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3



IN THE MATTER of the Resource 
Management Act 1991 

AND 

IN THE MATTER of the Queenstown Lakes 
Proposed District Plan 

AND 

IN THE MATTER of Submission 2332 by 
Middleton Family Trust 

MINUTE CONCERNING APPLICATION TO STRIKE OUT FURTHER SUBMISSION 

1. At the hearing on 12 July 2018 Ms Macdonald, counsel for the Middleton
Family Trust, applied to have Further Submission 2802 in the name of Tucker
Beach Residents struck out under section 41D of the Act1.

2. The grounds for the request, set out in detail in paragraphs [17] to [25] of Ms
Macdonald’s legal submissions, were, in summary, that there is no evidence
of the membership of the “Tucker Beach Residents” nor evidence of any
common purpose prior to the lodgement of the further submission.

3. Before I consider this application I will provide the further submitter the
opportunity to lodge submissions and evidence that the further submitter is a
person entitled to lodge a further submission in respect of Submission 2332.
The further submitter has until 4pm of Friday 20 July 2018 to lodge any such
submissions and evidence and serve them on counsel for the Middleton
Family Trust.

4. The Middleton Family Trust will have until 4pm of Friday 27 July 2018 to lodge
and serve any reply.

For the Hearing Panel

Denis Nugent (Chair) 

13 July 2018 

1 Counsel referred to s.41C however these submissions are being heard in accordance with the version of 
the Act as it was at 18 October 2017. 
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BEFORE THE HEARINGS PANEL 

FOR THE QUEENSTOWN LAKES PROPOSED DISTRICT PLAN 

IN THE MATTER of the Resource Management 
Act 1991 

AND 

IN THE MATTER of a submission to the Proposed 
District Plan – Stage 2 

BY TUCKER BEACH RESIDENTS 

SOCIETY INCORPORATED 
(submitter #2806) 

____________________________________________________________________ 

SUBMISSIONS ON BEHALF OF TUCKER BEACH RESIDENTS SOCIETY 

INCORPORATED 

____________________________________________________________________ 

Dated: 30 July 2018 

Solicitors: 

G M Todd/B B Gresson 
PO Box 124 
Queenstown 9348 
P 03 441 2743 
F 03 441 2976 
graeme@toddandwalker.com; 
ben@toddandwalker.com 
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MAY IT PLEASE THE PANEL: 

Introduction 

1. These submissions are on behalf of the Tucker Beach Residents Society

Incorporated (“TBR Society”) in response to an application by the Middleton Family

Trust (“Middletons”) (submitter #2332) to strike out the TBR Society’s submission

to Stage 2 of the Proposed District Plan (“PDP”).

2. The TBR Society makes application to be a successor to the submission filed on

17 May 2018 in the name of Tucker Beach Residents, which was an unincorporated

group at the time the submission was filed. The TBR Society was incorporated on

11 June 2018. A copy of the Certificate of Incorporation is attached and marked

with the letter “A”.

3. It is submitted Tucker Beach Residents as an unincorporated body had standing to

file a submission to the PDP. The TBR Society likewise has standing to pursue the

submission as its successor.

Section 2 Resource Management Act 1991 – meaning of “person” 

4. Section 2 of the Resource Management Act 1991 (“Act”) defines a “person” as

including “the Crown, a corporation sole, and also a body of persons, whether

corporate or unincorporated”.

5. The Tucker Beach Residents at the time of filing the submission was an

“unincorporated body of persons”. The body of persons comprised residents of

Tucker Beach Road and its surrounds who had agreed to file a submission

opposing the Middletons’ submission.

6. The application by the Middletons to strike out the Society’s submission at [19]

claims “to be an unincorporated body which is a separate legal person under the

Act there must be two or more persons who have a similar or related purpose in

relation to some function or proceedings under the RMA, and who have agreed to

move in concert. Unincorporated group – must have members – a group of people
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with a common purpose. Submission names no individuals – prima facie it’s not a 

group with a common purpose”. 

7. It is submitted the Tucker Beach Residents at the time of filing its submission was

in fact a group of people with a similar and related purpose who agreed to move in

concert. The similar and related purpose was the opposition to the proposal sought

by the Middletons. By agreeing to file and pursue its submission the group had

agreed to move in concert.

8. It is submitted there is no requirement for the submission itself to have named each

member of the group.

9. To show that these members existed, an email from Mr Will Hodgson to Tucker

Beach Residents’ counsel dated 17 May 2018 (the same day the submission was

filed) is attached to these submissions and marked with the letter “B”. The email

refers to at least two members of the Tucker Beach Residents group, being Mr

Hodgson himself and Ms Vicki Summer. To the extent it might be relevant it also

refers to other members yet to be named.

10. The Middletons’ application at [20] claims in order for an unincorporated body of

persons to have standing under the Act “there must have been a meeting to discuss

any opposition (or support), and reached agreement on a common purpose prior

to lodgement of any submission”.

11. It is noted this assertion is not supported by any case law. The TBR Society refutes

the suggestion that an unincorporated body has to prove there was a meeting held

between members prior to the filing of its submission in order to fit within the

definition of person under the Act. It is submitted the hearing authority simply needs

to be reasonably satisfied that the submitter was a group formed for a similar or

related purpose and with the intention of acting in concert. It is submitted the email

of Mr Hodgson referred to above satisfactorily demonstrates that there was in fact

this group, and it did have this intention.

12. It is submitted that to place too strict a burden on the submitter to prove it had the

requisite standing to file a submission would be contrary to the intention of the Act

to facilitate and encourage public participation.
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Section 2A Resource Management Act 1991 – successors 

 

13. Section 2A of the Act provides: 

 

Successors 

 

(1) In this Act, unless the context otherwise requires, any reference to a person, 

however described or referred to (including applicant and consent holder), 

includes the successor of that person. 

 

(2) For the purposes of this Act, where the person is a body of persons which is 

unincorporated, the successor shall include a body of persons which is 

corporate and composed of substantially the same members. 

 

14. It is submitted the TBR Society is a successor of the Tucker Beach Residents 

submission as it is composed of substantially the same members as the 

unincorporated Tucker Beach Residents group. Mr Hodgson and Ms Summer, the 

two named individuals at the time of filing, are now members of the incorporated 

body. 

 

15. It is submitted the fact that new members have since joined the TBR Society is 

irrelevant in assessing whether the TBR Society is a successor. The Court has 

interpreted s 2A (2) to mean that a substantial portion of the members of the original 

unincorporated group (more than 50 per cent) must be members of the 

incorporated group.1 It has held that it does not matter if the group has substantially 

increased in size following the filing of the submission.2 

 
 

Conclusion 

 

16. It is submitted there is sufficient evidence before the Panel to confirm that the 

Tucker Beach Residents were at the time of filing the submission an unincorporated 

body of persons pursuant to s 2 of the Act, as they were a group of two or more 

people formed for a related purpose and who agreed to move in concert. 

 

1 Gold Mine Action Inc v Otago Regional Council (2002) 8 ELRNZ 129 
2 Friends of Michael Avenue Reserve Inc v Auckland Council [2015] NZEnvC 110 
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17. Further, it is submitted the TBR Society, being comprised of the same plus further 

members as the unincorporated group, has the right pursuant to s 2A of the Act to 

pursue the submission as a successor. 

 
18. It is therefore submitted that the application by the Middletons to strike out the TBR 

Society’s submission should be rejected. 

 

 

 

 

_______________________________ 

G M Todd/B B Gresson 

Counsel for Tucker Beach Residents Society Incorporated 
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IN THE MATTER of the Resource 
Management Act 1991 

AND  

IN THE MATTER of the Queenstown Lakes 
Proposed District Plan 

MINUTE CONFIRMING REASONS FOR REFUSING TO HEAR THE EVIDENCE OF  
R J HEALY FOR THE TUCKER BEACH RESIDENTS ASSOCIATION INCORPORATED 

1. At the hearing of Stream 14 on Thursday 26 July 2018 Mr Todd, representing 
the Tucker Beach Residents Association Incorporated (“TBRA”), sought to call 
evidence from Ross John Healy in support of Further Submission 2802 
(“FS2802”) lodged by Tucker Beach Residents (we were advised that TBRA 
was the successor of Tucker Beach Residents).  This evidence was emailed to 
the Hearing administrator on 25 July 2018.  I refused to allow this evidence to 
be presented.  I set out my reasons for that direction. 

2. FS2802 opposes Submission 2332 lodged by the Middleton Family Trust and 
seeks that all of that submission be disallowed. 

3. The Panel’s first Procedural Minute1 set out a timetable for submitters and 
further submitters to lodge evidence.  Those dates were 11 June 2018 for 
primary evidence and 27 June 23018 for rebuttal evidence.  No evidence 
was lodged in support of FS2802, nor was any rebuttal evidence lodged.  The 
Procedural Minute further directed that the presentation at the hearing by 
witnesses should be limited to a single side of an A4 sheet2. 

4. Submission 2332 was heard on 12 July 2018, represented by Ms Macdonald.  
In support of the Middleton Family Trust case, she called expert evidence in 
relation to landscape, infrastructure, economics, traffic and resource 
management.  That was the sole opportunity for Ms Macdonald and her 
witnesses to respond to the Council’s evidence and any evidence lodged in 
support of the three further submissions3 on this submission. 

5. The evidence Mr Healy sought to present amounted to some eleven and a 
half pages, along with a 27-page long traffic engineering report and various 
other documents and photographs. 

                                            
1  1 May 2018 
2  See paragraph 27(f) 
3  FS2713 in support and FS2714 and FS2802 in opposition 
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 2 

6. In some cases the Panel has waived compliance with the requirement that 
presentations by witnesses at the hearing be limited to a single A4 page.  This 
has been in cases where the exceedance was modest and no prejudice to 
other parties arose.  Neither was the case in this instance. 

7. It was clear to me and my fellow commissioners, after reading all of the 
material, that the evidence Mr Healy sought to present contained facts, 
assertions and opinions that the Middleton Family Trust was entitled to 
respond to, and most likely would wish to respond to. 

8. One of the primary principles the Hearing Panel has committed to is to act in 
a fair manner4.  Such fairness applies to the council and to all submitters and 
further submitters.  One of the reasons for requiring the lodgement of 
evidence in advance was to ensure such fairness.  In addition, all evidence 
lodged has been placed on the Council’s website so that all parties have 
had access to it. 

9. To have heard Mr Healy’s evidence, which had not been prelodged nor 
made available to other parties, would have been procedurally unfair to the 
Middleton Family Trust.  Mr Todd submitted that that unfairness could be 
overcome by giving the Middleton Family Trust the opportunity to respond to 
the new evidence.  However, because TBRA appeared on the last day of 
the hearings, that opportunity was not available.  Mr Todd did not suggest 
any alternative remedy to that unfairness and I have not been able to 
identify any alternative myself. 

10. Although we did not hear Mr Healy, we did hear submissions from Mr Todd in 
support of FS2802.  Those submissions outlined the concerns of TRBA.  Mr Todd 
also advised that his submissions were in support of FS2714 (James Muspratt).  
Thus, those submissions will be among the material the Hearing Panel takes 
into account when deliberating on the Middleton Family Trust’s submission. 

30 July 2018 

 
Denis Nugent 

Hearing Panel Chair 

                                            
4  Procedural Minute dated 1 May 2018, paragraph 6 
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BEFORE THE QUEENSTOWN LAKES 

DISTRICT COUNCIL 

 

IN THE MATTER of the Resource Management Act 

1991 

 

AND in the matter of the Queenstown Lakes 

Proposed District Plan 

 

AND in the matter of Hearing Stream 14 – Wakatipu 

Basin 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

REPLY SUBMISSIONS FOR MIDDLETON FAMILY TRUST - 

APPLICATION TO STRIKE OUT FURTHER SUBMISSION FROM 

TUCKER BEACH RESIDENTS 

 

Dated this 6h day of August 2018 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

MACALISTER TODD PHILLIPS 

Barristers, Solicitors, Notaries 
3rd Floor, 11-17 Church Street 

Queenstown 9300 

P O Box 653, DX ZP95001, Queenstown 9348 

Telephone: (03) 441 0125  Fax:  (03) 442 8116 

Solicitor Acting:  Jayne Macdonald 
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MAY IT PLEASE THE COMMISSIONERS 

 

 Is there an unincorporated body of persons capable of being a “person” for the 

purposes of the further submission (“FS”)? 

 

 Body of persons 

 

1. The Tucker Beach Residents (“TBR”), submit that at the time of filing the FS, it was 

an “unincorporated body of persons”, comprising residents of Tucker Beach and 

surrounds who had agreed to file a submission. 

 

2. As will be discussed below, TBR produces insufficient evidence to substantiate those 

claims.   

 

3. In defining a “person”, Section 2 of the Act refers to a “body” of persons comprised 

in an unincorporated group.  By definition, there must be more than one person in the 

group. 

 

4. While the name on the submission form is stated to be Tucker Beach Residents, 

further consideration of the ‘form’ of the submission is instructive.  It uses the 

singular “I”, rather than the plural “we” as would otherwise be expected of a 

submission made on behalf of a body of persons. When explaining the grounds for 

being a person who has an interest in the proposal greater than the public in general it 

says, “I own land affected by the submission”. 

 

5. TBR submit that there is no case law to support a requirement that there be a meeting 

held between members to establish a common purpose and intention to move in 

concert.  While that is accepted, the fact of a meeting held is evidence of satisfaction 

of the common purpose and intention to move in concert, and is not an uncommon 

occurrence for members of an unincorporated group such as thus. 

 

6. In fact, the TBR can point to no common purpose of organised effort at all by persons 

other than Mr Hodgson, who appears to have been the person who gave instructions 

for the FS to be prepared and filed.  It is submitted that more is required than that. 
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7. TBR submission attaches a copy of an e-mail exchange timed at 8.36pm on 17 May 

2018, the evening of the date of lodgement of the FS.  It contains a statement that Mr 

Hodgson has been in contact with a “Vicki Summer” and she is on board as one of the 

TBR “along with others”. 

 

8. There is no evidence of who these others are, or when the contact with Ms Summer 

was, or the nature of it.  While as above, it might be taking it too far to require a 

meeting to establish a common purpose, the “evidence” produced by TBR falls well 

short of the requirements to establish the “fact” of a group of residents who had 

agreed to move in concert. 

 

9. Furthermore, the e-mail produced by TBR is not sufficient evidence that the requisite 

intent or agreement was formed prior to the FS submission being lodged.   

 

10. It is submitted that what the “evidence” for TBR does show is a last minute effort on 

the past of Mr Hodgson to rally the support of neighbours under the guise of a 

residents group.  There is no evidence of an organised effort, or agreement to move 

forwards as a group prior to the lodgement of the FS.  Rather, that appears to have 

occurred after the submission was lodged, as can be seen in the fact of incorporation 

of the residents group, and the fact of a number of late further submissions that were 

filed. 

 

11. It is submitted that there is insufficient evidence for TBR to qualify as a person, and 

therefore be capable of having standing to lodge a FS. 

 

 Does Tucker Beach Residents Society Inc meet the requirements to be a 

successor? 

 

12. The majority of cases considering the issue of succession have a similar fact scenario 

whereby there are a number persons who have filed individual submissions, who then 

seek to form an incorporated society “to step into the shoes” of those who commenced 

participation as individuals.   
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13. That is not the factual scenario here.  There is one FS purporting to be made on behalf 

of an unincorporated group.  In such circumstances, it is submitted the only test that 

requires satisfaction is whether the successor is composed of substantially the same 

members. 

 

14. The qualifying counting membership of the predecessor should be calculated at the 

date which the last action is taken under the RMA (the lodging of the FS)1.  At best, 

the evidence for TBR is that it was constituted of two members at the time the FS was 

filed.  While these two members are members of the incorporated society, upon 

incorporation, the membership of the corporate entity was not comprised of 

substantially the same members as its predecessor.  Out of 15 members on 

incorporation, only two are members of the unincorporated group.  This is well below 

the threshold of “substantial”.   

 

15. What it represents is not “one group” who have moved in concert, for a common 

purpose and therefore should have the benefit of taking over the FS, but two different 

groups comprised of substantially different persons.  The grounds for succession have 

not been met. 

 

 Prejudice and no rights of participation 

 

16.  As noted in the minute recording the reasons refusing to hear the evidence of Mr 

Healy on the part of the TBR2, the legal submissions made for the TBR were also 

made for Mr James Muspratt (FS 2714).  The TBR retain the ability to participate in 

the process through Mr Muspratt’s further submissions, which to all intents and 

purposes appears to be aligned with the concerns of the TBR. 

 

 

  

Jayne Macdonald 

 Counsel for the Middleton Family Trust 

 

1 Gold Mine Action Incorporated v Otago Regional Council C51/2002 
2 At paragraph 10 
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IN THE MATTER of the Resource 
Management Act 1991 

AND  

IN THE MATTER of the Queenstown Lakes 
Proposed District Plan 

AND 

IN THE MATTER of Further Submission 2802 
lodged by Tucker Beach 
Residents 

DECISION ON APPLICATION TO STRIKE OUT FURTHER SUBMISSION 

Introduction 

1. At the hearing on 12 July 2018, Ms Macdonald, counsel for the Middleton 
Family Trust (Submitter 2332) (“MFT”), applied to have Further Submission 2802 
lodged by the Tucker Beach Residents (“TBR”) struck out on the grounds that 
there was no evidence TBR was a legal person. 

2. I issued a Minute on 13 July 2018 setting out a timetable for receipt of 
submissions from TBR on this application, and reply from the MFT.   

3. Due to an administrative oversight this Minute was not served on TBR.  
Counsel for TBR advised by email on 23 July 2018 that TBR had only become 
aware of the Minute the previous day and sought an extension of time to 
lodge submissions.  This was granted, and the period for MFT to lodge a reply 
was duly extended. 

4. In the interim, the Tucker Beach Residents Society Incorporated (“the 
Society”) appeared on 26 July 2018 on the basis that the Society was 
successor to TBR.  The submissions responding to the strike out application 
were lodged by the Society on 30 July 2018. 

5. I have been delegated the Council’s powers to make procedural decisions 
in relation to hearing of submissions on the Proposed District Plan.  That 
includes the powers provided under section 41D of the Act to strike out 
submissions. 
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 2 

Matters to Consider 

6. The questions to answer are: 

a) Was TBR an unincorporated body of persons at the point when FS2802 
was filed? 

b) If the answer to (a) is yes, is the Tucker Beach Residents Society 
Incorporated successor to TBR? 

Was TBR an Unincorporated Body of Persons? 

7. The definition of “person” in section 2 of the Act indicates that an 
unincorporated group does have legal status.  Ms Macdonald outlined the 
legal requirements for an unincorporated body to have standing under the 
Act as follows1:  

To be an unincorporated body which is a separate legal person under 
the Act there must be two or more persons who have a similar or 
related purpose in relation to some function or proceedings under the 
RMA, and who have agreed to move in concert2.  Unincorporated 
group – must have members – a group of people with a common 
purpose3. 

8. I accept that to be a succinct analysis of the requirements.  I also accept 
that the existence of an unincorporated group is a question of fact.  Ms 
Macdonald submitted the caselaw suggests there should have been at least 
one meeting of the group and that it must have reached agreement on a 
common purpose prior to lodgement of any submission. 

9. Mr Todd, counsel for the Society submitted: 

… the Tucker Beach Residents at the time of filing its submission was 
in fact a group of people with a similar and related purpose who 
agreed to move in concert.  …. To show that these members existed, 
an email from Mr Will Hodgson to Tucker Beach Residents’ counsel 
dated 17 May 2018 (the same day the submission was filed) is 
attached to these submissions and marked with the letter “B”.  The 
email refers to at least two members of the Tucker Beach Residents 
group, being Mr Hodgson himself and Ms Vicki Summer.  …” 4 

                                            
1  Legal Submissions for Middleton Family Trust (#2332), dated 11 July 2018, at paragraph 19 
2  Gold Mine Action Incorporated v Otago Regional Council (2002) 8 ELRNZ 129 at [37] 
3  Appealing Wanaka v Queenstown Lakes District Council [2015] NZEnvC 23 
4  At paragraphs 7 and 9 
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10. As Ms Macdonald noted in her reply on behalf of the MFT, the email referred 
to in the Society’s submissions was sent at 8:36 pm on 17 May 2018.  The 
Council records show that FS2802 was lodged at 4:22 pm on that day. 

11. On the face of it, there is no evidence of a group of people acting with a 
common purpose at the time the further submission was lodged.  While there 
appears to have been two persons so minded in the evening of 17 May 
2018, there is no evidence of any agreement being reached on their 
common purpose prior to the further submission being lodged.  That omission 
might easily have been remedied had I been supplied with a brief statement 
by Mr Hodgson, but, as it is, I have only his email, which does not say when 
he spoke to Ms Summer.  Thus, on the facts before me I must conclude that 
TBR at the time the further submission was lodged was not an unincorporated 
body of persons. 

Is the Tucker Beach Residents Society Incorporated Successor to TBR? 

12. While I do not need to answer this question, given the answer to the previous 
question, as Ms Macdonald appeared to concede that “at best, the 
evidence for TBR is that it was constituted of two members at the time the FS 
was filed”5, I have considered this question also. 

13. Mr Todd provided a copy of the Certificate of Incorporation of the Tucker 
Beach Residents Society Incorporated, but did not provide a copy of the 
application to incorporate the society.  That document may have 
established that both Mr Hodgson and Ms Summers were founding members 
of the society.  I would still have needed to consider Ms Macdonald’s 
argument that the Society is not made up of substantially the same members 
as TBR, but in the absence of the application form I cannot conclude that 
they were.  On the facts before me, there is, therefore, no evidence that the 
Society is successor to the TBR. 

Outcome 

14. On the facts provided I have concluded that “Tucker Beach Residents” is not 
a legal person as defined by the Act.  There is no evidence that, prior to or at 
the time of lodging the further submission, “Tucker Beach Residents” 
comprised a group of people (two or more) with a common purpose of 
opposing the MFT submission. 

                                            
5  Reply Submissions for Middleton Family Trust – Application to Strike Out Further Submission from 

Tucker Beach Residents, dated 6 August 2018, at paragraph 14 
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 4 

15. It would be an abuse of process to allow a further submission not lodged by 
a legal person to proceed.  Consequently, Further Submission 2802 is struck 
out under section 41D of the Act. 

8 August 2018 

 
Denis Nugent 
Hearing Panel Chair 
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BEFORE THE QUEENSTOWN LAKES DISTRICT COUNCIL 
 
 
  IN THE MATTER   of the Resource Management Act 1991 
 
  AND     
 
  IN THE MATTER  of an objection under section 357 of the Act 
 

BY TUCKER BEACH RESIDENTS SOCIETY 
INCORPORATED 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

____________________________________________________________________ 
 

NOTICE OF OBJECTION 
____________________________________________________________________ 

 
Dated: 29 August 2018 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Solicitors: 
 
G M Todd/B B Gresson 
PO Box 124 
Queenstown 9348 
P 03 441 2743 
F 03 441 2976 
graeme@toddandwalker.com; 
ben@toddandwalker.com 
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To:  The Queenstown Lakes District Council 
 
 
1. Tucker Beach Residents Society Incorporated (“submitter”) objects pursuant to 

section 357 of the Resource Management Act 1991 (“Act”) to a decision of the 

Chair of the Hearings Panel for the Queenstown Lakes Proposed District Plan 
(“Plan”) to strike out the submitter’s submission to the Plan (submission #2802). 

 
2. The reasons for the objection are as follows: 
 

a. The Chair’s decision to strike out the submitter’s submission was on the basis 
that the submitter at the time the submission was filed was not a “person” for 

the purpose of section 2 of the Act. The Chair took the view that the Tucker 
Beach Residents, which was not yet incorporated at the time the submission 
was filed, was not an unincorporated body of persons under section 2 of the 
Act as it did not consist of two or more individuals who had reached a common 
purpose and had agreed to move in concert. 
 

b. Consequently the Chair held that the subsequently incorporated Tucker 
Beach Residents Society could not be a successor to the Tucker Beach 
Residents submission. 

 
c. The Chair erred in this determination as while the group had not yet 

incorporated at the time the submission was filed it did in fact consist of two 
or more individuals who had agreed to move in concert.  

 
d. The Tucker Beach Residents Society Incorporated accordingly has standing 

to be a successor to the submission as it is comprised of substantially the 
same members as the unincorporated group. 

 
3. The submitter seeks the decision of the Chair be overturned and the submitter's 

submission reinstated. 
 

4. The following documents are attached in support of this notice: 
 

a. A copy of the Tucker Beach Residents submission; 
b. A copy of the decision of the Chair; 
c. An affidavit of William Fulton Hodgson; 
d. An affidavit of Ben Farrell; 
e. An affidavit of Bryan Hutchins; 
f. An affidavit of Victoria Ann Onions; and 
g. An affidavit of Michelle Anne Rudd 

 
 
Dated this 29th day of August 2018 
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_________________________________ 
Signed for Tucker Beach Residents Society Incorporated 
By its solicitor and duly authorised agent 
Graeme Morris Todd/Benjamin Brett Gresson 
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YOUR DETAILS   //  Our preferred methods of corresponding with you are by email and phone.

TO   //  Queenstown Lakes District Council

Name:

Phone Numbers:  Work: Home: Mobile:

Email Address:

Postal Address: Post code:

I AM
A person representing a relevant aspect of the public interest. 
In this case, also specify the grounds for saying that you come within this category; or

A person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general public has. 
In this case, also explain the grounds for saying that you come within this category; or

The local authority for the relevant area.

THIS IS A FURTHER SUBMISSION   // 

I SUPPORT (OR OPPOSE) THE SUBMISSION OF   // 

THE PARTICULAR PARTS OF THE SUBMISSION I SUPPORT (OR OPPOSE) ARE  // 
Clearly indicate which parts of the original submission you support or oppose, together with any relevant provisions of the proposal.

In support of (or in opposition to) a submission on the 
following Plan Change:

Name the original submitter  
and submission number.

THE REASONS FOR MY SUPPORT (OR OPPOSITION) ARE   // 

Pa
ge

 1
/2

  /
/ 

 A
pr

il 
20

18

FORM 6:  
FURTHER SUBMISSION

IN SUPPORT OF, OR IN OPPOSITION TO, SUBMISSION/S 
ON A PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE

Clause 8 of First Schedule, Resource Management Act 1991

31
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Typewriter
I own land affected by the submission.



SIGNATURE

Signature (to be signed for or on behalf of submitter) **

Date  

** If this form is being completed on-line you may not be able, or required, to sign this form.

NOTE TO PERSON MAKING FURTHER SUBMISSION 
A copy of your further submission must be served on the original submitter within five working days after making the  
further submission to the Local Authority.

I wish to be heard in support of my submission.

I consider presenting a joint case with others presenting similar submissions.

I SEEK THAT THE WHOLE OR PART [DESCRIBE PART] OF THE  
SUBMISSION BE ALLOWED, OR DISALLOWED  //  Give precise details.

Queenstown Lakes District Council 
Private Bag 50072, Queenstown 9348 
Gorge Road, Queenstown 9300

P: 03 441 0499 
E: pdpsubmission@qldc.govt.nz  

www.qldc.govt.nz Pa
ge
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18

DO/DO NOT

WILL/WILL NOT
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Scanned with CamScanner
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Scanned with CamScanner
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APPENDIX 7 
ROBIN MARTIN AFFIDAVIT  

23 FEB 2018 
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	Name: Tucker Beach Residents
	Work: 03 441 2743
	Home: 
	Mobile: 
	Email: graeme@toddandwalker.com; ben@toddandwalker.com
	Postal Address: PO Box 124

Queenstown
	Post code: 9348
	following Plan Change: Proposed District Plan - Stage 2/Variation
	A: Off
	B: Yes
	C: Off
	Name original submitter and submission number: I oppose the submission of Middleton Family Trust (#2332).
	Identify which parts of the original submision you support/propose: I oppose the entire submission.
	THE REASONS FOR MY SUPPORT OR OPPOSITION ARE: The relief sought in the submission being a rezoning of the land referred to in the submission is inappropriate due to the location and characteristics of the land, and the adverse effects that will result from such a zoning on neighbouring properties and the district as a whole.
	SUBMISSION BE ALLOWED OR DISALLOWED: I seek that all of submission #2332 be disallowed.
	wish to speak: [DO]
	Joint Case: [WILL ]
	Date: 17 May 2018


