29 September 2021

Landpro Reference: 20422
Council Reference: RC210142

Central Otago District Council
1 Dunorling Street
Alexandra, 9320

Dear Kirstyn,
Re: Review of Further Information under Section 92(1) of the Resource Management Act 1991 –
Application for Douglas Developments Ltd

In reference to your request for points of clarification dated 12 August 2021, please see the attached
memo from Align Ltd.

1 Additional information
It is noted that some of the below material is not directly related to landscape and visual effects as
requested as part of the points of clarification, being submitted in addition to Align’s Memo.

1.1 Revised site plan
The applicant has revised the layout of Lots 2-5 slightly following discussions with the immediate
neighbour (RC190042), including maintaining a distance from the boundary to better provide for rural
amenity for future residents in the area.

1.2 Lot sizes and subdivision style
The proposal provides rural amenity to individual low owners, with areas of open space maintained
between the clustered lots. Where lots are clustered, these are designed in a way to be offset from
each other, to ensure that longest boundaries of each lot do not immediately face each other.
The applicant has undertaken casual discussions with interested persons, who have indicated that if
the lots to be created have a share in the farm, then they would prefer smaller lots than the CODC
standard, but bigger than a residential section. These need to be of a size to support a meaningful
residential dwelling, room for vegetable / flower / fruit tree gardens, potentially with room for an
ancillary ‘man shed’ and so that the property can be easily maintained to a high standard without
absorbing excessive amount of time. There is also the opportunity for collective use of existing farm
machinery and sheds on the larger shared lot. There is also the potential that where lots are clustered,
that adjacent lots may be purchased by a single owner wanting a larger property.
The proposed development under RC190042 is characterised by average lot sizes larger than this
proposal, and is a different style of development, with that property being subdivided into 9
independent large lot lifestyle holdings. That property is highly visible, with the land sloping to the
south and being highly viewable from SH8 as well as neighbouring rural residences, and to a lesser
extent to from SH8A and Jolly Road. The only reasonable mitigation available was to spread the building
platforms horizontally and vertically across the slope so that they were less visually noticeable, relying
on the large lot sizes to provide separation and future tree landscaping to hide the development and
traffic movements on the internal roading network over time.
The proposed 16 lots for this proposal are a different development from that on the neighbouring
property, being smaller lots each with common ownership of the larger underlying property within
which they are located. If the proposal was to follow a similar model as that consented under
RC190042, the proposed subdivision area would need to be spread to other areas of the farm beyond
the upper terrace to achieve a similar level of average lot size. This would have significantly more
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adverse effects, particularly in terms of visibility of dwellings, vehicle movements, and necessary
earthworks.
This style of subdivision is not a ground-breaking concept, there are developments with similar and
overlapping features within New Zealand which have operated successfully for many years (e.g., The
Landing/Bay of Islands, Manganese Point/Whangarei, Goodlands/Auckland, Hillend Station/Wanaka,
Bendemeer/Queenstown).

1.3 Building heights
It is the applicant’s preference that no building height restrictions are imposed as part of this
subdivision application, to allow individual lot owners to design a house suitable for each lot, while
conforming with the preferred style of the subdivision. It is anticipated that single storied residential
dwellings will be built, designed in a style and theme with local stone, probably with high pitched /
volume roof spaces common in Central Otago (reflected in the approved RC210021). The existing
vegetation is between 10-15m high, significantly higher than any potential development. Lastly, future
building platforms would require a resource consent from CODC, at which point the effects from
specific development (such as building heights) on each lot could be addressed.

If you have any further queries, please do not hesitate to contact me.
Kind Regards,

Brodie Costello
Planner
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Memo
To:

Central Otago District Council

From:

Tim Reed, Landscape Architect, Align Ltd

Date:

28/09/21

Subject:

Request for Clarification for RC210142

Purpose
The purpose of this memo is to provide clarification on several questions raised by Kirstyn Lindsay of Southern
Planning Solutions on behalf of Central Otago District Council (CODC) on the Landscape Assessment Memo
prepared by Align, in response to CODC’s request for further information.
We understand from LandPro that the layout of lots 2 to 5 has been amended. A 50-metre offset from the
neighbour to the east has been introduced, resulting in reorientating lot 2 by approximately 90 degrees,
reorientating lot 3 and shifting lot 4 to the southern side of the private access road. It is not anticipated that
the relocation of these lots will result in increased visual built form and as such doesn’t change the rating
given within the landscape assessment memo.

Points of Clarification
1.

Could you please ask the landscape architect to qualify the statement that “The upper terrace will
change significantly, becoming a rural living neighbourhood, with dwellings and associated
residential gardens, outdoor living areas and access. This being said, the space will be relatively
contained as a result of the existing vegetation on site …” as this appears to conflict with the
statement that “The subject site is highly visible along this road, with the markers on site outlining the
locations of lots clearly visible due to the lack of larger vegetation providing screening and as such,
the dwellings located within Lots 10 to 7 would therefore be highly visible.”

The nature of the upper terrace area will change significantly, with the addition of sixteen residential dwellings
(including the approved dwelling RC210021) on what is currently used for pastoral farming. It is considered
that the above statements are not in conflict, as the large, existing mature shelterbelts which are to be
retained as part of this proposal provide significant screening to the south and west for transient users along
State Highways 8 and 8A, while the existing topography and vegetation associated with the neighbouring
approved development to the east is anticipated to provide significant screening when viewed from the east.
In comparison, the site will be highly visible when viewed from Jolly Road looking southeast due to the
relatively open northern boundary (due to the lack of mature vegetation). It is worth noting that Jolly Road is
an unsealed road, it is more isolated and has low traffic volumes observed on the site visit when compared to
the other surrounding roads such as State Highway 8 and 8A. Overall, the site selection for the development
in the uppermost portion of the site offers the most discrete location for situating built form. Therefore, due
to existing vegetation and the typology the proposal as a whole is largely screened from public viewpoints
with the exception being the Jolly Road SW approach as discussed.
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2.

The landscape architect advises that the proposed development will further extend/ build upon the
development character provided for on the adjacent site by RC190042. I note that RC190042 was a
discretionary subdivision which was publicly notified and provided for 10 lots with sizes ranging from
4.15ha to 71 ha with an average lot size of 8.82ha. I consider this proposal to be of a very different
scale and form of development than that authorised under RC190042. Could you please ask the
landscape architect to characterise the development approved under RC190042 and compare it to
that proposed under this development?

The approved neighbouring subdivision development under RC190042 is characterised by larger lot sizes
than this proposal, with the lot subdivided into nine privately-owned sections. The neighbouring site is
currently highly visible from State Highway 8, the eastern end of State Highway 8A and from Jolly Road,
however with the mitigation planting measures proposed as part of the approved consent, will be well
screened from these locations. I would characterise this development as a rural living node due to the
proposed shelterbelt planting, controls/restrictions to parts of the site which are to be managed as pasture,
the sparse pattern of built form across the site and anticipated views out to the wider landscape. These are all
related to the key values of the receiving landscape as outlined within the Landscape Assessment Memo.
In comparison, the style of development for the applicant site varies from the neighbouring property, with the
lot sizes being smaller and the communally owned area surrounding the private lots. The proposed
development can be described as a ‘farm park’ type subdivision development, in which the lots are clustered
together, allowing for large portions of the site to remain as open/productive land. Rural activities are
proposed within the collectively owned area of the development in keeping with the rural setting, with
anticipated views out to the wider landscape facilitated through the pattern of built form which allows
uninterrupted views in certain directions.
It is my assessment that although the two developments have different development styles including the size
of lots, they are cohesive with one another and can both be characterised as rural and appropriate to the area
and create a contained cluster of development. As raised within my landscape assessment memo, The Vivian
Espie Landscape Assessment for the adjacent subdivision on the neighbouring property states that “In
essence, the proposal will create a node of rural living activity that will sit on the upper terrace area of the
site.” The proposed development at the applicant site at 185 Jolly Road will extend/ build upon this rural
development character further, with the rest of the site to the south left in its current state of farmland with
mature shelterbelt planting.

3.

Could you please also ask the landscape architect to make comment as to whether they consider “a
rural living neighbourhood, with dwellings and associated residential gardens, outdoor living areas
and access.” as proposed by this application is appropriate within the Rural Resource Area and given
the wider landscape context given in the Align assessment?

It is my opinion that this proposal is appropriate within the Rural Resource Area considering the context of the
wider landscape which is characterised by a mixture of rural farming activities, divided paddocks, mature
shelterbelts. While the buildings will be located closer together than other lots and developments in the
surrounding area, they retain their functional, rural uses across the site, with the development predominantly
visually contained, provided recommended mitigation measures are implemented.
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The individual lots in the order of approximately 1800m2 will provide sufficient space to accommodate an
individual residential dwelling and associated gardens etc, while retaining a large proportion of the site for
productive use. There are also potential efficiencies through this method of operation that will achieve the
desired rural amenity outcomes and rural character, through shared farm facilities, for example sheds,
machinery etc.
Overall, the wider landscape character is of a rural landscape, dominated by the open, expansive vistas, rural
character provided through agricultural activities visible across the landscape, and vegetation in the form of
shelterbelts etc. Expansive views across the landscape will still be maintained, with views to natural features
such as the hills and mountains behind being maintained. The location of the proposed development means
that the sparse pattern of visible built form will be maintained, with the built form not anticipated to breach
skylines or restrict views to natural elements.

4.

When discussing cumulative effects, the assessment notes that cumulative effects are subjective and
finds that adverse [cumulative] effects on character, visual, and amenity effects will not be significant.
The assessment finds that the “the proposal is not out of character from the surrounding area, with a
similar proposal consented on the neighbouring property” As discussed above, RC190042 appears to
be quite dissimilar to this proposal. I consider that the assessment for whether an activity is consistent
with the existing character of an area and the potential for cumulative effects of new activity to be
introduced are quite different. While I agree that cumulative effects are subjective, it would be helpful
for the landscape architect to provide an opinion on cumulative effects and advise that if the
cumulative effects are assessed as “not significant” then what rating would they give cumulative
effects, especially in context of the wider landscape provided in the assessment.

While cumulative effects are not discussed within the landscape assessment memo, and are therefore not
rated, it is considered that the cumulative effect of the proposed development are low. Whilst it is agreed that
the style of developments between the applicant’s proposal and the approved neighbouring development do
vary, the site is relatively well contained by the existing shelterbelts. Additional dwellings and additional
vehicle movements associated with 16 dwellings within the landscape will have an effect, it is my opinion that
the landscape has the capacity for this minor addition and the landscape values will not be compromised.

5.

I also note that Align rely on the information contained for the adjacent property at Lot 2 DP396149
and the landscape assessment and expert evidence prepared by Landscape Architect, Ben Espie of
Vivian Espie Ltd. As noted above, the development authorised under RC190042 is of a different
nature, character and elevation to that proposed by the applicant. Could the landscape architect
please define the extent to which Mr Espie’s assessment was relied upon?

Mr Espie’s report was relied upon for surrounding wider context information, including to gain additional
insight from another Landscape Architect’s perspective on the elements that made up the receiving
landscape and therefore the existing character of the landscape. His report was relied upon to reference the
neighbouring approved development to gain further insight into the landscape effects associated with that
node of rural living, albeit in a different development style to what is proposed on the applicant’s site.
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6.

Given that none of the lots except for the balance lot (Lot 17) meet the 2ha minimum, and the
average lot size is calculated as approximately 1.133 ha, could you please ask the landscape architect
to qualify statement “It is my assessment that the due to the sparse nature of development on the
applicant site that an extension of this type of discrete rural development will have a low negative
effect on the rural character and amenity of the surrounding landscape.” I note that this assessment
also appears to contradict the statement in the assessment that “The proposed lots are clustered to
minimise visual effects”

It is considered that the above statements are not contradictory. As discussed above, whilst it is agreed that
the style of developments between the applicant’s proposal and the approved neighbouring development do
vary, the site is relatively well contained by the existing shelterbelts and creates a contained cluster of
development. The proposed lots are clustered within the upper portion of the property where they could
have been spread across the property resulting in potentially more visible development as discussed above.

7.

In my review of the plan of subdivision, the lots appear to be clustered (Lots 1-2) (Lots 3-4) (Lots 7-10)
and (Lots 11-16) and this appears to be confirmed by the statement noted above that “The proposed
lots are clustered to minimise visual effects”. Given the clustered form of the subdivision, could you
please ask the landscape architect to qualify the statement “The proposed development can be
described as a ‘farm park’ type subdivision development, in which the lots are sparsely distributed
across the applicant site. These types of discrete nodes of rural living can sit comfortably within a rural
landscape of this sort are not at odds with the rural character of the surrounding landscape”.

The lots within the upper portion of the site are clustered into four groupings, but also sparse, with large
areas of communally owned land retained for productive use as opposed to equally spacing the lots across
the site. This retains rural amenity values while also ensuring that the land is able to be used for productive
purposes, in line with the rural character of the area.

8.

Following on from question 7, and, noting that it is unlikely that a number of lots would be able to
achieve a 50m separation between dwellings, it would be helpful if the landscape architect could give
particular consideration to the potential separation of future dwellings able to be achieved, especially
in respect of Lots 3 and 4, Lots 7 and 8, Lots 9 and 10, Lots 11 and 12, Lots 13 and 14 and Lots 15 and
16 and assess how this will impact on rural character and amenity. It would also be helpful for the
landscape architect to qualify their statement that “The proposed lots are clustered to minimise visual
effects and to better provide for rural character values for lot owners.” In what sense will the
clustering minimise visual effects and better provide for rural character values for lot owners? [My
emphasis]

Clustering the developments in the manner within the application provides a larger open area which will be
under communal ownership which provides rural amenity values by facilitating for productive use of the land.
This also lessens the impact of the external views of the site as the built form will be contained to certain
areas. This minimises the impact upon the expansiveness and openness of the landscape as identified as a
key value of the wider landscape.
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It does mean that within the clustered area that dwellings in adjoining lots will be closer and therefore,
strategic planting such as hedging could be utilised between adjoining lots to provide screening and ensure
privacy is achieved.

9.

Could you please ask the landscape architect to qualify the statement “although portions of the
development will be visible, the proposed built form is not out of place within the landscape” given
that the wider landscape description includes the statement “The sparse nature of existing built form
and structured vegetation pattern means that there are expansive views across the landscape.” and
that the assessment identifies that a sparse pattern of built form one of four key values of the
receiving landscape.

It was assessed that while some built form would be visible, that this is not out of context from the landscape
in which it would be situated, and that additional planting on site will not limit the expansive views across the
landscape or change the character of the receiving environment. Built form across the area when viewed from
key viewing points such as State Highway 8 and 8A would still have a sparse development pattern.

10. Given the elevation of this site, the landscape architect considered that “vegetation is a key means to
ensure that the proposed subdivision sits comfortably within its landscape setting.” However, no
specific plantings have been proposed rather it is left to a condition of consent that a landscape plan
is prepared by a suitably qualified landscape architect detailing suitable plant species to be included
within this area. As such, it is difficult to quantify the level of mitigation that any planting will offer at
this time. Could the landscape architect please provide an indication of the types of planting, and
possible heights and density of any planting, they would expect to be necessary to achieve adequate
screening to reduce the effects to low. This is particularly relevant given that it is the northern
boundary which is proposed to be planted out.
Vegetation recommended as part of mitigation screen planting should be consistent with the species
currently situated on site and the proposed planting as part of the approved neighbouring development. This
will give a consistent aesthetic which will anchor new planting seamlessly within the existing whilst achieving
sufficient screening, which is estimated to be at approximately 10 to 15 metres tall currently.
Additional layering of planting is recommended which would visually increase the density of the planting and
therefore screening ability when compared with having one line/row of planting. This also provides the
opportunity to include native plant species which were endemic to the Central Otago region.
Species could include (but are not limited to) Cupressus leylandii (to match proposed on neighbouring site
and provide a strong ‘spine’ for the development), Pittosporum tenuifolium, Kunzea ericoides, Plagianthus
regius, along with Phormium and tussock grass species. The anticipated height of Cupressus leylandii after 5
years is approximately 5-7 metres.
This mitigation planting should include evergreen varieties to ensure screening is provided year-round.
Additional deciduous specimen planting could be provided to further enhance the visual amenity.
It is still recommended that a landscape plan/s is prepared. It is noted the applicant’s preference is for any
landscaping on site to be influenced by each individual lot owner, which seems appropriate and ensures that
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the landscape planting relates to the built form and provides customised screening for each property. A
landscape architect would be able to advise lot owners on suitable species.

11. Align note that “The built form of the proposed development has not been defined, however is
anticipated to be predominantly single-storey dwellings, in keeping with the predominant character
of the surrounding area” but the assessment also assumes “that the built form will be the same or
similar as that on the adjacent consented subdivision as follows: 7.5m high buildings (allowing for
both single and two storey forms)”. Align also state that the “built form not anticipated to breach
skylines or restrict views to natural elements.” Could the landscape architect make comment on
whether they consider sixteen 7.5m high dwellings (and associated accessory buildings) allowing for
up to two storey forms is appropriate in this instance and also whether these might give rise to skyline
breaches or restriction of views to natural elements?
For the neighbouring subdivision (RC190042), a maximum height of 5.5m for buildings is proposed. It is
intended that the built form for the applicant site will be consistent with that proposed under the approved
neighbouring consent.
As no detailed information was available for the built form within each lot, a nominal figure of 7.5m was
provided for to allow for maximum flexibility with respects to each lot and demonstrate ‘worst case scenario’
should large chimneys, high pitched roofs etc were included.
Overall, as outlined by the quote above, it is anticipated that the built-form will be predominantly single
storey, in keeping with the predominant character of the surrounding area.

12. The applicant notes that private covenants will be proposed which will restrict the effects of
developments within the proposed lots, specifically in relation to height, colour, and finish of
buildings. These covenants will be consistent with the standards set out in the Central Otago District
Plan (CODP). Could the landscape architect please make comment as to whether these restrictions
are appropriate or if additional restrictions would be beneficial in reducing the impact of the
development on the area.
In general, I believe that the standards as set out within the District Plan relating to height, colour and finish of
the buildings would be sufficient, however it is recommended that as each of the building platforms will
require consent from CODC, that this be assessed on a case-by-case basis to ensure that the effects from
each building are sufficiently mitigated. This may include additional landscaping within each private lot for
example.

13. Could the landscape architect please make comment on the potential night-time effects of the
development on rural character and amenity or on landscape values and suggest any conditions of
consent which may be appropriate such as lighting controls etc.
Potential night-time effects associated with the development would result in increased noise from
entertaining, such as music or voices, however the effects are anticipated to be localised to the applicant site
and expect this would be anticipated by private lot owners given the clustering of built form.
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In terms of visual effects, light from the residential dwellings and light from vehicles travelling to and from the
property associated with the additional vehicle movements of sixteen new dwellings would be the most
prominent visual effect. The most visible location for this would be from lots 10 to 7 when viewed from Jolly
Road until recommended mitigation planting becomes established.
Additional controls could include restricting lighting in outdoor areas, to be hooded to prevent light spill into
the night sky. There could also be controls around lux levels or colour temperature (kelvin scale) to ensure that
any lighting was of a warm colour and not cool colour which would likely be more intrusive.
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