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DECISION OF THE ENVIRONMENT COURT 
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A: The relief sought to UFD-O1(1), UFD-O1(2) (and alternative new UFD-

O1(3)), UFD-M2(5) and UFD-E1 is struck out under s279(4) RMA. 
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B: Costs are reserved. 

REASONS 

Background 

[1] On 16 May 2024, Glenpanel Limited Partnership (Glenpanel) filed an 

appeal against decisions by Otago Regional Council (ORC) in relation to the non-

freshwater planning instrument parts of the proposed Otago Regional Policy 

Statement 2021 (PORPS). 

[2] In its case management memorandum dated 27 June 2025, ORC 

highlighted an issue as to the scope of Glenpanel’s appeal on the ‘UFD – Urban 

form and development’ (UFD) chapter.  ORC advised that both Queenstown 

Lakes District Council (QLDC) and ORC raised those issues with Glenpanel in 

July and August 2024. 

[3] ORC raised that Glenpanel’s appeal sought unspecified relief in respect of 

the UFD chapter. 

[4] On 30 June 2025, the court directed Glenpanel to provide ORC and 

interested parties with its specific relief by 11 July 2025.  By 11 August 2025, all 

parties were directed to state their positions on scope and propose an agreed 

timeframe for exchange of submissions. 

[5] Glenpanel’s response to the court’s directions referred to its involvement 

in the fast-track process which was delayed by an application for leave to appeal 

to the Supreme Court.  Glenpanel sought that its appeal be put on hold pending 

the Supreme Court’s decision.  That request was denied.  

Latest iteration of relief sought by Glenpanel 

[6] On 28 July 2025, a further memorandum was filed by Glenpanel specifying 
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its relief in terms of the UFD chapter (referred to hereafter as the memorandum). 

[7] In its memorandum, Glenpanel sought to amend UFD-O1, UFD-O3, 

UFD-O4, UFD-M5 and UFD-E1, although in legal submissions filed on the scope 

issue, Glenpanel confirmed that the amendments to UFD-O3 and UFD-O4 are 

no longer being pursued. 

[8] The ORC notes that there is no UFD-M5 in either the notified or decisions 

version of the PORPS. 

[9] Glenpanel confirms that its relief in terms of the UFD chapter is now 

limited to changes to UFD-O1, with consequential changes to UFD-M2(5) (not 

UFD-M5) and UFD-E1. 

[10] Changes sought to UFD-O1 are as follows (amendments show additions in 

underline and deletions in strikethrough): 

UFD–O1 – Form and function of urban areas 

The form and functioning of Otago’s urban areas: 

(1) reflects the diverse and changing needs and preferences of Otago’s people and 

communities, now and in the future, (including expansion of urban areas); and 

(2) subject to (1), maintains or enhances the significant values and features 

identified in this RPS, and the character and resources of each urban area. 

Or alternative relief to this being the addition of subclause (3): 

(3) recognises that the need for urban expansion may prevail over the values of an 

ONL/F. 

[11] Glenpanel submits there is jurisdiction for these changes as consequential 

relief to the amendment sought to the definition for ‘Urban Area,’ in its original 

submission which was: 
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that is, or intended to be, predominantly urban in character. 

[12] Glenpanel also sought to amend UFD-M5 as follows: 

… identify and provide for locations that are suitable for urban expansion, if any, 

in accordance with UFD-P4, which may include some expansion into ONF/Ls. 

[13] Glenpanel also sought to amend UFD-E1 as follows: 

This more detailed determination must, however, be informed by evidence and 

information collated through appropriately scaled strategic planning processes 

which will identify how purported constraints to urban development, such as 

hazards, landscapes, highly productive land, and limits are responded to (or 

overridden by the need for urban expansion) ... 

[14] Glenpanel submits that each of these amendments are a necessary and 

logical consequential amendment to the primary relief sought to UFD-O1. 

Position of parties on scope 

[15] ORC and QLDC consider the relief sought by Glenpanel is outside of 

scope. 

[16] Interested parties, Dunedin City Council, Royal Forest and Bird Protection 

Society of New Zealand Limited and Waterfall Park Developments Limited1 are 

neutral on the issue of scope and indicate they will abide any scope decision, but 

if there is scope for relief, they have an interest in the merits of that. 

Legal tests on scope 

[17] Whether the relief sought by Glenpanel is within scope requires 

 
1  Waterfall Park Developments Limited subsequently withdrew its s274 notice from the 

appeal in its memorandum dated 26 August 2025. 
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consideration of the following three tests: 

(a) whether Glenpanel’s submission was “on” the PORPS; 

(b) whether the relief now sought was fairly and reasonably raised in 

Glenpanel’s submission; and 

(c) whether the relief now sought was fairly and reasonably raised in 

Glenpanel’s notice of appeal. 

[18] Whether a submission is “on” the policy statement should be addressed 

with reference to the bipartite test in Clearwater Resort Ltd v Christchurch City Council,2 

as summarised in Palmerston North City Council v Motor Machinists.3 

[19] However, the scope issues arising in this case do not engage with questions 

of whether the submissions were on the PORPS, and so those cases need not be 

addressed. 

[20] More relevant is the extensive line of authorities that an appeal cannot ask 

for more than did the submissions on which the appeal is based.  Amendments 

sought on appeal are within scope if they were “fairly and reasonably raised” in the 

appellants original submission/s.4 

[21] A person’s right to file an appeal is determined by clause 14(2) of Schedule 

1, which states that: 

  

 
2  Clearwater Resort Limited v Christchurch City Council, HC Christchurch AP34/02, 14 March 

2003. 
3  Palmerston North City Council v Motor Machinists [2013] NZHC 1290. 
4  Re Vivid Holdings Ltd [1999] NZRMA 467 at [19] and Countdown Properties (Northlands) Ltd 

v Dunedin City Council (1994) HC Wellington AP 214/93, 7 March 1994, at 41 as applied 
in Albany North Landowners v Auckland Council [2017] NZHC 138 at [115]. 
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14 Appeals to Environment Court 

… 

(2) However, a person may appeal under subclause (1) only if— 

(a) the person referred to the provision or the matter in the person's submission 

on the proposed policy statement or plan; and 

(b) the appeal does not seek the withdrawal of the proposed policy statement or 

plan as a whole.   … 

[22] The court is required to give the words “provision or the matter” a liberal 

interpretation.5  

[23] Notwithstanding that direction, changes proposed on appeal must be a 

foreseeable consequence of any changes directly proposed in the submission, as 

stated in the often cited decision in Westfield (NZ) Ltd v Hamilton City Council:6 

[74]  It is a question of procedural fairness.  Procedural fairness extends to the 

public as well as to the submitter and the territorial authority.  Adequate notice 

must be given to those who might seek to take an active part in the hearing before 

the Environment Court if they know or ought to foresee what the Environment 

Court may do as a result of the reference. 

[24] The proper ambit or scope of an appeal is then a matter to be ascertained 

by reference to what is sought in the notice of appeal which, relates to the decision 

of the Council on submissions (usually referred to as the decisions version).7 

  

 
5  Horticulture New Zealand v Manawatu-Wanganui Regional Council [2013] NZHC 2492 at [50]; 

Option 5 Inc v Marlborough District Council (2009) 16 ELRNZ 1 (HC) at [15]. 
6  Westfield (NZ) Ltd v Hamilton City Council [2004] NZRMA 556 (HC) at [72] – [74] per 

Fisher J. 
7  Gertrude’s Saddlery Ltd v Arthurs Point Natural Landscape Society Ltd [2021] NZCA 398 at 

[25]. 
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[25] In making findings about whether relief was fairly and reasonably raised in 

a notice of appeal in Noakes v Waikato District Council (Noakes),8 the court observed 

that Form 7 of the Resource Management (Forms, Fees, and Procedure) 

Regulations 2003 requires a notice of appeal on a proposed plan to state the 

specific provision or matter that the appeal relates to, and to give precise details of 

the relief sought.9  The use of the words “specific” and “precise” are plainly 

intended to carry their ordinary meanings, which are well-known and do not leave 

room for vagueness, generalities or ambiguities.10 

[26] Noakes acknowledged that notions of specificity and precision can be 

somewhat illusory, but for the sake of procedural fairness, parties must make 

reasonable efforts to state their interests, their concerns, and the relief they seek as 

clearly as they can.  If generalised themes in a notice are relied on, those themes 

should reasonably foreshadow the themes of the provisions sought to be 

challenged.11 

[27] An examination of these elements of the notice of appeal in combination 

should be sufficient to establish the proper scope of the appeal and what is sought 

by it.12 

What is the relevant version of the PORPS in this scope context 

[28] In response to Glenpanel’s relief to UFD-O1, ORC highlights that the relief 

sought is marked up against the notified version of the PORPS, rather than against 

the decisions version.  ORC submits that this makes it difficult to reconcile the 

relief sought against the decisions version of the PORPS, particularly in light of 

amendments subsequently agreed to through the mediation process. 

 
8  Noakes v Waikato District Council [2023] NZEnvC 76. 
9  At [79] – [80]. 
10  At [81]. 
11  At [82] – [83]. 
12  Above n 6. 
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[29] QLDC made a similar observation, submitting that it is unacceptable for 

the parties and ORC to not understand the specific relief sought by Glenpanel, or 

how to reconcile its relief with the mediation version of the PORPS, at this late 

stage of the appeal process. 

[30] As to these difficulties, it must be remembered that the appeal can only 

relate to the decisions version of the relevant instrument that is under appeal.  An 

appeal must be based upon a decision on an original submission made by the 

appellant. 

[31] Reconciling relief that is within scope of an appeal with other amendments 

sought by other appellants participating in the mediation process is a separate issue, 

being one of merit. 

Glenpanel’s original submission 

UFD-O1 

[32] Glenpanel lodged an original submission to the notified PORPS on UFD-

O1 seeking that it be retained in its notified form.  Reasons included that: 

UFD-O1 recognises that the form and function of urban areas will change, now 

and in the future, to meet the changing needs of Otago’s people and communities.  

It is important this policy recognises the need for urban form to expand in areas 

with growth. 

[33] I was not provided with a notified version of this provision, although I was 

provided with a link to the decisions version of the PORPS which tracks 

amendments.  The notified version of each of the provisions which the original 

submission relates to, are identifiable by ignoring the tracked amendments in the 

decisions version which (in the case of UFD-O1) reads (in full): 

The development and change form and functioning of Otago’s urban areas occurs 

in a strategic and coordinated way, which: 
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(1) reflects accommodates the diverse and changing needs and preferences of 

Otago’s people and communities, now and in the future. 

(2) integrates effectively with surrounding urban areas and rural areas, maintains 

or enhances the significant values and features identified in this RPS, and the 

character and resources of each urban area. 

UFD-M2(5) and UFD-EI 

[34] No original submission was made on these provisions. 

[35] Glenpanel’s original submission did contain the often requested 

“consequential relief”: 

Make further amendments necessary to improve the clarity and workability of the 

provisions to achieve the purpose of the submission. 

[36] As I explain later in this decision, Glenpanel relies on this request for the 

changes now sought to both UFD-M2(5) and UFD-E1. 

[37] The decisions version of these provisions are those with which an appeal 

should engage. 

Relief sought on appeal – general observations 

[38] In contrast to the terms of the original submission, the notice of appeal set 

out the particular provisions that were being appealed without stating the precise 

relief. 

[39] The appeal was also prefaced with the comments that the parts of the 

decision appealed are those that “relate to, or effect, the provisions (and any 

equivalent, updated, or reordered or replacement provisions) raised in its 

Submission, these include but are not limited to…”.  The appeal then went on to 

list the provisions Glenpanel sought to amend on appeal. 
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[40] Accordingly, the outcomes sought on appeal can only be understood with 

reference to the amendments sought in the original submissions (which was to the 

notified version) alongside the reasons for the appeal noting that the notice of 

appeal contains general and specific reasons.  However, even the specific reasons 

are broadly stated. 

[41] Specific reasons include the statements that relate to “urban form and 

development,” and “outstanding natural features and landscapes,” and the 

relationship between these topics.  Emphasis was given to the PORPS’s approach 

to categorising an outstanding natural landscape or feature.  For the sake of 

completeness, these are included in an attachment to this decision.  

[42] ORC and QLDC both comment that the central theme to the notice of 

appeal is that urban development should prevail over outstanding natural features 

and landscapes (ONF/Ls), whereas this was not a concept foreshadowed in the 

original submission.  ORC further notes that the original submission supported 

the notified version of UFD-O1 without amendment, as did its submission on the 

‘Urban Area’ definition. 

[43] I now turn to consider the scope issues as addressed by the parties. 

Summary of ORC and QLDC submissions 

UFD-O1 

[44] As to the amendment sought in the memorandum to UFD-O1(1), ORC 

considers that the decisions version of UFD-O1(1) and (2) clearly provides for 

development and change of urban areas. 

[45] Accordingly, ORC considers that the wording that Glenpanel now seeks to 

insert into UFD-O1(1) is unnecessary, as its relief concerning additional or 

expanded urban areas is encompassed in that provision already.  The ORC further 

notes that in its original submission, Glenpanel supported (and sought to retain) 
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the notified version of the definition for ‘Urban Area’.  

[46] Despite the impression given in Glenpanel’s memorandum, the original 

submission on this definition did not seek the addition of the words “or intended 

to be” as those words were already in the notified definition.  Moreover, the 

submission did not seek the addition of “including expansion of urban areas” to 

UFD-O1 as is now sought in the memorandum. 

[47] QLDC took a position in support of ORC, submitting that Glenpanel’s 

relief sought in respect of UFD-O1(1) was not fairly and reasonably raised in its 

notice of appeal, as the RMA requires that an appellant set out the specific 

provisions that are being appealed and give precise details of the relief sought, such 

requirements being grounded in the need to maintain an adequate level of 

procedural fairness.   

[48] QLDC further notes that Glenpanel participated in the mediation on the 

UFD chapter and agreed to a number of amendments to UFD-O1 through this 

process.  QLDC submits that mediation was the logical forum to discuss its relief, 

and, had the changes to UFD-O1(1) been fairly and reasonably raised in 

Glenpanel’s notice of appeal, these could have been discussed (and potentially 

resolved) at mediation.  QLDC considers that Glenpanel is now seeking to undo 

the progress made by the other parties at mediation by seeking further 

amendments to the objective.  It further submits that Glenpanel has not taken all 

practicable steps to use timely, efficient, consistent, and cost-effective processes to 

resolve its appeal. 

UFD-O1(2) and (3) 

[49] As to the relief sought to UFD-O1(2), ORC notes that this no longer refers 

to maintaining other significant values and features (which was deleted from 

subclause (2) and replaced with other wording) in the decisions version, despite 

that not being an amendment Glenpanel originally sought. 



12 

[50] As to new subclause (3), Glenpanel’s original submission on UFD-O1 did 

not seek explicit recognition that urban expansion may prevail over the values of 

ONF/Ls. 

[51] ORC accepts that Glenpanel did seek an amendment to NFL-O1 and NFL-

P2, in effect, to allow appropriate subdivision, use and development of ONF/Ls.  

ORC notes that the notified version of these provisions required that the ONF/Ls 

“are to be protected”.  

[52] Glenpanel sought that these provisions follow the statutory language in 

s6(b) that they be protected “from inappropriate subdivision, use and 

development”.  

[53] The wording sought by Glenpanel was inserted by ORC in its decisions. 

[54] ORC further submits that nowhere in Glenpanel’s submission is an 

addition to UFD-O1 (by new subclause (3)) sought to recognise that “the need for 

urban expansion may prevail over the values of an ONL/F”. 

[55] That said, ORC submits that on reading Glenpanel’s original submission as 

a whole, it becomes apparent that the relief now seeking that “urban expansion 

may prevail over the values of an ONL/F” has already been sought and granted. 

[56] ORC submits that the addition of new UFD-O1(3) as sought by Glenpanel 

adds nothing to the relief sought in Glenpanel’s original submission to the NFL 

provisions, which has already been granted. 

[57] QLDC agrees that subclause (3) is new and was not raised in Glenpanel’s 

original submission. 

[58] QLDC submits that in contrast to its submission, which clearly set out the 

relief sought to specific provisions of the PORPS, Glenpanel’s notice of appeal 

did not include specific or precise details about the relief sought.  Instead, the 
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notice of appeal sets out generalised themes about the relationship between urban 

development and ONF/Ls.  A theme central to the notice of appeal is that urban 

development should prevail over ONF/Ls.  QLDC notes that this was not a 

concept foreshadowed in Glenpanel’s original submission at all. 

[59] QLDC considers that the scope issues inherent in this approach were 

apparent from the outset.  It is further critical of Glenpanel’s approach, noting that 

mediation on the PORPS concluded in June 2025.  Following a year of mediation 

on the PORPS, specific relief had still not been provided by Glenpanel.  

UFD-M2(5) 

[60] The ORC notes that there is no UFD-M5 in either the notified or decisions 

version of the PORPS, and it is assumed that the relief now sought relates to UFD-

M2(5). 

[61] While UFD-M2 is an appealed provision in Glenpanel’s notice of appeal, 

ORC observes that nothing else in the notice suggests the inclusion of a method 

enabling urban expansion into ONF/Ls as is now sought. 

[62] ORC also notes that Glenpanel’s original submission does not specifically 

refer to UFD-M2 nor does it seek any method enabling urban expansion into 

ONF/Ls.  ORC submits that the relief now sought is therefore outside scope of 

Glenpanel’s submission and appeal.  

[63] QLDC agrees with ORC. 

UFD-E1 

[64] UFD-E1 is referred to in Glenpanel’s notice of appeal.  However, ORC 

submits that the notice does not indicate any relief of the nature now sought i.e: 

(a) that constraints are described as “purported”; and  
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(b) an additional response providing for constraints to be “overridden” 

by the need for urban expansion.  

[65] ORC also notes that Glenpanel’s original submission on the PORPS does 

not mention UFD-E1.  ORC submits that the relief now sought is therefore 

outside scope of Glenpanel’s submission and appeal. 

[66] QLDC agrees with ORC. 

Summary of Glenpanel’s position  

UFD-O1 

[67] In response to QLDC’s contention that the amendment now sought in the 

memorandum was not sufficiently raised in Glenpanel’s notice of appeal, or at 

mediation, Glenpanel argues that its notice of appeal raises: 

(a) a general concern that the PORPS does “not include objectives that 

represent the most appropriate way to achieve the purpose of the 

RMA, as required by section 32 of the RMA”; 

(b) a specific concern that “Property rights and the needs of the 

community must be prioritised over the outstanding natural features 

and landscapes” (with additional details); and 

(c) relief sought including “for features and landscapes that are 

appropriately categorised as outstanding natural features or 

landscapes, to direct for private property rights to prevail unless a 

Council acquires the land for a scenic or other reserve purposes” and 

“any alternative or other amendments to address the matters raised in 

this appeal, and to achieve the intent of this appeal”. 

[68] Accordingly, Glenpanel submits that the nature of the relief now specified 

is sufficiently within scope of what was signalled in its notice of appeal. 
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[69] Glenpanel’s submissions then address the relief sought to the mediated 

version of the PORPS.  However, as I have already noted above, that is not the 

relevant version of the PORPS for the purpose of considering the scope issues. 

[70] Counsel for Glenpanel acknowledges that the mark-up relief provided in 

Glenpanel’s memorandum of 28 July 2025 erroneously used the notified version 

of the PORPS as the starting point, rather than the decisions version. 

[71] However, Glenpanel considers that: 

(a) it is not difficult to reconcile the relief sought against the decisions 

version of the PORPS; and 

(b) it is unfortunate that counsel for ORC did not bring this error to 

Glenpanel’s attention, so it could have been rectified before the filing 

of submissions by ORC and QLDC.  Shortly after filing the 28 July 

2025 memorandum, counsel did reach out to counsel for ORC 

seeking informal feedback as to ongoing concerns as to scope prior 

to the filing of formal submissions in reply.  No response was given 

until ORC’s submissions were filed. 

[72] With this drafting error in mind, Glenpanel submits that the most 

appropriate way forward, in terms of the court’s task of determining scope, is to 

reconcile the relief sought against the decisions version of the PORPS (or the 

mediation version where relevant) with the tests as to scope as identified by ORC 

which it proceeded to do in its legal submissions.  

[73] Glenpanel maintains that the “forward-looking” aspect of the definition for 

‘Urban Area’ should be reflected in the relevant objective (if not policies) relating 

to urban expansion, and that UFD-O1 is not presently sufficiently forward-

looking.  That submission relates to the amendment sought to UFD-O1(1). 

[74] It is noted at this juncture, that Glenpanel did not respond to the point made 

by each of the Councils that this relief was given effect to in the decisions version 
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of the PORPS. 

[75] Glenpanel submits it is more difficult to address the criticism of Glenpanel 

for not addressing its concerns at mediation without breaching the confidentiality 

of the mediation process.  Counsel advises that Glenpanel did provide specific 

wording in its position paper that resembles what is now sought.  Glenpanel 

maintained its position and sought to discuss the issues at mediation in good faith. 

[76] Counsel advises it became clear that the other parties did not support the 

“gist” of what Glenpanel was seeking, and so there was no need to finesse specific 

wording for consideration at the mediation.  She notes that Glenpanel did not 

agree to the mediation amendments to UFD-O1 and cannot have its relief curtailed 

because of this. 

[77] Counsel submits that mediation is a voluntary process, and where there are 

fundamental points of difference in position or philosophy, it is not uncommon 

for parties to not reach agreement (or in some cases, to not attend mediation).  

Glenpanel submits that it should not be criticised, and certainly should not be 

penalised in respect of scope, for taking the approach it did to mediation. 

[78] Glenpanel refers to the following commentary in its submission with 

respect to UFD-P4 and P7: 

… The definition of ‘urban areas’ includes land “that is, or intended to be, 

predominantly urban in character.”  E.g., at present an urban extension in 

accordance with UFD-P4 would run into issues with UFD-P7 as the land for the 

urban expansion may be zoned rural but can fall within the definition of an urban 

area as it is “intended to be, predominantly urban in character”. i.e., land on the 

edge of town could fall within both the ‘rural areas’ and urban areas’ definition. 

Amend the policy to recognise in UFD-P7 that UFD-P4 could mean that rural 

areas change to urban areas as part of achieving UFD-P4. 

Amend the policy to enable logical urban extensions into Rural areas as part of a 
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well-functioning urban environment. 

[79] Noting that most rural land in the Queenstown Lakes District is on 

ONF/Ls, Glenpanel considers it is implicit in extending urban areas into rural 

areas that this may also create tension with the protection of ONF/L values.  

Referring to its submissions on NFL-O1 and P2, which sought they be amended 

to allow (in effect) appropriate subdivision, use and development on ONF/Ls, 

Glenpanel submits that its submission as a whole clearly raises themes of enabling 

expansion of urban areas including into ONF/Ls. 

[80] Referring to Port Otago Ltd v Environmental Defence Society Inc,13 counsel 

submits that the tensions between enabling expansion of urban areas and 

protecting ONF/L values is better addressed at the regional plan development 

stage where possible, rather than being left to resource consent and district plan 

changes. 

[81] Counsel also highlights that Glenpanel’s original submission was prepared 

by a planner, not a lawyer.  It was therefore not comprehensive but was broad in 

terms of identifying key themes and supporting, including with amendments, 

various objectives and policies, and definitions.14  She submits that the submission 

needs to be viewed with a tolerant eye, consistent with the “realistic workable 

fashion” approach, rather than from a “legal nicety”. 

UFD-M2(5) and UFD-E1 

[82] Glenpanel maintains its relief in respect of UFD-M2(5) and UFD-E1. 

[83] While this relief is opposed by ORC and QLDC on the basis that those 

provisions were not referred to in Glenpanel’s original submission, Glenpanel 

 
13  Port Otago Ltd v Environmental Defence Society Inc [2023] NZSC 112. 
14  On the court’s reading of these documents, it was the other way around; the submission 

was written by a planner although counsel was the signatory to the notice of appeal. 
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argues that its submission did seek “consequential relief” as stated above. 

[84] Glenpanel submits it is important for a planning instrument to be internally 

consistent and for policies, methods and other provisions to implement the 

objectives. 

[85] Glenpanel considers that if the changes to UFD-O1 are found to be within 

scope, then the consequential changes to UFD-M2(5) and UFD-E1 should also be 

found to be within scope. 

[86] Accordingly, whether Glenpanel has scope to seek its relief in respect of 

UFD-M2(5) and UFD-E1 will depend on whether: 

(a) Glenpanel has scope to seek the relief sought in UFD-O1; and 

(b) whether the relief to UFD-M2(5) and UFD-E1 is considered 

“necessary and desirable” and is a “logical consequence” of the 

submissions grounding scope for the relief sought in UFD-O1. 

[87] Glenpanel considers that each of these requirements are met.  The issue of 

urban expansion into ONF/Ls provides scope for the relief sought to UFD-O1, 

which was sufficiently raised in Glenpanel’s original submission and continued on 

appeal.  The specified relief it seeks to UFD-M2(5) and UFD-E1 is consequential 

to that relief. 

[88] Glenpanel submits that if the changes to UFD-O1 are found to be within 

scope, then the consequential changes to UFD-M2(5) and UFD-E1 should also be 

found to be within scope. 

ORC reply 

UFD-O1 

[89] As to Glenpanel’s submissions referred to at [67](a) to (c) above, ORC says 
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that: 

(a) paragraph (a) is so general as to be meaningless; and 

(b) the references in paragraphs (b) and (c) to property rights prevailing 

do not provide scope for the additions sought UFD-O1.  Whether 

private property rights should prevail is an entirely different point. 

[90] ORC considers that the closest the notice of appeal comes to providing 

scope is in the reasons section, which states: 

the needs of the community must be prioritised over the outstanding natural 

features and landscapes. 

… 

particularly where… there is an overwhelming community need to use the land 

resource (eg for housing), noting that people and communities are an important 

part of the environment. 

[91] Counsel highlights that the only specific relief sought in the notice of appeal 

are amendments that: 

(i) direct that to features and landscapes are only categorised as outstanding natural 

features or landscapes if they truly “outstanding” and are sufficiently “natural” to 

such an obvious extent that an objectively reasonable member of the community 

would consider them so; 

(ii) for features and landscapes that are appropriately categorised as outstanding 

natural features or landscapes, to direct for private property rights to prevail unless 

a Council acquires the land for a scenic or other reserve purposes; 

[92] ORC submits that this relief does not alert a submitter reading the notice 

of appeal that Glenpanel may seek the relief now specified, that is, that urban 

expansion may prevail over the values of an ONF/L that have been categorised as 

such. 
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UFD-M2(5) and UFD-E1 

[93] ORC submits there is no scope for the relief sought to UFD-O1 and 

therefore no scope for the consequential relief sought to UFD-M2(5) and UFD-

E1.  Accordingly, ORC submits that this part of Glenpanel’s appeal should be 

struck out under s279(4)(a) RMA. 

Evaluation 

UFD-O1(1)  

[94] Assuming there is scope to amend UFD-O1 in the manner sought in 

Glenpanel’s memorandum, the question of whether the agreed amendments 

should also accommodate the drafting amendments as sought in the memorandum 

is a merit issue. 

[95] That said, it is true that the relief identified in the memorandum tracked 

changes to the notified version of this provision which are already reflected in the 

decisions version as earlier observed. 

[96] That said, as the notified version was originally supported, it was always 

open to Glenpanel to appeal the amendments made to the notified UFD-O1.  As 

the notice of appeal did not propose any drafting of an amendment to the decisions 

version of UFD-O1 it is not possible to know precisely what objection was taken 

to the decisions version of that.   

[97] However, because the appeal refers to the outcomes sought in the original 

submission, I am entitled to assume that Glenpanel sought an outcome reflecting 

that notified approach. 

[98] From a solely merit-based perspective, it does appear that the relief now 

sought to the first limb of this provision as stated in the memorandum – when 

compared to the decisions version of this provision, is redundant, particularly 
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when reference is made to the reasons for the relief sought in the notice of appeal, 

as noted by the ORC.   

[99] However, that has no bearing on the scope issue.  As to that, I do not accept 

ORC’s submission that Glenpanel’s original submission did not contemplate a 

change that reads “including expansion of urban areas” as is now sought in the 

memorandum.  That new areas will be opened up for urban development is 

implicit in the wording of UFD-O1 in both the notified and the decisions version 

of this provision.  

[100] I am satisfied that on a plain reading of Glenpanel’s submission on UFD-

O1, a reader can reasonably foresee that Glenpanel seeks recognition in this 

objective that urban areas can change and grow as earlier stated.  The outcome 

now sought by Glenpanel is consistent with its original submission.  That was one 

of the reasons why the notified version was supported. 

[101] I am satisfied that the addition Glenpanel seeks to UFD-O1(1) was 

reasonably foreseeable on the basis of its submission.  I am further satisfied that 

this relief was continued on appeal given that: 

(a) UFD-O1 is listed as an appealed provision in the notice of appeal; 

and 

(b) paragraph [9](a) of the notice of the appeal seeks “the amendments 

sought to the relevant provisions … of the PORPS as sought in its 

Submission...”. 

[102] Accordingly, I determine the relief sought to UFD-O1(1) to be within 

scope.  Glenpanel could have pursued its appeal seeking reinstatement of the 

notified version of this. 

[103] As noted by ORC and QLDC, had the decisions version been amended in 

a way that expressly excluded the prospect of future urban expansion, Glenpanel 

could have filed an appeal seeking to make its preferred approach explicit.  
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[104] However, that is not in fact what occurred.  The decisions version of UFD-

O1(1) refers to the “development and change” of Otago’s urban areas, making it 

apparent that it is forward-thinking in the sense that it contemplates further urban 

expansion. 

[105] Accordingly, there is no need to consider Glenpanel’s arguments based 

upon consequential relief to its original submission to the definition for ‘Urban 

Area’, which was granted.15  This definition is entirely consistent with both the 

notified and decisions version of UFD-O1(1). 

[106] ORC submits that an appeal point seeking relief which has already been 

granted is frivolous and/or vexatious and should be struck out under s279(4)(a) 

RMA.  I return to that submission further on. 

[107] It has to be emphasised that this determination only applies to the 

amendments sought to reworded UFD-O1(1).  That issue is readily disposed of.  

[108] I address the remaining changes sought by Glenpanel. 

[109] As stated at the beginning of this decision, Glenpanel’s memorandum seeks 

that UFD-O1(2) be amended as follows: 

(2) subject to (1), maintains or enhances the significant values and features 

identified in this RPS, and the character and resources of each urban area.  

Or an alternative to this being the addition of subclause (3):  

(3) recognises that the need for urban expansion may prevail over the values of an 

ONL/F. 

[110] Glenpanel seeks an amendment to the notified version of UFD-O1(2) that 

 
15  Glenpanel supported the notified definition for ‘Urban Area’: “…that is, or is intended 

to be, predominantly urban in character”.  The Council’s decisions retained that 
definition. 
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makes it “subject to (1)”, however, there are two points to make in response to 

this change: 

(a) clause (2) has been deleted in the decisions version; and 

(b) Glenpanel supported the notified version in its original submission 

without any qualification in respect of the wording of clause (2).  I 

have earlier noted that because of its support for the notified version 

of this provision, Glenpanel could have sought that the original 

wording be reinstated in its appeal.  However, that would achieve an 

outcome that is the opposite to that which is now sought. 

[111] That is fatal in terms of there being scope for this amendment. 

[112] Turning now to Glenpanel’s rationale for these changes, for completeness, 

Glenpanel seeks to rely on generalised themes raised in its submission for the relief 

it now seeks by the inclusion of new UFD-O1(3), and as consequential relief, the 

changes to UFD-M2(5) and UFD-E1. 

[113] While it is common for submitters to state generalised themes or rely on 

broadly stated relief in a submission or notice of appeal, there are limits to this 

generalisation.  Noakes explained that problems arise where relief is too generalised; 

such that persons reading such submissions will not reasonably be able to 

understand clearly what amendments are or will be sought.16 

[114] It is for this reason that the prescribed form17 expressly requires that a 

notice of appeal on a proposed plan (or policy statement) state: 

  

 
16  At [78]. 
17  Form 7 in Schedule 1 to the Resource Management (Forms, Fees and Procedure) 

Regulations 2003. 
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the specific provision or matter that the decision includes in, or excludes from, the 

policy statement or plan or change or variation (or that the decision proposes to 

include or exclude) 

[115] While R4 of the Resource Management (Forms, Fees and Procedure) 

Regulations 2003 provides that minor differences from the prescribed form do not 

render the appeal invalid, that is subject to the express condition that the form 

used has the same effect as the prescribed form and is not misleading.18 

[116] ORC’s view is that there is no scope for Glenpanel’s relief to UFD-O1(2) 

or the alternative relief which would result in the inclusion of new subclause (3), 

and accordingly, there is no scope for the consequential relief it seeks to UFD-

M2(5) and UFD-E1.  ORC submits this relief should be struck out on those 

grounds. 

[117] Glenpanel’s appeal, which purports to build on its original submission, 

refers to common topics such as “urban areas” and “outstanding natural features 

and landscapes”.  However, Glenpanel’s notice of appeal expressly seeks: 

(a) “Urban growth including extensions to urban areas needs to be 

appropriately supported…”; 

(b) “There needs to be a return to common sense and a level of 

“outstandingness” as well as “naturalness” that warrants 

categorisation as an outstanding natural feature or landscape…”; and 

(c) “Property rights and the needs of the community must be prioritised 

over the outstanding natural features and landscape...”. 

[118] There is no need to identify themes in the original submission, as the actual 

amendments sought to each of the provisions are set out.  However, the reasons 

for the amendments did not extend to the categorisation of ONF/Ls as it does in 

the notice of appeal.  The only reference to ONF/L values was in the context of 

 
18  Above n 7, at [81]. 
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the submission on NFL-O1 and NFL-P2 where an amendment was sought to 

follow the language of s6(b). 

[119] Moreover, neither document signals to a submitter reading the notice that 

Glenpanel may seek the relief now specified, being that urban expansion may 

prevail over the values of an ONF/L duly categorised.  That does not relate to a 

“provision” included or a “matter” excluded from the PORPS referred to in the 

original submission or notice of appeal.  Nor is the amendment fairly or reasonably 

raised in either document on either a strict or liberal approach. 

[120] I further reject Glenpanel’s submission that it is implicit that extending 

urban areas into rural areas may also create tension with the values of ONF/Ls, 

therefore providing scope for the relief sought to UFD-O1(4).  That is a 

submission that was a focus of the ORC opposition earlier referred to, which I 

agree with. 

[121] There is only so far that themes extracted from a reading of a notice of 

appeal (as a whole) are able to be generalised to changes that are later particularised.  

There will be a point where such changes, while being within very broadly defined 

themes, go beyond those that are reasonably and foreseeably arising out of the 

original submissions, particularly where the relief was particularised in those 

submissions as they were in this case. 

[122] It is true that the notice of appeal refers to prioritising the needs of the 

community over ONF/Ls, particularly where there is an overwhelming 

community need to use land for, say, housing.  However, that was said in the 

context of a submission addressing the categorisation of an ONF/L.  More 

relevantly, the “themes” in the notice of appeal must derive from the original 

submission, where nothing was said about categorisation of an ONF/L. 

[123] Moreover, while the decisions version made the amendments to the NFL 

provisions as sought by Glenpanel, this resulted in an objective and policy that 

went no further than following the language of s6(b).   
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[124] While it is possible that some urban expansion may be found to be 

appropriate development within an ONF/L, that is different from an outcome 

that contemplates urban expansion prevailing over values of an ONF/L.   

[125] In this respect, I disagree with ORC.’s submissions in relation to the 

amendments sought to UFD-O1(2) and new clause (3) that: 

(a) the addition of “recognises that the need for urban expansion may 

prevail over the values of an ONL/F” to UFD-O1 adds nothing to 

the relief sought in the original submission that sought to add “from 

inappropriate subdivision, use and development” to NFL-O1 and 

NFL-P2 provisions protecting ONF/Ls; and 

(b) to now seek further relief to like effect adds nothing to the relief 

sought in Glenpanel’s original submission, which was granted in the 

decisions version of the PORPS, is frivolous and/or vexatious and 

should be struck out under s279(4)(a) RMA. 

UFD-M2(5) 

[126] The relief sought in Glenpanel’s notice of appeal includes amendments to 

UFD-M2.  However, Glenpanel’s original submission did not extend to any of the 

method provisions in the PORPS. 

[127] The notice of appeal does state that it relates to “any equivalent, updated, 

reordered or replacement provision” raised in its submission although it is 

doubtful that UFD-M2 can be construed as an updated, reordered or replacement 

provision for any of the specific objectives and policies and the single definition 

(for ‘Urban Area’) that were the subject of the original submission. 

UFD-E1 

[128] Similarly, Glenpanel’s original submission did not seek an amendment to 

UFD-E1. 
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[129] Glenpanel’s original submission did contain the often requested 

“consequential relief”: 

Make further amendments necessary to improve the clarity and workability of the 

provisions to achieve the purpose of the submission. 

[130] Glenpanel relies on this request for the changes now sought to both UFD-

M2(5) and UFD-E1.  The amendments sought to these provisions are substantive 

in their effect.  They do not relate to the clarity and/or workability of any of the 

PORPS provisions being submitted on.  Moreover, the amendments exceed the 

purpose of Glenpanel’s original submission, and accordingly they are beyond the 

scope of this prayer for relief. 

[131] For these reasons, I exercise my discretion under s279(4) to strike out the 

relief sought to UFD-O1(2), the alternative new subclause (3), and consequentially 

UFD-M2(5) and UFD-E1. 

Further discussion 

[132] It is regrettable that these scope issues have had to be determined at this 

very late stage of the case management process.  In this regard, I refer to QLDC’s 

observation that mediation of all other appeals (which were successfully mediated), 

took place over a 12-month period, and concluding in June this year.  Glenpanel’s 

appeal is the only one that is to be resolved. 

[133] QLDC notes that issues of scope arising out of the Glenpanel appeal were 

obvious from the outset of the process despite the fact that the notice of appeal 

did not specify any particular relief. 

[134] Accordingly, it is no surprise that the parties have taken issue with the 

amendments that were finally set out in the memorandum filed in July this year.  

Parties are encouraged to raise potential scope issues as soon as they become 

obvious in the case management process and preferably before mediation occurs. 
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[135] The court notes that the standard track directions issued after appeals have 

been filed requires that issues be identified in the first case management 

memorandum filed with the court. 

[136] It is further obvious that the Councils have experienced frustration arising 

from the fact that they and other parties entered into the mediation process not 

knowing precisely what relief was being sought by Glenpanel in its appeal, and 

from the court’s perspective, that is understandable. 

[137] Although the mediation process is a forum for the parties to explore 

opportunity to explore common ground in the process of settling their appeals, 

there are parameters around which this discussion can occur.  These arise from the 

relief that is specified in the appeal, provided that is founded on the original 

submission from which the appeal is derived. 

[138] That said, Glenpanel has failed to engage with the submissions made by 

both ORC and the QLDC as to the basis for the further changes sought to UFD-

O1(1) once considered against the decisions version of this provision and not the 

notified version of that. 

[139] I consider that to allow Glenpanel to pursue the relief sought to this 

provision as stated in the memorandum, is vexatious.  Moreover, it would 

undermine the efficacy in the appeal and mediation process and would amount to 

abuse of the process of this court.  Accordingly, that relief is also struck out. 

[140] This decision fully disposes of the remaining points of Glenpanel’s appeal, 

and therefore, pending lodgement of the consent order on UFD provisions 

otherwise agreed by parties, disposes of all outstanding matters on the PORPS 

requiring determination. 

Outcome 

[141] The relief sought to UFD-O1(1), UFD-O1(2) (and the alternative new 
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UFD-O1(3)), UFD-M2(5) and to UFD-E1 is struck out under s279(4) RMA. 

[142] Costs are reserved. 

 

______________________________  

P A Steven 
Environment Judge 
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8. My submission is: 

Column 1 Column 2 Column 3 Column 4 
The specific provisions 
of the proposal that my 
submission relates to 
are: 
 

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

The reasons for my views are: 
 
 
 
 

I seek the following decision from the 
local authority: 
 
 
 

Urban Area definition  I support the 
specific provisions 

Support the definition as it includes land 
“that is, or intended to be, predominantly 
urban in character”.  The definition 
enables private plan changes to be 
considered. 

Retain the definition and reference to 
areas intended to be predominantly 
urban in character.   



 

 

UFD-O1 – Form and 
function of urban areas  

I support the 
specific provisions 

UFD-01 recognises that the form and 
function of urban areas will change, now 
and in the future, to meet the changing 
needs of Otago’s people and 
communities.  It is important this policy 
recognises the need for urban form to 
expand in areas with growth.  

Retain the objective and ensure it 
recognises that urban areas will change 
and grow.  

UFD-O2 – Development 
of urban areas  

I support the 
specific provisions  

UFD-02 is positive as Clause (1) recognises 
sustainable development can occur in and 
around urban areas.   

Retain the objective.  

UFD-O3 – Strategic 
Planning  

I wish to have the 
specific provisions 
amended. 
 

UFD-03 is unclear as to who is to do the 
strategic planning, and how this Objective 
would apply to a private plan change 
scenario.   
 
Clause (3) of the policy is unclear and 
uncertain as there is no clear definition of 
values and aspirations.  

Amend the objective to make it clear 
strategic planning can be the formal 
strategic plans prepared by local 
authorities OR a separate strategic 
planning exercise (for example by the 
proponent of a private plan change). 
 
Delete Clause (3) of the objective as the 
terms ‘values’ and ‘aspirations’ are not 
suitable in an objective as they are too 
uncertain.  

UFD-O4 – Development 
in Rural Areas  

I wish to have the 
specific provisions 
amended. 
 

Clause (3) of the Objective requires 
amendment.  The reference to urban 
expansion on zoned land does not make 
sense as if it is zoned for urban purposes 
then it would not come under the 
expansion objective which is for rural 
areas.   
 
Clause (4) of the Objective requires 
amendment.  This clause would prevent 
the policy UFD-P4 from being 
implemented as an urban expansion 

Amend Clause (3) to remove reference to 
areas already zoned for urban expansion, 
rural lifestyle, and rural residential 
development, because under the 
definition of Urban Area they would not 
be captured by this objective which is 
titled ‘Development in Rural Areas’.  
 
Amend Clause (4) so that it is consistent 
with policy UFD-P4 and so it will enable 
urban expansion, which by its very nature, 
will not maintain and enhance rural 



 

 

provide for under UFD-P4 will inevitably 
not maintain and enhance rural character.  
 

character but rather recognise that 
change will occur as part of urbanisation. 

UFD-O5 – Urban 
development and 
climate change  

I support the 
specific provisions 

It focuses on adapting to the impacts of 
climate change, rather than trying to 
manage emissions on a consent-by-
consent basis.  

Retain the objective.  

UFD-P1 – Strategic 
Planning  

I support the 
specific provisions  

The Ladies Mile area has been identified 
in the QLDC Spatial Plan as a priority 
‘Future Urban’ area.  
 

Retain the policy.   

UFD-P2 – Sufficiency of 
development capacity 

I wish to have the 
specific provisions 
amended. 
 

Providing ‘sufficient’ housing capacity will 
not help address the housing crisis being 
experienced in New Zealand.    Replace 
the word ‘Sufficient’ with ‘Significant’ or 
‘More than sufficient’ housing capacity.  
This also recognises land zoned for 
housing does not necessarily get 
developed for housing yet appears as part 
of development capacity calculations.  
i.e., a zoning is not actually capacity until 
it is released to the market as vacant land.  

Replace the word ‘Sufficient’ with 
‘Significant’ or ‘More than sufficient’.   

UFD-P3 – Urban 
Intensification  

I support the 
specific provisions  

Intensification should be encouraged.  Retain the policy.  

UFD-P4 – Urban 
Expansion  

I wish to have the 
specific provisions 
amended. 
 

Generally support the policy, however the 
wording of clause (7)(c) does not read 
well.  Clause (7)(c) could just be part of (b) 
as an either / or type policy. 

Support the policy but amend wording of 
clause 7(c) to read better, it could just be 
part of (b) as an either / or type policy.  

UFD-P7 – Rural Areas  I wish to have the 
specific provisions 
amended. 
 

It is unclear how this policy relates to 
UFD-P4 and the definition of urban areas.  
The two policies and the definition need 
to be carefully worded to ensure they are 
not in conflict, as most urban extensions 

Amend the policy to recognise in UFD-P7 
that UFD-P4 could mean that rural areas 
change to urban areas as part of achieving 
UFD-P4.    
 



 

 

will occur on rural land.   The definition of 
‘urban areas’ includes land “that is, or 
intended to be, predominantly urban in 
character”. E.g., at present an urban 
extension in accordance with UFD-P4 
would run into issues with UFD-P7 as the 
land for the urban expansion may be 
zoned rural but can fall within the 
definition of an urban area as it is 
“intended to be, predominantly urban in 
character”.  i.e., land on the edge of town 
could fall within both the ‘rural areas’ and 
urban areas’ definition.  

Amend the policy to enable logical urban 
extensions into Rural areas as part of a 
well-functioning urban environment.  

UFD-P10 – Criteria for 
significant development 
capacity  

I wish to have the 
specific provisions 
amended. 
 

The policy recognises that proposed plan 
changes (which includes private plan 
changes) are a key part of meeting 
development capacity.  

Retain the policy but amend clause (5) to 
also enable smaller contributions.  Having 
a large number of smaller contributions 
better achieves a competitive housing 
market rather than putting all of the 
supply under the control of one or two 
landowners.  This is particularly the case 
in Queenstown where there is a large 
amount of zoned land but large areas of 
capacity are held by a small number of 
landowners.  

NFL-O1 - Outstanding 
and highly valued 
natural features and 
landscapes 

I wish to have the 
specific provisions 
amended. 
 

The Objective requires amendment as it 
goes further than section 6(b) which 
requires that ONLs and ONFs are 
protected from “inappropriate” 
subdivision use and development  The 
wording of the objective is just that they 
are to be protected.  This is a level of 
protection similar to a national park and 
is not consistent with section 6(b) of the 

Amend the wording to align with Section 
6(b) and identify what is “inappropriate 
development”, rather than just seeking 
that ONLs/ ONFs be “protected” full stop 
as this goes beyond section 6(b).    

The areas and values of Otago’s 
outstanding and highly valued natural 
features and landscapes are  identified, 



RMA.  Section 6(b) recognises that some 
development in these areas can be 
appropriate.   

and the use and development of Otago’s 
natural and physical resources results in: 

(1) the protection of outstanding
natural features and landscapes
from inappropriate subdivision, use
and development, and

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

NFL-P2 – Protection of 
outstanding natural 
features and landscapes 

I wish to have the 
specific provisions 
amended. 

Amend the first sentence to reflect 
section 6(b) of the RMA.  The policy 
requires amendment as it goes further 
than section 6(b) which requires that 
ONLs and ONFs are protected from 
“inappropriate” subdivision use and 
development  The wording of the 
objective is just that they are to be 
protected.  This is a level of protection 
similar to a national park and is not 
consistent with section 6(b) of the RMA. 
Section 6(b) recognises that some 
development in these areas can be 
appropriate.   

Amend the policy as follows: 

Protect outstanding natural features and 
landscapes from inappropriate subdivision, 
use and development by: 

(1) avoiding adverse effects on the
values that contribute to the
natural feature or landscape being
considered outstanding, even if
those values are not themselves
outstanding, and

(2) avoiding, remedying or mitigating
other adverse effects.

All of the above 
provisions 

I wish to have the 
specific provisions 
amended. 

Consequential relief. Make further amendments necessary to 
improve the clarity and workability of the 
provisions to achieve the purpose of the 
submission.  
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TO:  The Registrar 
 Environment Court 
 CHRISTCHURCH 

1. Glenpanel Limited Partnership appeals against parts of the decision of the 

Otago Regional Council (ORC or Council) in respect of the Proposed Otago 

Regional Policy Statement 2021 (PORPS). 

BACKGROUND AND DECISIONS APPEALED 

2. Glenpanel Limited Partnership made a submission on the PORPS 

(Submission).   

3. Glenpanel Limited Partnership is not a trade competitor for the purposes 

of section 308D of the RMA. 

4. The Decision was received on 28 March 2024, and again on 30 March 2024.  

ORC advised (on its website) that “the appeal period … ends on 16 May 

2024”.   

5. The Decision was made by ORC.  This followed the recommendations made 

by the Hearing Panel appointed to hear and make recommendations on 

submissions.   

6. Glenpanel Limited Partnership appeals all parts of the Decision that: 

(a) relate to, or affect, the provisions (and any equivalent, updated, 

reordered or replacement provisions) raised in its Submission, 

these include but are not limited to:  NFL-O1; NFL-P1 to P2, NFL-M1 

to M-4; NFL-E1; NFL-PR1, NFL-AER1 to AER2; UFD-O1; UFD-P1 to 

P5; UFD-P10; UFD-M1 to M2; UFD-E1; UFD-PR1; UFD-AER1 to 

AER13; and  

(b) the matters or issues raised in its Submission; and  

(c) the outcomes sought in its Submission. 
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GENERAL REASONS FOR APPEAL  

General reasons  

7. General reasons for the appeal are that the Provisions: 

(a) do not promote the sustainable management of resources in 

accordance with section 5 of the RMA in that they: 

(i) do not manage the use, development, and protection of 

natural and physical resources which enable people and 

communities to provide for their social, economic, and 

cultural well-being and for their health and safety, as 

required by section 5 of the RMA; 

(ii) do not sustain the potential of natural and physical 

resources to meet the reasonably foreseeable needs of 

future generations, as required by section 5 of the RMA; 

(b) do not promote the efficient use and development of natural and 

physical resources; and 

(c) do not recognise and provide for, or otherwise acknowledge, and/ 

or prioritise, the property rights of landowners; and 

(d) do not include objectives that represent the most appropriate way 

to achieve the purpose of the RMA, as required by section 32 of the 

RMA; 

(e) do not include policies and methods that represent the most 

appropriate way to achieve the objectives of the PORPS, as required 

by section 32 of the RMA. 

Specific reasons  

8. Without limiting the generality of paragraph 2.1, the more specific reasons 

for appealing include: 
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Urban form and development 

(a) Urban growth including extensions to urban areas needs to be 

appropriately supported, including where district plans have failed 

to “catch-up” to need and other changing circumstances.  

Generally, provided that infrastructure can be appropriately 

addressed, extensions to urban areas should be clearly supported.   

Outstanding natural features and landscapes 

(b) The actual identification of outstanding natural features and 

landscapes has become fundamentally flawed, such that features 

and landscapes which are not outstanding (to any objectively 

reasonable member of the community) are categorised as such, 

and are blighted from reasonable use by their landowner, without 

compensation of the taking of the land by the relevant Council for 

setting it aside as a reserve (scenic, or otherwise).   

(c) There needs to be a return to common sense and a level of 

“outstandingness” as well as “naturalness” that warrants 

categorisation as an outstanding natural feature or landscape, such 

as recognised by the Environment court in Wakatipu Environmental 

Society Incorporated and Ors v Queenstown-Lakes District Council 

[2000] NZRMA 59 at [99]:  

… ascertaining an area of outstanding natural landscape should 

not (normally) require experts  Usually an outstanding natural 

landscape should be so obvious (in general terms) that there is 

no need for expert analysis  

(d) There also, where an outstanding natural feature or landscape 

categorisation is warranted, a need to provide a clearer direction 

for activities that are clearly not inappropriate.  For example, where 

the only reason that a feature or landscape is recognisable as 

“outstanding” (subject to the approach identified at (b) above) is 

that it has been significantly modified by, for example farming, then 
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activities that support ongoing farming are not only not 

inappropriate, but are essential to be supported if the feature or 

landscape is to reman outstanding.  More specifically, farm 

buildings, and farm housing for the owner/ farmer and their 

workers needs to be specifically recognised as appropriate or 

otherwise supported at a policy level.   

(e) Simply put, the only way to protect such outstanding natural 

features and landscapes in the long term, is to allow its reasonable 

use.  Or, if the Council wants them as a scenic or other reserve, then 

it should acquire it as one to protect it.  The provisions of the PORPS 

need to address this.   

Relationship between urban form and development and 

outstanding natural features and landscapes 

(f) Property rights and the needs of the community must be prioritised 

over the outstanding natural features and landscapes, particularly 

where:  

(i) any such categorised features and landscapes are not in fact 

truly outstanding and are sufficiently natural (to any 

objectively reasonable member of the community);  

(ii) the outstanding natural features and landscapes are already 

compromised, for example because of existing urban and 

other development on them (which makes it unfair for the 

particular landowner to unable to develop their land in a 

similar manner); and/ or  

(iii) there is an overwhelming community need to use the land 

resource (eg for housing), noting that people and 

communities are an important part of the environment.   
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RELIEF SOUGHT 

9. Glenpanel Limited Partnership seeks: 

(a) the amendments sought to the relevant provisions (or their any 

equivalent, updated, reordered or replacement provisions) of the 

PORPS as sought in its Submission;  

(b) any other amendments to the Provisions to address the matters or 

issues raised in its Submission and in this Appeal;  

(c) without limiting the above, any other amendments to: 

(i) direct that to features and landscapes are only categorised as 

outstanding natural features or landscapes if they truly 

“outstanding” and are sufficiently “natural” to such an 

obvious extent that an objectively reasonable member of the 

community would consider them so;  

(ii) for features and landscapes that are appropriately 

categorised as outstanding natural features or landscapes, to 

direct for private property rights to prevail unless a Council 

acquires the land for a scenic or other reserve purposes;  

(d) any alternative or other amendments to address the matters raised 

in this appeal, and to achieve the intent of this appeal (including as 

raised in the general and specific reasons given in this appeal);  

(e) any similar, alternative, consequential and/or other relief as 

necessary to address the issues raised in this appeal; and  

(f) that the PORPS be withdrawn or rejected in its entirety, or, at least 

all appeals suspended, pending the outcome of this Government’s 

signalled changes to national direction, including a replacement to 

the RMA. 

 



 6 

Attachments 

10. Glenpanel Limited Partnership attaches the following documents to this 

notice: 

(a) A copy of Glenpanel Limited Partnership’s submission (Attachment 

A);  

(b) A copy of the relevant decision (Attachment B); and  

(c) A list of names and addresses of persons to be served with a copy 

of this notice (Attachment C). 

Signature: GLENPANEL LIMITED PARTNERSHIP by its duly authorised agent 

 
______________________________________ 

Lara Burkhardt 
Counsel for the Appellant 

 

Date:  16 May 2024 

 
Address for service of Appellant: 
 

Lara Burkhardt 
Barrister & Solicitor 
PO Box 4432 

Mount Maunganui South 3149 
Tel:  07 575 2569 

027 222 8656 
Email:  lara@laraburkhardt.co.nz  

  

mailto:lara@laraburkhardt.co.nz
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Advice to recipients of copy of notice of appeal  

How to become party to proceedings  

You may be a party to the appeal if you made a submission or a further submission on 
the matter of this appeal.  

To become a party to the appeal, you must,—  

• within 15 working days after the period for lodging a notice of appeal ends, 
lodge a notice of your wish to be a party to the proceedings (in form 33) with 
the Environment Court and serve copies of your notice on the relevant local 
authority and the appellant; and  

 

• within 20 working days after the period for lodging a notice of appeal ends, 
serve copies of your notice on all other parties.  

 

Your right to be a party to the proceedings in the court may be limited by the trade 
competition provisions in section 274(1)and Part 11A of the Resource Management Act 
1991.  

You may apply to the Environment Court under section 281 of the Resource 
Management Act 1991 for a waiver of the above timing or service requirements (see 
form 38).  

How to obtain copies of documents relating to appeal  

The copy of this notice served on you does not attach a copy of the appellant’s 
submission and the decision appealed. These documents may be obtained, on request, 
from the appellant.  

Advice  

If you have any questions about this notice, contact the Environment Court in Auckland. 
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Attachment A 

Submission  
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Attachment B 

Decision of the respondent 
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Attachment C 

Names and addresses of persons to be served with copy of appeal 

(Names and email addresses as provided by Council, with duplicates deleted; 
noting that a number of submitters did not have address for service provided, and 
have not been included.)   
 

 SUBNAME_FULL AFS_EMAIL 

1.  Abraham, Ben abrahambm@gmail.com 

2.  Achari, Komal komal_achari@hotmail.com 

3.  Adams, GYPSY-JAZZ  gypsy.jazz666@hotmail.com 

4.  Aggregate and Quarry Association wayne@aqa.org.nz 

5.  AgResearch Limited graeme.mathieson@mitchelldaysh.co.nz 

6.  Alluvium Ltd and Stoney Creek Mining Ltd kate.mckenzie@tprl.co.nz 

7.  Anderson Frances  francesanderson784@gmail.com 

8.  Anderson, Lesley lesleyma2016@gmail.com  

9.  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 

10.  Aotearoa Water Action (AWA) ngladding@hotmail.com 

11.  Ara Poutama Aotearoa the Department of 
Corrections 

maurice.dale@boffamiskell.co.nz 

12.  Atkinson Janet  janack@xtra.co.nz 

13.  Aurora Energy Limited angus.robertson@auroraenergy.nz 

14.  Baillie, Ra ranui@hotmail.com 

15.  Bain, Bronwyn thebainfamily@xtra.co.nz 

16.  Baird Alisterbaird  alisterwilliambaird@gmail.com 

17.  Baird, Matthew mbairdnz@gmail.com 

18.  Baker, Kelsey kelsey_baker@hotmail.com 

19.  BALD MARTIN  rainbowfarmnz@hotmail.com 

20.  Ballance Agri-Nutrients Ltd dominic.adams@ballance.co.nz 

21.  Ballantyne, Clara  claraballantyne@columbacollege.school.nz 

22.  Barratt,Andy asbarratt@gmail.com 

23.  Bean Misty  mystie1@hotmail.com 

24.  Beef + Lamb New Zealand Ltd may.ponsonby@beeflambnz.co.nz  

25.  Berriman, Jay jay@epkcrew.com 

26.  Beveridge Thomas  tombev2009@hotmail.com 

27.  Big Stone Forest Limited bridget.irving@gallawaycookallan.co.nz  

28.  Black, Jane jane.black14@gmail.com  

29.  Blackthorn Lodge Glenorchy Limited katharine.hockly@laneneave.co.nz 

30.  Boland Kayla  kayla.boland87@gmail.com 

31.  Boxer Hills Trust  rachel@brownandcompany.co.nz  

32.  Bradley, Sue windsurfsue@hotmail.com 

33.  Broad Susan, Broad Donald raggyann6@gmail.com  

34.  Business South Inc mike.collins@business-south.org.nz 

mailto:komal_achari@hotmail.com
mailto:lesleyma2016@gmail.com
mailto:ngladding@hotmail.com
mailto:joanne.dowd@auroraenergy.nz
mailto:may.ponsonby@beeflambnz.co.nz
mailto:jay@epkcrew.com
mailto:bridget.irving@gallawaycookallan.co.nz
mailto:jane.black14@gmail.com
mailto:katharine.hockly@laneneave.co.nz
mailto:rachel@brownandcompany.co.nz
mailto:raggyann6@gmail.com
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 SUBNAME_FULL AFS_EMAIL 

35.  Buxton, Linda linda.buxton24@gmail.com  

36.  Cain whānau Ben@cuee.nz 

37.  Calder Stewart Craig.Maaka@calderstewart.co.nz 

38.  Camp, Susan  reidosuzie@icloud.com 

39.  Campbell Demelza  demelzaharris@hotmail.com 

40.  Campbell, Alistair  scoota.akc@googlemail.com 

41.  Canterbury Regional Council (Environment 
Canterbury) paul.thompson@ecan.govt.nz  

42.  Carpenter, Ian iancrpntr@gmail.com  

43.  Carter, Gerald (passed away send info to 
Maximillian Carter-Smith) max@cartersmith.co.nz 

44.  Casey-Douglas, Debbie dcleadlights@outlook.com  

45.  Central Otago District Council ann.rodgers@codc.govt.nz 

46.  Central Otago Environmental Society philh.murray@xtra.co.nz  

47.  Central Otago Heritage Trust grayeshattky@gmail.com 

48.  Central Otago Winegrowers Association andy@mishasvineyard.com 

49.  Central South Island Fish and Game Council nparagreen@fishandgame.org.nz 

50.  Chambers, Lady Deborah debchambers@bankside.co.nz  

51.  Chapman Jon  doubleopards@hotmail.com 

52.  Charnin Zoe  zcharnin@gmail.com 

53.  Chorus, New Zealand Limited, Spark New 
Zealand Trading Limited and Vodafone New 
Zealand chris@incite.co.nz 

54.  Christchurch International Airport Limited 
(CIAL) aime.green@chapmantripp.com 

55.  Chung, Cadence cadencebchung@gmail.com  

56.  City Forests Limited peter.oliver@cityforests.co.nz  

57.  Clements Fiona  senorita.awesumo@gmail.com 

58.  Contact Energy Limited chris.drayton@contactenergy.co.nz  

59.  Coonrod Michael  wanakawoodenboats@gmail.com 

60.  Cosy Homes Charitable Trust info@cosyhomes.org.nz 

61.  Crawford Phillipa  pccrawford14@hotmail.com 

62.  Currie, Adam  Adamkmcurrie@gmail.com 

63.  Currie, Mike currance@xtra.co.nz  

64.  Cuthers, Maggie  maggiecuthers@gmail.com 

65.  Daisy Link Garden Centres Limited Derek.mclachlan@gallawaycookallan.co.nz 

66.  Danny Walker, Peter Hall, Cold Gold Clutha 
Ltd and Awa Koura Mining Ltd kate.mckenzie@tprl.co.nz 

67.  DairyNZ Limited Carina.ross@dairynz.co.nz 

68.  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  

69.  Davi Marianna  marianna.davi@hotmail.com 

mailto:linda.buxton24@gmail.com
mailto:paul.thompson@ecan.govt.nz
mailto:iancrpntr@gmail.com
mailto:max@cartersmith.co.nz
mailto:dcleadlights@outlook.com
mailto:philh.murray@xtra.co.nz
mailto:debchambers@bankside.co.nz
mailto:aime.green@chapmantripp.com
mailto:cadencebchung@gmail.com
mailto:chris.drayton@contactenergy.co.nz
mailto:currance@xtra.co.nz
mailto:Carina.ross@dairynz.co.nz
mailto:maree.baker-galloway@al.nz
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 SUBNAME_FULL AFS_EMAIL 

70.  Davies, Laurie deloreanx2@gmail.com  

71.  Dawood Hana  hana.groot@gmail.com 

72.  Dawson, Nick nickqueer@hotmail.com  

73.  Deer Industry New Zealand Lindsay.Fung@deernz.org 

74.  Dennison, Ann ann.dennison@xtra.co.nz  

75.  Dickson John  johncrawforddickson@gmail.com 

76.  Director-General of Conservation mbrass@doc.govt.nz 

77.  Dove Holly  hollydove88@gmail.com 

78.  Dowsett Lila  lila.dowsett@gmail.com 

79.  Ducrot, Barbara barbara.ducrot@gmail.com 

80.  Duncan, Brent & Kelley fishybrent@hotmail.co.nz 

81.  Dunedin City Council sarah.hickey@dcc.govt.nz  

82.  Dunedin International Airport Limited Phil.page@gallawaycookallan.co.nz 

83.  Elliott, Joy d.elliott@xtra.co.nz 

84.  Ellis Kylie  kyeellis1@gmail.com 

85.  Environmental Defence Society shay@eds.org.nz 

86.  Environmental Justice Ōtepoti  environmentaljusticeotepoti@gmail.com 

87.  Ernslaw One Ltd Peter.Weir@Ernslaw.co.nz 

88.  Evans, Meg mp3evans@outlook.com  

89.  Extinction Rebellion Queenstown Lakes annasimmonds@gmail.com 

90.  Federated Farmers of New Zealand elinscott@fedfarm.org.nz 

91.  Field, Anthony ants.field@gmail.com  

92.  Fire and Emergency New Zealand – Te Kei 
Region (Otago/Southland) liz.metsers@fireandemergency.nz  

93.  Fischer, Elaine  efischer@workmail.com 

94.  Fisheries New Zealand, Ministry for Primary 
Industries jean.davis@mpi.govt.nz 

95.  Flanagan, Katherine katherine.m.flanagan@gmail.com  

96.  Fluit Irene irenefluit@gmail.com 

97.  Flux, Tracey  tracey.flux@gmail.com 

98.  Fonterra Co-operative Group Limited Ben.Williams@chapmantripp.com 

99.  Foothills Mining Ltd foothillsmining@gmail.com  

100.  Fouke Bernard  bfouke@xtra.co.nz 

101.  Frazer, Ian ian.frazer@gmail.com 

102.  Frew, Sharon mccomb.frew@xtra.co.nz 

103.  Fulton Hogan Limited tensor@tonkintaylor.co.nz 

104.  Gardner, Bill billrg54@gmail.com 

105.  Gerber, Daniel  gerberasetz@yahoo.com  

106.  Gillis Stasha  stasa@autistici.org 

107.  Girling,Kit Kit.girling@gmail.com 

108.  Glenpanel Limited Partnership blair@vivianespie.co.nz 

109.  Gollan Malcolm malcolmgollan@gmail.com 

110.  Goodman Kate kateegoodman@gmail.com 

111.  Graymont (NZ) Limited bmurray@graymont.com 

112.  Greaves, Paul George pgreaves@xtra.co.nz 

mailto:deloreanx2@gmail.com
mailto:nickqueer@hotmail.com
mailto:ann.dennison@xtra.co.nz
mailto:sarah.hickey@dcc.govt.nz
mailto:shay@eds.org.nz
mailto:mp3evans@outlook.com
mailto:annasimmonds@gmail.com
mailto:elinscott@fedfarm.org.nz
mailto:ants.field@gmail.com
mailto:liz.metsers@fireandemergency.nz
mailto:katherine.m.flanagan@gmail.com
mailto:foothillsmining@gmail.com
mailto:gerberasetz@yahoo.com
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 SUBNAME_FULL AFS_EMAIL 

113.  Greenpeace Aotearoa and 1259 supporters / 
direct submitters crose@greenpeace.org 

114.  Gregor, Sarita sarita.macgregor@gmail.com 

115.  Gregory Nicky gregorynicky@icloud.com 

116.  Griffin, J Frank T frank.griffin@otago.ac.nz  

117.  Grimmett David (gone; replaced by Rita 
Przybilski ) rita.przybilski@otago.ac.nz 

118.  Hannah, Patricia  patriciaahannah@gmail.com 

119.  Harbour Fish, Southern Fantastic and 
Fantastic Holdings chanelgardner@yahoo.com 

120.  Harriss, Gavin gavin@paydirt.co.nz 

121.  Hartstone Jayne jaynemadeline@gmail.com 

122.  Hattrill, Richard mmscreening@bigpond.com  

123.  Hawkins, David drhawkins50@gmail.com 

124.  Henderson Marie-Claire marieclaire.henderson@gmail.com 

125.  Hendry, Tania tanzandmj@hotmail.com 

126.  Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga fdavies@heritage.org.nz 

127.  Herlihy, Gavan James herlihy@xtra.co.nz 

128.  Highton, John  John.highton@otago.ac.nz  

129.  Hippolite,Tyler  tyler.hippolite@gmail.com 

130.  Hodges, Suzanne antiguasue@hotmail.com  

131.  Hogg, Gary garyhogg2004@xtra.co.nz 

132.  Hopkins, Jim jimhop46@gmail.com 

133.  Horn, Rosie rihorn@photogirl.co.nz  

134.  

Horticulture New Zealand 

amelia.scharting@holmmajurey.nz 
nicola.buxeda@holmmajurey.nz 
louise.ford@holmmajurey.nz  

135.  Horwell Marion  marionhorwell@gmail.com 

136.  Hoskin, Linda linda.hoskin@windowslive.com 

137.  Howson, Andrew Richard andrewrhowson@gmail.com 

138.  Hudson, Peta peta@unifone.net.nz 

139.  Hughes, Siobhan  siobhan.hughes@outlook.com 

140.  Hunter, Wendy w.hunter@xtra.co.nz 

141.  Infinity Investment Group Holdings Limited sarah.eveleigh@al.nz 

142.  Īves, Brenda bives@xtra.co.nz 

143.  James Helen  helenj83@live.com 

144.  James, Neil neiljames.otago@gmail.com  

145.  Jamieson, Philippa philippa@earthlight.co.nz 

146.  Jarvis, Linda ljarvis.qt@gmail.com 

147.  Jarvis, Stephen last1jarvis@gmail.com 

148.  Jones, Danelle dnell.jones@gmail.com 

149.  Joostens, Phillip boaraxa@yahoo.co.nz  

150.  Joyce, Peta petajoyce9@gmail.com 

151.  Karimi, Abtin  cleanwalk.ourplanet@gmail.com 

152.  Kaufman, Dylan dylan.kaufman123@gmail.com 

mailto:frank.griffin@otago.ac.nz
mailto:rita.przybilski@otago.ac.nz
mailto:mmscreening@bigpond.com
mailto:John.highton@otago.ac.nz
mailto:tyler.hippolite@gmail.com
mailto:antiguasue@hotmail.com
mailto:rihorn@photogirl.co.nz
mailto:amelia.scharting@holmmajurey.nz
mailto:amelia.scharting@holmmajurey.nz
mailto:amelia.scharting@holmmajurey.nz
mailto:w.hunter@xtra.co.nz
mailto:bives@xtra.co.nz
mailto:neiljames.otago@gmail.com
mailto:boaraxa@yahoo.co.nz
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 SUBNAME_FULL AFS_EMAIL 

153.  Keir, Mike mike@jfk.nz  

154.  Keller Christine  mindmade@hotmail.com 

155.  Kerby Georgia georgiakerby@gmail.com 

156.  Kern, Don apteryx05@gmail.com  

157.  Khouri Camille  camillekhouri@gmail.com 

158.  Kjelgaard, Chris chriskjelgaard@hotmail.com 

159.  Kok, Robert Matthew R.BKok@xtra.co.nz 

160.  Kramer, Mark J mjkramer@xtra.co.nz 

161.  Kroon, Hanneke  jakro@pl.net 

162.  LAC Properties Trustees Limited laura.mclaughlan@al.nz  

163.  Lakin, Emma ems.lakin@hotmail.com  

164.  Lamb Toria  mstorialamb@gmail.com 

165.  Lambert, Jeff alpbuild03@gmail.com 

166.  Lane Hocking laura.mclaughlan@al.nz  

167.  Larson, Tanya tanya.renew@mail.com  

168.  Lauder Creek Farming office@laudercreek.co.nz 

169.  Lawrence, Louise loulaw22@gmail.com  

170.  Lawrie, Karla  karla.lawrie@gmail.com 

171.  lentell harry  harrylentell4@gmail.com 

172.  Leusink, Maxim,  maxim_leusink@hotmail.com 

173.  Liddell, Elizabeth lidmail@xtra.co.nz 

174.  Liddicoat, Stuart bigstuliddicoat@gmail.com  

175.  Lopes, Eva  evamplopes@gmail.com 

176.  Lowe, Michael channel_z@hotmail.com 

177.  Manawa Energy (formerly Trustpower 
Limited) nicola.foran@manawaenergy.co.nz 

178.  Manuherekia Catchment Group 
(Incorporated Society)  susie@mckconsultancy.co.nz 

179.  marcjoniak, krystyna  cooper.krystyna@gmail.com 

180.  Marks, Marj sunnyjak@hotmail.com  

181.  Marquand, Marion mmarquand@hotmail.com  

182.  Marshall, Jonathan  joe8326@gmail.com 

183.  Marshall, Lis lis.marshall@icloud.com  

184.  Maryhill Limited laura.mclaughlan@al.nz   

185.  Matakanui Gold Limited anita@townplanning.co.nz 

186.  Matheson Maire  lachlan.maire@gmail.com 

187.  McArthur Ridge Vineyard Ltd robin@nimbusgroup.co.nz 

188.  Mccafferty, Sue suemccafferty@xtra.co.nz 

189.  McCall, Lloyd lloyd@m90fs.co.nz 

190.  mcclintock Lorraine  peterfrancis@orcon.net.nz 

191.  Mccutcheon Michael  starboy31068@yahoo.com.au 

192.  McDonald, Mark mcdonaldmac@ctra.co.nz 

193.  McDonald, Tania tania@mcdonald.kiwi.nz 

194.  Mcentee Phill phillmcentee@gmail.com 

195.  McGregor, Kitt kittmcgregor@gmail.com 

mailto:mike@jfk.nz
mailto:apteryx05@gmail.com
mailto:chriskjelgaard@hotmail.com
mailto:ems.lakin@hotmail.com
mailto:tanya.renew@mail.com
mailto:loulaw22@gmail.com
mailto:bigstuliddicoat@gmail.com
mailto:nicola.foran@manawaenergy.co.nz
mailto:sunnyjak@hotmail.com
mailto:mmarquand@hotmail.com
mailto:lis.marshall@icloud.com
mailto:anita@townplanning.co.nz
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 SUBNAME_FULL AFS_EMAIL 

196.  Mcmillan, Samantha samantha.mcmillan@hotmail.com  

197.  Melbourne Janet  herbmed@xtra.co.nz 

198.  Meldrum Sophia  sophiameldrum@gmail.com 

199.  Mercury NZ Ltd fraser.graafhuis@mercury.co.nz 

200.  Meridian Energy Limited andrew.feierabend@meridianenergy.co.nz 

201.  Micoud Florence  florencemicoud@gmail.com 

202.  Miller Zena  cyrilzena@xtra.co.nz 

203.  Minister for the Environment Macaela.flanagan@mfe.govt.nz 

204.  Ministry of Education Kate.Graham@beca.com 

205.  Mokihinui Gold Ltd nevisnugget@gmail.com  

206.  Monckton Brian  monckton.brian@gmail.com 

207.  Moore, Melissa tearapuna@gmail.com 

208.  Morgan, Andrea morgie@orcon.net.nz 

209.  Moutere Station office@mouterestation.co.nz 

210.  Mt Cardrona Station laura.mclaughlan@al.nz   

211.  Network Waitaki Limited (“NWL”) megan.justice@mitchelldaysh.co.nz 

212.  New Zealand Carbon Farming  ainsley@amconsulting.co.nz  

213.  New Zealand Cherry Corp Limited sarah.eveleigh@al.nz 

214.  New Zealand Defence Force sbevin@tonkintaylor.co.nz 

215.  New Zealand Infrastructure Commission, Te 
Waihanga robert.addison@tewaihanga.govt.nz 

216.  Ngāi Tahu Forestry jane.higgins@ntforestry.co.nz  

217.  NZ Pork penny.cairns@pork.co.nz 

218.  Oceana Gold (New Zealand) Ltd alison.paul@oceanagold.com 

219.  O'Connor, Paul paulo_66@outlook.co.nz 

220.  Off Road Adventures Limited ben@cuee.nz 

221.  Oliver, Jared jared_m_oliver@hotmail.com 

222.  Olsen Jen  jen.olsen@slingshot.co.nz 

223.  O'Neill, Shaun shaun.oneill@talktalk.net 

224.  Otago Fish and Game Council nparagreen@fishandgame.org.nz 

225.  Otago Regional Council warren.hanley@orc.govt.nz 

226.  Otago Rock Lobster Industry Association Inc 
and Pauamac 5 Incorporated katekhesson@gmail.com 

227.  Otago Water Resource Users Group bridget.irving@gallawaycookallan.co.nz 

228.  Palmer, Liz lizetapalmer@gmail.com 

229.  Parcell, Edgar edgarparcell@xtra.co.nz 

230.  Paul Estee  esteepaul6@gmail.com 

231.  Pereira, Janet jaynedpereira2@gmail.com  

232.  Pilcher, Colleen colleen@earthsong.org.nz  

233.  Pomahaka Water Care Group lloyd@m90fs.co.nz  

234.  PONCE, Raphaël  raphael.ponce77@gmail.com 

235.  Port Blakely NZ Ltd zrobinson@portblakely.com 

236.  Port Otago Ltd joanne.dowd@portotago.co.nz 

237.  Porteous,Sonya songreenstone@gmail.com 

238.  PowerNet Limited megan.justice@mitchelldaysh.co.nz  

mailto:samantha.mcmillan@hotmail.com
mailto:fraser.graafhuis@mercury.co.nz
mailto:Kate.Graham@beca.com
mailto:nevisnugget@gmail.com
mailto:ainsley@amconsulting.co.nz
mailto:sbevin@tonkintaylor.co.nz
mailto:robert.addison@tewaihanga.govt.nz
mailto:jane.higgins@ntforestry.co.nz
mailto:lizetapalmer@gmail.com
mailto:jaynedpereira2@gmail.com
mailto:colleen@earthsong.org.nz
mailto:lloyd@m90fs.co.nz
mailto:joanne.dowd@portotago.co.nz
mailto:megan.justice@mitchelldaysh.co.nz
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239.  Prebble, Thomas thomasprebble@hotmail.com 

240.  price Frances  hadlow@beswickprice.net 

241.  Pritchard, Christopher chris@hhq.nz  

242.  Quartly Victoria victoriaquartly@gmail.com 

243.  Queenstown Airport Corporation Ltd melissa.brook@queenstownairport.co.nz 

244.  Queenstown Lakes District Council Erin.auchterlonie@qldc.govt.nz 

245.  Ravensdown Limited carmen@planzconsultants.co.nz 

246.  Rayonier Matariki Forests andy.fleming@rayonier.com 

247.  Reeves Saleema  ma.saleema@xtra.co.nz 

248.  Reid Pete petelisareid@xtra.co.nz 

249.  Reitze Christine  christine.reitze@gmail.com 

250.  Remy, Melanie melotago@gmail.com  

251.  Rolfe Steffan  steffan.rolfe@xtra.co.nz 

252.  Ronald,  David  jronald86@outlook.com 

253.  Rose, Christine christine.rose25@gmail.com  

254.  Rose, Julie  kiwimusume@gmail.com 

255.  Rowe, Raewyn rowe.clan@gmail.com  

256.  Royal Forest and Bird Protection Society NZ  P.Anderson@forestandbird.org.nz 

257.  Rubensdoerffer, Birgit  rubensd@web.de 

258.  Rural Contractors New Zealand Inc. graeme.mathieson@mitchelldaysh.co.nz 

259.  Rust, Rod rodrust@xtra.co.nz 

260.  Salis, Sergio sergio.salis@gmail.com 

261.  Sandhu, Shammi  shammi@xtra.co.nz 

262.  Sanford Limited AUndorf-Lay@sanford.co.nz 

263.  Schenk, Saskia saskia@vandergeest.co.nz  

264.  Schlup Martin mkschlup@xtra.co.nz 

265.  Scott Ilona  ilonkazofia@gmail.com 

266.  Scown, Jan jan.scown@icloud.com  

267.  Scurrah Lisa  lisa.scurrah@gmail.com 

268.  Sewhoy, Tony tsewhoy@gmail.com 

269.  Shannon Patrick patdinashannon@gmail.com 

270.  Shaping Our Future executive@shapingourfuture.org.nz 

271.  Sharpe, Kelly Ann kellygynz@hotmail.com 

272.  Sharpe, Toby William Montague  tobysharpe@mac.com 

273.  Shimshon Yael  yaels211@gmail.com 

274.  Silver Fern Farms steve.tuck@mitchelldaysh.co.nz  

275.  Simmons, Wilf  wds555@outlook.com 

276.  Sinclair Manu  manu.sinclair@xtra.co.nz 

277.  Sipka Holdings Ltd blair@vivianespie.co.nz 

278.  Skinner, Evelyn, M evelynm.skinner1@gmail.com  

279.  Skinner_Evelyn_M evelynm.skinner1@gmail.com 

280.  Smith Paul  paulsorrelsmith@gmail.com 

281.  Sole,  Matthew solem@xtra.co.nz  
282.  Southern Inshore Fisheries Management 

Company Limited cscott@southerninshore.co.nz 

mailto:chris@hhq.nz
mailto:andy.fleming@rayonier.com
mailto:melotago@gmail.com
mailto:christine.rose25@gmail.com
mailto:rowe.clan@gmail.com
mailto:P.Anderson@forestandbird.org.nz
mailto:shammi@xtra.co.nz
mailto:saskia@vandergeest.co.nz
mailto:jan.scown@icloud.com
mailto:tobysharpe@mac.com
mailto:steve.tuck@mitchelldaysh.co.nz
mailto:evelynm.skinner1@gmail.com
mailto:solem@xtra.co.nz
mailto:cscott@southerninshore.co.nz
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283.  Stebbings Brenda stebbings.brenda@gmail.com 

284.  Stent Hayley  hayley.stent@outlook.com 

285.  Stephens, Sam sam@prospectsolutions.co.nz 

286.  Stevenson, Judy judystevenson@xtra.co.nz 

287.  Stewart, Lynne phil.lynne2@xtra.co.nz 

288.  Stokes Patrick pat.stokes@hotmail.co.uk 

289.  Stop Central Otago Airport stopcentralotagoairport@gmail.com  

290.  Straterra  jeremy@straterra.co.nz  

291.  Strath Clyde Water Ltd, McArthur Ridge 
Investment Group Ltd, and Mount Dunstan 
Estates Ltd norman.elder@awslegal.co.nz 

292.  Sullivan, Jillian jilliansullivan25@gmail.com 

293.  Sustainable Tarras Incorporated Society Chris.goddard@blackswannz.com 

294.  Suszko Donna  donna.suszko99@gmail.com 

295.  Sutherland Andrew  suthinch@xtra.co.nz 

296.  Swainson, Karen karen_knighton@hotmail.com  

297.  Sycamore, Darryl  Darryl@terramark.co.nz  

298.  Tait Merren  merrentait@gmail.com 

299.  Tanner Rebecca  becsskinner@mac.com 

300.  Taylor Storm  stormytaylor@hotmail.com 

301.  Te Rūnanga o Moeraki, Kāti Huirapa Rūnaka 
ki Puketeraki, Te Rūnanga o Ōtākou, 
Hokonui Rūnanga sandra@aukaha.co.nz 

302.  Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu Tanya.Stevens@ngaitahu.iwi.nz 

303.  Tengvar, Frida  skogsdis@hotmail.com 

304.  Terry Dwayne  info@jetboat.com 

305.  The Otago Fish and Game Council and the 
Central South Island Fish and Game Council nparagreen@fishandgame.org.nz 

306.  Thomson Chris gytommo@xtra.co.nz 

307.  Thomson Dawn dawnthomson@xtra.co.nz 

308.  Thomson, Charlie charliethomson16@gmail.com 
 

309.  Thorne Jeanette  jcanthorne@gmail.com 

310.  Todi, Emese Erika todierika@yahoo.com 

311.  Toitū Te Whenua, Land Information New 
Zealand IGunn@LINZ.govt.nz 

312.  Transpower New Zealand Limited ainsley@amconsulting.co.nz 

313.  Trojan Holdings ben@cuee.nz 

314.  Trustpower Limited nicola.foran@trustpower.co.nz 

315.  Turner Brian  blturner@xtra.co.nz 

316.  Turner, Sukhinder  sukhiturner@xtra.co.nz 

317.  Tussock Rise Ltd blair@vivianespie.co.nz 

318.  Universal Developments Hawea Limited and 
Lane Hocking laura.mclaughlan@al.nz  

319.  University of Otago kevin.wood@otago.ac.nz 

320.  Upper Clutha Angling Club johnbinney@iinet.net.au 

321.  Valentine-Robertson, Adair  adairvalrob@gmail.com 

mailto:stopcentralotagoairport@gmail.com
mailto:jeremy@straterra.co.nz
mailto:Chris.goddard@blackswannz.com
mailto:karen_knighton@hotmail.com
mailto:Darryl@terramark.co.nz
mailto:sandra@aukaha.co.nz
mailto:nparagreen@fishandgame.org.nz
mailto:charliethomson16@gmail.com
mailto:charliethomson16@gmail.com
mailto:ainsley@amconsulting.co.nz
mailto:nicola.foran@trustpower.co.nz
mailto:sukhiturner@xtra.co.nz
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322. van der Zwet, David wayne@aqa.org.nz

323. Van Eyndhoven Sarah sjv44@uclive.ac.nz 

324. van Heugten, Melle lizzy.vanh@gmail.com 

325. Vergeer, Bligh bligh.vergeer@gmail.com 

326. Vergeer, Marius mvergeerforestry@farmside.co.nz 

327. WAI Wanaka julie@waiwanaka.nz 

328. Waihōpai Rūnaka, Te Rūnanga Ōraka
Aparima, Te Rūnanga o Awarua maria.bartlett@tami.maori.nz

329. Waitaki District Council vvanderspek@waitaki.govt.nz 

330. Waitaki Irrigators Collective Limited ejcsoal@icloud.com 

331. Waitaki Whitestone Geopark Trust manager@whitestonegeopark.nz 

332. Waite Katrine katywaite51@gmail.com 

333. Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency richard.shaw@nzta.govt.nz 

334. Wapstra, Miem miemkrieger@gmail.com 

335. Warrington, Aaron azza76@gmail.com 

336. Waterfall Park Developments Limited rachel@brownandcompany.co.nz 

337. Wayfare Group Limited ben@cuee.nz 

338. Waymouth Mary waymouthmhl@gmail.com 

339. Welschof, Dirk dirk.welschof@gmx.de 

340. Wickham, Jane jane.wickham@icloud.com 

341. Williams John johngwill43@gmail.com 

342. Wilson, Terry tww@slingshot.co.nz 

343. Wise Response Society Inc secretary@wiseresponse.org.nz

344. Wolken, Deborah deborahwolken@gmail.com 

345. Yellow-eyed Penguin Trust science-advisor@yeptrust.org.nz 

346. Z Energy Limited, BP Oil NZ Limited, Mobil
Oil NZ Limited gavin.mccullagh@slrconsulting.com

347. Z Energy Limited, BP Oil NZ Limited, Mobil
Oil NZ Limited miles.rowe@slrconsulting.com 

mailto:wayne@aqa.org.nz
mailto:lizzy.vanh@gmail.com
mailto:bligh.vergeer@gmail.com
mailto:mvergeerforestry@farmside.co.nz
mailto:maria.bartlett@tami.maori.nz
mailto:richard.shaw@nzta.govt.nz
mailto:miemkrieger@gmail.com
mailto:dirk.welschof@gmx.de
mailto:secretary@wiseresponse.org.nz
mailto:deborahwolken@gmail.com
mailto:gavin.mccullagh@slrconsulting.com
mailto:miles.rowe@slrconsulting.com
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