace Aotearoa and 1259 supporters /
direct submitters

crose@greenpeace.org

Southern Inshore Fisheries Management
Company Limited

cscott@southerninshore.co.nz

Currie, Mike currance@xtra.co.nz
Miller Zena cyrilzena@xtra.co.nz
Elliott, Joy d.elliott@xtra.co.nz

Sycamore, Darryl

Darryl@terramark.co.nz

Thomson Dawn

dawnthomson@xtra.co.nz

Casey-Douglas, Debbie

dcleadlights@outlook.com
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Chambers, Lady Deborah

debchambers@bankside.co.nz

Wolken, Deborah

deborahwolken@gmail.com

Davies, Laurie

deloreanx2@gmail.com

Campbell Demelza

demelzaharris@hotmail.com

Daisy Link Garden Centres Limited

Derek.mclachlan@gallawaycookallan.co.nz

Welschof, Dirk

dirk.welschof@gmx.de

Jones, Danelle

dnell.jones@gmail.com

Ballance Agri-Nutrients Ltd

dominic.adams@ballance.co.nz

Suszko Donna

donna.suszko99@gmail.com

Chapman Jon

doubleopards@hotmail.com

Hawkins, David

drhawkins50@gmail.com

Kaufman, Dylan

dylan.kaufman123@gmail.com

Parcell, Edgar

edgarparcell@xtra.co.nz

Fischer, Elaine

efischer@workmail.com

Waitaki Irrigators Collective Limited

ejcsoal@icloud.com

Federated Farmers of New Zealand

elinscott@fedfarm.org.nz

Lakin, Emma

ems.lakin@hotmail.com

Environmental Justice Otepoti

environmentaljusticeotepoti@gmail.com

Queenstown Lakes District Council

Erin.auchterlonie@qldc.govt.nz

Paul Estee

esteepaulé@gmail.com

Lopes, Eva

evamplopes@gmail.com

Skinner, Evelyn, M

evelynm.skinnerl@gmail.com

Skinner_Evelyn_M

evelynm.skinnerl@gmail.com

Shaping Our Future

executive@shapingourfuture.org.nz

Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga

fdavies@heritage.org.nz

felicity@incite.co.nz

Duncan, Brent & Kelley

fishybrent@hotmail.co.nz

Micoud Florence

florencemicoud@gmail.com

Foothills Mining Ltd

foothillsmining@gmail.com

Anderson Frances

francesanderson784@gmail.com

Griffin, J Frank T

frank.griffin@otago.ac.nz

Mercury NZ Ltd.

fraser.graafhuis@mercury.co.nz

Hogg, Gary

garyhogg2004@xtra.co.nz

Harriss, Gavin

gavin@paydirt.co.nz

Kerby Georgia

georgiakerby@gmail.com

Gerber, Daniel

gerberasetz@yahoo.com

AgResearch Limited

graeme.mathieson@mitchelldaysh.co.nz

Rural Contractors New Zealand Inc.

graeme.mathieson@mitchelldaysh.co.nz
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Central Otago Heritage Trust

grayeshattky@gmail.com

Gregory Nicky

gregorynicky@icloud.com

Adams, GYPSY-JAZZ

gypsy.jazz666@hotmail.com

Thomson Chris

gytommo@xtra.co.nz

price Frances

hadlow@beswickprice.net

Dawood Hana

hana.groot@gmail.com

lentell harry

harrylentell4@gmail.com

Stent Hayley

hayley.stent@outlook.com

James Helen

helenj83@live.com

Melbourne Janet

herbmed@xtra.co.nz

Herlihy, Gavan James

herlihy@xtra.co.nz

Dove Holly

hollydove88@gmail.com

Frazer, lan

ian.frazer@gmail.com

Carpenter, lan

iancrpntr@gmail.com

Toitd Te Whenua, Land Information New
Zealand

IGunn@LINZ.govt.nz

Scott llona

ilonkazofia@gmail.com

Cosy Homes Charitable Trust

info@cosyhomes.org.nz

Fluit Irene

irenefluit@gmail.com

Kroon, Hanneke

jakro@pl.net

Scown, Jan

jan.scown@icloud.com

Atkinson Janet

janack@xtra.co.nz

Black, Jane

jane.black14@gmail.com

Ngai Tahu Forestry

jane.higgins@ntforestry.co.nz

Wickham, Jane

jane.wickham@icloud.com

Oliver, Jared

jared_m_oliver@hotmail.com

Pereira, Janet

jaynedpereira2@gmail.com

Hartstone Jayne

jaynemadeline@gmail.com

Thorne Jeanette

jcanthorne@gmail.com

Thorne Jeanette

jcanthorne@gmail.com

Fisheries New Zealand, Ministry for Primary

jean.davis@mpi.govt.nz

Industries
Olsen Jen jen.olsen@slingshot.co.nz
Straterra jeremy@straterra.co.nz

Sullivan, Jillian

jilliansullivan25@gmail.com

Hopkins, Jim

jimhop46@gmail.com

Aurora Energy Limited

angus.robertson@auroraenergy.nz

Marshall, Jonathan

joe8326@gmail.com

Highton, John

John.highton@otago.ac.nz
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Upper Clutha Angling Club

johnbinney@iinet.net.au

Dickson John

johncrawforddickson@gmail.com

Williams John

johngwill43@gmail.com

Ronald, David jronald86@outlook.com
Stevenson, Judy judystevenson@xtra.co.nz
WAI Wanaka julie@waiwanaka.nz

Swainson, Karen

karen_knighton@hotmail.com

Lawrie, Karla

karla.lawrie@gmail.com

Ministry of Education

Kate.Graham@beca.com

Alluvium Ltd and Stoney Creek Mining Ltd

kate.mckenzie@tprl.co.nz

Danny Walker, Peter Hall, Cold Gold Clutha Ltd
and Awa Koura Mining Ltd

kate.mckenzie@tprl.co.nz

Goodman Kate

kateegoodman@gmail.com

Otago Rock Lobster Industry Association Inc
and Pauamac 5 Incorporated

katekhesson@gmail.com

Blackthorn Lodge Glenorchy Limited

katharine.hockly@laneneave.co.nz

Flanagan, Katherine

katherine.m.flanagan@gmail.com

Waite Katrine

katywaite51@gmail.com

Boland Kayla

kayla.boland87@gmail.com

Sharpe, Kelly Ann

kellygynz@hotmail.com

Baker,, Kelsey

kelsey baker@hotmail.com

University of Otago

kevin.wood@otago.ac.nz

Girling,Kit Kit.girling@gmail.com
McGregor, Kitt kittmcgregor@gmail.com
Rose, Julie kiwimusume@gmail.com

Achari, Komal

komal_achari@hotmail.com

Ellis Kylie

kyeellisl@gmail.com

Matheson Maire

lachlan.maire@gmail.com

Jarvis, Stephen

lastljarvis@gmail.com

Maryhill Limited

laura.mclaughlan@al.nz

Mt Cardrona Station

laura.mclaughlan@al.nz

LAC Properties Trustees Limited

laura.mclaughlan@al.nz

Lane Hocking

laura.mclaughlan@al.nz

Universal Developments Hawea Limited

laura.mclaughlan@al.nz

Universal Developments Hawea Limited and
Lane Hocking

laura.mclaughlan@al.nz

Horticulture New Zealand

amelia.scharting@holmmajurey.nz

Horticulture New Zealand

nicola.buxeda@holmmajurey.nz

Horticulture New Zealand

louise.ford@holmmajurey.nz

Anderson, Lesley

lesleyma2016@gmail.com
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Liddell, Elizabeth

lidmail@xtra.co.nz

Dowsett Lila

lila.dowsett@gmail.com

Beef + Lamb New Zealand Ltd

may.ponsonby@beeflambnz.co.nz

Buxton, Linda

linda.buxton24@gmail.com

Hoskin, Linda

linda.hoskin@windowslive.com

Deer Industry New Zealand

Lindsay.Fung@deernz.org

Marshall, Lis

lis.marshall@icloud.com

Scurrah Lisa

lisa.scurrah@gmail.com

Fire and Emergency New Zealand — Te Kei
Region (Otago/Southland)

liz.metsers@fireandemergency.nz

Palmer, Liz

lizetapalmer@gmail.com

van Heugten, Melle

lizzy.vanh@gmail.com

Jarvis, Linda

ljarvis.gt@gmail.com

McCall, Lloyd

lloyd@m90fs.co.nz

Pomahaka Water Care Group

lloyd@m90fs.co.nz

Lawrence, Louise

loulaw22@gmail.com

Reeves Saleema

ma.saleema@xtra.co.nz

Minister for the Environment

Macaela.flanagan@mfe.govt.nz

Cuthers, Maggie

maggiecuthers@gmail.com

Gollan Malcolm

malcolmgollan@gmail.com

Waitaki Whitestone Geopark Trust

manager@whitestonegeopark.nz

Sinclair Manu

manu.sinclair@xtra.co.nz

Darby Asset Management LP, Henley Downs
Farm Holdings Ltd, Willow Pond Farm Ltd,
Glendhu Bay Trustees Ltd, Glencoe Land
Development Company Ltd, Mt Christina Ltd,
Jacks Point Land Ltd, Jacks Point Village
Holdings No 2 Ltd, Lowburn Land Holdings LP,
Blackmans Creek Holdings Limited

maree.baker-galloway@al.nz

Waihopai Rinaka, Te Rinanga Oraka
Aparima, Te Rinanga o Awarua

maria.bartlett@tami.maori.nz

Davi Marianna

marianna.davi@hotmail.com

Henderson Marie-Claire

marieclaire.henderson@gmail.com

Horwell Marion

marionhorwell@gmail.com

Z Energy Limited, BP Qil NZ Limited, Mobil Qil
NZ Limited

gavin.mccullagh@slrconsulting.com

Z Energy Limited, BP Oil NZ Limited, Mobil Oil
NZ Limited

miles.rowe@slrconsulting.com

Ara Poutama Aotearoa the Department of
Corrections

maurice.dale @boffamiskell.co.nz

Carter—Gerald (passed away send info to
Maximillian Carter-Smith)

max@cartersmith.co.nz

Leusink, Maxim,

maxim_leusink@hotmail.com
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Baird, Matthew

mbairdnz@gmail.com

Director-General of Conservation

mbrass@doc.govt.nz

Frew, Sharon

mccomb.frew@xtra.co.nz

McDonald, Mark

mcdonaldmac@ctra.co.nz

Network Waitaki Limited (“NWL”")

megan.justice@mitchelldaysh.co.nz

PowerNet Limited

megan.justice@mitchelldaysh.co.nz

Queenstown Airport Corporation Ltd

melissa.brook@queenstownairport.co.nz

Remy, Melanie

melotago@gmail.com

Tait Merren

merrentait@gmail.com

Wapstra, Miem

miemkrieger@gmail.com

Business South Inc

mike.collins@business-south.org.nz

Keir, Mike

mike@jfk.nz

Keller Christine

mindmade@hotmail.com

Kramer, Mark J

mjkramer@xtra.co.nz

Schlup Matrtin

mkschlup@xtra.co.nz

Marquand, Marion

mmargquand@hotmail.com

Marquand, Marion

mmarquand@hotmail.com

Hattrill, Richard

mmscreening@bigpond.com

Monckton Brian

monckton.brian@gmail.com

Morgan, Andrea

morgie@orcon.net.nz

Evans, Meg

mp3evans@outlook.com

Angus, Alistair; Singleton, Robert; Bryant,
Neville; Rivett, Ruth; Mckenzie, David and
Fiona; Britton, Tania; Burrel, Marie; Young,
Keri; Tayler, Kate; Afleck, Vern

Mrangus57@gmail.com

Lamb Toria

mstorialamb@gmail.com

Vergeer, Marius

mvergeerforestry@farmside.co.nz

Bean Misty

mystiel@hotmail.com

James, Neil

neiljames.otago@gmail.com

Mokihinui Gold Ltd

nevisnugget@gmail.com

Aotearoa Water Action (AWA)

ngladding@hotmail.com

Dawson, Nick

nickqueer@hotmail.com

Manawa Energy (formerly Trustpower Limited)

nicola.foran@manawaenergy.co.nz

Abela serra, Robert

No AFS

Abrey, L. Anne No AFS
Adams, Kaatje No AFS
Adams, Sarah No AFS
Adamson, Drew No AFS
Agnew, Patrick No AFS
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Alaska, Al No AFS
Alcock, Jensen No AFS
Alderston, Susan No AFS
Allen, Marianne No AFS
Almotlag, Mohammed No AFS
Ameye-Bevers, Heather No AFS
Amsler, Mark No AFS
Ananda, Asunta No AFS
Ananda, Bhajan No AFS
Ananda, Kiran No AFS
Anders, Sam No AFS
Anderson, Larry No AFS
Andrews, Diana No AFS
Andrews, Dorothy No AFS
Andrews, Suzy No AFS
Angell, JI No AFS
Angelo, Elizabeth No AFS
Anne Mills, Kerry No AFS
Anonymous 03/07/2021 No AFS
Anonymous 05/07/2021 A No AFS
Anonymous 05/07/2021 B No AFS
Anonymous 27/06/2021 No AFS
Anonymous 29/06/2021 No AFS
Anonymous 30/06/2021 A No AFS
Anonymous 30/06/2021 B No AFS
Arias, Laura No AFS
Armstrong-West, Dael No AFS
arne Strand, Jon No AFS
arne Strand, Jon No AFS
Arthur, Michael No AFS
Artman, Cara No AFS
Ashburn, Andrew No AFS
Asquith, Alec No AFS
Astle, Rene No AFS
Atkinson, Clare No AFS
Audley, Sandra No AFS
August, Andy No AFS
Azzam, Rana No AFS
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Baaijens, M No AFS
Bach, John No AFS
Baker, Caterina No AFS
Ballantine, Trudy No AFS
Balls, Carolyn No AFS
Bampton, Sarah No AFS
Barclay, Cathy No AFS
Barclay, Sharyn No AFS
Barlow, Geoff No AFS
Barnes, James No AFS
Barnes, James No AFS
Barringham, Steven No AFS
Barsby, Ann No AFS
Baskett, Don No AFS
Bassett, Sheryl No AFS
Batchaeva, Marina No AFS
Bateman, Carly No AFS
Bates, Jo No AFS
Baughen, Sally No AFS
Baumgartner, Cornelia No AFS
Baxter, Rod No AFS
Beal, Chris No AFS
Beardsall, Jean No AFS
Beaton, Michele No AFS
Bechet, Laurence No AFS
Becker, Melanie No AFS
Beddcs, Gyula No AFS
Beekhuis, Conny No AFS
Belcher, Carol No AFS
Belkina, Elena No AFS
Bell, Andrew No AFS
Bell, Samantha No AFS
Bell, Shakila No AFS
Benjamin, Ashor No AFS
Bennett, Eva No AFS
Bennett, Mark No AFS
Bennetts, Norm No AFS
Benson, Eric No AFS
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Benter-lynch, Sophia No AFS
Berg, Helena No AFS
Bernicot, Cecile No AFS
Berriman, Jay No AFS
Besier, Thor No AFS
Besly Roby No AFS
Beu, John No AFS
BHIKHA, RAMAN No AFS
Bishop, Karen No AFS
Bishop, Trudi No AFS
Blackwood, Barbara No AFS
Blakely, Phil No AFS
Blanchfield, Penelope No AFS
Blanchfield, Penelope No AFS
Blanken, Bernard No AFS
Blasco, Natalie No AFS
Blundell, Tom No AFS
Boeinghoff, Hubert No AFS
Booker, Ros No AFS
Booth, Brendon No AFS
Booth, Brendon No AFS
Borthwick, Miriam No AFS
Borthwick, Miriam No AFS
Bose, Rachel No AFS
Bostic, Marty No AFS
Bostock, Vic No AFS
Botardo, Ray No AFS
Botha, Gray No AFS
Bovy, Sandra No AFS
Boyes, Jonathan No AFS
Bradfo, Steve No AFS
Bradshaw, Warwick No AFS
Braghiroli, Iris No AFS
Brandon, Nick No AFS
Brasseur, Liliane No AFS
Braun-elwert, Anne No AFS
Bretschneider, Ulrich No AFS
Briant, Finn No AFS
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Briggs, Angela No AFS
Briggs, Kent No AFS
Brimacombe, Phil No AFS
Brines, Sam No AFS
Britton, Karen No AFS
Brooke, Anna No AFS
Brooke, Jason No AFS
Broughton, Catherine No AFS
Brown, Jess No AFS
Brown, Kim No AFS
Brown, Lynne No AFS
brown, valerie No AFS
Browne, Eleanor No AFS
Browne, Joy No AFS
Bruce, Terry No AFS
Brunke, Stefan No AFS
Bryce, Patrina No AFS
Bryden, Christine No AFS
Bryers, Te Aho Cheryl Lynne No AFS
Buchanan, Margaret clare No AFS
Buchanan, Margaret clare No AFS
Bulis, Jifi No AFS
Bullock, Catherine No AFS
Bunckenburg, Gail No AFS
Burgoyne, Kate No AFS
Burman, Stella No AFS
burton, mo No AFS
Butterfield, deborah No AFS
Button, Ray No AFS
Cabreana, Virginia No AFS
Cairns, Robert No AFS
Caithness, Anna No AFS
CALDERBANK, Pat No AFS
Caldwell, Katherine No AFS
Callanan, Glen No AFS
Callister, Sandy No AFS
Cambridge, Carey No AFS
Camp, Preston No AFS
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Campen, Dave No AFS
Campion, Ari No AFS
Cantwell, Jp No AFS
Capela, Cristina No AFS
Carbery, Beth No AFS
Carbines, Jacqueline No AFS
Carter, Frances No AFS
Catt, Carolyn No AFS
Cavazza, Boris No AFS
Celik, Zehra No AFS
Cervera, Isabel No AFS
Chai, Lydia No AFS
Chandra, Bhavna No AFS
Chapman, Lee No AFS
Chapman, Sam No AFS
chapman, Susan No AFS
Chappell, Sheila No AFS
Cheret, Laurent No AFS
Cheung Woo, Tak No AFS
Ching, Grant No AFS
Choi, Brenda No AFS
Cholmondeley-smith, Yolanda No AFS
Christensen, Sally-anne No AFS
Christianson, Jenny No AFS
christin Dewor, Dr. janine No AFS
Clancy, Gary No AFS
Clark, David No AFS
clark, john No AFS
Clarke, Grayce No AFS
Claudio, Jessica No AFS
Clayton, Jan No AFS
Clements, Valerie No AFS
cloonan, matt No AFS
Close, Brian No AFS
Coates, Roger No AFS
Cockburn, Michelle No AFS
Coe, Kate No AFS
Cole, Rosemary No AFS
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Cole, Ruth No AFS
Colijn, Johanna No AFS
Collie, David No AFS
Collings, Trevor No AFS
Collingwood, Stephen No AFS
Collins, Annie No AFS
Conard, Linc No AFS
Condon, Bunty No AFS
Condon, Sandra No AFS
Connell, Krystine No AFS
Connock, Nadine No AFS
conti, Mary No AFS
Cook, Steve No AFS
Cooke, Peter No AFS
Cooper, Deryn No AFS
Cooper, Deryn No AFS
Cooper, Nigel No AFS
Cootes, Lou No AFS
Coriani, Angelina No AFS
Cortez, Pablo No AFS
Cosgrove, Simon No AFS
Cottingham, Michelle No AFS
Cottle, Margaret No AFS
Cottrell, William No AFS
Cox, Jeremy No AFS
Cragg, Paul No AFS
Craw, Sven No AFS
Crawford, Holly No AFS
Crichton, Bianca No AFS
Crichton, Jasmine No AFS
Crichton, Jasmine No AFS
Crichton, Jeremy No AFS
Crooks, Dianne No AFS
Cross, Anita No AFS
Crowther, Toni No AFS
Cumming, Annette No AFS
Currie, Sel No AFS
Curtis, Jackie No AFS
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Dadley, Katherine No AFS
Dakin, Lindsey No AFS
Dale, Jake No AFS
Dallas, Sally No AFS
Darbey, Gilly No AFS
Das, Ramon No AFS
Dasgupta, Sumit No AFS
Dashfield, Daphne No AFS
Davi, Mariaioanna No AFS
Davidson, John No AFS
Davies, Tim No AFS
Davis, Fleur No AFS
Davison, Rosie No AFS
Dawber, Colleen No AFS
De forges, Irene No AFS
De jong, Bert No AFS
De Jong, Klarie No AFS
De Lacey, Max No AFS
De Ronde, Nina No AFS
De Sousa, Kristin No AFS
De Vries, Renae No AFS
Deakins, David No AFS
Degendorfer, Christina No AFS
Delarue, Peter No AFS
Dellabarca, Wayne No AFS
Dellabarca, Wayne No AFS
Demmers, Petra No AFS
Demoulins de riols, Béatrice No AFS
detemmerman, yo No AFS
Devantier, Lyndon No AFS
Dewhurst, Ruby No AFS
Dey, Brian No AFS
Diaz, MCarmen No AFS
Dick, Judy No AFS
Diedericks, Tania No AFS
Dill, Jennifer No AFS
Dixon, Jean No AFS
Dodds, Greg No AFS
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Dods, Margaret No AFS
Dods, Margaret No AFS
Dods, Margaret No AFS
Dods, Margaret No AFS
Dods, Margaret No AFS
Doherty, Stewart No AFS
Dolamore, Dinah No AFS
Douglas, Andrea No AFS
Drake, Warren No AFS
Dreaver, Carolyn No AFS
Dreaver, Carolyn No AFS
Dromgool, Stewart No AFS
Drumright, Chris No AFS
Duncan, Wayne No AFS
Dunkley, Judy No AFS
Dunn, Kevin No AFS
Durent, Reuben No AFS
Dymond, Michael No AFS
Eagle, Brent No AFS
Eales, Marilyn No AFS
Eaton, Tammy No AFS
Edgar, Caroline No AFS
Edgar, Pat No AFS
Edney, Karen No AFS
Ekenberg, Daniel No AFS
Ellis, Debra No AFS
Ellis, June No AFS
Elsmore, Bronwyn No AFS
Elsworth, Elizabeth No AFS
Elworthy, Harriet No AFS
Emmerson, Ayla No AFS
Emmerson, Dean No AFS
Empson, Victoria No AFS
Engels, Angelika No AFS
Esselbrugge, Rintje (Ron) No AFS
Eulry, Nathalie No AFS
Evans, Jo No AFS
Everard, Frances No AFS
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Fahey, Maria No AFS
Fairbrother, Jenny No AFS
Fairhurst, Michael No AFS
Fannin, Nigel No AFS
Fardoulis, Emmanuel No AFS
Fassin, Anne No AFS
Ferrari, Angela No AFS
Ferriani, Riccardo No AFS
Finlay, Anne No AFS
Finlayson, Elizabeth No AFS
Fitzgerald, Bryan No AFS
Fitzgerald, Neil No AFS
Fitzgerald, Neil No AFS
FitzGerald, Patricia No AFS
Fitzgibbon, Lisa No AFS
Fogliacco, Elisa No AFS
Fogliani, Sandra No AFS
Fong, Benson No AFS
Font, Nico No AFS
Forde, Bryan No AFS
Forgus, Lorna No AFS
Forlong, Rodney No AFS
Forman, Janet No AFS
Fortuny, Christelle No AFS
Foster, Lorraine No AFS
Fowler, Wendy No AFS
Fox, Hemi No AFS
Fox, Rae No AFS
Franceski, Dalibor No AFS
Francina, Franceska No AFS
Francis, Jez No AFS
Frater, Brendon No AFS
Fredricson, Wayne No AFS
Friedeborn, Dr. Hildegard No AFS
Friedlander, Emily No AFS
Fritz, Heather No AFS
Fuentes, Manel No AFS
Fullam, Michael No AFS
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Fulton, Cris No AFS
Fyfe, Annie No AFS
Gagan, Mary No AFS
Gailani, Nawar No AFS
Gaitens, Ailison No AFS
Garcia, Raul No AFS
Gardiner, Richard No AFS
Gardner, Brian No AFS
Gardner, James No AFS
Garnett, Joy No AFS
Garrett, Anne No AFS
Gengo, Julie No AFS
Gergovski, Hristo No AFS
Giess, Andrew No AFS
Gilbert, Fiona No AFS
Gilbert, Jes No AFS
Gilkison, Nicky No AFS
Gillies, Hunter No AFS
Gilmore, Yvonne No AFS
Gisquet, Oriane No AFS
Glaister, Peter No AFS
Glass, Perri No AFS
Glasser, Mark No AFS
Gleeson, Matthew No AFS
Gleeson, Matthew No AFS
Godliman, Sarah No AFS
Goldsmith, Marc No AFS
Gooding, Jennifer No AFS
Goodrich, John No AFS
Gould, Michael No AFS
Granitzer, Guenther No AFS
Graves, Nathan No AFS
Gray, Yvonne No AFS
Green, Kirsten No AFS
Green, Les No AFS
Green, Lorraine No AFS
Green, Mary No AFS
Greene, Nicole No AFS
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Greene, Philip No AFS
Greenwood, Alex No AFS
Gregory, Peter No AFS
Grey, Anne No AFS
Grice, Cheryl No AFS
Gumbrell, Joanne No AFS
Gumiero, Giampietro No AFS
Gunn, Jason No AFS
Gunst, Branden No AFS
Gurney, Trixie No AFS
Hacking, John No AFS
Hacking, John No AFS
Haddad, Monica No AFS
Haggerty, Jason No AFS
Hall, Heather No AFS
Halliday, Justine No AFS
Hamilton, Noel No AFS
Hammarsal, Maya No AFS
Hancock, Doreen No AFS
Hanowski, Roswitha No AFS
Hansen, Glenys No AFS
Harding, Tim No AFS
Harris, Anthony No AFS
Harris, Jocelyn No AFS
Harris, Jon No AFS
Hart, Patricia No AFS
Harty, Kevin No AFS
Hatvani, Edina No AFS
Hauenstein, Christine No AFS
Hayler, Philip No AFS
Haynes, Taryn No AFS
Hazelton, Margaret No AFS
Heaphy, Alex No AFS
Hearn, Elissa No AFS
Hearn, Elissa No AFS
Heath-johnson, Seb No AFS
Hedges, Alison No AFS
Hedges, Greg No AFS

2500712 | 8842354v1 page 18



SUBNAME - FULL AFS - EMAIL

Henderson, Julz No AFS
Henderson, Kelsey No AFS
Henderson, Sissiel No AFS
Hendrickson, Alana No AFS
Hennig, Joerg No AFS
Henning, Kathleen No AFS
Hepburn, Adam No AFS
Hepworth, Ron No AFS
Hicks, Sandra No AFS
Higgins, John No AFS
Hill, Richard No AFS
Hinds, Geoffrey No AFS
Hines, Craig No AFS
Hipp, Christian No AFS
Hippolite, Tyler No AFS
Hirose, Geoffry No AFS
Hirst, Fred No AFS
Hodson, Linda No AFS
Hoeg, Heidi No AFS
Hoey, Emma No AFS
Hoff, Mads No AFS
Hofstaetter, Cornelia No AFS
Hokke, Bob No AFS
Holland, Virginia No AFS
Holland, Virginia No AFS
Holliday, Andrew No AFS
Hollinrake, Mark No AFS
Hollins, Amber No AFS
Holloway, Rachael No AFS
Holman, Delphine No AFS
Holmes, Yvonne No AFS
Homan, Teresa No AFS
Horne, Sandie No AFS
Houston, Mairin No AFS
Howell, Michael No AFS
Hudson, Faye No AFS
Hudson, Martin No AFS
Huebner, Shanti No AFS
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Hunt, Christopher John No AFS
Hunt, Peter No AFS
Hunter, Kathleen No AFS
Hurford, Charles No AFS
Hush, lain No AFS
Hustwick, Grace No AFS
Hutchinson, Adrienne No AFS
Hutchison, Andrew No AFS
Ikeda, Shinichi No AFS
Inglis, Joan No AFS
loannou, Tavama No AFS
Isaacs, Chris No AFS
Isaacs, Chris No AFS
Isaacs, June No AFS
Ishii kiefer, Takako No AFS
Ivermee, Paige No AFS
Jackson, Cathy No AFS
Jackson, Hilary No AFS
Jackson, lvor No AFS
Jackson, Louisa No AFS
Jackson, Peter No AFS
Jacobs, Paddy No AFS
Jacobsen, Geoff No AFS
Jacques, Denise No AFS
Jak, Gerard No AFS
James, Jennifer No AFS
Jamieson, Karen No AFS
Jarni, Lidija No AFS
Jefferson, Annie No AFS
Jeffery, Graeme & Jane No AFS
Jehan, Susan No AFS
Jenks, Alan No AFS
Jend, Prokop No AFS
Jend, Prokop No AFS
Jensen, Cathy No AFS
Jensen, John No AFS
Jensen, Kate No AFS
Jeths, Karl No AFS
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Jeune, Margaret No AFS
Jezard, Portia No AFS
Johannessen, Fiona No AFS
Johanson, Erica No AFS
Johansson, Anais No AFS
John, Matthias No AFS
Johnson, Cheryl No AFS
Johnston, Beverley No AFS
Johnston, Zoe No AFS
Jones, Kirsty No AFS
Jones, Miriam No AFS
Jones, Miriam No AFS
Jones, Petra No AFS
Jones, Roberta No AFS
Jones, Robyn No AFS
Jones, Warren No AFS
Jowitt, Joseph No AFS
Joézefowska, Dominika No AFS
Jurgeleit, Alysha No AFS
Jury, Aaron No AFS
Kall, Martina No AFS
Kamphuis, Sonja No AFS
Kanaris, Dimitri No AFS
Kane, Rory No AFS
Kaos, Sylvie No AFS
Kay, Thomas No AFS
KAYES, Anne No AFS
Keck, Fabian No AFS
Keenan, Jason No AFS
Keillor, Terry No AFS
Keith-kirk, Fiona No AFS
Kelly, Les No AFS
Kelly, Sabrina No AFS
Keown, Raymond No AFS
Kerr-Laurie, Emma No AFS
Kerstens, Ewen No AFS
kincer, m. No AFS
Kindley, Loryn No AFS
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King, Nicola No AFS
Kingsbury Hale, Zara No AFS
Kippenberg, Simon No AFS
Kirkwood, Lucy No AFS
Kislak, Miriam No AFS
Kiss, Adrienn No AFS
Kittel, Narnia No AFS
Klubien, Kristine No AFS
Knight, Arron No AFS
Knight, Paul No AFS
Knighton, Tanya No AFS
Knill, Barbara No AFS
Kokich, Angela No AFS
Kokich, Angela No AFS
Kokich, Angela No AFS
Kolff, Inez No AFS
Koll, Werner No AFS
Kooy, Susan No AFS
koritz, Raleigh No AFS
Kraayenhof, Jannie No AFS
Kraus, Marion No AFS
Krause, Doug No AFS
Kreiner, Dennis No AFS
Kring, Juli No AFS
Kristiansen, John No AFS
Kroger, Klaus No AFS
krupa, janet No AFS
Kuepry, Julie No AFS
La Grotteria, Brenda No AFS
Laing, David No AFS
Laing, Kathleen No AFS
Land, Clare No AFS
Langbein, Prue No AFS
Laurie, Beverley-ann No AFS
Lauterbach, Beate No AFS
Laverdure, Lara No AFS
Lawrence, Hayley No AFS
Lawson-te Aho, Keri No AFS
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Le Lievre, Maree No AFS
Leadbeater, Maire No AFS
Lee, Shaun No AFS
Lee, Wai ming No AFS
Leggott, Julianne No AFS
Lennox, Heather No AFS
Leonard, Taryn No AFS
Leonard, Taryn No AFS
Lepper, Joe No AFS
Levitt, Lacey No AFS
Lewin, Peter No AFS
Li, Jordan No AFS
Lieskounig, Elena No AFS
Lightbody, Sarah No AFS
Lilly, Marilyn No AFS
Limburg, Antonius No AFS
Lindsay, Joshua No AFS
Lironi-irvine, Nick No AFS
Little, Ari No AFS
Livesey, Chris No AFS
Lloyd, Jennifer No AFS
Lloyd, Owen No AFS
Lloyd, Teg No AFS
Loew-black, Deborah No AFS
Logan, David No AFS
Logue, Karen No AFS
Lomas, Delphine No AFS
Long, Jennifer No AFS
Longley, Dharan No AFS
Lopez, Marcela No AFS
Loubel, Natalie No AFS
Low, Regan No AFS
Lowe, Reuben No AFS
Lubbe, Liz No AFS
Lupovici, Jutka No AFS
Luxton, Lianne No AFS
Lysaght, Jo No AFS
Mackereth, Wendy No AFS
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Mackinnon, Helen No AFS
MacLean, Maya No AFS
Maginness, William No AFS
Mabhrla, Doris No AFS
Maisse, Ginette No AFS
Makinson, Eryn No AFS
Manning, David No AFS
Marsden, Steve No AFS
Marshall, Thérese No AFS
Martin, Jessica No AFS
Martin, Shane No AFS
Martin, Tania No AFS
Martins, Soraia No AFS
Marton-Froschl, Natasa No AFS
Mason, Koha No AFS
Mata, Claudia No AFS
Matata, Karen No AFS
Matete, Matilda No AFS
Mathiae, Anemone No AFS
Matsuo, Takae No AFS
Matthews, Kyle No AFS
Maxwell, Felicity No AFS
Maynard, Claudine No AFS
Mazourkova, Tereza No AFS
McAven, Kerena No AFS
Mccabhill, Elizabeth Helena No AFS
Mccann, Debz No AFS
McCardle, Meron No AFS
McCarthy, Paulina No AFS
Mcclure, Sue No AFS
Mcconnochie, Jordan No AFS
Mcconnochie, Nigel No AFS
Mcconnochie, Nigel No AFS
Mccoy, Emma No AFS
Mccrone, Gordon No AFS
Mccullough, Boofi No AFS
Mcdonald, Ben No AFS
Mcdonald, Mary No AFS
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Mcdonald, Tania No AFS
McDouall, Molly No AFS
McDougall, Em No AFS
McElwee, Christine No AFS
McElwee, Christine No AFS
McElwee, Christine No AFS
McFetrish, Chris No AFS
McGill, Anne-Thea No AFS
Mckinnon, Jean No AFS
McLagan, Helen No AFS
McLisky, Warwick No AFS
Mcmahon, Karen No AFS
Mcnair, Linda No AFS
McVeigh, Brigid No AFS
Meier, Hilda No AFS
Meier, Shirley No AFS
Meil, Silvia No AFS
Meissner, Miriam No AFS
Memea, Vaima'a No AFS
Menendez, Jourdana No AFS
Menijak, Vito No AFS
Menzies, Scott No AFS
Merrill, Bill No AFS
Metcalf, John No AFS
Metzinger, Noemie No AFS
Meyer, Colonel No AFS
Meyer, Erna No AFS
Meyst, Sandra No AFS
Middleton, Richard No AFS
Mikaera, Tracey No AFS
Mila, Panthea No AFS
Millar, Lara No AFS
Millar, Ray No AFS
Miller, Bryony No AFS
Miller, Janet No AFS
Miller, Pamela No AFS
Miller, Waka No AFS
Milliken, Pamela No AFS
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Mills, Nick No AFS
Mills, Phillip No AFS
Mills, Sue No AFS
Milne, lan No AFS
Milne, June No AFS
Minchin-garvin, Penny No AFS
Minondo, Johanna No AFS
Mireault, Kathleen No AFS
Mirkovic, Dragana No AFS
Mitchell, Dave No AFS
Mitchell, Melissa No AFS
Mittermuller, Peter No AFS
Modjeski, Jan No AFS
Moffat, Fiona No AFS
Mohammed, Rishtiaz No AFS
Mohammed-Kapa, Tajim No AFS
Mohns, Phoebe No AFS
Moir, Alison No AFS
Montes de oca, Gala No AFS
Montgomery, Linda No AFS
Montgomery, Matthew No AFS
Mooney, Maureen No AFS
Moore, Brian No AFS
Moore, Helen No AFS
Moore, Rachael No AFS
Morani, Giuliana No AFS
Morgan, Danna No AFS
Morris, Gabby No AFS
Morrison, Chris No AFS
Morrow, Neil No AFS
Morton, Diana No AFS
Mosiman, Maya No AFS
Moss, Laurence No AFS
Mountfort, Lyndsay No AFS
Mouveaux, Fra©dacric No AFS
Mulcare, James No AFS
Mullane, Sian No AFS
Mullen, Edna No AFS
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Mullen, Timothy No AFS
Muller, Dorothea No AFS
Muller, Rosita No AFS
Mummery, Donna No AFS
Munoz, Isidora No AFS
Murchison, Patrica No AFS
Murphy, Beryl No AFS
Nalder, Kelly No AFS
Nasrallah, Nathalie No AFS
Nasrallah, Nathalie No AFS
Nathen, Kumar No AFS
Neale, Kelly No AFS
Neill, Fiona No AFS
Neill, Michael No AFS
Neste, George No AFS
Neste, Lisa No AFS
Newman, Claire No AFS
Newman, Shirley No AFS
Ng, Roland No AFS
Ngaheke, Visary No AFS
Nichols, Liz No AFS
Nichols, Liz No AFS
Nicholson, Grant No AFS
Nicolau, Margot No AFS
Nielsen, Barbara No AFS
Nixon, Georgia No AFS
Nolan, Phil No AFS
Noonan, Anna No AFS
Nordberg, Valerie No AFS
Norman, Madeleine No AFS
North, Claire No AFS
NOT STATED No AFS
NOT STATED No AFS
Novell, Sue No AFS
0, Josh No AFS
O’brien, Daniel No AFS
O’brien, Daniel No AFS
Oakley, Violet No AFS

2500712 | 8842354v1 page 27



SUBNAME - FULL AFS - EMAIL

O'Connell-Milne, Sorrel No AFS
Oconnor, Paul No AFS
O'donnell, Katie No AFS
Ogilvie, Chris & Kay No AFS
O'hagan, Sally No AFS
Ohlson, Alaric No AFS
Oldham, Margaret No AFS
Oldham, Valma No AFS
O'leary, Michael No AFS
Oliver, Martin No AFS
Olsen, Christine No AFS
Onderwater, RAM No AFS
O'Neal, Maureen No AFS
Ore, Livne No AFS
Orme, Ron No AFS
Osborne, Layne No AFS
O'sullivan, Michael No AFS
Owen, Stephanie No AFS
Owen, Tina No AFS
P, Marco No AFS
Page, Margaret No AFS
Palmer, Madeleine No AFS
Palmer, Viola No AFS
Pampin, Oscar No AFS
Panhuis, Anne No AFS
Papoutsaki, Evangelia No AFS
Park, Lindsay No AFS
Park, Serok No AFS
Parker, Kelvern No AFS
Paterson, Andrea No AFS
Paterson, Neil No AFS
Patterson, Brian No AFS
Pauley, Brendon No AFS
Paulin, Judith No AFS
Paulin, Judith No AFS
Paunero, Marta No AFS
Paxton, Caroline No AFS
Peacock, Donna No AFS
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Peacock, Neil No AFS
Pearson, Jacky No AFS
Pelach batlle, Teia No AFS
Pelleg, Josh No AFS
Penn, Robyn No AFS
Perino, Nina No AFS
Peters-Tahitahi, Brendon No AFS
Phillips, Larry No AFS
Philpott, Bruce No AFS
Pickard, Penelope No AFS
Pilcher, Colleen No AFS
Pilkington, Tarn No AFS
Piller, Robert No AFS
Pinque, Meryl No AFS
Pitelen, Grant No AFS
Plant, Ewan No AFS
Pleiss, Holger No AFS
Plummer, Leigh No AFS
Pollock, Gillian No AFS
Pollock, Janine No AFS
Pool, Frank No AFS
Poppe, Roland No AFS
Pouwhare, Teawhina No AFS
Powell, Galil No AFS
Powell, Jane No AFS
Presland-Tack, Elizabeth No AFS
Presley, Reita No AFS
Preston, Amanda No AFS
Preston, Amanda No AFS
Preston, Amanda No AFS
Price, Paul charles No AFS
Prior, Hannah No AFS
Prisco, Mark No AFS
Pritchard, Gem No AFS
Puklowski, Noel No AFS
Quick, Angeline No AFS
Quigley, Katherine No AFS
Quigley, Sarah No AFS
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Ramirez, Sergio Olivares No AFS
Randle, Jan No AFS
Rangitonga, Michael No AFS
Ratima, Matiu No AFS
Reade, Bryn No AFS
Redman, Ron No AFS
Reeves, Stephen No AFS
Reich, Lisa No AFS
Reid, Ami No AFS
Reid, Malcolm No AFS
Renee, Kristy No AFS
Renk, Edeltraut No AFS
Renzi, Federica No AFS
Ressos, Philippe No AFS
Reutter, Karsten No AFS
Revitt, W No AFS
Rezzonico, Alessia No AFS
Ricci, Angel No AFS
Richards, John Neil No AFS
Richardson, Alan & Jeanette No AFS
Richardson, Andre No AFS
Richardson, Jeanette & Alan No AFS
Riederer, Eva No AFS
Rihari, Nazarene No AFS
Ritchie, Rob No AFS
Ritter, Esther No AFS
Robb, Paula No AFS
Robbins, Jean No AFS
Roberts, Adrienne & John No AFS
Robertson, Amy No AFS
Robinson, Bruce No AFS
Robinson, Fern No AFS
Robinson, Jim No AFS
Robson, Barbara No AFS
Roddick, Jill No AFS
Rodley, Jackson No AFS
Rodrigues, Miguel No AFS
Rolfe, Jim No AFS
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Rolfe, Shona No AFS
Rose, Terry No AFS
Rosenberg-lasch, Martin No AFS
Rosenqvist, Johan No AFS
Rowe, Wayne No AFS
Rule, Debbie No AFS
Russell, Julie No AFS
Russell, Linda No AFS
Russell-trione, Emma No AFS
Ruth, Sorchar No AFS
Rynhart, Trevor No AFS
S,C No AFS
Sahar, May No AFS
Salisbury, John No AFS
Salvanda, Caroline No AFS
Sandano, Duilio No AFS
Sandle, Rod No AFS
Santiago, Joaquan No AFS
Santiago, Joaquan No AFS
Saunders, Bruce No AFS
Saunders, Euan No AFS
Saunders, L No AFS
Savin, Adriana No AFS
Scarborough, Sylvie No AFS
Scarth, Mary No AFS
Schaffaczek, Andreas No AFS
Schefner, Alexandra No AFS
Schiller, Susan No AFS
Schimmel, Anna No AFS
Schmidt, Erika No AFS
Schoenborn, Anja No AFS
Schrobenhauser, Irene No AFS
Schroeder, Maud No AFS
Schwab, Anna No AFS
Scott, Alexandra No AFS
Scott, Bruce No AFS
Scott, Laurie No AFS
Scott, Robyn No AFS
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Searancke, Pai No AFS
Semkiw, Zoya No AFS
Sévilla, Caroline No AFS
Shand, Carol No AFS
Shave, Rodney No AFS
Shine, Patrick No AFS
Shirai, Sachi No AFS
Shorten, Moira No AFS
Shorten, Moira No AFS
Simmons, Micah No AFS
Simmons, Saly No AFS
Simons, Riet No AFS
Skalic, Dita No AFS
Skinner, Christiana No AFS
Skudder, Judith No AFS
Slanzi, Maurizio No AFS
Slinn, Warwick No AFS
Small, Dennis No AFS
Smith, Catherine No AFS
Smith, Catherine No AFS
Smith, Jared No AFS
Smith, Jennifer No AFS
Smith, Jill No AFS
Smith, Joan No AFS
Smith, Paul No AFS
Smith, Richard No AFS
Smith-bingham, Mark No AFS
Smithline, Scott No AFS
Snelling Berg, Anthony No AFS
Snoep, Rachel No AFS
Soares, Maria No AFS
Soral, Ceyda No AFS
Sorrell, Paul No AFS
Sparks, Issaqueena No AFS
Speedy, Evangeline No AFS
Speirs, Gordon No AFS
Spence, Andy No AFS
Spence, Gordon No AFS
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Spies-clarke, Zandri No AFS
Spill, Jean No AFS
Spiller, Debbie No AFS
Spittle, Alison No AFS
Squires, Keryn No AFS
Stanley, Emma-jane No AFS
Stanley-hunt, Edward No AFS
Stantiall, lan No AFS
Starr, M. No AFS
Steed, Kathy No AFS
Steenson, Terri No AFS
Steger, Gerd No AFS
Steiner, A.L. No AFS
Sterios, Peter No AFS
Stewart, Lynne No AFS
Stewart, Mark No AFS
Stirling, Olivir No AFS
Stone, Robyn No AFS
Stopford, Luke No AFS
Stoppel, Mareile No AFS
Storch, Bine No AFS
Stowers, Max No AFS
Stroud, Andrew No AFS
sullivan, leigh No AFS
Suso, Renate No AFS
Sutherland, Pete No AFS
Svare, Anne No AFS
Swan, Shirley No AFS
Swanson, Roberta No AFS
Szulakowski, Sara No AFS
Tahi, Sheila No AFS
Taihuringa, Tokorima No AFS
Tamaki, Atsushi No AFS
Tamangi, Michele No AFS
Tamihere, Stephen No AFS
Tan, Queenie No AFS
Tarazona, Inma No AFS
Taylor, Elizabeth No AFS
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Teague, Jeremy No AFS
Teague, Jeremy No AFS
Templeton, Anne No AFS
Tennent, Meaghan No AFS
Teper, Perihan No AFS
Thaker, Pranaya No AFS
Theilen-shaw, Maria No AFS
Thomas, Brian No AFS
Thomas, Dashir No AFS
Thompson, Carol No AFS
Thompson, Grace No AFS
Thompson, Louise No AFS
Thompson, Ola No AFS
Tia, Dorothy No AFS
Tipa, Moana No AFS
Tiplin, Marion No AFS
Tipping, Rory No AFS
Tipping, Tania No AFS
TK, Jeanette No AFS
Tobin, Wendy No AFS
Tobin, Wendy No AFS
Tocker, Linda No AFS
Toepfer, Mike No AFS
Tompkins, Nicky No AFS
Torrijos, Aida No AFS
Toutain, Sophie No AFS
Trancoso, Rosa No AFS
Tregent, Mike No AFS
Trinder, Michael No AFS
Trotman, Maya No AFS
Trott, Tony No AFS
Trudel, Melanie No AFS
Trueman, Nicole No AFS
Tutt, Joe No AFS
Tuuta, Philip No AFS
Twigge, Phil No AFS
Tyrrell, Liam No AFS
Uden, Adair No AFS
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Unthank, Suzanne No AFS
Urbain, Mireille No AFS
Utzinger, Christine No AFS
Valentine, Jennifer No AFS
Van Broekhoven, Edwin No AFS
Van der byl, Nick No AFS
Van der byl, Sue No AFS
Van Der Haas, Mieke No AFS
Van der linden, Irma No AFS
Van der linden, Kees No AFS
Van Der Schueren, Leen No AFS
Van Lierop, Floor No AFS
Van Ryn, Audrey No AFS
Van straten, Willem No AFS
Van Wordragen, Melita No AFS
Verryt, John No AFS
Vickerman, Roy No AFS
Vidinha, Kika No AFS
Vig, Rohit No AFS
Vincent, Jasper No AFS
Vincent, Jill No AFS
Vlasiadis, Andreas No AFS
Vogelsang, Vanessa No AFS
Vork, Rob No AFS
Vroegop, Johanna No AFS
Wakelin, Allison No AFS
Walch, Benjamin No AFS
Waldegrave, Jane No AFS
Walker, Joan No AFS
Walkin, Liana No AFS
Walls, Heather No AFS
Walsh, Culain No AFS
Walters, Carolyn No AFS
Wane, Christina No AFS
Ward, Sheila No AFS
Ware, Marlene No AFS
Washington, Susan No AFS
Watkins, Colleen No AFS
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Watson, Mark No AFS
Watts, Emaraina No AFS
Waugh, Tony No AFS
Weber, Iris No AFS
Welch, Rawhiti No AFS
Wells, Josephine No AFS
Westerburg, Christiane No AFS
Whata, Aroha No AFS
Whipp, Chris No AFS
Whitaker, Jane No AFS
White, John No AFS
White, Marguerite No AFS
White, Mary ann No AFS
Whiteside, Alisha No AFS
Whiteside, Annette No AFS
Whittaker, Silke No AFS
Wilkie, Alastair No AFS
Wilkins, Kim No AFS
Wilkins, Lucy No AFS
Wilkinson, Natalie No AFS
Williams, Freddie No AFS
Williams, Wayne No AFS
Wills, Alana No AFS
Wilson, Gari No AFS
Wilson, Ken No AFS
Wilson, Marion No AFS
Wilson, Mary No AFS
Wilson, Sheila No AFS
Wilson, Tom No AFS
Wilson, Trina No AFS
Wilson, Wayne No AFS
Wilton, Sadie No AFS
Winter, Kerry No AFS
Withers, Kit No AFS
Wood, Cherry No AFS
Wood, John No AFS
Wood, Rachel No AFS
Wood, Stephanie No AFS
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Woodgyer, Jude No AFS
Worsp, Sam No AFS
Wright, Kahu No AFS
Wright, Sarah No AFS
Wright, Sarah No AFS
Wynn, Glenys No AFS
Wynne cole, Stephanie No AFS
Yannai, llana No AFS
Yates, April No AFS
Young, Nick No AFS
Young, Victoria No AFS
Young, Wendy No AFS
Zalewska, Irmina No AFS
Zellmer, Georg No AFS

Strath Clyde Water Ltd, McArthur Ridge
Investment Group Ltd, and Mount Dunstan
Estates Ltd

norman.elder@awslegal.co.nz

Central South Island Fish and Game Council

nparagreen@fishandgame.org.nz

Otago Fish and Game Council

nparagreen@fishandgame.org.nz

The Otago Fish and Game Council and the
Central South Island Fish and Game Council

nparagreen@fishandgame.org.nz

Lauder Creek Farming

office@laudercreek.co.nz

Moutere Station

office@mouterestation.co.nz

Royal Forest and Bird Protection Society NZ

P.Anderson@forestandbird.org.nz

Stokes Patrick

pat.stokes@hotmail.co.uk

Shannon Patrick

patdinashannon@gmail.com

Hannah, Patricia

patriciaahannah@gmail.com

Canterbury Regional Council (Environment
Canterbury)

paul.thompson@ecan.govt.nz

O'Connor, Denis

paulo_66@outlook.co.nz

Smith Paul paulsorrelsmith@gmail.com
Crawford Phillipa pccrawford14@hotmail.com
NZ Pork penny.cairns@pork.co.nz

Hudson, Peta

peta@unifone.net.nz

Joyce, Peta

petajoyce9@gmail.com

Reid Pete

petelisareid@xtra.co.nz

City Forests Limited

peter.oliver@cityforests.co.nz

Ernslaw One Ltd

Peter.Weir@Ernslaw.co.nz

mcclintock Lorraine

peterfrancis@orcon.net.nz

Greaves, Paul George

pgreaves@xtra.co.nz
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Stewart, Lynne

phil.lynne2@xtra.co.nz

Dunedin International Airport Limited

Phil.page@gallawaycookallan.co.nz

Central Otago Environmental Society

philh.murray@xtra.co.nz

Jamieson, Philippa

philippa@earthlight.co.nz

Mcentee Phill

phillmcentee@gmail.com

Mcentee, Phill

phillmcentee@gmail.com

Kok, Robert Matthew

R.BKok@xtra.co.nz

Boxer Hills Trust

rachel@brownandcompany.co.nz

Waterfall Park Developments Limited

rachel@brownandcompany.co.nz

Broad Susan, Broad Donald

raggyanné@gmail.com

BALD MARTIN

rainbowfarmnz@hotmail.com

Baillie, Ra

ranui@hotmail.com

PONCE, Raphaél

raphael.ponce77@gmail.com

Camp, Susan

reidosuzie@icloud.com

Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency

richard.shaw@nzta.govt.nz

Horn, Rosie

rihorn@photogirl.co.nz

Grimmett-David (gone; replaced by Rita
Przybilski )

rita.przybilski@otago.ac.nz

Port Otago Ltd

joanne.dowd@portotago.co.nz

New Zealand Infrastructure Commission, Te
Waihanga

robert.addison@tewaihanga.govt.nz

McArthur Ridge Vineyard Ltd

robin@nimbusgroup.co.nz

Rust, Rod

rodrust@xtra.co.nz

Rowe, Raewyn

rowe.clan@gmail.com

Rubensdoerffer, Birgit

rubensd@web.de

Stephens, Sam

sam@prospectsolutions.co.nz

Mcmillan, Samantha

samantha.mcmillan@hotmail.com

Te Runanga o Moeraki, Kati Huirapa Ranaka ki
Puketeraki, Te Riinanga o Otakou, Hokonui
Rdnanga

sandra@aukaha.co.nz

Infinity Investment Group Holdings Limited

sarah.eveleigh@al.nz

New Zealand Cherry Corp Limited

sarah.eveleigh@al.nz

Dunedin City Council

sarah.hickey@dcc.govt.nz

sarah.scott@simpsongrierson.com

Gregor, Sarita

sarita.macgregor@gmail.com

Schenk, Saskia

saskia@vandergeest.co.nz

New Zealand Defence Force

sbevin@tonkintaylor.co.nz

Yellow-eyed Penguin Trust

science-advisor@yeptrust.org.nz

Campbell, Alistair

scoota.akc@googlemail.com

Wise Response Society Inc

secretary@wiseresponse.org.nz
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Clements Fiona

senorita.awesumo@gmail.com

Salis, Sergio sergio.salis@gmail.com
Sandhu, Shammi shammi@xtra.co.nz
O'Neill, Shaun shaun.oneill@talktalk.net

Environmental Defence Society

shay@eds.org.nz

Hughes, Siobhan

siobhan.hughes@outlook.com

Van Eyndhoven Sarah

sjvd4@uclive.ac.nz

Tengvar, Frida

skogsdis@hotmail.com

Sole, Matthew

solem@xtra.co.nz

Porteous,Sonya

songreenstone@gmail.com

Meldrum Sophia

sophiameldrum@gmail.com

Mccutcheon Michael

starboy31068@yahoo.com.au

Gillis Stasha

stasa@autistici.org

Stebbings Brenda

stebbings.brenda@gmail.com

Rolfe Steffan

steffan.rolfe@xtra.co.nz

Silver Fern Farms

steve.tuck@mitchelldaysh.co.nz

Stop Central Otago Airport

stopcentralotagoairport@gmail.com

Taylor Storm

stormytaylor@hotmail.com

Mccafferty, Sue

suemccafferty@xtra.co.nz

Turner, Sukhinder

sukhiturner@xtra.co.nz

Marks, Marj

sunnyjak@hotmail.com

Manuherekia Catchment Group (Incorporated
Society)

susie@mckconsultancy.co.nz

Sutherland Andrew

suthinch@xtra.co.nz

McDonald, Tania

tania@mcdonald.kiwi.nz

Larson, Tanya

tanya.renew@mail.com

Te Riananga o Ngai Tahu

Tanya.Stevens@ngaitahu.iwi.nz

Hendry, Tania

tanzandmj@hotmail.com

Moore, Melissa

tearapuna@gmail.com

Fulton Hogan Limited

tensor@tonkintaylor.co.nz

Thea.Sefton@rossdowling.co.nz

Bain, Bronwyn

thebainfamily@xtra.co.nz

Bain, Bronwyn

thebainfamily@xtra.co.nz

Prebble, Thomas

thomasprebble @hotmail.com

Sharpe, Toby William Montague

tobysharpe@mac.com

Todi, Emese Erika

todierika@yahoo.com

Beveridge Thomas

tombev2009@hotmail.com

Flux, Tracey

tracey.flux@gmail.com

Sewhoy, Tony

tsewhoy@gmail.com
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Wilson, Terry tww@slingshot.co.nz
Hippolite, Tyler tyler.hippolite@gmail.com
Quartly Victoria victoriaquartly@gmail.com

Waitaki District Council

vvanderspek@waitaki.govt.nz

Coonrod Michael

wanakawoodenboats@gmail.com

Otago Regional Council

warren.hanley@orc.govt.nz

Waymouth Mary

waymouthmhl@gmail.com

Aggregate and Quarry Association

wayne@agqa.org.nz

van der Zwet, David

wayne@agqa.org.nz

Simmons, Wilf

wds555@outlook.com

Bradley, Sue

windsurfsue@hotmail.com

Shimshon Yael

yaels211l@gmail.com

Charnin Zoe

zcharnin@gmail.com

Port Blakely NZ Ltd

zrobinson@portblakely.com
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