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1. My name is Kyle Oliver Balderston, and I am the Team Leader Urban Growth and 

Development in the Policy Team at Otago Regional Council. I Hold a BSc (Hons) with First 

Class Honours in Geography from the University of Auckland and have experience in local 

government covering urban and rural planning, resource consenting, plan writing, spatial 

planning and supply and demand assessments, development and growth modelling at the 

regional level including for infrastructure and facilities planning. I have read, understood and 

will comply with the Expert Witness requirements of the Environment Court, in particular 

commenting on matters within my area of expertise and noting where I rely on the expertise 

of others. 

 

2. In that light I have Mr Warren Hanley, Senior Resource Consent Liaison, and Ms Sarah 

Harrison Air Quality Scientist to assist in answering any questions if required, and whose 

input was included in ORC’s original submission and incorporated into my evidence, which 

was has been limited to that from myself to facilitate the efficient proceedings.   

 

3. ORC’s initial submission on the proposal was neutral, reflecting the tension between the 

positive aspects of the proposal being providing for growth of housing in an area with strong 

demand, via a site-responsive proposal that facilitates the expansion of an existing 

horticultural activity; and the negative effects of that same significant contribution to 

meeting peri-urban growth demand, relative to the intentions of the recently approved 

spatial plan in a location that is likely to generate significant reverse sensitivity impacts on 

existing and future horticultural activity and is difficult to integrated into nearby urban 

Cromwell without further reducing rural amenity. 

 

4. ORCs submission was organised around 4 key ‘issues’ with the proposal:  

 

a. Air Quality  

b. Reverse Sensitivity 

c. Density 

d. Transportation 

 

5. In effect the submission highlighted the even though the development is technically 

possible, there are a number of aspects of it that suggest a range of potential future 

implications that need consideration.  These concerns can be summarised as a lack of 



strategic consideration, where  effects have not been well considered including impacts on 

future urban and peri urban growth directions and spatial arrangements and associated 

implications for urban infrastructure provision and planning, impacts on existing and future 

horticultural rural production development, land markets and behaviours, and the landscape 

and visual  impacts of the development, potential issues with the proposed future public 

access, and issues with potential solutions to the access and integration  problems between 

town and the new development, which I find difficult to describe as anything other than a 

new suburb. 

 

6. Having since viewed the site and surrounds, reviewed the submissions received, the s42A 

report and the further evidence of the proponent, and assessed the proposal in more detail 

against the most relevant provisions of the Partially Operative Regional Policy Statement 

2019 (PORPS 2019), in my opinion, the proposals impacts relative to the criteria listed in the 

policies of the PORPS2019 not outweighed by its positive or neutral aspects, and therefore 

should not be accepted. 

 

7. In essence, the negative effects relate to the combination of intensity and location of the 

proposal, which is primarily a large lot or suburban residential development for a significant 

number of dwellings in a location that creates integration problems for that future 

population to integrate with urban Cromwell, and is also likely to conflict with existing and 

future productive and other activities in the immediate and broader vicinity.  

 

8. Of the issues raised in the ORC submission, Air Quality can be addressed relatively simply. 

The other 3 interrelated issues, being Reverse Sensitivity, Density and Transport are more 

complex to resolve, and largely revolve around the combination of the site’s location, and 

the residential proposals intensity. 

 

9. Air Quality – In my view this can be addressed, if granted, by noting in an appropriate 

location in the Structure Plan requirements that compliance with the Air Plan for Otago 

provisions is required, which in summary require low or no emission home heating on any 

site less than 2ha in area in Air Zone 3. I agree with Mr Giddens view that the Air Plan can 

change and that reference to the Air Plan rather than incorporation of the current Air Plan 

requirements is therefore the best approach.  

 

10. Reverse Sensitivity issues arise from the significant increase in sensitive activities, i.e.  

residential dwellings, impacting on existing and enabled activities in the area. The significant 

efforts of the proposer to minimise and mitigate this risk against their own operations 

includes significant investment to minimise potential adverse impacts from a combination of 

operational approaches, capital investment in the latest equipment, and land via setbacks. 

Requirements for sound insulation in the proposed dwellings are also proposed to further 

mitigate sound impacts. These internalisation measures are not currently undertaken on a 

number of surrounding horticultural operations that may be impacted by the increased 

sensitivity in the area, and could reduce the viability of other new operations. In my view, it 

is better to avoid creating the issue in the first place. 

 

11. A related issue subject to its own specific policies is the development would preclude 

productive use of demonstrably high potential soil as the land is fragmented built on, 

reducing its potential to be efficiently or effectively used productively in the future. I note 



that in my evidence at para 26, (re Rural Activity Policy 5.3.1) that at clause c) was not 

applicable because ‘significant soils’ were not identified on site. This note reflected the 

evidence provided by the applicant regarding ‘high class soils’. I do note that the Site is 

located within the NZLRI LUC Class 3 coverage suggesting high versatility, and my other 

evidence indicates the policy concerns at the loss of demonstrably productive land.  

 

12. Proposed density is on the threshold of a number of rural and residential zones. It will result 

an additional 150 to 162 sites (now adjusted to 139), all with dwellings, and includes 

footpaths and parks, cul-de-sacs and joint owned access lots, and promotes potential for 

public access (attracting walking and cycling) and is proposed to be connected to reticulated 

urban infrastructure. The proposal is rural largely only by way of the current nature of its 

location, but will be effectively urban in most other respects as evidenced by the collection 

and concentration of residential activity and urban infrastructure. In my view, both Urban 

and Rural objectives and policies are relevant given the issues raised by the proposals nature 

and location, and the proposed scale and density of the development and in consideration 

of the needs of the future population it intends to accommodate. At this point I would also 

like to make a clarification to my evidence – at paragraph 25 I note that clauses a, b, d, and e 

are relevant. Clause a) is not relevant. 

 

13. Connectivity and transport impacts between this new peri-urban suburb, which is 

somewhere between the size of Bannockburn and Longburn to the amenities and facilities of 

urban Cromwell is problematic, and potential solutions (i.e. improved walking and cycling 

infrastructure) may further degrade rural amenity and lead to greater development 

pressures, depending on the design treatment of this infrastructure. The Cromwell Master 

Plan indicates strong preference for the natural barrier of SH6 to be clear boundary between 

urban and rural, enabling the maintenance of productive potential in the longer term, and 

creation of a strongly connected and contained Cromwell with biking and walking links. I also 

want to be clear that I do not oppose the addition of safer walking and biking access, but 

that the form and nature of the infrastructure must be carefully considered as part of a 

broader network, and in consideration of future basin growth patterns which would be 

much less certain in my view, if this plan change were to be accepted. 

 

14. Establishment of a major new neighbourhood beyond this natural barrier sets a significant 

precedent undermining this direction in terms of managing growth pressures and could 

impact on future horticultural viability and investment decision making as a result. Indeed 

this is a key justification of the proposal, that rural residential or lifestyle development is 

more appropriately concentrated than dispersed, which would be the probable outcome 

under the current policy direction of the CODC DP.   

 

15. In my view, on balance, the proposed plan change should not be accepted, as the status quo 

best delivers on the requirements of the Partially Operative RPS. In particular the 

requirement to consider broader growth issues within a strategic and integrated manner. 

Current spatial planning (as reflected in the current District Plan and Cromwell Master Plan) 

does not anticipate the significant growth in in this location, the resulting populations needs 

for connection to places of employment, recreation and goods and services.  

 

16. Addressing these concerns is best done by undertaking further work on the Cromwell 

Master Plan to consider the broader strategic issues raised by the applicant and application. 



For example, what are the relative merits of clustering this form of development rather than 

piecemeal subdivision? Where are the best locations for this form of development, and how 

will these be identified and managed? What infrastructure and other investments are 

needed, and what land uses would likely change as a result? What of other implications? 

These questions and more should be undertaken in discussion with the broader community 

and in full recognition of the potential implications for spatial, infrastructure and associated 

financial planning requirements to deliver a Basin wide framework for best managing peri-

urban demand, in the most sustainable and appropriate manner, for the long term benefit of 

the basin, district and region, via the current comprehensive review of the CODC District 

Plan, and not, as proposed in an ad hoc and piecemeal fashion that will foreclose options 

and predetermine outcomes in advance of this work. In my view, the policies and objectives 

of the PORPS require this consideration at a broader level prior to enabling such a significant 

deviation from current approach. 

 

 


