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\ DISTRICT COUNCIL

NOTICE OF EXTRAORDINARY MEETING

RODNEY DISTRICT COUNCIL
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Crs Ross Craig
Pat Delich
Michael Goudie
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Grev Walker
Wayne Walker
Suzanne Weld

There will be an Extraordinary Meeting of the Rodney District Council in the Council Chamber,
Centreway Road, Orewa on Wednesday, 10 March 2010, commencing at 9.00 a.m. for the purpose of
the hearing of submissions and deliberations on Proposed District Plan 2000 — Variation 132 — West
Coast Rural Policy area.

for: CHIEF EXECUTIVE OREWA
Rodger Kerr-Newell 1 March 2010
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ITEM NO: 1
APOLOGIES
ITEM NO: 2
REPORT A Rodney
v DISTRICT COUNCIL
TO Extraordinary Council Meeting
ON 10 March 2010
FROM Alison Pye — Policy Planner
APPROVED BY Peter Vari — Manager: District Planning
SIGNATURE
P \/@r |
SUBJECT HEARING OF SUBMISSIONS TO PROPOSED DISTRICT PLAN 2000
VARIATION 132 — WEST COAST RURAL POLICY AREA
FILE REF TP/14/4/132

PURPOSE OF REPORT:

[0 Information only M Strategic decision 0 Policy decision M Statutory process

[0 Community issue [0 Contract decision O Delegation O Appointment

0 Administrative matter

IMPLICATIONS:

(i)

Is this matter significant in terms of Council’s Policy on Significance?

No

(ii)

Implications in terms of Vision Rodney?

Yes. Contributes to Vision Rodney Outcome 6 — Clean and Green: ‘We will continue to
value, protect and enjoy the natural environment’.

(iil)

Implications in terms of Long Term Council Community Plan / Annual Plan?

Yes, Initiation of a West Coast Rural Zone variation is provided for in the Long Term
Council Community Plan.

(iv)

Implications in terms of other Council Strategic documents or Council Policy?

The proposed variation has been undertaken ahead of the completion of the Rural
Strategy to satisfy obligations outlined in a MoU (appeal settlement).

v)

Is a budget amendment required?

No. A variation addressing the West Coast Zone is provided for in the LTCCP.




(vi) Have the views of affected or interested persons been obtained and is any further
public consultation required?

The Hearing Report addresses submissions and further submissions to the proposed
Variation 132. Consultation is in accordance with the First Schedule of the Resource
Management Act 1991.

(vii) Does a decision on this matter require Auckland Transition Agency approval?
(yes / no / advice being sought?)

No

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:

Capital cost implications Not applicable

Is it currently budgeted for? Not applicable

Funding source of capital costs Not applicable

Ongoing operational cost implications Not applicable

Is it currently budgeted for? Yes, is provided for in the Long Term Council

Community Plan.
funding and rating impact (whether resulting from | Not applicable
capital expenditure or arising directly)

SUMMARY:

The following report presents details of the submissions received to Proposed District Plan 2000
Variation 132 — West Coast Rural Policy Area, to the 10 March 2010 Extraordinary Council meeting
which will hear the submissions. The report discusses the submissions and includes
recommendations from the Reporting Officer.

RECOMMENDATION:

That the submissions and recommendations on Proposed District Plan 2000 Variation
132 — West Coast Rural Policy area be received.
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PROPOSED DISTRICT PLAN 2000 VARIATION 132 -
WEST COAST RURAL POLICY AREA

TP/14/4/132

PARTS OF PLAN AFFECTED

Chapter 7 — Rural:

Section 7.6 Implementation — [7.6.1. District Plan Regulatory Methods]
Section 7.8 Description of Zones and Policy Areas

Section 7.9 Activity Rules
- Rule7.9.2

Activity Table 1

— Rule 7.9.4.1 Tree and Bush Removal
— Rule 7.9.4.2 Earthworks

— Rule 7.9.4.3 Modification of Natural Watercourses and Wetlands
Rule 7.11 Controlled Activities: Matters for Control and Assessment Criteria
Rule 7.15 Subdivision: Restricted Discretionary Activities: Matters for Control and Assessment

Criteria

SUBMISSIONS ADDRESSED IN THIS REPORT

Submission No. Name Report Section
1209/1 Adams, Karl 1
1029/1 Adshead, Gillian 1
1057/1 Aitkenhead, Hector McLoughlin 1
1146/1 Allen, Michael G 1
1028/1 Anderson & O'Leary Ltd 1
1172/1 Auckland Regional Aquaculture | 1
Cluster (AquA)
1172/2 AquA 2
1172/3 AquA 2
1172/4 AquA 3
1172/5 AquA 4
1172/6 AquA 4
1172/7 AquA 4
1187/1 Ardin, Carey 1
1212/1 Ashby, Lynette D 1
1211/1 Ashby, Peter S 1
1011/1 Ashby, Ray & Joanna 1
1175/1 Auckland  Regional Council | 3
(ARC)
1175/2 ARC 3
1175/3 ARC 3
1175/4 ARC 1
1201/1 Audrey Propst, Barry & Susan | 1
Hart &
1004/1 Aumoe Trust 1




1033/1 Balemi, Leigh 1
1032/1 Balemi, Ross A 1
1188/1 Barwell, CH 1
1252/1 Bayliss, Kevin J 1
1194/1 Bayliss, Roger 1
1141/1 Bayly, David 4
1141/2 Bayly, David 4
1141/3 Bayly, David 3
1109/1 Bayly, Geraldine 4
1109/2 Bayly, Geraldine 4
1109/3 Bayly, Geraldine 3
1109/4 Bayly, Geraldine 1
1006/1 Bayly, John McDonald 1
1046/1 Betami, Andre 1
1060/1 Bingley, Bryan 1
1083/1 Bingley, Kiyami 1
1173/1 Bio-Marine Ltd (Bio-Marine) 1
1173/2 Bio-Marine 2
1173/3 Bio-Marine 2
1173/4 Bio-Marine 3
1173/5 Bio-Marine 4
1173/6 Bio-Marine 4
1173/7 Bio-Marine 4
1100/1 Bishop, Sylvia & Zoe 1
1053/1 Blank, Marino 1
1136/1 Boler, Lynn C 1
1094/1 Bolton, Michael A 1
1217/1 Bonkovich, Nick 1
1166/1 Bradly, BM & A M 1
1286/1 Bradly, James R 1
1020/1 Bristow, lan & Diane 1
1093/1 Brown, Eveline F 1
1037/1 Browne, William R & Noelene J 1
1269/1 Buckton Consultants Ltd 1
1204/1 Caldicott, Crispin 1
1186/1 Cameron, Glenn 1
1075/1 Campbell, Niels R 1
1233/1 Cato Bolam Consultants Ltd 2
1233/2 Cato Bolam Consultants Ltd 2
1233/3 Cato Bolam Consultants Ltd 2
1233/4 Cato Bolam Consultants Ltd 2
1233/5 Cato Bolam Consultants Ltd 1
1233/6 Cato Bolam Consultants Ltd 3
1233/7 Cato Bolam Consultants Ltd 3
1233/8 Cato Bolam Consultants Ltd 4
1233/9 Cato Bolam Consultants Ltd 4
1233/10 Cato Bolam Consultants Ltd 1
1233/11 Cato Bolam Consultants Ltd 2
1205/1 Cave, Vanessa 1
1074/1 Chisholm, David G 1
1137/1 Clark, David 1
1005/1 Clark, Mrs M 1
1178/1 Cocking, Jane & Stuart 1
1012/1 Coe, Andrew Ross 1
1007/1 Coombe, Adrianne 1
1016/1 Coombe, Carl 1
1114/1 Cooper, Russell 1
1159/1 Courtney, Gareth M & JenniferL | 1
1076/1 Coventry, Roger A 1
1214/1 Creighton, Murray 1
1089/1 Cricklade Corp Ltd 1
1271/1 Cynthia Liu, Simon Kan & 1
1157/1 Dalglish, Gloria A 1
1164/1 Dickson, Murray T & Yvonne M 1




1014/1 Dorreen, G D 1
1298/1 Douglas, Janice Patricia 1
1298/2 Douglas, Janice Patricia 1
1064/1 Dove, Allen 1
1063/1 Dove, Mrs Dorothy 1
1250/1 Draper, Andrew 1
1248/1 Draper, Cynthia G 1
1249/1 Draper, Robert 1
1091/1 Drower, Bruce 1
1231/1 Earl, Gaylene 1
1239/1 Edward M Martin, Michelle Hill & | 1
1220/1 Ellett, David W 1
1236/1 Environmental Defence Society | 2
1236/2 Environmental Defence Society | 3
1236/3 Environmental Defence Society | 1
1301/1 Everson, Marlene 1
1115/1 Fahey, Jeffrey M 1
1243/1 Federated Farmers - South |1
Kaipara Branch
1273/1 Federated Farmers of New |1
Zealand
1000/1 Fish & Game New Zealand 3
1000/2 Fish & Game New Zealand 4
1000/3 Fish & Game New Zealand 4
1297/1 Fletcher, Avis & Matty 1
1259/1 Forgie, James M 1
1259/2 Forgie, James M 1
1259/3 Forgie, James M 3
1259/4 Forgie, James M 4
1259/5 Forgie, James M 4
1259/6 Forgie, James M 1
1145/1 Fotheringhame Family Trust, | 1
Paul D & Louana A
1145/2 Fotheringhame Family Trust, | 1
Paul D & Louana A
1145/3 Fotheringhame Family Trust, | 1
Paul D & Louana A
1145/4 Fotheringhame Family Trust, | 1
Paul D & Louana A
1124/1 Gardner, PR 1
1067/1 Gates, Glynes 1
1086/1 Gates, Martin
1128/1 Gelderman, Christiaan M 2
1128/2 Gelderman, Christiaan M 3
1294/1 Gill, BP 1
1070/1 Gill, Mary 1
1071/1 Gill, Robert Kenneth
1242/1 Glasson, John M 2
1242/2 Glasson, John M 2
1208/1 Glasson, John M 1
1207/1 Glasson, Megan 1
1158/1 Gott, Beverley 3
1251/1 Grace, Thomas 1
1251/2 Grace, Thomas 2
1251/3 Grace, Thomas 3
1251/4 Grace, Thomas 4
1251/5 Grace, Thomas 4
1183/1 Gray, Brendon 1
1184/1 Gray, DM 1
1180/1 Gray, Dianne 1
1031/1 Gray, Donald Harley 3
1185/1 Gray, Mrs Marilyn 1
1152/1 Hamilton Family Farms Ltd 1
1263/1 Han, Jun Yu 1




1266/1 Han, Les 1
1024/1 Hancock Forest Management | 1
(NZ) Ltd
1024/2 Hancock Forest Management | 2
(NZ) Ltd
1024/3 Hancock Forest Management | 2
(NZ) Ltd
1024/4 Hancock Forest Management | 2
(NZ) Ltd
1024/5 Hancock Forest Management | 2
(NZ2) Ltd
1024/6 Hancock Forest Management | 3
(NZ2) Ltd
1024/7 Hancock Forest Management | 4
(N2) Ltd
1024/8 Hancock Forest Management | 4
(N2) Ltd
1024/9 Hancock Forest Management | 4
(N2) Ltd
1024/10 Hancock Forest Management | 1
(NZ) Ltd
1122/1 Hargreaves, Alan & Joy 1
1090/1 Hawkes, Desmond G 1
1147/1 Hedley, Roderick B 4
1147/2 Hedley, Roderick B 4
1092/1 Hedley, Roderick B 1
1179/1 Heng, Joe 1
1176/1 Higham, Janet 1
1270/1 Higham, Noel 1
1234/1 Highview Investments Ltd 2
1234/2 Highview Investments Ltd 2
1234/3 Highview Investments Ltd 2
1234/4 Highview Investments Ltd 2
1234/5 Highview Investments Ltd 3
1234/6 Highview Investments Ltd 3
1234/7 Highview Investments Ltd 4
1234/8 Highview Investments Ltd 4
1234/9 Highview Investments Ltd 3
1234/10 Highview Investments Ltd 2
1240/1 Hill, Phillip & Linda 1
1197/1 Honey, lan 1
1274/1 Horticulture New Zealand 1
1149/1 Houghton, Glen 1
1161/1 Houghton, Selwyn J 1
1104/1 Houghton, Stuart 1
1003/1 Howard, Michael Gordon 1
1051/1 Hughes, Allan L 1
1054/1 Hughes, Irma 1
1056/1 Hughes, Mrs Norma 1
1042/1 Hughes, William H B 1
1275/1 Ikin, Humphrey 1
1268/1 Ikin, Philippa Anne 1
1133/1 Inger, Alwyn E 3
1278/1 Inger, Frederick C & Gweneth K | 1
1059/1 Jackson, Bruce 1
1052/1 Jarka, June 1
1062/1 Jarka, Michael 1
1191/1 Jones, James Hilton 1
1095/1 Jordan, Andrew G 1
1118/1 K B Stoney & Keith Butler 1
1218/1 Kaukapakapa Residents & |1
Ratepayers Assoc (KARRA)
1229/1 Kawharu, Margaret 1
1096/1 Kaycee Farms Ltd 1




1073/1 Keane, Daniel R 1
1198/1 Kerr, Robin & Jan 1
1148/1 Keystone Trust, Noel Lane on | 1
behalf of

1047/1 Kidd, Dianne J 1
1036/1 Kidd, Richard 1
1153/1 Lambert, Michael J 1
1154/1 Lane, Ann C 1
1155/1 Lane, John W 1
1228/1 Leighton, Grant 1
1227/1 Leighton, Karen 1
1181/1 Leslie, John F 1
1182/1 Leslie, Patricia 1
1023/1 Levet, Gordon L 1
1077/1 Lewis, Christine 1
1079/1 Lewis, Gwilym 1
1261/1 Liang, Fengyu 1
1262/1 Liang, Huimin 1
1265/1 Liang, Ligin 1
1264/1 Liang, Yinghua 1
1213/1 Liddell, Mark 1
1192/1 Lloyd, John R 1
1097/1 Logue, Dale L 1
1162/1 Maclean, Thomas E 1
1008/1 Maclennan, Robert Hugh 1
1140/1 Mason, Brian 1
1099/1 Mason, Brian L 1
1160/1 McAulay, DW & E E 1
1160/2 McAulay, DW & E E 3
1160/3 McAulay, DW & E E 3
1160/4 McAulay, DW & E E 3
1202/1 McCoach, Liam 1
1084/1 McConnell, Wally 1
1279/1 McCracken, Allan 1
1282/1 McCracken, Graham 1
1296/1 Mclntosh, Stewart & Michelle 1
1276/1 McLachlan, Athol W 1
1045/1 McLeod, A J 3
1045/2 McLeod, A J 4
1045/3 McLeod, A J 4
1045/4 McLeod, A J 4
1127/1 McLeod, Cedric & Dianne 1
1127/2 McLeod, Cedric & Dianne 1
1127/3 McLeod, Cedric & Dianne 2
1127/4 McLeod, Cedric & Dianne 3
1127/5 McLeod, Cedric & Dianne 3
1127/6 McLeod, Cedric & Dianne 3
1127/7 McLeod, Cedric & Dianne 3
1127/8 McLeod, Cedric & Dianne 4
1038/1 McLeod, Colin James 1
1272/1 McLeod, Graeme S 1
1043/1 McLeod, Lily M 3
1043/2 McLeod, Lily M 4
1043/3 McLeod, Lily M 4
1043/4 McLeod, Lily M 4
1167/1 McLeod, Mark 1
1001/1 McPherson, Craig 1
1138/1 Middleton, Desmond P 1
1170/1 Mighty River Power Limited 1
1170/2 Mighty River Power Limited 2
1170/3 Mighty River Power Limited 2
1170/4 Mighty River Power Limited 2
1170/5 Mighty River Power Limited 3

1

1068/1

Mill, Jane




1219/1 Miller, Neville A & Andrea R 1
1193/1 Mills, Tim 1
1171/1 Ministry of Agriculture & Forestry | 4
1085/1 Montgomerie, John R 1
1058/1 Moore, Alan Staniland 1
1072/1 Moore, Joy 1
1168/1 Moore, Kim & Gall 1
1232/1 Moorhead, Brian 1
1253/1 Morgan, Anne Marie 1
1253/2 Morgan, Anne Marie 3
1258/1 Morgan, James 1
1287/1 Munro, Kevin R 3
1223/1 Narbey, Hector M 1
1224/1 Narbey, Marie K 1
1116/1 Neal, Alan M & Merryl J R 1
1018/1 Neal, TW&J-AD 1
1237/1 Ngati Whatua Nga Rima o |1
Kaipara Trust
1237/2 Ngati Whatua Nga Rima o |2
Kaipara Trust
1237/3 Ngati Whatua Nga Rima o |2
Kaipara Trust
1177/1 Nghanui, N 1
1132/1 Nicholls, Donald John 1
1131/1 Nicholls, Valerie 1
1015/1 Nicolaas, Dirk 1
1105/1 Noble, Kenneth R 1
1151/1 Noeline Hamilton Family Trust 1
1285/1 Nolan, EJW 1
1139/1 O'Connell, Des 1
1013/1 O'Connell, Mark 1
1087/1 O'Connor, Ray 1
1106/1 Olliff, Grant E 1
1280/1 Oneonenui Porter Trust 1
1041/1 P J R Wright, J R Bardebes & 1
1222/1 Paterson, Megan 1
1025/1 Pegrume, Karen 4
1025/2 Pegrume, Karen 1
1025/3 Pegrume, Karen 3
1025/4 Pegrume, Karen 3
1025/5 Pegrume, Karen 3
1025/6 Pegrume, Karen 2
1246/1 Peng,|,R&Z 1
1267/1 Peng, Zechao 1
1040/1 Perry, Gordon 1
1098/1 Petersen, Brian 1
1088/1 Pirani, Paul B C 1
1135/1 Pivac, Daniel J & Karen D 1
1010/1 Pool, Gillian Anne 1
1230/1 Pound, Raymond | & Betty 1
1284/1 Price, Frances T 1
1130/1 Prictor, GE J 1
1130/2 Prictor, GE J 4
1130/3 Prictor, GE J 4
1235/1 Prosperity Ltd 2
1235/2 Prosperity Ltd 2
1235/3 Prosperity Ltd 2
1235/4 Prosperity Ltd 3
1235/5 Prosperity Ltd 3
1235/6 Prosperity Ltd 3
1235/7 Prosperity Ltd 4
1235/8 Prosperity Ltd 4
1235/9 Prosperity Ltd 3
1235/10 Prosperity Ltd 2




1174/1 R J Pride Family Trust and | 1
Estate of R Jand A M A Pride

1174/2 R J Pride Family Trust and | 2
Estate of R J and A M A Pride

1174/3 R J Pride Family Trust and | 2
Estate of R J and A M A Pride

1174/4 R J Pride Family Trust and | 3
Estate of R J and A M A Pride

1174/5 R J Pride Family Trust and | 4
Estate of R J and A M A Pride

1174/6 R J Pride Family Trust and | 4
Estate of R J and A M A Pride

117417 R J Pride Family Trust and | 4
Estate of RJand A M A Pride

1119/1 Rau, Hemi 2

1119/2 Rau, Hemi 2

1119/3 Rau, Hemi 3

1119/4 Rau, Hemi 3

1119/5 Rau, Hemi 2

1169/1 Robson, A-G & C 1

1288/1 Rodgers, Tony D 1

1289/1 Ross, Gregory H 1

1225/1 Ross, Michael S 1

1226/1 Ross, Mrs Ruth 1

1295/1 Royal Forest & Bird Protection | 1
Society of New Zealand Inc.

1295/2 Royal Forest & Bird Protection | 2
Society of New Zealand Inc.

1295/3 Royal Forest & Bird Protection | 4
Society of New Zealand Inc.

1295/4 Royal Forest & Bird Protection | 4
Society of New Zealand Inc.

1121/1 Royal Forest and Bird Protection | 2
Society Inc.

1121/2 Royal Forest and Bird Protection | 2
Society Inc.

1121/3 Royal Forest and Bird Protection | 2
Society Inc.

1121/4 Royal Forest and Bird Protection | 2
Society Inc.

1121/5 Royal Forest and Bird Protection | 2
Society Inc.

1121/6 Royal Forest and Bird Protection | 3
Society Inc.

1121/7 Royal Forest and Bird Protection | 3
Society Inc.

1121/8 Royal Forest and Bird Protection | 4
Society Inc.

1121/9 Royal Forest and Bird Protection | 4
Society Inc.

1121/10 Royal Forest and Bird Protection | 4
Society Inc.

1121/11 Royal Forest and Bird Protection | 3
Society Inc.

1121/12 Royal Forest and Bird Protection | 1
Society Inc.

1247/1 Ruddell, Stewart W 1

1300/1 Samuels, Kirsten 1

1299/1 Samuels, Tony Robert 1

1110/1 Schollum, Desmond W & |1
Heather E

1065/1 Selak, Ilvan and Milka 1

1069/1 SH16 Limited 1

1080/1 Shepherd, Dennis 1

1078/1 Shepherd, Valerie 1




1034/1

Sillick, Allan D & Colleen M

1
1030/1 Silvester, Christine 3
1256/1 Small, Jeffrey 1
1021/1 Smith, AE 1
1190/1 Smith, Chris 1
1241/1 Smith, Christina E 1
1009/1 Smith, Colin 1
1206/1 Smith, David 1
1019/1 Smith, Jamii-Lee 1
1292/1 Smith, Malcolm L 1
1022/1 Smith, Michael A 1
1189/1 Smith, Noel 1
1165/1 Smith, Patricia M 1
1238/1 South Head Golf Club Inc. 1
1112/1 Stables, Gavin R 1
1111/1 Stables, Pauline B 1
1281/1 Steele, David T 1
1203/1 Stevens, Darryl 1
1163/1 Swale, David W 1
1291/1 Tapora Farming Community | 1

Water Supply Assn Ltd

1002/1 Tapora Trust & Others 1
1002/2 Tapora Trust & Others 1
1002/3 Tapora Trust & Others 1
1002/4 Tapora Trust & Others 3
1002/5 Tapora Trust & Others 1
1113/1 Taylor, Steven M 1
1035/1 Thode, Douglas M 1
1123/1 Thomas, Lorraine J 1
1125/1 Thomas, Maxwell R 1
1120/1 Thompson, Walter F 1
1027/1 Topham, Robert D N 1
1255/1 Travers-Bishop, G 1
1102/1 Tristram, Merril 1
1103/1 Tristram, Ross 1
1048/1 Tyler, John 1
1293/1 UNKNOWN NAME 1
1196/1 Van Dyk, A J 1
1126/1 Verhoeven, Peter Carl 1
1108/1 Waller, David 1
1244/1 Waller, Neil 2
124472 Waller, Neil 2
1244/3 Waller, Neil 3
1244/4 Waller, Neil 3
1244/5 Waller, Neil 3
1244/6 Waller, Neil 4
124417 Waller, Neil 4
1244/8 Waller, Neil 4
1244/9 Waller, Neil 3
1254/1 Waller, Sharon 2
1254/2 Waller, Sharon 2
1254/3 Waller, Sharon 3
1254/4 Waller, Sharon 3
1254/5 Waller, Sharon 3
1254/6 Waller, Sharon 4
125477 Waller, Sharon 4
1254/8 Waller, Sharon 4
1254/9 Waller, Sharon 3
1254/10 Waller, Sharon 1
1107/1 Waller, Sophia 1
1245/1 Wang, Alex 1
1257/1 Wang, Helen 1
1134/1 Waribin Sun Quing Huang Fu 1

1

1039/1

Watkins, Trevor J




1026/1 Watson, Florence-Sandrine 1
1277/1 Watson, Gordon & Ann 1
1017/1 Watts, Alistair C 3
1216/1 Webber & Sons 1
1143/1 Webber, MGR,GF,&JR 2
1143/2 Webber, MGR,GF,&JR 2
1143/3 Webber, MGR,GF,&JR 2
1143/4 Webber, MGR,GF,&JR 2
1143/5 Webber, MGR,GF,&JR 3
1143/6 Webber, MGR,GF,&JR 4
1143/7 Webber, MGR,GF,&JR 4
1143/8 Webber, MGR,GF,&JR 4
1143/9 Webber, MGR,GF,&JR 1
1221/1 Webber, Mrs G C 1
1066/1 Wenzlick, Bryan John 1
1210/1 Whakatiwai Plantations Ltd /| 1
Timberwise Ltd
1144/1 Whitmore, R G 1
1142/1 Whittle, Ashley G 1
1044/1 Wightman, Craig 1
1283/1 Wightman, K F 1
1049/1 Wilkin, Perry B 1
1061/1 Wilkin, Victoria 1
1150/1 Willcocks, Alvin J 1
1156/1 Wilmot, Mark L 1
1290/1 Wilson, Stephen L & Naiouli J 1
1101/1 Wimmer, Alina 1
1050/1 Wimmer, Emily 1
1117/1 Wimmer, Gerald 1
1055/1 Wimmer, Karl 1
1195/1 Wishnowsky, G L 1
1200/1 Woolsey, Gavin R 1
1199/1 Woolsey, Patricia S 1
1129/1 Wright, EHM &G S 1
1215/1 Yandle, Graham M, Robyn S, |1
Brendan M
1215/2 Yandle, Graham M, Robyn S, |3
Brendan M
1215/3 Yandle, Graham M, Robyn S, |1
Brendan M
1215/4 Yandle, Graham M, Robyn S, |3
Brendan M
1082/1 Young, Murray C 1
1081/1 Young, Wendy A 1
1260/1 Zhang, Xiaoming 1
BACKGROUND:

A brief background of the circumstances leading to the introduction of Variation 132, and an outline of
the recommendations of this report are provided below for the assistance of councillors and
submitters.

The background to Variation 132 is found in submissions that were made to the Proposed District
Plan 2000 (PDP) seeking the creation of a zone for the west coast similar to the zoning applied to the
east coast (i.e. the East Coast Rural Zone). The Council acknowledged in its decision to the PDP that
more protective provisions were warranted for the west coast. However, the introduction of a new
zone based on the submissions was rejected because it was determined that the provisions needed
to be developed as a separate plan drafting exercise, and proper consultation in the form of a
variation needed to occur (as provided for in the current Variation 132 process).




The Council’s decision to not introduce the zone based on the submissions was appealed to the
Environment Court, whereby the Council entered into a Memorandum of Understanding with the
appellants to initiate this variation. The decision to initiate a variation recognised that this approach
ensured that a public consultation process would be followed, and avoided a potential alternative
outcome arising from the possible imposition of such a zone by the Environment Court.

What the variation does:

Variation 132 is a response to existing and future growth pressure on South Head and the coast of
Kaipara Harbour, and establishes a West Coast Rural Policy Area overlay to the General Rural zone
which presently exists in this area. The variation recognises that the proximity of metropolitan
Auckland and the demand for coastal development in the west coast environs is greater than in other
areas zoned General Rural and seeks to manage development so that the character, amenity and
environmental values of the Policy Area are not degraded. The variation introduces controls over
buildings — making them a Controlled Activity and includes additional controls for tree protection,
earthworks and wetland/watercourse modification. The variation does not change the activity status
of forestry and farming, and retains these as Permitted Activities. The variation also retains the
permitted activity status of earthworks associated with normal farming and forestry activities, such as
farm roads and tracks, tilling, hoeing, drain maintenance, forestry roads and landings within plantation
forests and surface disturbances associated with harvesting a plantation forest.

Recommendations to submissions:

The submissions received on the variation sought in the main to have the variation withdrawn. Most
submitters and further submitters expressed the concern that normal farming activity would be
adversely affected. The necessity of the variation has also been queried in terms of whether growth
pressures are in fact evident in the Policy Area.

The report clarifies that growth pressure is evident in the rural zones and in the western ward in
particular (this is supported by recent studies concerning rural population growth in the District, and
growth projections) and has recommended that the variation is retained generally in line with its
provisions as notified, to ensure that character, amenity and environmental values identified in the
Policy Area are protected.

Notwithstanding, it has been accepted that smaller accessory buildings for farming and forestry
activity should be provided for as Permitted Activities for practical reasons, and provision has been
made for accessory buildings of 50m?® or less to occur as Permitted Activities. This would ensure
activities such as implement sheds, pump sheds and the like could occur as of right. Fencing as a
Permitted Activity has also been clarified and express provision for post and wire fencing is set out in
the Activity Table 1 to ensure that such fencing is not covered by the current definition of a building
which captures all structures over 1.8m in height.

The provisions within the variation for earthworks that are not provided for as a Permitted Activity, and
for wetland and watercourse modification, have been recommended to be retained as they are
considered to be in balance with the environmental, character and amenity protection intent of the
variation. It is recommended that the tree protection provisions be amended by deleting the
provisions concerned with Appendix 7H. The recommendation recognises that due to an
administrative error, Appendix 7H was not notified with the variation and was not therefore able to be
considered by submitters.

The submissions and recommendations are discussed in detail in sections 1 - 4 of this report. A
complete list of all recommended amendments to the West Coast Rural Policy Area, arising from
recommendations to submissions, is contained in Appendix 4 of this report.

1.0 Whole variation

1.1 Submissions

Karl Adams 1209/1 Withdraw the variation. Protection already in
place with current plan. Higher costs will be
imposed on landowners with no environmental
benefit.

Gillian Adshead 1029/1 That the West Coast Rural Policy Area remains,

BUT landowners and other interested parties are
consulted to arrive at rules that are beneficial
and workable for everyone.

Requirement for resource consent to carry out




‘normal' farming activities will add another
enormous cost to an industry already under
severe pressure to remain viable.

Federated Farmers of New
Zealand

FS1273/4

Support in part submission 1029/1

Hector
Aitkenhead

McLoughlin

1057/1

Withdraw the variation. Will adversely affect
farming activity in the district. Should not apply
to areas well away from the coast.

Michael G Allen

1146/1

This variation will interfere with work ability on
properties in the proposed area.

Anderson & O'Leary Ltd

1028/1

Oppose - seek the withdrawal in full of proposed
V132. Reasons principally being the existence
of adequate controls in relation to permitted
activities to planning within the current General
Rural Zone and the prohibitive nature of the
West Coast Rural Policy Area to currently
permitted activities.

Auckland Regional
Aquaculture Cluster (AquA)

1172/1

Withdraw the variation immediately.

In the event Council adopts the proposed
variation - amendments should be made as
shown in the AquA submission. And make any
other such amendments as necessary to reflect
the concerns raised in this submission or
resulting from the amendments sought.

That the General Rural Zone description is
amended to reflect that buildings related to rural
activities form part of the rural environment and
are necessary for the continued sustainable use
and development of rural zoned land.

That Council makes provision for marine based
farming activities either through an amendment
to the definition of rural services or the inclusion
of a definition of rural activities in the Proposed
District Plan or through the introduction of a
specific aquaculture zone.

55 (identical) further
submissions. Refer to Appendix
1 for the full listing.

Supports submission 1172/1

Geraldine Bradly

FS1308/1

Supports submission 1172/1

Federated Farmers of New
Zealand

FS1273/32

Supports submission 1172/1

Carey Ardin

1187/1

Withdraw V132, or:

* Modify the West Coast Policy Rules to make
all farming, forestry and related land use
activities (earthworks, wetland modification,
buildings, fencing, and tree removal) permitted.
* The Environmental Protection Authority (EPA)
has already been given the role of setting
national standards for water quality and
environmental protection. RDC should not over-
regulate when water quality and other
environmental issues have been addressed by
central government, the Auckland Regional
Council (ARC) and EPA.

Lynette D Ashhy

1212/1

Withdraw the variation. Will make farming even
more marginal in a marginal farming area,
resulting in weed infested, broken down farms -
the opposite of what it wants to achieve.

Peter S Ashby

1211/1

Withdraw the variation. Will just add cost and
bureaucratic red tape to landowners etc.

Ray & Joanna Ashby

1011/1

The variation will make farming more difficult in
an already difficult climate. No consultation with
farmers, even though it is a farming area.

What we have now works. Leave as is - status
quo.




Auckland Regional Council

(ARC)

1175/4

Include the land described as Lots 1 and 2 DP
138525, Lot 1 DP 138526 and Lots 1-3 DP 138
in the plan included as Attachment 1.

55 (identical) further
submissions. Refer to Appendix
1 for the full listing.

Opposes submission 1175/4

James Bradly

FS1286/4

Opposes submission 1175/4

Barry & Susan Hart & Audrey
Propst

1201/1

i. Withdraw and delete Variation 132 in its
entirety; OR

ii. Amend and focus the proposed variation by
amending the new policy area to only include
areas that are identified as being significant or of
high quality/sensitivity etc. as per the RPS Maps
Series 3 - maps 1 and 2 (Significant Landscape
Sensitivity), Map series 2 - Sheets 1 and 2
(Significant natural Heritage Areas and
Landscape Quality), and Map Series 3a - Sheet
2 (Outstanding Natural Features and
Landscapes); OR

iii. Alternatively to remove submitters’ properties
(i.e. Lot 2 DP 329215, Lot 4 DP 162353 and Lot
2 DP 73050) from the proposed West Coast
Rural Policy Area and retain the former General
Rural zone applying; OR

iv. Such similar amendments to give effect to
the relief sought.

Federated Farmers of New
Zealand

FS1273/57

Support in parts submission 1201/1

Aumoe Trust

1004/1

Object to all parts of proposed V132. Maintain
the status quo - no changes.

Leigh Balemi

1033/1

Proposed V132 be abandoned and return to
General Rural. Submitter seeks less red tape,
and less cost to landowners, not the other way
round. General Rule works. The farmers have
not destroyed beauty of this place, but definitely
enhanced it, without the extra power of Council
members having a day to day say in what we
do.

Ross A Balemi

1032/1

Proposed V132 be abandoned and return to
General Rural. These changes are draconian in
nature and non democratic. Farmers have
farmed the land next to Kaipara for generations
and continue to enhance, not destroy, the
beauty of the area. Proposed change is
insulting.

C H Barwell

1188/1

Withdraw V132, or:

* Modify the West Coast Policy Rules to make
all farming, forestry and related land use
activities (earthworks, wetland modification,
buildings, fencing, and tree removal) permitted.
* The EPA has already been given the role of
setting national standards for water quality and
environmental protection. RDC should not over-
regulate when water quality and other
environmental issues have been addressed by
central government, ARC and EPA.

Kevin J Bayliss

1252/1

Reject the variation and stay with status quo.
The areas concerned already have hugely
increased residential population.

Amendments and explanations based on
generalisations and lacking any hard factual
background evidence.

To interfere with landowners’ right to build what
is a suitable building architecturally, or erect
fences without resource consent is bizarre.




Proposal comes at a time when people are
asking for less interference, not more.

No benefits to residents of west coast Rodney in
this variation, only increased costs and
bureaucracy.

Roger Bayliss

1194/1

Withdraw V132, or:

* Modify the West Coast Policy Rules to make
all farming, forestry and related land use
activities (earthworks, wetland modification,
buildings, fencing, and tree removal) permitted.
* The EPA has already been given the role of
setting national standards for water quality and
environmental protection. RDC should not over-
regulate when water quality and other
environmental issues have been addressed by
central government, ARC and EPA.

Geraldine Bayly

1109/4

Has major problems with the way RDC have
brought about these changes to the District Plan
without consultation with the public. RDC
should have sent a draft copy of proposed
changes and then sought submissions, rather
than imposing strict controls on people and then
asking for submissions.

Federated Farmers

Zealand

FS1273/14

Support in parts submission 1109/4

John McDonald Bayly

1006/1

Seeks that a covenant be placed on the land
within the viewing area (Kaipara Harbour
Lookout - overlooking the submitter’s farm) to
prevent residential development.

Andre Betami

1046/1

Withdraw the variation. Will adversely affect
farming activity in the district.

Bryan Bingley

1060/1

Withdraw the variation or amend so as not to
impinge on normal farming/horticultural
activities. It should not apply to areas that are
away from the coast.

Kiyami Bingley

1083/1

Withdraw the variation. Existing Plan offers
sufficient protection.

Bio-Marine Ltd (Bio-marine)

1173/1

Withdraw the variation immediately.

In the event Council adopts the proposed
variation amendments should be made as
shown in the AquA submission. Make any other
such amendments as necessary to reflect the
concerns raised in this submission or resulting
from the amendments sought.

That the General Rural Zone description is
amended to reflect that buildings related to rural
activities form part of the rural environment and
are necessary for the continued sustainable use
and development of rural zoned land.

That Council makes provision for marine based
farming activities either through an amendment
to the definition of rural services or the inclusion
of a definition of rural activities in the Proposed
District Plan or through the introduction of a
specific aquaculture zone.

Federated Farmers

Zealand

FS1273/39

Supports submission 1173/1

Sylvia & Zoe Bishop

1100/1

Reject this proposed V132. People who are
farming or earning income in the policy area
should not be subjected to cost or time delays
when going about their business. Leave old rule
re. earthworks in place. No landowner can
subdivide land in the General Rural Zone unless
he has historical titles etc. Do not destroy




green belt from Waimauku to Helensville by
large scale subdivision.

Reject imposition on landowners of having to
apply for resource consents for farming activities
that we currently do as of right.

Marino Blank

1053/1

Withdraw the variation. There are non-
regulatory methods that are already in place to
encourage good land management.

Lynn C Boler

1136/1

Oppose the proposed variation. Stay with
General as is - shouldn't apply to normal farming
activities.

Michael A Bolton

1094/1

Oppose - Council should stay with the plan they
use now - Rural & Township General Rural
Zone. Too restrictive on farming and will add
more costs and stress on people of affected
area.

Nick Bonkovich

1217/1

Withdraw the variation. Draconian, unnecessary
and totally against the submitter’s rights as a
landowner.

B M&A MBradly

1166/1

Withdraw the variation, or amend so it does not
apply to normal farming activities.

James R Bradly

1286/1

Amend the variation so it doesn't apply to normal
farming activities. Unnecessary as the plan
already offers sufficient protection and will
adversely affect farming activity in the district.

lan & Diane Bristow

1020/1

Leave as is.

Eveline F Brown

1093/1

Withdraw the variation.

William R & Noelene J Browne

1037/1

Withdraw Variation 132.

Buckton Consultants Ltd

1269/1

Dismiss the entire variation.

No recognition given to the fact the area
included in the policy area is primarily a place of
work devoted to productive use of land resource.
Further controls unnecessary and do nothing to
protect, encourage and support productive
farming/forestry.

If farming is a permitted activity, then any activity
normally associated with farming should be a
permitted activity.

Federated Farmers of New
Zealand

FS1273/114

Supports submission 1269/1

Crispin Caldicott

1204/1

Withdraw V132, or:

* Modify the West Coast Policy Rules to make
all farming, forestry and related land use
activities (earthworks, wetland modification,
buildings, fencing, and tree removal) permitted.
* The EPA has already been given the role of
setting national standards for water quality and
environmental protection. RDC should not over-
regulate when water quality and other
environmental issues have been addressed by
central government, ARC and EPA.

Glenn Cameron

1186/1

Withdraw V132, or:

* Modify the West Coast Policy Rules to make
all farming, forestry and related land use
activities (earthworks, wetland modification,
buildings, fencing, and tree removal) permitted.
* The EPA has already been given the role of
setting national standards for water quality and
environmental protection. RDC should not over-
regulate when water quality and other
environmental issues have been addressed by
central government, ARC and EPA.




Niels R Campbell

1075/1

Reject the variation, or exclude the Tapora
Peninsula from its scope.

"Increased development pressure and expense
of east coast property" does not justify the
proposal. Development pressure able to be
controlled by existing planning requirements and
cost of east coast property is an irrelevant
justification.

Cato Bolam Consultants Ltd

1233/5

i) Sought that the Proposed V132 the '"West
Coast Rural Policy Area' over the General Rural
Zone, applying to South Head and to the west
coast of the Kaipara Harbour is withdrawn; or

i) Sought that the extent of the 'West Coast
Rural Policy Area' (as shown in map RDC
20508, dated September 2009) is amended to
better reflect the more sensitive parts of South
Head and the west coast of the Kaipara
Harbour.

Federated Farmers of New
Zealand

FS1273/71

Supports submission 1233/5

Mighty River Power Limited

FS1170/8

Support in parts submission 1233/5

Cato Bolam Consultants Ltd

1233/10

It is sought that the proposed V132 applying to
South Head and to the west coast of the Kaipara
Harbour is withdrawn; or

The extent of the 'West Coast Rural Policy Area’
(as shown in map RDC 20508, dated September
2009) is amended to better reflect the more
sensitive parts of South Head and the west
coast of the Kaipara Harbour.

Federated Farmers of New
Zealand

FS1273/76

Supports submission 1233/10

Mighty River Power Limited

FS1170/9

Support in parts submission 1233/10

Vanessa Cave

1205/1

Withdraw the variation. Unnecessary as already
sufficient protection. Will adversely affect
farming in the district.

David G Chisholm

1074/1

Do not support the variation as it does not
provide an appropriate balance of social,
economic, environmental and cultural values as
required under the Resource Management Act
1991.

The current rural policies are working, providing
a partnership between ratepayer and Council
that is sustainable. Common sense should be
paramount, not the needs of a few.

Niels R Campbell

FS1075/5

Supports submission 1074/1

David Clark

1137/1

Do not support the proposed V132. Do support
this variation where bush or wetland may be
threatened, however landowners must have the
right to take action against Council where they
breach the policy, without costs.

Decision sought: a) Background report (Section
32 report) is incorrect. 2.1 and 2.2 totally
incorrect. If Council considers a 220kv line part
of the natural environment, they are incorrect.
b) Building structures: If it is suitable for a
permit, i.e. barn, it must be suitable for the

property

Mrs M Clark

1005/1

Oppose very strongly. Those who don't are
being penalised for those who do. | don't have
coastal property - leave it alone.




Jane & Stuart Cocking

1178/1

Withdraw V132, or:

* Modify the West Coast Policy Rules to make
all farming, forestry and related land use
activities (earthworks, wetland modification,
buildings, fencing, and tree removal) permitted.
* The EPA has already been given the role of
setting national standards for water quality and
environmental protection. RDC should not over-
regulate when water quality and other
environmental issues have been addressed by
central government, ARC and EPA.

Andrew Ross Coe

1012/1

Opposed to Tapora, Wharehine and Port Albert
being included. These areas not under
‘development pressure' at all.

Scrap Variation 132. Not needed and is based
on faulty logic and misinformation.

Adrianne Coombe

1007/1

This proposal must be dropped - this area needs
some development to survive.

Mighty River Power Limited

FS1170/12

Opposes submission 1007/1

Carl Coombe

1016/1

Abandon this proposal - need less regulation,
not more. Council rules stifling community - we
need more people, not less, just to keep
community alive. School struggles to keep roles
up and golf club in decline from lack of
permanent locals.

Russell Cooper

1114/1

Withdraw the variation and consult with the
people who will be directly affected. Will be
detrimental to farming operations. Fencing
aspects very vague.

Gareth
Courtney

M & Jennifer L

1159/1

Lot 2 DP185843 Sec 2 SO68992 - Request this
property excluded from the new zone - remain
as General Rural Zone. New Boundary
provisions appear to run through front of
submitter’s property.

Requiring permit to install fence and post and
batten on gravel road only used by residents, is
absurd.

Roger A Coventry

1076/1

Support. Extend the proposed boundary for the
West Coast Rural Policy Area to include the
whole of 500, 504 and 526 Kaipara Coast
Highway, 11 Inland Road and 34 and 54
Sheffield Road. This should return this land to
its previous rural category, rather than allowing
the proposed construction of the Rodney Power
Station by Genesis Energy.

Federated Farmers of New
Zealand

FS1273/9

Opposes submission 1076/1

Murray Creighton

1214/1

Oppose - an infringement on rural landowners
going about their normal business of farming.
Do not need costly controlled resource consents
and time delays for simple day to day activities.
Present requirement for subdivision to protect
wetlands, bush areas and waterways worked
well.

This variation has been proposed at a time when
the whole structure of our governance (Super
City) is being worked through to completion in
2010. This should be put aside until our
governance structure and rural representation is
in place.

Federated Farmers of New
Zealand

FS1273/60

Supports submission 1214/1




Cricklade Corp Ltd

1089/1

Withdraw the variation. Should not apply to
normal farming activities. Plan already offers too
much protection.

Simon Kan & Cynthia Liu

1271/1

Withdraw the variation. It is unnecessary and
will add costs to development.

Gloria A Dalglish

1157/1

Refrain from provisions which cost more

taxpayer money to implement. That Council

instead support freedom of property owners to

build and modify environment.

1. Farmers often have to move earth - e.g. to
bury dead animals.

2. Fence expenses will become prohibitive.

3. One man's idea of a building is not the same
as another’s.

4. People who care most about land are people

who own it.

Murray T & Yvonne M Dickson

1164/1

Withdraw the variation. Unnecessary as other
resource plans offer sufficient protection.

G D Dorreen

1014/1

Oppose as it is so severe that it will devalue
submitter’s property and others around it.

Janice Patricia Douglas

1298/1

Withdraw the variation.

Janice Patricia Douglas

1298/2

Withdrawal of V132 in total. Measures
proposed unnecessary and will cause significant
cost and delay to any development in the area.

Mighty River Power Limited

FS1170/23

Oppose in parts submission 1298/2

Allen Dove

1064/1

Strongly oppose the variation. Status quo is
adequate protection. The stringent regulations
in the variation will have major effect on the
wellbeing and economics of those living and
working in the community. Submitter values
their communities and area.

Mrs Dorothy Dove

1063/1

Leave as it stands at present. Believe the
present resource consent act to be perfectly
adequate in its current form. Any changes will
cause more expense, inconvenience and stress
to those living and working in the community.

Andrew Draper

1250/1

Request that RDC withdraw the proposed
variation from all of the land shown on the
attachment to submission.

Make provision for a future new Spa Town at
Parakai.

Cynthia G Draper

1248/1

Request that RDC withdraw the proposed
variation from all of the land shown on the
attachment to submission.

Make provision for future new Spa Town at
Parakai.

Robert Draper

1249/1

Request that RDC withdraw the proposed
variation from all of the land shown on the
attachment to submission.

Make provision for a future new Spa Town at
Parakai.

Bruce Drower

1091/1

Withdraw the variation. Unnecessary as plan
already offers sufficient protection.

Gaylene Earl

1231/1

Support in principle.

Suggest clarification on allowable farm practices
and avoidance of unnecessary cost impositions
on farmers.

Federated Farmers of New
Zealand

FS1273/65

Opposes submission 1231/1

Horticulture New Zealand

FS1274/19

Opposes submission 1231/1

Michelle Hill & Edward M
Martin

1239/1

Withdraw the variation. Would affect our way of
life and inflict unnecessary costs.

A lot of native planting has been done on South
Head peninsular and there has been no 'great
pattern of vegetation removal' in the area.




David W Ellett 1220/1 Amend the variation so it does not apply to
normal farming activities.

Environmental Defence | 1236/3 EDS supports the overarching purpose of

Society (EDS) providing for a new West Coast Rural Policy
Area, but requires amendments and such other
or additional relief as may be required to give
effect to the submission.

Niels R Campbell FS1075/4 Opposes submission 1236/3

Federated Farmers of New | FS1273/100 Opposes submission 1236/3

Zealand

Horticulture New Zealand FS1274/26 Opposes submission 1236/3

Marlene Everson 1301/1 Totally opposed to the whole of V132.
Unnecessary, adds significant costs and delay
to development in the area.

Mighty River Power Limited FS1170/26 Oppose in parts submission 1301/1

Jeffrey M Fahey 1115/1 Variation 132 should be withdrawn forthwith.
RDC should listen to majority of concerned
ratepayers and not one small group of activists.
Will impact on earning ability. No good reason
this proposal should be rushed through if we are
going to become part of the "Super City".

Federated Farmers - South | 1243/1 Withdraw the variation. Places further

Kaipara Branch restrictions on maintenance and development on
farms. Also Resource Management Consent an
added cost $2000-$10,000 depending on type of
consent.

Federated Farmers of New | FS1273/106 Supports submission 1243/1

Zealand

Federated Farmers of New | 1273/1 Withdraw the proposed variation; or

Zealand * Amend so that it does not apply to areas that
are not "outstanding natural landscape" or of
“regional landscape significance" in both the
Auckland Regional Policy Statement and
Proposed Change 8 to the Auckland Regional
Policy Statement, or are more than 500m from
any coastline.
* Amend so that in the case of normal farming
activities, the provisions that are applicable in
the General Rural Zone apply.
* Provide by way of a policy and an "other
method" that resource consent applications
arising from the variation are to be processed
free of charge.

55 (identical) further Supports submission 1273/1

submissions. Refer to Appendix

1 for the full listing.

Horticulture New Zealand FS1274/27 Supports submission 1273/1

Avis & Matty Fletcher 1297/1 Object to variation - leave South Kaipara Head
alone - no changes.

James M Forgie 1259/1 Withdraw the variation.
Costs in time and money to landowners of
producing this unattainable "dream vista" is
prohibitive. These costs will seriously affect
farming and forestry profitability and landowners
land management practices to present
standards.
Vegetation controls will be a huge disincentive to
plant native species that they will never be
allowed to manage without paying a bureaucrat.

Federated Farmers of New | FS1273/107 Supports submission 1259/1

Zealand

James M Forgie 1259/2 Withdraw. Do not accept historic pattern of

vegetation removal greater than has occurred
elsewhere in Rodney district. Submitter has
personally established 50 hectares of exotic




forest on what was previously deer-farmed.
SEE SUBMISSION

Federated Farmers of New | FS1273/108 Supports submission 1259/2

Zealand

James M Forgie 1259/6 Withdraw. Fencing is an expensive necessity to
farming. They have to go down to river margins
to keep stock on their respective properties.
Ridges are the most stable place to put a fence.
Fences should be left unrestricted and
unregulated.

Federated Farmers of New | FS1273/112 Supports submission 1259/6

Zealand

Paul D & Louana A 1145/1 Withdraw V132 and restore the previous

Fotheringhame Family Trust

General Rural Zone. (Re. Pt Lot 3, Lot 4 DP
2437 Sec 15 Lot 1 DP 197755)

Paul D & Louana A 1145/2 Withdraw V1232 and restore previous General

Fotheringhame Family Trust Rural Zone. (Re. Lot 2 DP 207695. Lot 2 DP
207695 - South Head Road).

Paul D & Louana A 1145/3 Withdraw V132 and restore previous General

Fotheringhame Family Trust Rural Zone. (Re Pt Lot 1 DP 32821 - Kaipara
Rd. Pt Lot DP 32821, Fordyce Road)

Paul D & Louana A 1145/4 Withdraw V132 and restore previous General

Fotheringhame Family Trust Rural Zone. (Re. Lot 2 DP 411780)

P R Gardner 1124/1 Withdraw the variation, or amend so it does not
apply to normal farming activities, while retaining
the exemption for "Household Unit" activity.

Glynes Gates 1067/1 Withdraw the variation. Farming livelihood will
be threatened. This is not the east coast, there
is no threat to the environment from people
moving in.

Martin Gates 1086/1 Withdraw the variation. Present rules work
satisfactorily.

B P Gill 1294/1 Withdraw V132, or:

* Modify the West Coast Policy Rules to make
all farming, forestry and related land use
activities (earthworks, wetland modification,
buildings, fencing, and tree removal) permitted.
* The EPA has already been given the role of
setting national standards for water quality and
environmental protection. RDC should not over-
regulate when water quality and other
environmental issues have been addressed by
central government, ARC and EPA.

Mary Gill 1070/1 Withdraw the variation. Unnecessary as plan
already offers sufficient protection.

Robert Kenneth Gill 1071/1 Withdraw the variation. Unnecessary as plan
already offers sufficient protection.

John M Glasson 1208/1 Withdraw the variation. The RDC Proposed
DP2000 adequately covers farming and is
restrictive enough. More restrictions will make
the land uneconomic to farm.

Federated Farmers of New | FS1273/59 Supports submission 1208/1

Zealand

Alina Wimmer FS1101/4 Supports submission 1208/1

Megan Glasson 1207/1 Should be withdrawn immediately. Unnecessary
legislation and would adversely affect farming
operations. There enough restrictions already
in place.

Federated Farmers of New | FS1273/58 Supports submission 1207/1

Zealand

Alina Wimmer FS1101/5 Supports submission 1207/1




Thomas Grace

1251/1

Suggested boundary lines at southern end of
Woodhill Forest are unclear on map provided.
Believe the area south of the stream to Motutara
Rd from coast road to top of hill should be set
aside for future residential development.
Suggest entire Woodhill Forest, regardless of
Treaty Claims outcome, be designated a
working Regional Park.

Brendon Gray

1183/1

Withdraw V132, or:

* Modify the West Coast Policy Rules to make
all farming, forestry and related land use
activities (earthworks, wetland modification,
buildings, fencing, and tree removal) permitted.
* The EPA has already been given the role of
setting national standards for water quality and
environmental protection. RDC should not over-
regulate when water quality and other
environmental issues have been addressed by
central government, ARC and EPA.

D M Gray

1184/1

Withdraw V132, or:

* Modify the West Coast Policy Rules to make
all farming, forestry and related land use
activities (earthworks, wetland modification,
buildings, fencing, and tree removal) permitted.
* The EPA has already been given the role of
setting national standards for water quality and
environmental protection. RDC should not over-
regulate when water quality and other
environmental issues have been addressed by
central government, ARC and EPA.

Dianne Gray

1180/1

Withdraw V132, or:

* Modify the West Coast Policy Rules to make
all farming, forestry and related land use
activities (earthworks, wetland modification,
buildings, fencing, and tree removal) permitted.
* The EPA has already been given the role of
setting national standards for water quality and
environmental protection. RDC should not over-
regulate when water quality and other
environmental issues have been addressed by
central government, ARC and EPA.

Mrs Marilyn Gray

1185/1

Withdraw V132, or:

* Modify the West Coast Policy Rules to make
all farming, forestry and related land use
activities (earthworks, wetland modification,
buildings, fencing, and tree removal) permitted.
* The EPA has already been given the role of
setting national standards for water quality and
environmental protection. RDC should not over-
regulate when water quality and other
environmental issues have been addressed by
central government, ARC and EPA.

Hamilton Family Farms Ltd

1152/1

Object to any plan change that would interfere
with farming practice at present.

Jun Yu Han

1263/1

Withdraw the variation.

Les Han

1266/1

Withdraw the variation. It is unnecessary.




Hancock Forest Management
(NZ) Ltd

1024/1

Oppose - consider it is unnecessary. Believe
activity Council is trying to control (urban
spread) could more clearly be addressed
through rules relating to subdivision.

Decision sought: Specific relief is sought in
particular sections of the plan as shown in
submissions 1024/2 - 10. It may be necessary
to reword rules in a manner not identified in
these submissions to give effect to the concerns
and decisions sought, raised in this submission
No. 1.

Federated Farmers of New
Zealand

FS1273/3

Supports submission 1024/1

Hancock Forest Management
(NZ) Ltd

1024/10

Consequential amendments: To make any
other consequential amendments and
alterations to the plan as appropriate to give full
and proper effect to these submissions.

Alan & Joy Hargreaves

1122/1

Leave all existing legislation in place.
Amendments to current plan that are proposed
are some of the most restrictive and draconian
that we have seen in a long working association
with several local authorities in New Zealand.

Desmond G Hawkes

1090/1

Cancel the proposed variation. Completely
unnecessary and will make all farming and
building operations in area more difficult and
more costly with NO beneficial end result.

Roderick B Hedley

1092/1

Withdraw the variation. Would make farming
very difficult and expensive.

Joe Heng

1179/1

* Modify the West Coast Policy Rules to make
all farming, forestry and related land use
activities (earthworks, wetland modification,
buildings, fencing, and tree removal) permitted.
* The EPA has already been given the role of
setting national standards for water quality and
environmental protection. RDC should not over-
regulate when water quality and other
environmental issues have been addressed by
central government, ARC and EPA.

Janet Higham

1176/1

Withdraw V132, or:

* Modify the West Coast Policy Rules to make
all farming, forestry and related land use
activities (earthworks, wetland modification,
buildings, fencing, and tree removal) permitted.
* The EPA has already been given the role of
setting national standards for water quality and
environmental protection. RDC should not over-
regulate when water quality and other
environmental issues have been addressed by
central government, ARC and EPA.

Noel Higham

1270/1

Withdraw V132, or:

* Modify the West Coast Policy Rules to make
all farming, forestry and related land use
activities (earthworks, wetland modification,
buildings, fencing, and tree removal) permitted.
* The EPA has already been given the role of
setting national standards for water quality and
environmental protection. RDC should not over-
regulate when water quality and other
environmental issues have been addressed by
central government, ARC and EPA.




Phillip & Linda Hill

1240/1

Withdraw the variation. Would affect our way of
life and inflict unnecessary costs.

Sufficient restrictions are in place by Council and
ARC. Should not apply to normal farming
activities or areas that are not coastal.

lan Honey

1197/1

Withdraw V132, or:

* Modify the West Coast Policy Rules to make
all farming, forestry and related land use
activities (earthworks, wetland modification,
buildings, fencing, and tree removal) permitted.
* The EPA has already been given the role of
setting national standards for water quality and
environmental protection. RDC should not over-
regulate when water quality and other
environmental issues have been addressed by
central government, ARC and EPA.

Horticulture New Zealand

1274/1

Withdraw the variation. SEE SUBMISSION

See also Appendix 1 for a list of
identical further submissions

Supports submission 1274/1

Federated Farmers of New
Zealand

FS1273/115

Supports submission 1274/1

Glen Houghton

1149/1

Leave Rural policy as it is. Withdraw the
variation. Proposals will be costly and time
consuming, with massive rates burden. Farming
barely economic now. These proposals will
force farmers off the land.

Selwyn J Houghton

1161/1

Withdraw the variation. Should not apply to
normal farming activities. Unnecessary as plan
already offers sufficient protection. Should not
apply to areas well away from the coast.

Stuart Houghton

1104/1

Withdraw the variation. Unnecessary and
against best interests of District. Will impact
severely on farming and will add many
unnecessary costs and cause farming to
become uneconomic in the District. It is
unclear whether it applies to buildings and
structures or just buildings.

Michael Gordon Howard

1003/1

Proposed provisions will increase cost, and have
a downward effect on current vacant land
values. Council does not have a mandate to do
it and the timing is bad in the light of government
policy and Auckland City boundary changes.

Allan L Hughes

1051/1

Withdraw the variation and restore the General
Rural Zone. Alternatively, remove the
requirement for resource consents for all farm
related activities, including new buildings,
structures, earthworks and tree removal. Should
not proceed while Auckland's governance is not
yet resolved.

Irma Hughes

1054/1

Withdraw Variation 132 in its entirety.
Alternatively provide for all farming activities as
permitted. The variation as drafted will not
achieve its aim of maintaining the rural character
of Rodney and will result in farms subdividing as
the costs of compliance rise.

Mighty River Power Limited

FS1170/16

Support in parts submission 1054/1

Mrs Norma Hughes

1056/1

Withdraw Variation 132. Alternatively remove all
earthworks and tree controls in rural Rodney.
Allow all buildings and farming structures on
private land without resource consent.

William H B Hughes

1042/1

Return back to General Rural zone for the
Okahukura Peninsula. Proposed variation will
make farming for a living almost impossible.




Humphrey lkin

1275/1

Oppose - retain status quo.

Additional planning management will restrict
farming activity and lead to subdivision. The
intent of the RMA is a balance of economic,
social, cultural and environmental values.
Farming activities, including buildings, tree
maintenance and land care initiatives benefit the
land and create rural landscape. Current
controls under General Rural Zone are
appropriate. Earthworks control, if justified,
should only apply to smaller acreage.

Philippa Anne Ikin

1268/1

Due to the weaknesses of the logic behind the
variation, | request that it be thrown out and
current status quo maintained.

Request consultation with all landowners prior to
the process of preparing any variation to the
District Plan.

Request that large titles be left to be effectively
farmed under the current District Plan. Small
titles to be monitored.

Federated Farmers of New
Zealand

FS1273/113

Supports submission 1268/1

Frederick C & Gweneth K
Inger

1278/1

Leave as General Rural Zone because of the
severity of impact on property.

Bruce Jackson

1059/1

Withdraw the variation, but have a Council rule
about height restrictions on horizon hilltops. The
area is too widespread and unnecessary. The
plan already offers sufficient protection.

June Jarka

1052/1

Withdraw Variation 132 in its entirety,

alternatively provide for all farming and related
land uses as permitted activities. Revised tree
rules will result in less planting of native trees.

Michael Jarka

1062/1

Withdraw Variation 132 in its entirety.
Alternatively provide for all farming activities as
permitted. Variation will place rural land use at a
disadvantage compared to more lenient rules in
the Franklin district where farming and
horticulture are valued.

James Hilton Jones

1191/1

Withdraw V132, or:

* Modify the West Coast Policy Rules to make
all farming, forestry and related land use
activities (earthworks, wetland modification,
buildings, fencing, and tree removal) permitted.
* The EPA has already been given the role of
setting national standards for water quality and
environmental protection. RDC should not over-
regulate when water quality and other
environmental issues have been addressed by
central government, ARC and EPA.

Andrew G Jordan

1095/1

Withdraw the variation. Unnecessary as plan
already offers more than sufficient protection.
Should not apply to normal farming activities.

K B Stoney & Keith Butler

1118/1

Amend the variation so it does not apply to
normal farming activities. Unnecessary as plan
already offers sufficient protection.




Kaukapakapa Residents &
Ratepayers Assoc (KARRA)

1218/1

Withdraw the variation.

* Public consultation totally inadequate. A one
page letter with no specific detail, with absence
of map showing extent of proposed zone does
not constitute consultation. Many did not receive
the letter.

* Area covered by Kaukapakapa village and
environs cannot be described as being in West
Coast coastal zone.

* Already adequate provisions in the Proposed
DP 2000 to protect a true coastal zone.

* KARRA has been working with RDC on
Structure Plan for some years and process is
now in its final stages. KARRA is of view that
variation will have adverse effect on the
Structure Plan.

* The use of SH16 as a boundary for proposed
coastal zone splits Kaukapakapa village and
creates inequities between the two nodes.
Negates basic aim of Structure Plan which is to
link the two nodes.

* Intent of variation is covered in greater detail in
Structure Plan.

Structure Plan process has provided a broad
consultation as to residents’ views and proposed
variation is at odds with these.

Federated Farmers of New
Zealand

FS1273/62

Supports submission 1218/1

Margaret Kawharu

1229/1

Seeks a wider and more long-term perspective
and more transparent public community
consultative process. Also seeks proper
recognition and protection of sites of significance
to Ngati Whatua within the rural landscape, so
that the district retains not only the land and
waterways but also the associations both Maori
and Pakeha retain with the land and water.

Federated Farmers of New
Zealand

FS1273/64

Support in parts submission 1229/1

Kaycee Farms Ltd

1096/1

Withdraw the variation. Sufficient protection
already given by existing plan. Will adversely
affect farming activity in district. Should not
apply to normal farming activities.

Daniel R Keane

1073/1

Withdraw the variation. Is uneconomic. Oppose
consents for farm buildings and activities /
tightening of subdivision criteria / consents for
dwellings. Can see a need for some form of
control over buildings, but do not need a
resource consent to control this process.

Delete the proposed Variation 132 from the
District Plan.

Robin & Jan Kerr

1198/1

Withdraw the variation. Measures proposed are
unnecessary and will cause significant cost and
delay to any development in the area. A more

detailed submission will be made at the hearing.




Noel Lane on
Keystone Trust

behalf

of

1148/1

Decline the variation.

* Implementation of this variation will unduly
restrict development of Keystone Trust site and
result in unreasonable delays and costs for
landowners within the West Coast Rural Policy
Area. Current development controls of RDC
Plan 2000 adequately maintain the range of
values in the subject area.

* Agrees important to maintain environmental
values but questions extent of effects on existing
amenity of Kaipara Harbour coastal environment
as viewed by any person.

* Review of S32 documents do not provide
reference or data to support growth pressure,
but the existing Rural Zone subdivision controls
and max number of dwelling restrictions ensure
rural character of this environment would be
maintained.

Federated Farmers
Zealand

of

New

FS1273/25

Supports submission 1148/1

Alina Wimmer

FS1101/3

Supports submission 1148/1

Dianne J Kidd

1047/1

Requested that RDC review the Proposed V132
to ensure it does not increase either the costs or
place time constraints and burdens that remove
farm owners’ rights to make efficient and timely
business and operational management
decisions. Delays and additional costs are
simply unacceptable if we want to remain
efficient and competitive in this sector.

Federated Farmers
Zealand

of

New

FS1273/8

Supports submission 1047/1

Richard Kidd

1036/1

Reject the imposition on landowners of having to
apply for resource consent for farming activities
that we currently do as of right.

* People who are currently farming or earning
income from their land should not be subjected
to cost or time delays and having to get resource
consents for any activities, i.e. removal of all
native trees over 3m, construction of fences,
farm buildings, etc. Building consents should be
adequate enough. Voluntary protection is
common sense and there is increasing
awareness of environmental self regulation from
landowners.

* Farming should be encouraged as it is rural
countryside that makes Rodney appealing.

* Urge Council to reject this Proposed V132 and
concentrate on real issues that affect this region,
such as upgrade of infrastructure in rural
townships (e.g. Helensville sewerage system).
SEE SUBMISSION

Federated Farmers
Zealand

of

New

FS1273/7

Supports submission 1036/1

Federated Farmers
Zealand

of

New

FS1273/13

Supports submission 1036/1

Alina Wimmer

FS1101/7

Supports submission 1036/1

Michael J Lambert

1153/1

Amend the Variation so it does not affect normal
farming practices.

As the Super City plans are in "flux" V132
should be stopped until boundaries are fixed.




Ann C Lane

1154/1

Withdraw the variation. Unnecessary as plan
already offers sufficient protection. Will
adversely affect farming activity in the district.
Should not apply to normal farming activities.
Unclear if proposal applies to
buildings/structures or only buildings.

John W Lane

1155/1

Withdraw the variation. Unnecessary as plan
already offers sufficient protection. Will

adversely affect farming activity in the district.
Should not apply to normal farming activities.

Grant Leighton

1228/1

Withdraw the variation.

Free up land in Helensville / Parakai /
Kaukapakapa etc. for lifestyle and housing -
infrastructure already in place.

This will remove pressure Council planners say
is occurring in this area. Country areas near
Auckland need to be preserved for future
recreational use.

Karen Leighton

1227/1

Withdraw the variation. Unnecessary.

John F Leslie

1181/1

Withdraw V132, or:

* Modify the West Coast Policy Rules to make
all farming, forestry and related land use
activities (earthworks, wetland modification,
buildings, fencing, and tree removal) permitted.
* The EPA has already been given the role of
setting national standards for water quality and
environmental protection. RDC should not over-
regulate when water quality and other
environmental issues have been addressed by
central government, ARC and EPA.

Patricia Leslie

1182/1

Withdraw V132, or:

* Modify the West Coast Policy Rules to make
all farming, forestry and related land use
activities (earthworks, wetland modification,
buildings, fencing, and tree removal) permitted.
* The EPA has already been given the role of
setting national standards for water quality and
environmental protection. RDC should not over-
regulate when water quality and other
environmental issues have been addressed by
central government, ARC and EPA.

Gordon L Levet

1023/1

Withdraw proposed V132. The area has been
well cared for by land owners over the past 100
years and RDC's excessively restrictive
regulations are sufficient to prevent any major
changes to the environment of the area.
Constraints on farming activities and high costs
of gaining consents are diverting money from
productive spending.

Federated Farmers of New
Zealand

FS1273/2

Supports submission 1023/1

Christine Lewis

1077/1

Disallow the proposed variation completely.
Unnecessary/ intrusive on privacy / will effect
future growth of area / will stall progress in future
/ will give Council more controls over privacy.

Gwilym Lewis

1079/1

Oppose completely. This proposal is
infringement on the submitter’s rights and it will
curtail normal work and upkeep on the farm, with
land going backwards.

Fengyu Liang

1261/1

Withdraw the variation. Controls already exist to
help the environment.

Huimin Liang

1262/1

Withdraw the variation. It is unnecessary.

Ligin Liang

1265/1

Withdraw the variation. It is unnecessary.

Yinghua Liang

1264/1

Withdraw the variation. It is unnecessary.




Mark Liddell

1213/1

Withdraw the variation. Unnecessary as plan
already has sufficient protection. Should not
apply to normal farming activities. Will make
farming uneconomical and very expensive.

John R Lloyd

1192/1

Withdraw V132, or:

* Modify the West Coast Policy Rules to make
all farming, forestry and related land use
activities (earthworks, wetland modification,
buildings, fencing, and tree removal) permitted.
* The EPA has already been given the role of
setting national standards for water quality and
environmental protection. RDC should not over-
regulate when water quality and other
environmental issues have been addressed by
central government, ARC and EPA.

Dale L Logue

1097/1

Withdraw the variation. Unnecessary as plan
already offers sufficient protection.

Thomas E Maclean

1162/1

Withdraw the variation. Council already has
enough power to regulate farming activities
without further restrictions.

Robert Hugh Maclennan

1008/1

Proposed Variation should be withdrawn as
Kaukapakapa Village is not a coastal town and
is separated from the coast by a range of hills.
If a West Coast Policy Area is to be applied, it
should be limited to a 200 metre strip off the
coastline.

Brian Mason

1140/1

Support the general thrust of the proposed
variation. The only possible area of concern is
reference to 'post and batten' fencing, which
excludes deer fencing, and | have no problem
with deer fencing.

Federated Farmers of
Zealand

New

FS1273/23

Opposes submission 1140/1

Brian L Mason

1099/1

Not to proceed with proposed variation.
Landowners need freedom to efficiently farm
their properties.

D W & E E McAulay

1160/1

Withdraw V132 completely - or remove the
Kaukapakapa Village basin (eastern side of
coastal skyline) from the proposed area.
Concerned that using SH16 as Policy Area
boundary splits Kaukapakapa Village and
creates significant inequity within and between
the Northern and Southern nodes. This negates
the basic aim of the proposed Kaukapakapa
Structure Plan. Makes no sense to incorporate
already well developed village basin area into
coastal rural zone.

Having to apply for resource consents to carry
out regular farming/lifestyle maintenance
operations will vastly increase cost of
maintaining lifestyle blocks. Will see
deterioration of most properties instead.

Liam McCoach

1202/1

All of West Coast Policy Area - V132, to be
cancelled out.

Wally McConnell

1084/1

Asks that any restrictions on normal farming
practice be written out. Believe it will be
important sometime in future that some
subdivision and extra titles are created for this
district but believe that the present RDC policies
are adequate in this regards.




Allan McCracken

1279/1

Council not to proceed with this proposal in its
current form.

That Council start from scratch with a
"discussion paper" on West Coast Zone, with
the outcome of eventually implementing
variations that are very specific to factors that
are;

a) not already included in the Proposed DP2000;
b) deal with specific areas that could be
regarded as requiring special attention;

) not imposing even more undue limitations on
farming practices.

Graham McCracken

1282/1

Amend the variation so it does not apply to
normal farming activities.

Unnecessary as the plan already offers sufficient
protection.

Stewart & Michelle McIntosh

1296/1

Oppose variation - no changes necessary.

Athol W McLachlan

1276/1

Oppose the variation. Believes the scheme
would devalue properties.

Cedric & Dianne McLeod

1127/1

Reject the entire Proposed Variation 132. RDC
and ARC already have in place planning
regulations for minimising adverse impacts on
the environment caused by development.

Will negatively impact on development and stifle
much needed progress.

The compliance costs/resource consent fees are
prohibitive; ultimately landowners will have less
money for land beautification and restoration
projects.

Regulations, e.g. building structure, size, design,
materials, colour etc. are oppressive and unduly
restrict landowner's rights to develop their
properties as they see fit without any 'genuine’
benefit to the environment.

Federated Farmers of
Zealand

New

FS1273/22

Supports submission 1127/1

Cedric & Dianne McLeod

1127/2

Amend the existing General Rural Zone to
include:

* Some control measures for building structures
on significant ridgelines only; and

* Strengthen protection of all wetlands.

Colin James McLeod

1038/1

Throw out Variation 132. No change needed.
Building consent is appositely suitable. Forcing
buildings to be located below the ridgeline,
behind a hill or even up a gully is ridiculous and
an invitation for moisture.

Graeme S McLeod

1272/1

Withdraw the variation. Unnecessary and will
cause significant cost and delay to any
development in the area.

Mighty River Power Limited

FS1170/22

Opposes submission 1272/1

Mark McLeod

1167/1

Withdraw the variation.

Craig McPherson

1001/1

Totally opposes changes to the district plan.
Leave it until supercity is complete

Desmond P Middleton

1138/1

Withdraw the variation. Unnecessary as plan
already offers sufficient protection and is unclear
as to whether the variation applies to buildings
and structures, including wood post and batten
fencing. It should not apply to normal farming
activities.




Mighty River Power Limited

1170/1

Has concerns that V132 fails to acknowledge
wind as a natural resource in the area and as a
result unnecessarily restricts the potential for
renewable electricity generation projects. V132
focuses primarily on retention of rural character
by placing blanket restrictions. To achieve the
purpose of the RMA are the provisions the most
appropriate means of Council exercising its
functions under the RMA?

Mighty River Power seeks amendments to the
policies that will still ensure the intent of V132 is
met, while recognising the broad benefits from
use and development of renewable energy
resources.

55 (identical) further
submissions. Refer to Appendix
1 for the full listing.

Opposes submission 1170/1

Federated Farmers of New
Zealand

FS1273/26

Opposes submission 1170/1

Wind Farm Group

FS1307/3

Supports submission 1170/1

Jane Mill

1068/1

Withdraw the variation. Unnecessary.

Neville A & Andrea R Miller

1219/1

Oppose.

* One page letter with no specific details about
proposal, and absence of map showing extent of
proposed zone does not constitute consultation
with those affected by the proposal.

* Submitter’s property Lot 6 DP 194020 cannot
in any way be described as being in a West
Coast Coastal Zone, large range of hills
between it and the coast.

* Already adequate provisions in the Proposed
DP 2000 to protect true coastal zone.

* The proposed coastal zone effectively splits
Kaukapakapa village and creates inequities in
that the submitter is prevented from carrying out
modifications to their property and this restriction
does not apply to their neighbours on the other
side of SH16.

Tim Mills

1193/1

Withdraw V132, or:

* Modify the West Coast Policy Rules to make
all farming, forestry and related land use
activities (earthworks, wetland modification,
buildings, fencing, and tree removal) permitted.
* The EPA has already been given the role of
setting national standards for water quality and
environmental protection. RDC should not over-
regulate when water quality and other
environmental issues have been addressed by
central government, ARC and EPA.

John R Montgomerie

1085/1

Withdraw the variation. Should not apply to
normal farming activities.

Alan Staniland Moore

1058/1

Withdraw the variation. Should not apply to
normal farming activities. Plan already offers
sufficient protection.

Joy Moore

1072/1

Amend the variation so it does not apply to
normal farming activities. Perhaps restrict the
rules to new subdivision only (i.e. after
10.09.2009).

Kim & Gail Moore

1168/1

Withdraw the variation. Unnecessary as plan
already offers sufficient protection.




Brian Moorhead

1232/1

Essentially support overall concept.

Some concerns about consultation process and
compatibility with Vision Rodney.

Decision sought that there be consultation and
then reach an intelligent decision, then
ENFORCE IT.

Don't have a lapsed scheme like the 'so called’
Landscape Protection Zone in Muriwai which is
not enforced.

Federated Farmers of
Zealand

New

FS1273/66

Opposes submission 1232/1

Anne Marie Morgan

1253/1

Scrap this variation and make no changes to the
current DP as it stands in this area.

James Morgan

1258/1

Do not go ahead with proposed change to the
District Plan. All areas should be treated equally
in Rodney.

Hector M Narbey

1223/1

Amend the variation so it doesn't apply to normal
farming activities. Unnecessary as the plan
already offers sufficient protection. Not clear
whether it applies to building and structures,
including fencing and drains.

Marie K Narbey

1224/1

Amend the variation so it doesn't apply to normal
farming activities. Unnecessary as the plan
already offers sufficient protection. Not clear
whether it applies to building and structures,
including fencing and drains.

Alan M & Merryl J R Neal

1116/1

Reject the West Coast Rural Policy completely.
Unfair, unnecessary and would make farming in
this area impossible.

TW & J-A D Neal

1018/1

Strongly oppose - has a tendency to lower value
of properties. Needs to stay as General Rural.

Ngati
Kaipara Trust

Whatua Nga Rima o

1237/1

That the proposed Variation is declined and
withdrawn immediately for refinement.

Federated Farmers of
Zealand

New

FS1273/101

Supports submission 1237/1

N Nghanui

1177/1

Withdraw V132, or:

* Modify the West Coast Policy Rules to make
all farming, forestry and related land use
activities (earthworks, wetland modification,
buildings, fencing, and tree removal) permitted.
* The EPA has already been given the role of
setting national standards for water quality and
environmental protection. RDC should not over-
regulate when water quality and other
environmental issues have been addressed by
central government, ARC and EPA.




Donald John Nicholls

1132/1

Do not support for the reasons of economics /
family / recent government trends / timing.
Agrees there should be restrictions on
developments, buildings, ridgeline building,
degradation of wetlands etc, feels these are
already in the current Plan. Instead of adding
another layer, those regulations already existing
could be enforced. At the very least, farming (a
vital asset to the whole economy of NZ) should
not have increased restrictions and costs.

Valerie Nicholls

1131/1

Do not support for the reasons of economics /
family / recent government trends / timing.
Agrees there should be restrictions on
developments, buildings, ridgeline building,
degradation of wetlands etc, feels these are
already in the current Plan. Instead of adding
another layer, those regulations already existing
could be enforced. At the very least, farming (a
vital asset to the whole economy of NZ) should
not have increased restrictions and costs.

Dirk Nicolaas

1015/1

Opposes being told what to do with own
property - it will have severe impact on the
valuation of properties.

Kenneth R Noble

1105/1

With the review of the Resource Management
Act it is inappropriate for the RDC to proceed
with V132.

Believes RDC has no mandate to act on any
part of V132 which will destroy values,
investments and future population growth.

Note: Mr Noble is unable to attend the hearing
but wishes to endorse his submission to object
in total to the introduction of a West Coast Rural
Policy Area..

Noeline Hamilton Family Trust

1151/1

Objects to any plan change that would interfere
with present farming practice. Has farmed this
block for 30 years.

E J W Nolan

1285/1

Des O'Connell

1139/1

Withdraw the variation. Will impose
unnecessary costs on all landowners without
any environmental benefit.

Mark O'Connell

1013/1

Maintain the status quo - no changes.

Ray O'Connor

1087/1

Withdraw the variation. Will affect farming and
livelihood. Already protection in place.

Grant E Olliff

1106/1

Amend the variation so it does not apply to
normal farming activities.

Oneonenui Porter Trust

1280/1

Withdraw the variation. It should not apply to
normal farming activities.

J R Bardebes & P J R Wright

1041/1

This variation should be discarded and
reconsidered to ensure ongoing viability and
management of income producing farms has
been taken into account. A blanket response to
potential over and ill conceived development
punishes those parties who cannot, and have no
intention of, subdividing to make way for the city
slickers.

Farming and associated activities should be
exempt. Additional controls should apply only to
areas classified as outstanding natural
landscape.

Mighty River Power Limited

FS1170/14

Support in parts submission 1041/1

Gerald & Alina Wimmer

FS1303/1

Supports submission 1041/1




Megan Paterson

1222/1

These changes should be deferred until the
Super City in place. Already adequate
protection in place.

Inadequate consultation.

Additional costs detrimental to rural lifestyle.
Over governance by Council. Blanket coverage
not acceptable.

Federated Farmers of New
Zealand

FS1273/63

Support in parts submission 1222/1

Karen Pegrume

1025/2

1. Untenable to have placed a rural zone over
the urban township policy areas with the
related rural issues.

2. The extent of the zone could be better placed
to manage coastal development without
including land that clearly has no coastal
influence - so should not extend past the first
significant ridgeline. WCC plan has a coastal
zone that is far more responsive.

3. The policy area should show on the planning
maps all land currently covenanted and
identified as significant.

I,R& Z Peng

1246/1

Do not proceed with V132 as unnecessary as
the District Plan already offers sufficient
protection.

Zechao Peng

1267/1

Withdraw the variation. It is unnecessary.
There are already enough controls already.

Gordon Perry

1040/1

Withdraw the proposed V132. Oppose RDC
progression of minority group proposal and
ignoring consultation.

Brian Petersen

1098/1

Unnecessary as plan already offers enough
protection. Amend variation so it does not apply
to normal farming activities.

Paul B C Pirani

1088/1

Withdraw the variation. Sufficient protection in
place.

Daniel J & Karen D Pivac

1135/1

Do not adopt the proposed V132. Consider the
proposal overwhelmingly controlling, dictatorial
and totally unnecessary.

Gillian Anne Pool

1010/1

That Council allow exclusion from the West
Coast Rural Policy area, through subdivision of
approx. 2 hectares from the dairy support unit at
73 Green Road, containing commercial buildings
and infrastructure developed as a direct access
base for bio-security operations to the Kaipara
Harbour Salt Marshes and (due to its proximity)
support to the existing airfield.

Raymond | & Betty Pound

1230/1

Oppose. Plan that is in place is adequate as is
and should not be changed as it will adversely
affect farming activity in the district.

Amend variation so it does not apply to normal
farming activities.

Frances T Price

1284/1

See no reason for this variation and it should be
abandoned before any more money wasted.
Strongly oppose as unnecessary, overpowering
bureaucracy - consent costs ridiculous.

G E J Prictor

1130/1

Totally reject this variation. Maybe offer land
custodians rewards discounts on their rates for
replanting native bush, especially gullies and
steep hillsides.




R J Pride Family Trust and
Estate of RJ and A M A Pride

1174/1

Withdraw the variation immediately.

In the event Council adopts the proposed
variation amendments should be made as
shown in the AquA submission. Make any other
such amendments as necessary to reflect the
concerns raised in this submission or resulting
from the amendments sought.

That the General Rural Zone description is
amended to reflect that buildings related to rural
activities form part of the rural environment and
are necessary for the continued sustainable use
and development of rural zoned land.

Federated Farmers of New | FS1273/46 Supports submission 1174/1

Zealand

A-G & C Robson 1169/1 a) That this variation be scrapped.

b) That RDC strongly carry out a full public
consultation process on the issue of a West
Coast Rural Protection Area, to be
implemented once the new Auckland
governance structure is in place.

Tony D Rodgers 1288/1 Withdraw the variation. Should not apply to
areas well away from the coast.

Gregory H Ross 1289/1 Oppose V132 in its entirety.

Michael S Ross 1225/1 Withdraw the variation or amend so as not to
affect normal farming, including deer farming,
i.e. relating to fencing.

Mrs Ruth Ross 1226/1 Withdraw the variation and leave things as they
are. To impose fencing and building restrictions
additional to those already in place is
unacceptable and will add even more cost to the
already too costly process of developing
submitter’s own property.

Royal Forest & Bird Protection | 1295/1 Support the policy area provisions generally, but

Society of New Zealand Inc. seek changes to provisions for fencing and
specific rules to address policy.

55 (identical) further Opposes submission 1295/1

submissions. Refer to Appendix

1 for the full listing.

Federated Farmers of New | FS1273/116 Opposes submission 1295/1

Zealand

Horticulture New Zealand FS1274/28 Opposes submission 1295/1

Royal Forest and Bird | 1121/12 RF & B conditionally supports the intent and

Protection Society Inc. outcomes of V132 where those objectives are
consistent with the objectives of the society.
Seeks the decision that the Proposed Variation
132, subject to the amendments and inclusions
noted in the submission, be included in the RDC
Proposed DP2000.

55 (identical) further Opposes submission 1121/12

submissions. Refer to Appendix

1 for the full listing.

Federated Farmers of New | FS1273/21 Opposes submission 1121/12

Zealand

Stewart W Ruddell 1247/1 Do not proceed with V132. Already very well
protected under current legislation.

Kirsten Samuels 1300/1 Withdrawal of V132 in total. Measures
proposed unnecessary and will cause significant
cost and delay to any development in the area.

Mighty River Power Limited FS1170/25 Oppose in parts submission 1300/1

Tony Robert Samuels 1299/1 Withdraw the variation. Measures proposed
unnecessary and will cause significant cost and
delay to any development in the area.

Mighty River Power Limited FS1170/24 Oppose in parts submission 1299/1




Desmond W & Heather
Schollum

E

1110/1

Withdraw the variation. Unnecessary as plan
already offers sufficient protection. Will
adversely affect farming activity in the district.

Ivan and Milka Selak

1065/1

Will adversely affect farming activity in the
district. Amend the variation so it doesn't apply
to normal farming activities.

SH16 Limited

1069/1

Summary of submission is to amend boundary
of West Coast Rural Policy Area so that the
eastern boundary runs along ridge tops such as
at Alpine Road. State Highway 16 is not an
appropriate boundary.

Kaukapakapa and its surrounding areas,
including all Countryside Living Town zoned
land, should be excluded from the proposed
Policy Area.

Dennis Shepherd

1080/1

Disallow the proposal completely as submitter’s
dwelling could only remain because it is
established use. Limits ability of property owners
to manage their land in an economic manner by
adding compliance costs etc.

Valerie Shepherd

1078/1

Disallow the proposal completely. Restricts
existing uses of property, e.g. economic
maintenance/management. Unnecessary and
waste of ratepayers’ money and infringement on
people's privacy and rights to work or develop
their properties in the future.

Allan D & Colleen M Sillick

1034/1

Strongly opposed - would like to remain General
Rural. This proposal would make good farming
practices too expensive to initiate, e.g. fencing
off native plantings and estuaries.

This proposal will interfere in day to day
operational good practice farming.

Jeffrey Small

1256/1

Dismiss the variation immediately.

A E Smith

1021/1

Abolish V132 as it is too restrictive and will
impact on submitter’s business and drive
property value down. Having to get resource
consent all the time - costing more money.
Relates to properties at: 397 G M Gubbs Road,
Port Albert / 56 Coronation Street, Te Hana / 54
Coronation Street, Te Hana.

Chris Smith

1190/1

Withdraw V132, or:

* Modify the West Coast Policy Rules to make
all farming, forestry and related land use
activities (earthworks, wetland modification,
buildings, fencing, and tree removal) permitted.
* The EPA has already been given the role of
setting national standards for water quality and
environmental protection. RDC should not over-
regulate when water quality and other
environmental issues have been addressed by
central government, ARC and EPA.

Christina E Smith

1241/1

Withdraw the variation before any more damage
is done to farmers’ livelihoods. This proposal
bureaucratic - This would influence any changes
submitter makes to their property on one side of
SH16 while they can do anything they wish with
their property on the other side of SH16.

Colin Smith

1009/1

Oppose on the grounds it severely reduces the
value of submitter’s property. Strongly object to
pressure group, implementing conditions on
submitter’s property with no vested interest.
Variation 132 should be completely struck off
and the General Policy Plan reinstated.




David Smith

1206/1

Withdraw the variation. If one is necessary it
should be prepared with proper consultation with
residents and poll of ratepayers in the affected
area.

The proposed restrictions make normal farming
operations more difficult and expensive.

Jamii-Lee Smith

1019/1

Leave designation as it stands as Rural General.
For serious protection of the environment, take a
more common sense approach such as no
further subdivision of farms. Allow people to
build on already existing lots, but do not create
any more lots (titles).

Mighty River Power Limited

FS1170/13

Oppose in parts submission 1019/1

Malcolm L Smith

1292/1

Oppose the variation. Leave the original rural
plan in place which is quite adequate for the
protection of the environment. Will create added
expense to the running and operations on
submitter’s property.

Michael A Smith

1022/1

Abolish V132. This impacts on submitter’s
property and means they need resource consent
to service it.

Noel Smith

1189/1

Withdraw V132, or:

* Modify the West Coast Policy Rules to make
all farming, forestry and related land use
activities (earthworks, wetland modification,
buildings, fencing, and tree removal) permitted.
* The EPA has already been given the role of
setting national standards for water quality and
environmental protection. RDC should not over-
regulate when water quality and other
environmental issues have been addressed by
central government, ARC and EPA.

Patricia M Smith

1165/1

a) Withdraw V132.

b) Modify the West Coast Policy rules to make
all farming, forestry and related land use
activities permitted.

South Head Golf Club Inc.

1238/1

Withdraw the variation. Unnecessary as DP
already offers sufficient protection of the
environment. Will affect any development for
the future of all Golf Clubs.

Gavin R Stables

1112/1

Does not agree with proposed Variation 132.
Submitter has been farming in area for 40 years.
Does not need to be dictated to as to how to run
their land.

Pauline B Stables

111111

Strongly oppose the specific provisions.
Submitter looks after their property, keeping
weeds down and fencing off tide, etc.
Landowners should not have to wait for
permission and have to spend hundreds of
dollars.

David T Steele

1281/1

Withdraw this variation as not in best interest for
farming community, or any business in the area
of the zone.

Darryl Stevens

1203/1

All of West Coast Policy Area, V132 to be
cancelled out.

David W Swale

1163/1

Withdraw the variation. Will affect submitter’s
earthmoving business. Will also adversely affect
farming in the area. Should not apply to normal
farming activities.

Tapora Farming Community

Water Supply Assn Ltd

1291/1

For Council to cancel the variation as a whole.
It would interfere with the daily running of the
Tapora Farming Community Water Supply
Association.

Tapora Trust & Others

1002/1

Exclude all farming land from any extra controls
- retain existing controls which are sufficient -
keep the same controls in all of Rodney




Horticulture New Zealand

FS1274/2

Supports submission 1002/1

Gerald & Alina Wimmer

FS1303/41

Supports submission 1002/1

Tapora Trust & Others

1002/2

Exclude any farm buildings or earthworks
activities from additional controls.

Horticulture New Zealand

FS1274/3

Supports submission 1002/2

Gerald & Alina Wimmer

FS1303/42

Supports submission 1002/2

Tapora Trust & Others

1002/3

Allow development and subdivision within the
existing rules.

Mighty River Power Limited

FS1170/11

Opposes submission 1002/3

Gerald & Alina Wimmer

FS1303/43

Supports submission 1002/3

Tapora Trust & Others

1002/5

Exclude farm land and plantation forest land
from any additional controls including cutting
down of trees.

Gerald & Alina Wimmer

FS1303/45

Supports submission 1002/5

Steven M Taylor

1113/1

Amend variation so it does not apply to normal
farming activities. Oppose bureaucracy and
associated costs.

Douglas M Thode

1035/1

Withdraw the Variation. Unnecessary as plan
already offers sufficient protection. Will
adversely affect farming activity in the district.

Lorraine J Thomas

1123/1

Withdraw the variation. It will impose costs and
is totally unnecessary.

Maxwell R Thomas

1125/1

Withdraw the variation. Allow farmers and
landowners the right to carry out normal farming
and rural land use activities without extra burden
of bureaucracy.

Sufficient protection already exists.

Walter F Thompson

1120/1

Withdraw variation. Not necessary as the plan
already offers sufficient protection. Also, seeks
decision from Council that will not prevent
submitter from developing, e.g. subdivision on
their land (future) and a quality residence that
will not be subject to height restrictions or
location on farm.

Mighty River Power Limited

FS1170/19

Oppose in parts submission 1120/1

Robert D N Topham

1027/1

Withdraw V132 - in particular the new rules on
buildings and trees. Agrees there are too many
bureaucrats - people not given credit for
common sense. Farmers need support for their
invaluable job.

G Travers-Bishop

1255/1

Withdraw the variation. Should not apply to
normal farming activities. Also should not apply
to areas well away from the coast and that aren't
coastal.

Not clear re. buildings and structures, height etc.

Merril Tristram

1102/1

Withdraw the variation. Unnecessary as plan
already offers sufficient protection. Will
adversely affect farming activities. It is unclear
whether it applies to buildings and structures or
just buildings.

Ross Tristram

1103/1

Withdraw the variation. Unnecessary as the
plan already offers sufficient protection. Will
adversely affect farming activity. It is unclear
whether it applies to buildings and structures or
just buildings.

John Tyler

1048/1

The proposal will impede the development of the
area for farming and industry.

If planning conditions of the Kaipara area are to
be changed, this could have serious impact on
the value of many holdings in the area -
compensation!

If this variation does go ahead, landowners
affected should have the right to request Council
purchase their land.




UNKNOWN NAME

1293/1

Withdraw V132, or:

* Modify the West Coast Policy Rules to make
all farming, forestry and related land use
activities (earthworks, wetland modification,
buildings, fencing, and tree removal) permitted.
* The EPA has already been given the role of
setting national standards for water quality and
environmental protection. RDC should not over-
regulate when water quality and other
environmental issues have been addressed by
central government, ARC and EPA.

A J Van Dye

1196/1

Withdraw V132, or:

Modify the West Coast Policy Rules to make all
farming, forestry and related land use activities
(earthworks, wetland modification, buildings,
fencing, and tree removal) permitted.

* The EPA has already been given the role of
setting national standards for water quality and
environmental protection. RDC should not over-
regulate when water quality and other
environmental issues have been addressed by
central government, ARC and EPA.

Peter Carl Verhoeven

1126/1

Withdraw the variation. General Rural Zone
offers sufficient protection.

Council should refer to Sections 10, 14, 77, 78
and 79 of the Local Government Act 2002 to
consider when final decision made influencing
the outcome on this process.

David Waller

1108/1

Seeks that the provisions of the variation be
rejected in their entirety.

Variation unnecessary and inappropriate. It fails
to give effect to the purpose of the RMA.
Existing General Rural zone already provides
adequate restrictive controls. Severely inhibits
and restricts farming activities and creates
additional compliance costs for landowner.
Creates unnecessary and unduly restrictive
controls over private property rights and is
draconian in its effect.

Federated Farmers of New
Zealand

FS1273/12

Supports submission 1108/1

Gerald & Alina Wimmer

FS1303/40

Supports submission 1108/1

Sharon Waller

1254/10

That the variation be withdrawn except for
structures on prominent ridgelines only.

Sophia Waller

1107/1

Seeks that the provisions of the variation be
rejected in their entirety.

Variation unnecessary and inappropriate. It fails
to give effect to the purpose of the RMA.
Existing General Rural zone already provides
adequate restrictive controls. Severely inhibits
and restricts farming activities and creates
additional compliance costs for landowner.
Creates unnecessary and unduly restrictive
controls over private property rights and is
draconian in its effect.

Federated Farmers of New
Zealand

FS1273/11

Supports submission 1107/1

Alex Wang

1245/1

Withdraw the variation - especially land in
Parakai.

Helen Wang

1257/1

Request Council not to proceed - will impose
unnecessary costs on owners. This will damage
value of properties.

Waribin Sun Quing Huang Fu

1134/1

That RDC does not proceed with the proposed
variation as it is totally unnecessary.

Trevor J Watkins

1039/1

Withdraw variation or amend so it does not
apply to normal farming activities.




Existing plan already offers sufficient protection.

Florence-Sandrine Watson

1026/1

Withdraw V132. There needs to be a sense of
co-operation and participation of all parties in
order to protect and preserve environment for
future generations.

Gordon & Ann Watson

1277/1

Submitter is working and improving their
property and requests similar rights to those
they already have.

MGR,GF, &JR Webber

1143/9

1. Proposed V132 is mistimed. The ideas that it
stands for have already been acted upon in
the current rules or by choice of the
landowner.

2. Rules on earthworks and native tree
protection out of step with how farming is
done (and always has been done in NZ) and
imposition of resource consents would be
counter productive to the economy.

3. The waterway and wetland area protection
could be far better promoted by positive
rules. SEE SUBMISSION

Mrs G C Webber

1221/1

Variation 132 should be deleted in its entirety.
Proposed resource consent requirements would
be very costly to submitter’s farm production.

Webber & Sons

1216/1

Oppose - an infringement on rural landowners
going about their normal business of farming.
Do not need costly controlled resource consents
and time delays for simple day to day activities.
Present requirement for subdivision to protect
wetlands, bush areas and waterways worked
well.

This variation has been proposed at a time when
the whole structure of our governance (Super
City) is being worked through to completion in
2010. This should be put aside until our
governance structure and rural representation is
in place.

Federated Farmers of New
Zealand

FS1273/61

Supports submission 1216/1

Bryan John Wenzlick

1066/1

Withdraw the variation in total. Unnecessary as
there is already sufficient protection.

Terence Bruce Drinnan

FS1302/1

Supports submission 1066/1

Whakatiwai Plantations Ltd /
Timberwise Ltd

1210/1

In relation to Lot 17 DP 357525 / Lot 2 DP
329672 / All DP 27575 Blk X Kaipara SD-TNA /
Allot 46 Kaukapakapa Psh Blks V1 x Kaipara
SD.

To impose such a zone will seek to further
restrict permitted activities - untenable.
Landowners have not had opportunity to view
Appendix 7H - therefore no idea how this
impacts on operations of forestry and farms they
own.

Property is not a significant landscape, is largely
internalised and is not on a sensitive ridgeline.

R G Whitmore

1144/1

Withdraw the variation. Unnecessary as plan
already offers sufficient protection.

Ashley G Whittle

1142/1

Abandon the proposed V132 and leave as
status quo. Restrictions will negatively affect the
running of farming operation.

Craig Wightman

1044/1

Withdraw variation. Existing rules offer sufficient
protection. New provisions will lead to
unnecessary costs and delays.

K F Wightman

1283/1

Withdraw the variation. It should not apply to
normal farming activities.

Perry B Wilkin

1049/1

Withdraw the variation. Should not apply to
areas that are well away from the coast.

Victoria Wilkin

1061/1

Withdraw the variation. Too much of Okahakura




Peninsular is being involved when all that area
inside the Burma Road, Run Road catchment is
not even visible to the coast and there are
several DOC areas of bush.

Alvin J Willcocks

1150/1

a) Withdraw Variation 132; or

b) Modify the West Coast Policy Rules to make
all farming, forestry and related land use
activities permitted.

c) The EPA has already been given the role of
setting national standards for water quality
and environmental protection. RDC should
not over-regulate when water quality and
other environmental issues have been
addressed by the ARC and EPA.

Mark L Wilmot

1156/1

Oppose changes. Improvements to property too
restricted and costs involved in consents - will
make property uneconomic. Working as it
stands. Queries consultation methodology.

Stephen L & Naiouli J Wilson

1290/1

Withdraw the variation. Will adversely affect
farming activity in the district. Should not apply
to normal farming activities.

Alina Wimmer

1101/1

Withdraw V132, or:

* Modify the West Coast Policy Rules to make
all farming, forestry and related land use
activities (earthworks, wetland modification,
buildings, fencing, and tree removal) permitted.
* The EPA has already been given the role of
setting national standards for water quality and
environmental protection. RDC should not over-
regulate when water quality and other
environmental issues have been addressed by
central government, ARC and EPA.

Federated Farmers of New
Zealand

FS1273/10

Supports submission 1101/1

Emily Wimmer

1050/1

Withdraw the variation. If regulatory
environment too harsh towards farming etc., it
will encourage landowners to subdivide and
leave the Rodney District.

Mighty River Power Limited

FS1170/15

Support in parts submission 1050/1

Gerald Wimmer

1117/1

Withdraw V132, or:

* Modify the West Coast Policy Rules to make
all farming, forestry and related land use
activities (earthworks, wetland modification,
buildings, fencing, and tree removal) permitted.
* The EPA has already been given the role of
setting national standards for water quality and
environmental protection. RDC should not over-
regulate when water quality and other
environmental issues have been addressed by
central government, ARC and EPA.

Federated Farmers of New
Zealand

FS1273/15

Supports submission 1117/1

Karl Wimmer

1055/1

Withdraw the variation. Will affect the efficient
functioning of the primary production sector.




G L Wishnowsky

1195/1

Withdraw V132, or:

* Modify the West Coast Policy Rules to make
all farming, forestry and related land use
activities (earthworks, wetland modification,
buildings, fencing, and tree removal) permitted.
* The EPA has already been given the role of
setting national standards for water quality and
environmental protection. RDC should not over-
regulate when water quality and other
environmental issues have been addressed by
central government, ARC and EPA.

Gavin R Woolsey

1200/1

Withdraw the variation. Not clear whether it
applies to buildings and structures (incl. fencing
which is not post and batten) or buildings which
must be at least 1.8 metres high. Should not
apply to areas well away from the coast and are
not coastal.

Non regulatory methods already in place to
encourage good land management practice.
Variation at odds with the government's
amendments to the RMA 1991.

Patricia S Woolsey

1199/1

Withdraw the variation. Unnecessary as the
plan already offers sufficient protection. Will
adversely affect farming in the district. Should
not apply to normal farming activities.
Submitter adheres to our industry's regulations
BOFP and ARC requirements.

EHM& G S Wright

1129/1

Cancel proposed variation. Proposed changes
would make dairy farming business impossible
to run on a daily basis.

Graham M, Robyn S, Brendan
M Yandle

1215/1

Despite repeated assertions to the effect that the
area is "recognised as being under pressure for
development etc", our research found no
evidence to support this claim.

Graham M, Robyn S, Brendan
M Yandle

1215/3

Rural character of areas of South Head, south of
Mairetahi Rd is now dominated by lifestyle
properties which have very successfully been
integrated into the General Rural Zone.

Murray C Young

1082/1

Disallow the proposed variation completely as
will add costs which are unnecessary to the
running of submitter’s farm.

Wendy A Young

1081/1

Disallow the proposed variation completely as
will add costs which are unnecessary to the
running of submitter’s farm.

Xiaoming Zhang

1260/1

Withdraw the variation. The land is already
protected.

1.2 Comment

1.2.1 General support/oppose

Two hundred and twenty-six submissions addressed the whole of Variation 132 with
comments and/or requests relating to the topics listed below:

consultation

subdivision
0. other.

BooNoOR~ONE

growth and growth pressure

existing regulations

extent of the West Coast Rural Policy Area

retain farming forestry and associated activities as Permitted Activities

Resource Management Act - economic, social, cultural and environmental considerations
property rights, property values

Super City and Resource Management Act 1991 (Review)




1.2.2

1.2.3

Twelve submissions registered support for Variation 132 subject to comments and some
requests for changes. The submissions supporting Variation 132 are recommended to be
accepted in part, subject to the various changes recommended in other parts of this report.

There were 214 submissions in opposition to Variation 132. Of these, 13 submissions sought
withdrawal without providing any reasons. These 13 submissions are recommended to be
rejected on the basis that insufficient information is provided to support the requested
withdrawal.

The submissions reasons for support/opposition were varied. They are discussed in detalil
under the topic headings below.

Super City, Resource Management Act 1991 (Review)

Six submissions cited the uncertainty over the future governance of Auckland as a reason to
abandon the proposed Variation 132.

Two submissions considered that the timing of the Variation should not proceed until the
review of government policy (Resource Management Act 1991) was completed. Two further
submissions registered support of this.

Discussion

The submitter’s request to withdraw the variation on the grounds of uncertainty over further
governance of Auckland and reviews of the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) are
recommended to be rejected for the following reasons: The issues addressed in the variation
are current and are in need of attention. The details of Auckland’s governance will take time to
finalise and it is appropriate in the interim that issues of development and land use continue to
be addressed. With respect to the reviews of the RMA, it is noted that the review process is
ongoing and that the variation has been promulgated in accordance with the Act as it currently
stands. It is not possible to second guess what may be in any further changes, nor is it
appropriate given the existence of the resource management issue. Resource management
issues continue to require attention in the interim and it is not a requirement of the review of
the RMA that Councils suspend decision making or cease to carry out their management
functions. Once completed any changes made to the RMA will be implemented as required.

Consultation

Of the submissions that rated consultation as an issue, two submissions were in support of
the variation, while 19 were in opposition. Those submissions that supported the variation are
recommended to be accepted in part, to the extent that the current
submission/hearing/decision process continues, as provided for under the RMA, but those in
opposition are recommended to be rejected.

Discussion

The consultation process

The consultation process for Variation 132 has followed the consultation process set out in
the First Schedule of the RMA. The variation was publicly notified on 10 September 2009,
with the primary submission period closing on 23 November 2009. The submission period
was an extended submission period comprising 43 days (the statutory requirement is a
minimum of 20 days). The public notification, call for submissions and further submission and
hearing of submissions are part of the consultation process and provide the opportunity for
public comment and participation. All those who have lodged submissions have taken
advantage of the opportunity available and have therefore been able to make their views
know to the Council. The Council will therefore be in a position to make an informed decision
on this matter at the conclusion of the hearing.

An extension of the process is not recommended as the notification, call for submissions and
further submissions and hearing is considered to meet the statutory consultation requirements
under the RMA.

For the reasons outlined, it is recommended that those submissions seeking withdrawal of the
variation on the grounds that appropriate consultation/public notification has not taken place
are rejected.
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The submissions registering support for Variation 132, but seeking assurance that additional
consultation will be undertaken are recommended to be accepted in part. The
recommendation to accept in part recognises that the consultation process is not yet
concluded. The hearing, which is the final phase of consultation, is yet to take place. Once it
has heard all of the submissions, The Council in its decision making process, will determine
whether or not further consultation is to be pursued.

Memorandum of Understanding

The background to Variation 132 is found in submissions that were made to the Proposed
District Plan 2000 (PDP) seeking to create a zone for the west coast similar to the zoning
applied to the east coast (i.e. the East Coast Rural Zone). The Council acknowledged in its
decision to the PDP that more protective provisions were warranted for the west coast.
However, the introduction of a new zone on the basis of the submission from the
Environmental Defence Society (EDS) was rejected because the provisions needed to be
developed, and proper consultation in the form of a variation needed to occur (and as
provided for in the current Variation 132 process). This is considered to be an appropriate
response to the submission and represents a more consultative approach than the
acceptance of the EDS submission and introduction of new rules based on the submission.

The Council’s decision to not introduce the zone based on the submission was appealed to
the Environment Court, whereby the Council entered into a Memorandum of Understanding
with the appellants to initiate this variation. The decision to initiate a variation recognised that
this approach ensured that a public consultation process would be followed, and avoided an
alternative outcome arising from the possible imposition of such a zone by the Environment
Court. It is considered that Council has acted responsibly in taking this approach. This
approach is one that the Environment Court is familiar with, and is entirely within the scope of
the law as it applies to the development of, and variations to, district plans.

For the reasons outlined, those submissions citing the Memorandum of Understanding as
reason for withdrawal of Variation 132 are recommended to be rejected.

Variation 132 in force upon notification

Variation 132 is subject to the RMA in effect at the time — and which required the controls to
have effect from the time of notification. It is acknowledged that the RMA has since been
modified (2009 Amendment Act) so that any new variation provisions do not come into effect
until after a decision has been made on submissions. The Council is however, obligated to
proceed with the requirements of the RMA in force at the time of the notification. This is clear
from the transitional provisions of the most recent amendments to the RMA.

It should be noted that the Council responded to the modified RMA by waiving consent
processing fees associated with Variation 132, until a decision is made on any submissions to
Variation 132. The Council has acted in good faith, and for the reasons outlined, it is
recommended that the submission seeking withdrawal of Variation 132 on the basis that the
controls introduced by the variation ‘apply ahead of submissions being heard’ should be
rejected.

With respect to the submission which sought delaying Variation 132 until the issue of
Auckland’s governance is determined; it should be noted that the progress of Variation 132 is
not an issue on which the Council needs to consult the Auckland Transitional Authority. The
progression of the work on keeping District Plans current (as is the case with Variation 132) is
provided for under the legislation setting out the reorganisation process — the Local
Government (Tamaki Makarau Reorganisation Act 2009 (No 13). The fact remains that the
resource management issue needs to be addressed.

Growth and growth pressure

Two submissions sought withdrawal of Variation 132 on the basis that it would
prevent/inhibit growth, and that growth is desirable to keep the community alive.

Three submissions disputed the existence of growth pressure and requested withdrawal of
the variation on this basis. One submission identified Tapora, Wharehine and Port Albert as
areas exhibiting no growth pressure and sought their removal from the West Coast Rural
Policy Area (Policy Area).
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Discussion

The submissions seeking the withdrawal of Variation 132 on the basis that it would prevent or
limit growth are recommended to be rejected. The reason for the recommendation is that the
measures introduced by Variation 132 would not preclude growth, but seek to manage the
effects of growth in a way that protects and retains the identified character, amenity and
environmental values of the land contained within the proposed Policy Area.

The submissions seeking the withdrawal of Variation 132 on the basis that the existence of
growth pressure has not been established are recommended to be rejected for the following
reasons: Chapter 7 (Rural) of the PDP has already established the existence of growth
pressure in the rural zones, relating this to the proximity of metropolitan Auckland. The
influence of the coastline on development patterns is also identified in the Introduction section
(Clause 7.1. of the PDP). The relevant extracts are reproduced below:

“Lifestyle development has occurred in the areas close to the
metropolitan Auckland and increasingly, along the coastal fringe on
both coasts...

Key Pressure — The Auckland Region continues to experienced
significant growth and the next fifty years may see a doubling of the
population to 2 million.... Continued demand for rural lifestyle
opportunities within Rodney District is expected throughout the fifty
year horizon of the Auckland Growth Strategy....

As well as in the metropolitan fringe area the District continues to face
growth pressured in coastal areas...Once again the demand for
lifestyle activities places significant pressure on the coastal landscape,
the beaches and harbours of the District”.

Variation 132 is a targeted response to this identified growth pressure. Rodney District
population projections support the PDP and Variation 132 with the most recent growth model
of rural population being the model for 1991 to 2051 outlined in the Rodney Rural Strategy
Summary Background Issues Paper. Of particular relevance are the records of rural
population and dwelling growth 1991 to 2006 (refer to Appendix 3 of this report) which show
significantly higher growth figures in the Western Ward compared to other wards. This pattern
is expected to continue. Variation 132 has been developed in response to these identified
growth pressures, and with the intent of acting proactively to avoid potential degradation of
the rural/coastal character, amenity and environmental values in the policy area. This is
outlined in the section 32 analysis and is considered a reasonable basis for the variation.

The submissions seeking the withdrawal of the variation, or the exclusion of some parts of the
West Coast Rural Policy Area (Tapora, Port Albert, Wharehine) on the basis that the west
coast, or these identified settlements, are not affected by growth pressure, are recommended
to be rejected. The intent of the variation is to proactively protect the policy area to manage
development before any significant degradation of the identified character, amenity and
environmental values of the Policy Area occur.

Existing regulations

Seventy-six submissions sought withdrawal of the proposed variation citing that the existing
controls of the PDP provide adequate protection over the rural characteristics identified within
the variation. Fifteen further submissions were made in support of the requested withdrawal.
Eight of the further submissions commented on the need for provision in the variation to allow
practical farming activities to be undertaken as permitted activities.

One submission registered concern that Variation 132 will affect the future development of
South Head Golf Club.

Eight submissions supported withdrawal of Variation 132 on the basis that the existing
provisions of the PDP already result in over-regulation.



Twenty-eight submissions supported withdrawal of Variation 132 on the basis that the EPA,
central government and the regional council will set standards for environmental protection.

Three submissions supported or advocated voluntary regulations.

One submission sought withdrawal of the variation, citing South Head as an example that the
existing rules are adequate as exemplified by lifestyle properties being successfully integrated
into the General Rural Zone.

One submission registered support for the provisions in Variation 132 for threatened bush or
wetland.

One submission sought an alternative to Variation 132 - to retain the General Rural Zone but
with some control measures for buildings on significant ridgelines only, and strengthening the
protection of wetlands.

Discussion

The submissions seeking the withdrawal of Variation 132 on the basis that existing provisions
are adequate, already over-regulate, or should favour voluntary regulation are recommended
to be rejected. The reasons for the recommendation are that it is considered that the
provisions introduced by Variation 132 are warranted and will ensure the retention and
protection of the rural/coastal and semi-remote character, amenity and environmental values
of the Policy Area. A number of submitters have expressed the opinion that normal farming
activities will be made impossible under the new regulations. However, it should be noted that
farming and forestry will remain permitted activities, as will much of the associated
farm/forestry activities presently provided for under Rule 7.9.4.2.1.2 of the PDP (including
planting and harvesting plantation forest, creating and maintaining farm roads, farm drains,
farm tracks, cultivation, tilling and hoeing). The permitted activity status enjoyed by these
activities will not be affected by Variation 132.

The submission expressing concern that Variation 132 will have an adverse impact on the
future development of the South Head Golf Club is acknowledged. It should be noted that the
activity status of the outdoor recreational nature of this land use has not been changed by
Variation 132 and the activity status of buildings for outdoor recreation are also unchanged.
That is to say that separate rules in Activity Table 7.9.2 cover building activity associated with
outdoor recreation. With respect to the proposed provisions for earthworks, tree protection
and wetland/watercourse modification; it is not considered that outdoor recreation is a valid
reason for an exemption from assessment of adverse effects to the character, environment
and amenity of the surrounding area. On this basis it is recommended that the submission be
rejected.

The submissions seeking the withdrawal of Variation 132 on the basis that environmental
issues are being addressed by the EPA, as established under the 2009 Amendments Act to
the RMA, central government or the regional council are recommended to be rejected. The
reason for the recommendation is that the Council is legitimately exercising its responsibilities
and statutory functions as required under the RMA to control land use and development to
achieve the sustainability purpose of the Act. There is no certainty about what the EPA or
central government initiatives may happen in future, and the Council needs to ensure it
continues to fulfil its responsibilities under the RMA.

The submission seeking withdrawal of Variation 132 in respect of South Head is
recommended to be rejected for the following reasons: The existing modified environment
and existence of lifestyle blocks in the identified policy area is acknowledged and it is agreed
that it is possible that additional development could occur which would not degrade the
character, amenity and environmental values outlined. It is however, considered that the
proposed additional management controls introduced by Variation 132 are necessary to
provide greater certainty with regard to this outcome.

The submission registering support for the additional protection afforded to threatened bush
and wetland is recommended to be accepted in part. The recommendation acknowledges the
overall support of the submission, but takes into account that Appendix 7H and the additional
protection of threatened environments afforded under the associated provisions has been
recommended to be deleted for consultation reasons. The details are outlined in section 3 of
this report.
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The submission seeking an alternative to Variation 132, to retain the General Rural Zone with
some control measures for buildings on significant ridgelines only, and strengthening the
protection of wetlands is recommended to be rejected. It is considered that Variation 132
addresses these matters appropriately. The variation also takes a broader view than just
ridgelines and wetland protection, and it is noted that there is no scope in the variation to
apply these additional controls over the whole of the General Rural Zone.

Extent of West Coast Rural Policy Area

Nine submissions sought an alternative boundary to the Policy Area as follows:

e three submissions sought to apply the West Coast Rural Policy Area to only to the
most sensitive parts of South Head and Kaipara Harbour

e one submission sought to apply the West Coast Rural Policy Area only to
outstanding landscapes

e one submission sought to restrict the West Coast Rural Policy Area to a 200m
coastal strip

e one submission sought to restrict the Policy Area to the first significant ridgeline
three submissions commented that the boundary of the West Coast Rural Policy
Area should not apply to areas that are away from the coast.

Ten of the submissions sought location specific exemptions from the Policy Area. The areas
identified for such exemptions include Kaukapakapa and the surrounding area, Parakai,
Tapora, Wharehine, Port Albert, the whole of South Kaipara Head and Okahukura Peninsula.

Nine of the submissions requested further site specific exemptions — seeking the removal of
individual properties from the Policy Area.

One submission sought confirmation of the southern boundary of the West Coast Rural Policy
Area in relation to Woodhill Forest.
One submission objected to the placing of a rural zone over the urban township policy areas.

One submission sought that the Policy Area should show on the planning maps ‘all land
currently covenanted and identified as significant’.

Two submissions sought to extend the policy area as follows:

e One submission sought to add Lots 1 and 2 DP 138525, Lot 1 DP 138526 and Lots
1-3 DP138 to the Policy Area. The subject land is south of the Woodhill Forest (to
the northeast of the Muriwai township). 56 further submissions opposed this
submission in support of the variation as it was considered to adversely affect
building of hay barns, storage sheds and other necessary farming infrastructure;

e One submission sought to extend the proposed boundary for the West Coast Rural
Policy Area to include the whole of 500, 504 and 526 Kaipara Coast Highway, 11
Inland Road and 34 and 54 Sheffield Road.

Four submissions contained requests which are outside the scope of the variation as follows:

e three submissions sought to create a ‘spa town’ at Parakai
e one submission sought to identify land at Muriwai as a future residential (zone) and
for land at Woodhill Forest to be designated as a Regional Park.

Discussion

The submissions seeking to apply the Policy Area only to the more sensitive areas of South
Head and Kaipara Coast or to areas of outstanding landscape quality (as defined under the
Auckland Regional Policy Statement) are recommended to be rejected. The reason for the
recommendation is that the relief sought would change the intent of the Policy Area to one of
protecting specified features and would not achieve the wider intent of the variation in terms of
the protection and retention of the rural and coastal character, amenity and environmental
values within the Policy Area.



The submissions seeking alternative boundaries for the proposed West Coast Rural Policy
Area such as 200m coastal strips, or first ridgelines are recommended to be rejected. The
Council’s landscape architect is satisfied that the identified boundary provides appropriate
demarcation of the policy area. While the majority of the land within the policy area has views
to the coast, adjacent areas are also included. This is because it is the locational proximity to
the coast, and not the view alone that makes the identified policy area particularly attractive to
growth and development.

The submissions seeking the exemption of the Kaukapakapa area from the Policy Area have
been considered. It is considered appropriate to allow the structure plan process to be the
dominant planning mechanism in this instance, and if there are any specific areas or assets
requiring protection, then these will be identified in the Structure Plan and the District Plan
rules can be developed accordingly. On this basis it is recommended that the portion of the
Policy Area that is also covered by the Kaukapakapa Structure Plan ‘Preliminary Concept’
area is deleted (as shown in Appendix 2 of this report).

The submissions seeking location specific exemptions (other than Kaukapakapa) are
recommended to be rejected. The reason for the recommendation is that the requested
exemptions would result in inequity in application of the District Plan provisions in the Policy
Area. The existence of growth pressure is discussed in detail at section 1.2.4 of this report
and is considered to be an appropriate basis for the inclusion of areas such as Tapora,
Wharehine, Port Albert, South Kaipara Head and the Okahukura Peninsula. These areas are
recommended to be retained within the West Coast Rural Policy Area.

The submissions seeking site specific exemptions are recommended to be rejected as the
exemptions would result in inequity in application of the variation’s provisions. For example,
buildings within the same visual catchment, and with similar rural and/or coastal
characteristics, may be exempt from considerations as to design and character from those
which remain within the Policy Area. This could lead to the development of buildings which
are incongruent with the character and values sought to be protected within these catchments
through the variation. It should be noted that existing use rights apply for buildings that have
been legally established.

The submission seeking confirmation that the boundary of the Policy Area at the southern end
of Woodhill Forest is the (Okiritoto) stream is acknowledged. The submission is
recommended to be rejected on the basis that a recommendation has been made (in
response to a separate submission) to extend the boundary further southwards to include
Lots 1 and 2 DP 138525, Lot 1 DP 138526 and Lots 1-3 DP138. The affected properties are
located to the south of the Okiritoto Stream.

The submission highlighting that there is some inclusion of urban township policy areas within
the West Coast Rural Policy Area is acknowledged. The submission identified a mapping
error, as the West Coast Rural Policy Area is intended to apply only to those areas presently
within the General Rural Zone. It is recommended that the mapping of the West Coast Rural
Policy Area is amended to delete all sites which are included in the urban township policy
areas. The mapping amendments are shown in Appendix 2 to this report.

The submission seeking extension of the policy area to include Lots 1 and 2 DP 138525, Lot 1
DP 138526 and Lots 1-3 DP138 has been considered. The land is located inland from the
Muriwai Beach and lies between the Muriwai township area and the Okiritoto stream. It is
considered appropriate to include it in the Policy Area as it exhibits many of the identified
qualities and characteristics of the Policy. The land is also close to the Muriwai township and
is a desirable location for future development. It is recommended that the submission is
accepted and that the policy area is extended to include Lots 1 and 2 DP 138525, Lot 1 DP
138526 and Lots 1-3 DP138 as shown in Appendix 2 to this report.

The submission seeking the inclusion of 500, 504 and 526 Kaipara Coast Highway, 11 Inland
Road and 34 and 54 Sheffield Road has been considered. The sites referred to are located on
the southern side of the Kaipara Coast Highway; however the Policy Area applies to the
northern side of the highway. The Kaipara Coast Highway is considered an effective visual
demarcation for the policy area boundary in this locality and is recommended to be retained.
On this basis, it is recommended that the submission be rejected.
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The submission seeking that the Policy Area should identify all land currently covenanted and
identified as significant has been considered. The information, which is available to the public,

is subject to change and is best held in Council databases separate to the District Plan. On

this basis it is recommended that the submission should be rejected.

The requests which are outside the scope of the variation are unable to be pursued as part of

Variation 132, but for the avoidance of doubt it is recommended that they be rejected.

Retain farming, forestry and associated activities as Permitted Activities

Submissions seeking the withdrawal of Variation 132 are categorised below:

seventy-one submissions sought the withdrawal of Variation 132, or its modification,
to make farming activity, forestry and associated activities (e.g. fencing, buildings,
and wetland/watercourse modification and tree removal) permitted activities.

one of the submissions sought that the provisions that are applicable in the General
Rural Zone apply;

fifty-seven further submitters (114 further submissions) registered support for
retaining the General Rural zone controls on the grounds that this provides for
sustainable management and economic development;

two submissions sought that forestry in particular remains a Permitted Activity;
one submission was concerned that Appendix 7H may affect forestry activity;
three submissions sought the exclusion of earthworks activity;

one submission sought an exemption of horticultural activity;

thirty-six submissions sought the withdrawal of Variation 132 on the grounds that the
variation would adversely affect normal farming activity and the workability of farming
operations and would inhibit business management. Eleven further submissions
registered support to these submissions on the grounds that “provision needs to be
made for normal farming activities to take place in a practical manner as a permitted
activity”

thirty-seven submissions sought the withdrawal of Variation 132 on the basis of
possible costs and delays that may be incurred through the implementation of the
variation. One submission sought that any consents are processed free of charge.
Fifty-six further submissions supported these submissions on the basis that the
variation did not support sustainability and economic development in the rural area;

seven submissions expressly opposed controls over buildings;

six submissions sought clarification of which buildings were affected by the new
provisions;

six submissions sought in particular the exemption of fencing from any restrictions;

four submissions opposed the tree protection rules introduced by Variation 132. One
of the submissions considered the provisions would act as a disincentive to tree
planting. One submission suggested that rates relief be provided for tree planting.
One of the submissions considered that there was no greater pattern of tree removal
than is evident elsewhere in the District. One further submission registered support
for the withdrawal of the variation for the reasons stated in the submissions, and in
support of normal farming activity continuing to be provided for as a permitted activity;

one submission sought withdrawal of Variation 132 but suggested an alternative rule
is introduced which imposes a height restriction only to sites on identified ridgelines.



Submissions in support of Variation 132 are as follows:

e two submissions supported Variation 132 but sought to exempt fencing from the list of
activities. Fifty-seven further submissions opposed this submission citing over-
regulation and compliance costs as reasons for opposition.

Discussion

Those submissions seeking to withdraw Variation 132 or in the alternative, seeking
modification to make farming, forestry and associated activities are recommended to be
accepted in part to the extent of the recommended amendments outlined in sections 2 and 3
of this report in respect of accessory farm buildings, fencing and tree removal. The remainder
of the provisions introduced by Variation 132 are recommended to be retained as they are
considered to be the most appropriate means by which to achieve the protection and retention
of the characteristics and values of the Policy Area.

Those submissions seeking the withdrawal of the variation or its modification to specifically
retain horticulture, forestry and earthworks as permitted activities are recommended to be
rejected. The reasons for the recommendation are that forestry and farming remain as
permitted activities under Variation 132 as previously outlined. With respect to earthworks and
horticulture, Variation 132 does not affect the permitted activity status of earthworks
provisions providing for specific farming/forestry/horticultural activities (e.g. earthworks for
forestry roads, tracks, landings, cultivation, harvesting of crops and fertilising of soil,
construction and maintenance of farm drains etc). These activities remain Permitted Activities
as provided for in Rule 7.9.4.2.1.2.

Those submissions seeking to withdraw the variation on the grounds that it will adversely
affect normal farming activity and farming operations are recommended to be rejected. The
reasons for the recommendation are that it is considered that the provisions introduced by
Variation 132 will encourage the sustainable management for the Policy Area via the
protection and retention of its rural, coastal and semi-remote character, amenity and
environmental values. Without the additional management introduced by Variation 132, these
values are at risk of degradation. It is acknowledged that there are costs involved with
consent applications; however it is considered that the costs are warranted in order that the
Policy Area is protected from adverse effects arising from inappropriate development and land
use. The request that consent applications be processed free of charge is not supported. This
would be an inequitable way of administering planning regulations. The waiver of fees is at
the discretion of the Council and is considered on a case by case basis. It is recommended
that this discretion is retained.

Those submissions seeking to exclude buildings and/or fencing are recommended to be
accepted in part. The issue of providing for accessory buildings and fencing is discussed in
detail in section 2 of this report where it has been recommended to provide for accessory farm
buildings of 50m? or less as a permitted activity; and to provide for maimai of 5m? and post
and wire fencing as permitted activities. Demolition of buildings is also recommended as
being a permitted activity.

The submissions seeking clarification of buildings affected by the Variation 132 are
acknowledged and accepted to the extent that the recommended amendments concerning
auxiliary farm buildings and fencing will address the concerns expressed in the submissions.

Those submissions opposing the tree protection aspects of Variation 132 are recommended
to be accepted in part. The tree protection provisions are discussed in detail at section 4 of
this report where it has been recommended that the rules concerned with Appendix 7H should
be withdrawn. The recommendation recognises that Appendix 7H was not circulated with the
variation when it was notified and was therefore not able to be considered by submitters. The
provisions applying a 3m height limit and 250m area limit are however recommended to be
retained. This is considered appropriate to ensure the overall landscape character,
environmental and amenity values of the Policy Area are retained.
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The submission requesting the opportunity for rates relief as an alternative to tree protection
is recommended to be rejected. The recommendation takes into account that rates relief for
bush protection is already provided by the Council; however, this is related to a separate rates
policy, and it is considered inappropriate to incorporate this within the District Plan as it is
subject to change through separate local government processes (i.e. the Annual Plan and
Long Term Council Community Plan).

The submissions seeking that the variation be withdrawn, but in the alternative, to introduce a
height restriction applicable only to identified ridgelines are recommended to be rejected. The
controls introduced by Variation 132 are considered appropriate for the reasons discussed
earlier in the report. With respect to the requested protection of identified ridgelines, the
building controls introduced by Variation 132 in relation to hilltops and ridgelines are
considered to be an appropriate and efficient means by which to ensure that any adverse
effects are able to be considered on a case by case basis.

The submissions registering support for the variation are acknowledged and are
recommended to be accepted in part.

Resource Management Act - economic, social, cultural and environmental considerations

e two submissions sought withdrawal of the variation on the grounds that it does not
provide an appropriate balance of social, economic, environmental and cultural
values under the RMA. One further submission supported the relief sought;

e two submissions sought withdrawal of the variation on the grounds that it fails to give
effect to the purpose of the RMA. There were three further submissions in support of
the views expressed.

Discussion

The submitters’ views that the variation does not give effect to the purpose of the RMA or
does not provide an appropriate balance of social, economic, environmental and cultural
values are considered to be incorrect. The section 32 report prepared for the variation
considered options (including retaining the status quo) to achieve the protection and retention
of the rural/coastal and semi-remote character, environmental and amenity values identified
within the Policy Area. The provisions contained within the variation were evaluated in terms
of their likely costs and benefits, including economic, social and cultural. These provisions
were identified in the section 32 report as representing the approach which best balances the
use of resources with environmental protection, whilst enabling people to provide for their
social and economic well-being. On this basis it is recommended that the submissions be
rejected.

Property rights and property values

e eleven submissions objected to Variation 132 on the grounds that it represents an
infringement of landowner rights;

e two submissions cited the potential for a decrease in property values as a reason to
withdraw the variation. Four further submissions have been lodged in support.

Discussion

The provisions contained in Variation 132 were recommended in the section 32 report as
providing an approach which best balances use of resources with environmental protection,
whilst enabling people to provide for economic and social wellbeing. It is acknowledged that
costs and restrictions to landowners will be incurred; however these are not considered to be
without justification and are not considered excessive. It should be noted that basic rights to
farming and forestry are not affected by Variation 132 and are retained as permitted activities.
It should also be noted that buildings as a controlled activity cannot be notified and cannot be
declined; rather only conditions can be imposed. Further, in response to requests in separate
submissions it has been recommended that accessory farm buildings and fencing should be a
permitted activity. The discussion surrounding this recommendation is set out in section 3 of
this report.
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Overall it is considered that the costs discussed are justified, it is therefore recommended that
the submissions seeking the withdrawal of the Variation because of impacts on property rights
or property values are rejected.

Subdivision

e two submissions opposed Variation 132. One of the submissions considered that the
control of sprawl could be more clearly addressed through rules relating to
subdivision. One of the submissions considered there should be no more subdivision;

e one submission considered that the Variation 132 provisions should apply only to
subdivided sites created after 10 September 2009;

e five submissions considered that the existing subdivision rules are adequate and
should be retained (and sought that the variation in its entirety be withdrawn). Four
further submissions registered support;

e one submission opposed the tightening of subdivision criteria;

e one submission sought assurance that the submitter’s property could be subdivided.

Discussion

Variation 132 applies the subdivision criteria which apply to the Landscape Protection and
East Coast Rural zones at Rule 7.15.3. This introduces considerations relating to landform
modification, site development (minimising landscape impacts and discharge of sediment),
water quality, visual amenity and landscape values.

It is considered that the additional criteria are appropriate to apply and should be retained.
The criteria align with the development and land use controls of the Policy Area and will
ensure that proposed subdivisions in the Policy Area will be able to support development that
meets the building controls and earthworks, tree protection and wetland/watercourse
modification provisions of the Policy Area. On this basis, those submissions opposing or
seeking withdrawal of the variation are recommended to be rejected. It should be noted that
the subdivision incentives for the Policy Area are the same as apply to the General Rural
Zone and that these additional assessment criteria represent a minor adjustment which will
ensure appropriate environmental and amenity outcomes within the Policy Area.

The submissions seeking to further control or prevent subdivision activity are recommended
to be rejected. The reason for the recommendation is that it is considered that the controls
introduced in Variation 132 adequately address the effects arising from subdivision activity
within the Policy Area.

The submission seeking assurance of site specific subdivision rights are recommended to be
rejected. The recommendation recognises that subdivision is an activity that requires a
resource consent application as a Restricted Discretionary or Discretionary Activity and is
assessed by the Council on a case by case basis.

The submission seeking to apply the provisions of Variation 132 only to those properties
created post 10 September 2010 is recommended to be rejected. There are numerous
existing sites which have no development on them at present. The variation is hecessary to
ensure that development of these sites is managed so as to protect and retain the character,
amenity and environmental values of the Policy Area.

Other

(i) Three submissions sought the withdrawal of Variation 132 or, in the alternative, the
following amendments be made:

¢ that the description of the General Rural zone be amended to reflect that buildings
form part of the rural environment and are necessary for the continued sustainable
use and development of rural zoned land;

e that the Council makes provision for marine based farming activities, either through
an amendment to the definition of rural services, or the inclusion of a definition of
rural activities; or through the introduction of a specific aquaculture zone.



Fifty-six further submissions supported the submission on the basis that it is considered to
support sustainable growth and bring economic development to the Rodney District. One
further submission supported the submission on the basis that ‘provision needs to be made in
the variation for normal farming and marine farming activities to take place in a practical
manner as permitted activities’.

Discussion

That aspect of the submissions seeking the blanket withdrawal of the Variation 132 is
recommended to be rejected. The reason for the recommendation is that the provisions
introduced by Variation 132 respond to evident demand for growth and development in the
Policy Area and are considered to achieve the protection and retention of the rural/coastal
and semi remote character, amenity and environmental values indentified in the Policy Area.

Those aspects of the submissions seeking amendments to the description of the General
Rural zone are recommended to be rejected. The recommendation takes into account that
descriptions of the various components of rural character and environment, including
densities of buildings and structures are already set out in Section 7.2 Resource Management
Issues at Issue 7.2.1 - Rural character of the PDP. It would be unnecessarily repetitive to
reproduce the individual components of rural character within the General Rural zone
description — noting that this would need to be repeated in all the various rural zone
descriptions and that all components, not just buildings would need to be re-identified.

Those aspects of the submissions seeking to make specific provision for marine farming
activities and/or introduce a zone for these activities are outside the scope of the variation
which focuses on the management of growth and development for the existing activities
provided for in the District Plan. It is therefore recommended that the submissions be rejected.

(ii) One submission registered support for the West Coast Rural Policy Area but sought
that policies are introduced which recognise the benefits from the use and
development of renewable energy resources — wind in particular. The submission
was supported by one further submission as promoting renewable energy and
supporting the sustainable management purpose of the RMA. The submission was
opposed by 56 further submissions on the basis that the submitter sought to
encourage a permissive approach to wind farms whilst restricting what farmers can
do as of right on their properties.

Discussion

While the use of renewable energy is generally considered to provide environmental benefits,
the use of Variation 132 as a vehicle to amend the District Plan to recognise and specifically
provide for renewable energy projects is considered to be inappropriate and outside the
scope of what is able to be addressed within a variation to the District Plan. It is
recommended that the submission is rejected recognising that the relief sought is outside the
scope of the variation.

(i) One submission sought withdrawal of Variation 132 on the basis that “it would
interfere with the daily running of the association”.

Discussion
It is recommended that the submission is rejected. No supporting information has been
attached to the submissions which would provide context to the request. On this basis, no

informed discussion can be made.

(iv) One submission supported the variation but sought that a covenant be placed on the
land within the viewing area of the Kaipara Harbour Lookout.
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Discussion

The submission is recommended to be accepted in part. The support for Variation 132 is
acknowledged, however the request for a covenant of the lookout area is not supported. The
formal protection of the view corridor would require wider public consultation and would be
outside the scope of the Variation 132 process.

Draft officer recommendation subject to hearing and committee decision

(i)

(ii)

(iii)

Submissions recommended to be accepted:
1231/1, 1140/1

Submissions recommended to be accepted in part to the extent set out in
amendments contained in section 1.4 below:

1187/1, 1188/1, 1194/1, 1204/1, 1186/1, 1137/1, 1178/1, FS1170/12, 1114/1, 1159/1,
FS1273/9, 1157/1, FS1170/23, 1239/1, 1236/3, FS1075/4, FS1273/100, FS1274/26,
FS1170/26, 1259/2, 1259/6, FS1273/112, 1294/1, 1183/1, 1184/1, 1180/1, 1185/1,
1179/1, 1176/1, 1270/1, 1051/1, 1052/1, 1062/1, 1191/1, 1218/1, FS1273/62, 1073/1,
1036/1, FS1273/7, FS1273/13, FS1101/7, 1154/1, 1155/1, 1181/1, 1182/11192/1,
1160/1, FS1170/22, 1138/1, all further submissions in Appendix 1 that are opposing,
FS1273/26, 1219/1, 1193/1, 1232/1, 1223/1, 1224/1, 1177/1, 1225/1, 1226/1, 1295/1
and the opposing further submissions listed in Appendix 1, FS1273/116, FS1274/28,
1121/12 and the opposing further submissions listed in Appendix 1, FS1273/21,
FS1170/25, FS1170/24, 1069/1, 1190/1, 1189/1, 1165/1, 1002/1, FS1274/3,
FS1303/42, FS1170/11, FS1170/19, 1027/1, 1255/1, 1102/1, 1103/1, 1293/1, 1210/1,
1150/1, 1101/1, 1117/1, FS1273/15, 1195/1, 1200/1,

Submissions recommended to be rejected:

11961/1, 1209/1, 1057/1, 1146/1, 1028/1, and all supporting further submissions
listed in Appendix 1, FS1308/1, FS1273/32 1212/1, 1211/1, 1011/1, 1201/1,
FS1273/57, 1004/1, 1033/1, 1032/1, 1252/1, 1109/4, FS1273/14, 1046/1, 1060/1,
1083/1,1173/1, FS1273/39, 1100/1, 1053/1, 1136/1, 1094/1, 1217/1, 1166/1, 1286/1,
1020/1, 1093/1, 1037/1, 1269/1, FS1273/114, 1075/1, 1233/10, FS1273/76,
FS1170/9, 1205/1, 1074/1, FS1075/5, 1005/1, 1012/1, 1007/1, 1016/1, 1076/1,
1214/1, FS1273/60, 1089/1, 1271/1, 1164/1, 1014/1, 1298/1, 1298/2, 1064/1, 1063/1,
1250/1, 1248/1, 1249/1, 1091/1, 1220/1, 1301/1, 1115/1, 1243/1, FS1273/106,
1273/1 and all supporting further submissions listed in Appendix 1, FS1274/27,
1297/1, 1145/1, 1145/2, 1145/3, 1145/4. 1124/1, 1067/1, 1086/1, 1070/1, 1071/1,
1208/1, FS1273/59, FS1101/4, 1207/1, FS1273/58, FS1101/5, 1152/1, 1263/1,
1266/1, 1122/1, 1090/1, 1092/1, 1240/1, 1274/1 and all supporting further
submissions listed in Appendix 1, FS1273/115, 1149/1, 1161/1, 1003/1, 1054/1,
FS1171/16, 1042/1, 1275/1, 1268/1, FS1273/113,1278/1, 1059/1, 1118/1, 1229/1,
FS1273/64, 1096/1, 1198/1, 1148/1, FS1273/25, FS1101/3, 1047/1, FS1273/8,
1153/1, 1228/1, 1227/1, 1023/1, FS1273/2, 1077/1, 1079/1, 1261/1, 1262/1, 1265/1,
1264/1, 1213/1, 1097/1, 1162/1, 1008/1, FS1273/23, 1099/1, 1202/1, 1084/1, 1279/1
1282/1, 1296/1, 1276/1, 1127/1, 1038/1, 1272/1, 1167/1, 1001/1, 1170/1, FS1307/3,
1068/1, 1085/1, 1058/1, 1072/1, 1168/1, 1253/1, 1258/1, 1116/1, 1018/1, 1237/1,
FS1273/101, 1132/1, 1131/1, 1015/1, 1105/1, 1151/1, 1285/1, 1139/1, 1013/1,
1087/1, 1106/1, 1280/1, 1041/1, FS1170/14, FS1303/1, 1222/1, FS1273/63, 1246/1,
1267/1, 1040/1, 1098/1, 1088/1, 1135/1, 1010/1, 1230/1, 1284/1, 1174/1, FS1273/46,
1169/1, 1288/1, 1289/1 1247/1, 1300/1, 1299/1, 1110/1, 1065/1, 1080/1, 1078/1,
1256/1, 1021/1, 1241/1, 1009/1, 1206/1, 1019/1, FS1170/13, 1292/1, 1022/1, 1112/1,
1111/1, 1281/1, 1203/1, 1163/1, 1291/1, 1002/1, FS1274/2, FS1303/41, 1002/3,
FS1303/43, 1002/5, FS1303/45, 1113/1, 1035/1, 1123/1, 1125/1, 1120/1, 1048/1
1126/1, 1108/1, FS1273/12, FS1303/40, 1254/10, 1107/1, FS1273/11, 1245/1,
1257/11134/1, 1039/1, 1026/1, 1277/1, 1143/9, 1221/1, 1216/1, FS1273/61, 1066/1,
FS1302/1, 1144/1, 1142/1, 1044/1, 1283/1, 1049/1, 1061/1, 1156/1, 1290/1, 1050/1,
FS1170/15, 1055/1, 1199/1, 1129/1, 1082/1, 1081/1, 1260/1



Draft amendments to the Proposed Plan subject to hearing and committee decision

(i) Amend the map of the West Coast Rural Policy Area (Appendix 8 to the PDP) as
follows:

(i) Delete Urban Areas from the Policy Area (as shown in Appendix 2 of this report).

(i) Delete that part of the Kaukapakapa structure plan ‘Preliminary Concept’ area
which currently coincides with the Policy Area (as shown in Appendix 2 of this
report).

(i) Extend the Policy Area by adding Lots 1 and 2 DP 138525, Lot 1 DP 138526, and
Lots 1-3 DP138 (as shown in Appendix 2 of this report).

(i)  Amend Rule 7.9.2 Activity Table 1 as follows (words added are underlined, words
deleted are struck through):

ACTIVITY General Rural Zone

The ERECTION, relocation, | P except in the West Coast Rural Policy Area*
DEMOLITFION, addition to , or
alteration of BUILDINGS and | P_if within the West Coast Rural Policy Area* and
ACCESSORY BUILDINGS for any | the building is an accessory building for farming
Permitted Activity in this table | activity, and measures no more than 50m2 or is a
(except FARMSTAY/HOMESTAY, | post and wire fence over 1.8m in height ; otherwise

OUTDOOR RECREATION) | Controlled Activity Status applies.
except in areas identified as an
SNA and subject to Rule 7.9.4 P _if within the West Coast Rural Area and the

building is for the purposes of a maimai, and
measures no_more than 5m2, with a maximum

height of 2m.

*The extent of the West Coast Rural Policy Area is
shown in Appendix 8 of the Planning Maps

DEMOLITION OF BUILDINGS | P
AND ACCESSORY BUILDINGS
for any Permitted Activity in this
table except in areas identified as
SNA and subject to Rule 7.9.4

(iv) Amend Policy 7.8.1.2.7 as follows (words added are underlined, words deleted are
struck through):

Buildings and structures {includingfencing-which-isnoet post-and-batten) and access
in the West coast Rural Policy Area should be designed and located and of a scale
to _ensure that they do not adversely affect the landscape character or the
environmental and amenity values of the policy area.

This policy seeks to achieve Objectives 7.8.1.1.1 and 7.8.1.1.2.

(v) Amend Rule 7.11.3.2 Assessment Criteria (e) (h) and (i) to delete the phrase
“including fencing that is not post and batten” as follows (words deleted are struck
through):

(e) Rural/Coastal character and Amenity Values - Whether the scale and form of

buildings and structures fincludingfencing-thatis-notpostand-batten)—

(h) Viewsl/vistas - Whether buildings or structures (including-fencing-thatis-not-post

(i) Coastline - Whether buildings or structures (includingfencing-thatis notpostand

(vi) Amend section 7.6.1.1 Zones and Policy Areas as follows (words added are
underlined, words deleted are struck through)

(a) General Rural Zone: (i) West Coast Rural Policy Area
The General Rural Zone represents the area......




The coastal/rural landscapes of South Head and the west coast of the Kaipara Harbour
are considered to be exposed to greater risk to the effects of development than other
parts of the General Rural Zone. Insensitive development in these areas has the
potential to significantly degrade the semi-remote coastal/rural character and
environmental and amenity values present. A separate policy area has been identified
within _the General Rural Zone - the West Coast Rural Policy Area which applies
additional development controls over buildings, and more stringently controls
earthworks, tree and bush removal, and wetland/watercourse modification. _The basis
for the separate policy area is that the area is under increasing pressure for further
development due to its proximity to metropolitan Auckland and needs additional
management to _ensure that the rural and semi-remote character, environment and
amenity values are retained, and to ensure that development occurs in a manner that
complements the coastal/rural landscape. Fhe—provisions—also—recognize—that-the

(vii) Amend Rule 7.9.4.1.9 Vegetation Removal to delete references to Appendix 7H as

follows (words deleted are struck through):

Rule

7.9.4.1.9.3 | Permitted Activities (within the West Coast Rural Policy Area)

Permitted Activities (within

the  West Coast Rural

Policy Area)

Exclodi T I I

. I : T . I .

7H) Appendix7H)

(a) The Permitted activities in | a-TFhe Permittedactivities—in

794111 +94111

(b) The cutting, damaging or
destroying of any individual native
tree_or number of trees constituting
native bush, which is
(i) less than or equal to 3 metres
in height, and
(i) less than or equal to 250m2
in_area, provided that this is the
maximum area cut, damaged or
destroyed on the site after 10
September 2009

Rule 7.9.4.1.9.4 Restricted

Discretionary Activity | Area)

(within

the West Coast

Rural Policy Area)

Restricted Discretionary Activity (within the West Coast Rural Policy

Exclodi I i I I

. I . . . I .

7H) Appendix+7H)

(a) the cutting, damaging or

destroying of any individual | {a)}—the—cutting,—damaging—or

native tree or_number of trees destroying——of —any

constituting native bush, which individual—native —tree—or

(i) _greater than 3metres in constituting-native bush;

height, or
(ii) greater than 250m2 in area.




2.0 Zone/Policy area description and policies

2.1 Submissions

AquA 1172/2 Policy 7.8.1.2.6: Amend to reflect that rural
activity related buildings are a necessary and
recognised component of the rural environment
and that the existing environment is already
significantly modified.

55 (identical) further Supports submission 1172/2

submissions. Refer to Appendix

1 for the full listing.

Geraldine Bradly FS1308/2 Supports submission 1172/2

Federated Farmers of New | FS1273/33 Supports submission 1172/2

Zealand

AquA 1172/3 Policy 7.8.1.2.7: Amend to reflect that rural
activity related buildings are a necessary and
recognised component of the rural environment
and that the existing environment is already
significantly modified.

55 (identical) further Supports submission 1172/3

submissions. Refer to Appendix

1 for the full listing.

Geraldine Bradly FS1308/3 Supports submission 1172/3

Federated Farmers of New | FS1273/34 Supports submission 1172/3

Zealand

Bio-Marine 1173/2 Amend Policy 7.8.1.2.6 to reflect that rural
activity related buildings are a necessary and
recognised component of the rural environment
and that the existing environment is already
significantly modified.

Federated Farmers of New | FS1273/40 Supports submission 1173/2

Zealand

Bio-Marine 1173/3 Amend Policy 7.8.1.2.7 to reflect that rural
activity related buildings are a necessary and
recognised component of the rural environment
and that the existing environment is already
significantly modified.

Federated Farmers of New | FS1273/41 Supports submission 1173/3

Zealand

Cato Bolam Consultants Ltd 1233/1 Policy 7.8.1.2.6 be deleted or amended to read:
Policy 7.8.1.2.6
Subdivision and land use activities in the West
Coast Rural Policy Area should be undertaken
so that the existing rural/coastal character is
retained and cumulative adverse effects on the
rural/coastal character, amenity values,
significant natural areas and sensitive coastal
landscape features within the area do not
result.

Federated Farmers of New | FS1273/67 Supports submission 1233/1

Zealand

Horticulture New Zealand FS1274/20 Support in parts submission 1233/1

Cato Bolam Consultants Ltd 1233/2 Delete Policy 7.8.1.2.7 or amend to read:

Policy 7.8.1.2.7

Buildings and structures in the West Coast
Rural Policy Area should be designed, located
and of a scale to ensure that they do not
adversely affect the landscape character or the
environmental and amenity values of the policy
area.

This policy seeks to achieve Objectives
7.8.1.1.1and 7.8.1.1.2




Federated Farmers of New
Zealand

FS1273/68

Supports submission 1233/2

Horticulture New Zealand

FS1274/21

Support in parts submission 1233/2

Cato Bolam Consultants Ltd

1233/3

Sought that Section 7.6.1.1 be amended to
read:

7.6.1.1 Zones and Policy Areas

....... (a) General Rural Zone; (i) West Coast
Rural Policy Area

The General Rural Zone represents the

As such a lower density of subdivision and
settlement and greater protection of significant
natural features is a likely outcome.

Some parts of the coastal/rural landscapes of
South Head and the west coast of the Kaipara
Harbour are considered to be exposed to
greater risk to the effects of development than
other parts of the General Rural Zone.
Insensitive development in these areas has the
potential to significantly degrade the
coastal/rural character and environmental and
amenity values present. A separate policy area
has been identified within the General Rural
Zone - the West Coast Rural Policy Area which
applies additional development controls over
buildings. The basis for the separate policy
area is that the area is under increasing
pressure for further development and needs
additional management to ensure that the rural
character, environment and amenity values are
retained, and to ensure that development
occurs in a manner that complements the
coastal/rural landscape within which it is
located.

Federated Farmers of New
Zealand

FS1273/69

Supports submission 1233/3

Horticulture New Zealand

FS1274/22

Support in parts submission 1233/3

Mighty River Power Limited

FS1170/33

Support in parts submission 1233/3

Cato Bolam Consultants Ltd

1233/4

Seek that Section 7.8.1.3 is amended to read:
7.8.1.3 General Rural Zone Description

The General Rural Zone is characterized
................ areas within this Zone.

While farming activities dominate

.............. wetlands and wildlife habitat.

South Head and the west coast of the Kaipara
Harbour, while generally meeting the above
description, are noted as areas which are also
recognised as being under increasing pressure
for further development. Due to their coastal
location control over intensive built
development is considered prudent in order that
the rural/coastline landscape character,
environmental and amenity values of present
are retained. An overlay approach is used
which identifies these areas as "West Coast
Rural Policy Area". The overlay is appropriate
as normal rural activities such as farming and
forestry can continue as permitted activities, but
also enables assessment of associated
buildings as controlled activities to ensure they
respond sensitively to the landscape qualities
present.

Federated Farmers of New
Zealand

FS1273/70

Supports submission 1233/4

Horticulture New Zealand

FS1274/23

Support in parts submission 1233/4

Cato Bolam Consultants Ltd

1233/11

Amend the Explanations and Reasons (section




7.8.1.2 General Rural Zone Policies) by adding
a third paragraph as follows:

The rural/coastal areas identified as 'West
Coast Rural Policy Area' are recognised as
being under increasing pressure for further
development. This places the character of the
coastal/rural landscape and the environmental
and amenity values of this area at greater risk
than other parts of the General Rural zone. To
protect the landscape character and
environmental and amenity values present, the
location of buildings and structures are afforded
a higher level of control.

Federated Farmers of New
Zealand

FS1273/77

Supports submission 1233/11

Environmental Defence

Society

1236/1

(a) Amend the proposed objectives, policies
and zone descriptions to identify and explain
the unique status of the coastal
environment;

(b) Amend the proposed objectives, policies
and zone descriptions and relevant rules to
require the enhancement of the amenity and
environmental values of the West Coast
Rural Policy Area where appropriate.

Niels R Campbell

FS1075/2

Opposes submission 1236/1

Federated Farmers of New
Zealand

FS1273/98

Opposes submission 1236/1

Horticulture New Zealand

FS1274/24

Opposes submission 1236/1

Christiaan M Gelderman

1128/1

Rule 7.9.4.1.2.7: Removal or amendment to the
proposed fencing restrictions. This proposal is
unworkable and will severely impact on farming
operations, bringing with it unnecessary costs
and delays.

John M Glasson

1242/1

Issue is taken with statements in "Explanations”
for the proposed V132 (section 7.8.1.2 General
Rural Zone Policies)

* West Coast of Kaipara Harbour is the East
Coast of South Head.

Section 32 report: * Long sandy beaches on the
West Coast - this is actually one long sandy
beach approx. 50kms unbroken by a physical
obstacle from Muriwai to the lagoon.

* Usually sensitive to building - The buildings
are put in practical and safe places, usually
enhancing the rural character of the region.
"The development sensitivity ........ large scale
plantation forestry land use changes" -
speculative statement, not likely to happen in
the foreseeable future.

* West coast of the Kaipara Harbour - this is
incorrect and should read east instead of west.
* Why is the West Coast Rural Policy needed -
Established farmers are the ones in a position
to sensitively enhance their localities.

Why have a WCRPA? Far better to give rates
relief for protecting an area.

Federated Farmers of New
Zealand

FS1273/104

Supports submission 1242/1

John M Glasson

1242/2

At 7.6.1.1 ...Bottom sentence beginning "The
Provisions ...... " - inference is that vegetation
has been removed from the West Coast Rural
Policy Area more than any other - incorrect.

Federated Farmers of New
Zealand

FS1273/105

Supports submission 1242/2

Thomas Grace

1251/2

At 7.6.1.1: | objects strongly to last sentence of




this paragraph - starting with "The provisions
also..."

Hancock Forest Management
(NZ) Ltd

1024/2

Policy 7.8.1.2.6: Retain and give effect to the
recognition of rural character in the policy
section of the plan.

Hancock Forest Management
(NZ) Ltd

1024/3

Policy 7.9.1.2.7: Amend the policy to read: ......
that they do not adversely affect the
rural/coastal landscape character .....

Hancock Forest Management
(NZ) Ltd

1024/4

7.8.1.2 General rural Zone Policies. Supports
the majority of policy; however seeks
amendment of explanation and reasons to
exclude rural activities.

Amend the policy to read: ”.... vegetation
removal and wetland/watercourse modification
not directly related to existing rural production
activities”.

Hancock Forest Management
(NZ) Ltd

1024/5

Amend 7.8.1.3 - General Rural Zone
description to emphasise the importance of
forestry as a land use and delete... albeit
subject to more stringent environmental
controls (....).

Highview Investments Ltd

1234/1

Seeks that Section 7.6.1.1 be amended to read:
7.6.1.1 Zones and Policy Areas
....... (a) General Rural Zone; (i) West Coast
Rural Policy Area
The General Rural Zone represents the area
As such a lower density of subdivision and
settlement and greater protection of significant
natural features is a likely outcome.
Some parts of the coastal/rural landscapes of
South Head and the west coast of the Kaipara
Harbour are considered to be exposed to
greater risk to the effects of development than
other parts of the General Rural Zone.
Insensitive development in these areas has the
potential to significantly degrade the
coastal/rural character and environmental and
amenity values present. A separate policy area
has been identified within the General Rural
Zone - the West Coast Rural Policy Area which
applies additional development controls over
buildings. The basis for the separate policy
area is that the area is under increasing
pressure for further development and needs
additional management to ensure that the rural
character, environment and amenity values are
retained, and to ensure that development
occurs in a manner that complements the
coastal/rural landscape within which it is
located.

Federated Farmers of New
Zealand

FS1273/78

Supports submission 1234/1

Mighty River Power Limited

FS1170/10

Support in parts submission 1234/1

Highview Investments Ltd

1234/2

Policy 7.8.1.2.6 be deleted or amended to read:
Policy 7.8.1.2.6.

Subdivision and land use activities in the West
Coast Rural Policy Area should be undertaken
so that the existing rural/coastal character is
retained and cumulative adverse effects on the
rural/coastal character, amenity values,
significant natural areas and sensitive coastal
landscape features within the area do not
result.

Federated Farmers of New
Zealand

FS1273/79

Supports submission 1234/2




Highview Investments Ltd

1234/3

Delete Policy 7.8.1.2.7 or amend to read:
Policy 7.8.1.2.7

Buildings and structures in the West Coast
Rural Policy Area should be designed, located
and of a scale to ensure that they do not
adversely affect the landscape character or the
environmental and amenity values of the policy
area.

This policy seeks to achieve Obijectives
7.8.1.1.1and 7.8.1.1.2.

Federated Farmers of
Zealand

New

FS1273/80

Supports submission 1234/3

Highview Investments Ltd

1234/4

Seeks that Section 7.8.1.3 is amended to read:
7.8.1.3 General Rural Zone Description

The General Rural Zone is characterized
................ areas within this Zone.

While farming activities dominate

.............. wetlands and wildlife habitat.

South Head and the west coast of the Kaipara
Harbour, while generally meeting the above
description, are noted as areas which are also
recognised as being under increasing pressure
for further development. Due to their coastal
location control over intensive built
development is considered prudent in order that
the rural/coastline landscape character,
environmental and amenity values of present
are retained. An overlay approach is used
which identifies these areas as ‘West Coast
Rural Policy Area’. The overlay is appropriate
as normal rural activities such as farming and
forestry can continue as permitted activities, but
also enables assessment of associated
buildings as controlled activities to ensure they
respond sensitively to the landscape qualities
present.

Federated Farmers of
Zealand

New

FS1273/81

Supports submission 1234/4

Mighty River Power Limited

FS1170/28

Support in parts submission 1234/4

Highview Investments Ltd

1234/10

7.8.1.2 General Rural Zone Policies: Amend the
Explanations and Reasons by adding a third
paragraph as follows:

The rural/coastal areas identified as 'West
Coast Rural Policy Area' are recognised as
being under increasing pressure for further
development. This places the character of the
coastal/rural landscape and the environmental
and amenity values of this area at greater risk
than other parts of the General Rural zone. To
protect the landscape character and
environmental and amenity values present, the
location of buildings and structures are afforded
a higher level of control.

Federated Farmers of
Zealand

New

FS1273/87

Supports submission 1234/10

Mighty River Power Limited

FS1170/29

Support in parts submission 1234/10

Cedric & Dianne McLeod

1127/3

7.6.1.1: Delete the words "The provisions also
recognise that the historic pattern of vegetation
removal in the area is greater than has
occurred elsewhere in Rodney District."




Mighty River Power Limited 1170/2 Policy supported in general. Suggested
amendments to Policy 7.8.1.2.6 are:

"Subdivision and land use activities in the West

Coast Rural Policy Area......... sensitive coastal

landscape features with the area do not result

are appropriately managed so that any adverse
effects from inappropriate subdivision use or
development will be no more than minor."

55 (identical) further Opposes submission 1170/2

submissions. Refer to Appendix

1 for the full listing.

Federated Farmers of New | FS1273/27 Opposes submission 1170/2

Zealand

Mighty River Power Limited 1170/3 Supports the intent of policy, however concerns
that wording appears to preclude any adverse
effect, however minor. Suggested amendments
to Policy 7.8.1.2.7 are:

"Buildings and structures (including fencing

.................. designed and located and of a scale

to ensure that they do not adversely affect that

will avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse effects
on the landscape character or the
environmental and amenity values of the policy
area."

55 (identical) further Opposes submission 1170/3

submissions. Refer to Appendix

1 for the full listing.

Federated Farmers of New | FS1273/28 Opposes submission 1170/3

Zealand

Wind Farm Group FS1307/5 Supports submission 1170/3

Mighty River Power Limited 1170/4 Seeks the inclusion of a policy in V132 to
recognise the significance to the country of
renewable electricity generation. New policy to
read as follows:

"Policy 7.8.1.2.8

Council shall have regard to the national,

regional and local benefits relevant to

renewable electricity generation activities.

These benefits may include, but are not limited

to:

i. maintaining or increasing electricity
generation capacity while avoiding, reducing
or displacing greenhouse gas emissions;
and

ii. maintaining or increasing and diversifying the
type and location of electricity supply and
generation at local, regional and national
levels."

55 (identical) further Opposes submission 1170/4

submissions. Refer to Appendix

1 for the full listing.

Federated Farmers of New | FS1273/29 Opposes submission 1170/4

Zealand

Wind Farm Group FS1307/6 Supports submission 1170/4

Ngati Whatua Nga Rima o | 1237/2 Amend 7.8.1.2.6 and 7.8.1.2.7 to reflect that

Kaipara Trust rural activity related buildings are a necessary
and recognised component of the rural
environment and that the existing environment
is already significantly modified.

Federated Farmers of New | FS1273/102 Supports submission 1237/2

Zealand

Ngati Whatua Nga Rima o | 1237/3 That the General Rural zone description

Kaipara Trust

(7.8.1.3) is amended to reflect that buildings
related to rural activities form part of the rural
environment and are necessary for the
continued sustainable use and development of




rural zoned land.

Federated Farmers of
Zealand

New

FS1273/103

Supports submission 1237/3

Mighty River Power Limited

FS1170/7

Support in parts submission 1237/3

Karen Pegrume

1025/6

The policy area is obsessed with landscape
values but has done little analysis of those
values.

Prosperity Ltd

1235/1

Seeks that Section 7.6.1.1 be amended to read:
7.6.1.1 Zones and Policy Areas
....... (a) General Rural Zone; (i) West Coast
Rural Policy Area
The General Rural Zone represents the area
As such a lower density of subdivision and
settlement and greater protection of significant
natural features is a likely outcome.
Some parts of the coastal/rural landscapes of
South Head and the west coast of the Kaipara
Harbour are considered to be exposed to
greater risk to the effects of development than
other parts of the General Rural Zone.
Insensitive development in these areas has the
potential to significantly degrade the
coastal/rural character and environmental and
amenity values present. A separate policy area
has been identified within the General Rural
Zone - the West Coast Rural Policy Area which
applies additional development controls over
buildings. The basis for the separate policy
area is that the area is under increasing
pressure for further development and needs
additional management to ensure that the rural
character, environment and amenity values are
retained, and to ensure that development
occurs in a manner that complements the
coastal/rural landscape within which it is
located.

Federated Farmers of
Zealand

New

FS1273/88

Supports submission 1235/1

Mighty River Power Limited

FS1170/34

Support in parts submission 1235/1

Prosperity Ltd

1235/2

Policy 7.8.1.2.6 be deleted or amended to read:
Policy 7.8.1.2.6

Subdivision and land use activities in the West
Coast Rural Policy Area should be undertaken
so that the existing rural/coastal character is
retained and cumulative adverse effects on the
rural/coastal character, amenity values,
significant natural areas and sensitive coastal
landscape features within the area do not
result.

Federated Farmers of
Zealand

New

FS1273/89

Supports submission 1235/2

Prosperity Ltd

1235/3

Delete Policy 7.8.1.2.7 or amend to read:
Policy 7.8.1.2.7

Buildings and structures in the West Coast
Rural Policy Area should be designed, located
and of a scale to ensure that they do not
adversely affect the landscape character or the
environmental and amenity values of the policy
area.

This policy seeks to achieve Objectives
7.8.1.1.1and 7.8.1.1.2




Federated Farmers of New | FS1273/90 Supports submission 1235/3

Zealand

Prosperity Ltd 1235/10 7.8.1.2 General Rural Zone Policies: Amend the
Explanations and Reasons by adding a third
paragraph as follows:

The rural/coastal areas identified as 'West
Coast Rural Policy Area' are recognised as
being under increasing pressure for further
development. This places the character of the
coastal/rural landscape and the environmental
and amenity values of this area at greater risk
than other parts of the General Rural zone. To
protect the landscape character and
environmental and amenity values present, the
location of buildings and structures are afforded
a higher level of control.

Federated Farmers of New | FS1273/97 Supports submission 1235/10

Zealand

Mighty River Power Limited FS1170/31 Support in parts submission 1235/10

R J Pride Family Trust and | 1174/2 Policy 7.8.1.2.6: Amend to reflect that rural

Estate of RJ and A M A Pride activity related buildings are a necessary and
recognised component of the rural environment
and that the existing environment is already
significantly modified.

Federated Farmers of New | FS1273/47 Supports submission 1174/2

Zealand

R J Pride Family Trust and | 1174/3 Policy 7.8.1.2.7: Amend to reflect that rural

Estate of RJ and A M A Pride activity related buildings are a necessary and
recognised component of the rural environment
and that the existing environment is already
significantly modified.

Federated Farmers of New | FS1273/48 Supports submission 1174/3

Zealand

Hemi Rau on behalf of Otakanini | 1119/1 Amend Policy 7.8.1.2.6 as follows:

Topu Incorporated "Subdivision and land use activities in the West
Coast Rural Policy Area ............. within the area
are appropriately managed so that any adverse
effects from inappropriate subdivision, use or
development will be no more than minor."

Federated Farmers of New | FS1273/16 Opposes submission 1119/1

Zealand

Mighty River Power Limited FS1170/17 Supports submission 1119/1

Gerald & Alina Wimmer FS1303/46 Opposes submission 1119/1

Hemi Rau on behalf of Otakanini | 1119/2 Amend Policy 7.8.1.2.7 as follows:

Topu Incorporated "Buildings and structures (including fencing
............. located and of a scale that will avoid,
remedy or mitigate adverse effects on the
landscape character or the environmental and
amenity values of the policy area."

Federated Farmers of New | FS1273/17 Opposes submission 1119/2

Zealand

Mighty River Power Limited FS1170/18 Supports submission 1119/2

Gerald & Alina Wimmer FS1303/47 Opposes submission 1119/2

Hemi Rau on behalf of Otakanini | 1119/5 Such other additional or consequential relief as

Topu Incorporated necessary to achieve consistency with the
amendments requested to satisfy the concerns
of the Trust (as set out in submissions 1119/1-
4) or such other alternative relief to satisfy the
concerns of the Trust.

Federated Farmers of New | FS1273/20 Opposes submission 1119/5

Zealand

Gerald & Alina Wimmer FS1303/50 Opposes submission 1119/5

Royal Forest & Bird Protection | 1295/2 Clarify what fencing is to be permitted or not in

Society of New Zealand Inc.

Policy 7.8.1.2.7 and subsequent Rules.




55 (identical) further
submissions. Refer to Appendix
1 for the full listing.

Opposes submission 1295/2

Federated Farmers of New | FS1273/117 Opposes submission 1295/2

Zealand

Royal Forest and Bird | 1121/1 7.6.1.1 Zones and Policy Areas: Support

Protection Society Inc.

Horticulture New Zealand FS1274/5 Opposes submission 1121/1

55 (identical) further Opposes submission 1121/1

submissions. Refer to Appendix

1 for the full listing.

Royal Forest and Bird | 1121/2 Policy 7.8.1.2.6: Support

Protection Society Inc.

Horticulture New Zealand FS1274/6 Opposes submission 1121/2

55 (identical) further Opposes submission 1121/2

submissions. Refer to Appendix

1 for the full listing.

Royal Forest and Bird | 1121/3 Policy 7.8.1.2.7: Delete specific reference to

Protection Society Inc. fencing.

55 (identical) further Opposes submission 1121/3

submissions. Refer to Appendix

1 for the full listing.

Royal Forest and Bird | 1121/4 7.8.1.2 General Rural Zone Policies: Support

Protection Society Inc.

Horticulture New Zealand FS1274/7 Opposes submission 1121/4

55 (identical) further Opposes submission 1121/4

submissions. Refer to Appendix

1 for the full listing.

Royal Forest and Bird | 1121/5 7.8.1.3 Explanations and Reasons: Support, but

Protection Society Inc. clarify description "West Coast of the Kaipara
Harbour."

55 (identical) further Opposes submission 1121/5

submissions. Refer to Appendix

1 for the full listing.

Neil Waller 1244/1 7.6.1.1 Zones and Policy Areas: It is wrong that
the pattern of vegetation removal in the area is
greater than occurred elsewhere in Rodney.
Many more trees in South Head now than 50
years ago.

Disagree that the area needs special
management because of its proximity to
Auckland - west coast not comparable to the
east coast in terms of preference of a living
area.

Neil Waller 1244/2 Policy 7.8.1.2.6 and Policy 7.8.1.2.7: Should be
deleted as they stifle growth and limit
landowner's options to sell parcels of land.

Mighty River Power Limited FS1170/20 Opposes submission 1244/2

Sharon Waller 1254/1 7.6.1.1 Zones and Policy Areas: It is wrong that
the pattern of vegetation removal in the area is
greater than occurred elsewhere in Rodney.
Many more trees in South Head now than 50
years ago.

Disagree that the area needs special
management because of its proximity to
Auckland - west coast not comparable to the
east coast in terms of preference of a living
area.

Sharon Waller 1254/2 Policy 7.8.1.6 and Policy 7.8.1.2.7: Should be
deleted as they stifle growth and limit
landowner's options to sell parcels of land.

Mighty River Power Limited FS1170/21 Opposes submission 1254/2




MGR,GF, &JR Webber 1143/1 7.6.1.1 Zones and Policy Areas: Part 1 -

Implementation. Do NOT create a separate
area called the West Coast Rural Policy Area.

MGR,GF, &JR Webber 1143/2 Part 2 — 7.8.1.2 General Rural Zone Policy. Do

NOT create a separate area called the West
Coast Rural Policy Area.

MGR,GF, &JR Webber 1143/3 Part 3 - Policy 7.8.1.2.7: Buildings and

Structures. Do NOT create a separate area
called the West Coast Rural Policy Area.

MGR,GF, &JR Webber 1143/4 Part 3 — 7.8.1.3 General Zone Description. Do

NOT create a separate area called the West
Coast Rural Policy Area.

2.2

2.2.1.

Comment

Section 7.6.1.1 - Zones and Policy Areas

Section 7.6.1.1 provides background information to the Policy Area and a description of the
intent of the Policy Area. Currently the section is worded as follows:

7.6.1.1 Zones and Policy Areas
....... (a) General Rural Zone: (i) West Coast Rural Policy Area
The General Rural Zone represents the area......

The coastal/rural landscapes of South Head and the west coast of the Kaipara Harbour are
considered to be exposed to greater risk to the effects of development than other parts of
the General Rural Zone. Insensitive development in these areas has the potential to
significantly degrade the semi-remote coastal/rural character and environmental and
amenity values present. A separate policy area has been identified within the General
Rural Zone - the West Coast Rural Policy Area which applies additional development
controls over buildings, and more stringently controls earthworks, tree and bush removal,
and wetland/watercourse modification. The basis for the separate policy area is that the
area_is_under_increasing pressure for further development due to its proximity to
metropolitan Auckland and needs additional management to ensure that the rural and
semi-remote character, environment and amenity values are retained, and to ensure that
development _occurs in_a manner_that complements the coastal/rural landscape. The
provisions also recognize that the historic pattern of vegetation removal in the area is
greater than has occurred elsewhere in the Rodney District and seeks to protect and retain
what remains.

The submissions to section 7.6.1.1 and requests for amendment are discussed below.
Eleven submissions addressed the content of section 7.6.1.1 Zones and Policy Areas:

e three submissions disagreed with the last sentence of section 7.6.1.1 (related to
historic vegetation removal patterns and sought to delete the sentence. Three further
submissions support the request;

e one submission opposed section 7.6.1.1 in full stating “Do not create a separate area
called the West Coast Policy Area”;

e three of the submissions sought to amend the content of section 7.6.1.1(a) (i) by
reducing the extent of area referred to as the West Coast Rural Policy Area; deleting
the reference to ‘semi-remote’ character; deleting to the increasing pressure for
growth due to proximity to Auckland; and deleting references about the more
stringent controls for earthworks, tree and bush removal and wetland/watercourse
modification. The reference to historic vegetation loss is also sought to be deleted.
The submissions were supported by seven further submissions on the basis that
provision needs to be made in the variation for activities normally expected in rural
areas to take place in a practical manner as permitted activities;

e three of the submissions queried the existence of growth pressure within the Policy
Area ;

e one submission registered support for section 7.6.1.1. There were 56 further
submissions registering opposition on the grounds that the variation does not
promote the sustainable management of the resources of the District, or provide for
normal farming activities and ancillary activities to take place in a practical manner.



Discussion

Those submissions seeking the deletion of the last sentence of section 7.6.1.1 — which refers
to there being a greater historic pattern of vegetation removal in the area, are recommended
to be accepted. The recommendation is made on principle. A map (to be included as
Appendix 7H) showing the percentage of indigenous cover left in the Auckland Region was to
be notified as part of Variation 132, but was not (due to administrative error). Proposed
Appendix 7H showed parts of the West Coast Rural Policy Area where only 10 - 20% of
indigenous cover is left — compared to an average of 30% across the wider district. Without
the Appendix 7H being included in the PDP, the approach to vegetation protection will need to
be amended, and the sentence should be removed as a consequence. Accordingly it is
recommended that the sentence is deleted as requested. It is further recommended that the
tree removal provisions at Rule 7.9.4.1.9 are also amended to delete the provisions relating to
Appendix 7H.

That aspect of the submissions seeking to amend 7.6.1.1(a) (i) by reducing the extent of the
area referred to as West Coast Rural Policy Area; deleting the reference to ‘semi-remote’
character; deleting references about the more stringent controls for earthworks, tree and bush
removal and wetland/watercourse maodification are recommended to be rejected. These
references are integral to the intent of the Policy Area and for the reasons discussed earlier in
the report, should be retained.

The submissions opposing section 7.6.1.1 on the basis that there is no development pressure
created by the proximity of the Policy Area to metropolitan Auckland are recommended to be
rejected. The development pressure from Auckland is an established issue in the District Plan
as is the growth pressure associated with the proximity of the Policy Area to the coastline.
These matters are already identified in the District Plan Chapter 7 Rural -Introduction (section
7.1). The relevant extracts are reproduced below:

Lifestyle development has occurred in the areas close to the
metropolitan Auckland and increasingly, along the coastal fringe on
both coasts...

Key Pressure — The Auckland Region continues to experience
significant growth and the next fifty years may see a doubling of the
population to 2 million.... Continued demand for rural lifestyle
opportunities within Rodney District is expected throughout the fifty
year horizon of the Auckland Growth Strategy....

As well as in the metropolitan fringe area the District continues to face
growth pressured in coastal areas...Once again the demand for
lifestyle activities places significant pressure on the coastal landscape,
the beaches and harbours of the District.

Variation 132 is a targeted response to this knowledge of growth pressure. Rodney District
population projections support the District Plan and Variation 132 with the most recent growth
model of rural population being the model for 1991 - 2051 outlined in the Rodney Rural
Strategy Summary Background Issues Paper. The issues paper is public information and
available on the Council’s website. Of particular relevance to Variation 132 is that the growth
model 1991 - 2051 highlights that growth in Rodney is significantly higher in the Western ward
and that this pattern is expected to continue. See earlier comments in section 1 of this report.

The submission seeking “Do not create... West Coast Policy Area” in relation to section
7.6.1.1 is recommended to be rejected. It is considered that section 7.6.1.1 provides an
appropriate and necessary description of the background and intent of the Policy Area and
should be retained.

The submission registering support for section 7.6.1.1 is recommended to be accepted in part
having regard to the above recommendation to delete reference to historic vegetation loss in
the Policy Area and to delete the provisions relating to Appendix 7H.

Those submissions highlighting the need to clarify the geographical descriptions of the Policy
Area as it relates to the Kaipara coastline are acknowledged. To clarify the written description



2.2.2.

of the Policy Area, it is recommended that the reference to ‘the west coast of the Kaipara
Harbour ‘ is amended to read ‘the coastline of the Kaipara Harbour’.

7.8.1.2 General Rural Policies

Section 7.8.1.2 of the District Plan sets out the policies for the General Rural Zone. Variation
132 introduces two additional policies which are particular to the proposed Policy Area. They
are Policy 7.8.1.2.6 and Policy 7.8.1.2.7. Currently these policies are worded as follows:

Policy 7.8.1.2.6
Subdivision and land use activities in the West Coast Rural Policy Area should be

undertaken so that a non-urban, rural, semi-remote character is retained and
cumulative adverse effects on the rural/coastal character, amenity values, significant
natural areas and sensitive coastal landscape features within the area do not result.
This policy seeks to achieve Objectives 7.8.1.1.1 and 7.8.1.1.2.

Policy 7.8.1.2.7
Buildings and structures (including fencing which is not post and batten) and access in

the West coast Rural Policy Area should be designed and located and of a scale to
ensure that they do not adversely affect the landscape character or the environmental
and amenity values of the policy area.

This policy seeks to achieve Obijectives 7.8.1.1.1 and 7.8.1.1.2.

(i) With respect to section 7.8.1.2 General Rural Policies:

e one submission registered support for the new policies at 7.8.1.2. There were 56
further submissions opposing this submission;

e one submission registered opposition to section 7.8.1.2 and sought ‘Do not create
...West Coast Rural Policy Area’;

e one submission sought to amend the proposed objectives, policies and zone
descriptions to further identify and explain the unique status of the coastal
environment and to amend the proposed objectives, policies and zone descriptions
and rules, and to require enhancement of the amenity and environmental values of
the Policy Area. Three further submissions registered opposition to the relief sought;

e three submissions sought to amend the explanations and reasons to omit the
references to the proximity of the Policy Area to metropolitan Auckland and
associated non-rural development. Five further submissions supported the request;

e one submission sought to amend the explanations and reasons to specify vegetation
removal, wetland and water course modification provisions are exempt from rural
activities.

Discussion

The submission registering support for the policies at 7.8.1.2 is recommended to be accepted.
It is considered that Variation 132 is warranted, as set out in the section 32 analysis; in order
that the character, amenity and environmental values of the policy area are protected and
retained.

The submission opposing the West Coast Rural Policy Area and the proposed wording of
section 7.8.1.2 is recommended to be rejected. The variation is considered to be warranted
as set out in the Section 32 analysis.

The submission seeking to amend the proposed objectives, policies and zone descriptions to
further identify and explain the unique status of the coastal environment and to amend the
proposed objectives, policies and zone descriptions and rules, and to require enhancement of
the amenity and environmental values of the Policy Area is recommended to be rejected. The
descriptions of the Policy Area, including its coastal location, are adequately provided for in
the proposed provisions. The enhancement of amenity and environmental values is important
in all parts of the rural area, and not confined to the proposed Policy Area. The current
objectives, policies and rules already provide for enhancement and protection of amenity and
environmental across all of the rural zones. No amendments are considered necessary in this
regard.



The submissions seeking to amend the Explanations and Reasons to section 7.8.1.2 General
Rural Zone Policies are recommended to be rejected. The submitter’s requests included
deletion of references about development pressure that are not directly related to rural
production activity arising from proximity of the Policy Area to metropolitan Auckland; the
deletion of references to the corresponding demand for rural residential development in
coastal locations; and the deletion of references to earthworks, vegetation removal and
wetland/watercourse modification being afforded a higher level of control.

The explanations and reasons section of the variation summarises the background and
provisions of the Policy Area and retention of those references is considered necessary to
provide a coherent context for the variation. The recommendation also takes into account the
recommendations in sections 3 and 4 of this report to retain the proposed rules introduced by
Variation 132 (with minor amendments). On this basis, the retention of the proposed wording
of section 7.8.1.2 (Explanations and Reasons) is considered appropriate and necessary.

(i)  Policies 7.8.1.2.6 and 7.8.1.2.7

With respect to Policy 7.8.1.2.6:

o four submissions sought to amend the policy to reflect that buildings are a component
of the rural environment. There were 60 further submissions in support based on the
need for sustainable and economic growth;

e three submissions sought to amend the policy to refer generically to ‘existing rural
character’ and to delete the reference to non-urban, rural, semi-remote character.
There were four further submissions in support;

e two submissions sought to amend the reference to adverse effects by inserting
references to avoid, remedy or mitigate in place of the current reference which seeks
that adverse effects do not result. Fifty-eight further submissions opposed the
request. Two further submissions registered support;

e two submissions were made in support of policy 7.8.1.2.6. Fifty-seven further
submissions registered opposition to this;

e two submissions sought to delete policy 7.6.1.1 on the grounds that it stifles growth
and options to sell land. Two further submissions registered opposition.

Discussion

The submissions requesting that Policies 7.8.1.2.6 ‘reflect that rural activity related buildings
are a necessary and recognised component of the rural environment’ are recommended to be
rejected. The recommendation recognises that descriptions of the various components of
rural character and environment, including densities of buildings and structures are already
set out in Section 7.2 Resource Management Issues at Issue 7.2.1- Rural character. These
are reproduced below:

Issue 7.2.1 Rural Character — Many factors come together to create rural character...
In general the elements making up “rural character” include

(a) The predominance of natural features over man made features

(b) A very high ration of space not built upon (open space) to build upon space on
individual sites

(c) The presence of large areas of vegetation, in the form of grass, trees, crops and
indigenous vegetation

(d) The presence of large numbers of farmed animals and extensive area of plan or
fruit crops and plantation forests

(e) Noises, smells and visual effects associated with the use of the land for a wide
range of farming, horticultural, mineral extraction and forestry purposes.

(H A low density of building and structures because site sizes are in hectares rather
than square meters

(g) Low population densities

(h) Generally narrow roads with swales/open drains, including a number of unsealed
and low speed geometry roads; and generally low traffic volumes

(i) A general absence of urban scale and urban type infrastructure, such as roads
with full kerb and channel, sealed footpaths and vehicle crossings, streetlight,
electricity transformers, bus shelters, telephone cabinets and demarcated car
parking areas on roads



() The use of land for mineral extraction activities.

It is unnecessary repetition to reproduce the individual components of rural character within
the policies — noting that all of the components, not just buildings would need to be re-
identified.

The submissions to Policy 7.8.1.2.6 seeking to delete the references to ‘non-urban, rural,
semi-remote’ character and replace them with the words ‘the existing rural/coastal character’
are recommended to be rejected. The words ‘non-urban, rural and semi-remote’ are
considered to be an appropriate description of the existing character of the Policy Area and
provide a clear direction for the assessment of subdivision and land use activity in order to
retain this character. The relief sought is not considered to improve the interpretation of the
policy. On this basis it is recommended that the current wording should be retained.

The submissions seeking amendment of Policy 7.8.1.2.6 to delete the words ‘do not result’
and replace them with ‘are appropriately managed so that any adverse effects from
inappropriate subdivision, use or development will be no more than minor’ is recommended to
be rejected. Fifty-six further submissions opposed the relief sought, of these, 56 were made
on the basis that the submitters were encouraging wind farms whilst seeking to restrict
farmers activities. It is recommended that the amendments requested are rejected. The
avoidance of inappropriate subdivision, use or development is considered to be a matter of
national importance (e.g. New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement) and this principle is sought
to be reinforced through the provisions introduced within the variation.

The submissions of support for policy 7.8.1.2.6 are recommended to be accepted. The
outcomes sought within the policy, to achieve the protection of the character, amenity and
environment of the Policy Area, are considered to be reasonable in the context of the
development and growth pressures identified for the Policy Area and rationale for the
variation.

The submissions seeking to delete Policies 7.6.1.2.6 and 7.6.1.2.7 in order to enable growth
and enablement of landowners’ options to sell parcels of land are recommended to be
rejected. The introduction of additional controls related to development within the Policy Area
is considered to be warranted as set out in the section 32 analysis, and the measures
introduced are considered to represent an appropriate and balanced approach to managing
the economic, social and environmental outcomes sought for the Policy Area.

With respect to Policy 7.8.1.2.7:

e four submissions sought to amend the policy to reflect that buildings are a component
of the rural environment. There were 61 further submissions of support;

e six submissions sought to delete reference to fencing;

e three submissions sought to delete reference to access. Four further submissions
registered support;

e two submissions registered general support. One sought to delete fencing references,
one sought to refer to rural coastal landscape character rather than just landscape
character;

e two submissions sought to refer to avoiding, remedying or mitigating adverse effects
rather than the current wording which is ‘to ensure (buildings) do not result in adverse
effects’. Fifty-eight further submissions registered opposition to the relief sought. Two
further submissions were in support of the relief sought;

e two submissions sought to delete policy 7.8.1.2.7 on the grounds that it stifles growth
and land sales. Two further submissions opposed the relief sought;

e one submission sought to include a new policy to recognise the significance to the
country of renewable electricity generation. The submission was opposed by 56
further submissions and supported by one further submission.






