
Proposed Nelson Fresh Water Plan Change - Summary of All  
Submissions in Topic Order 

  

General General comments 

Sub#: 11 Transpower New Zealand Statement#: 1 

 Details Transpower supports the main thrust and intent of the objectives, policies and rules on the management of freshwater 

quality, however some of these require further clarification, explanation or amendment. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Retain all objectives, policies, rules and explanation without further modification except for those changes specified 

in the attached schedules and any additions, deletions or consequential amendments made necessary as a result of the 

matters raised in the submissions. 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 1 

 Details The Plan Change fails to establish a consistent, equitable, and effects based permitted activity baseline.  While it is 

recognised that the approach taken arises from the work of the Freshwater Working Party, the resultant regulation 

must be able to pass the tests established under section 32 of the Act.  The proposed policies, objectives and rules 

would fail a rigorous section 32 analysis.   

  

 The Plan Change also fails to provide for the economic wellbeing of the District’s communities and, in doing so, 

fails to meet the purpose of the Act.  

  

 The rules need to consider what the permitted baseline is across all activities and ensure that it is consistent and 

clearly provided for. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the Plan Change to ensure that a reasonable, equitable, and effects based permitted baseline is clearly 

established in the objectives, policies, and rules. 

 

  Support  X14 NZ Vegetable and Potato Growers & Fruitgrowers Federations  1 

 

Sub#: 14 Weyerhaeuser New Zealand Statement#: 1 
 Details 

 Reasons 

 Remedy This Freshwater Plan Change takes a broad brush approach even though there are no adverse effects under the 

current Plan.   This promotes an inefficient use of Council personnel and will result in high enforcement costs. 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 1 

 Details The provisions of the plan change are generally supported, unless specific submissions state otherwise. The contents 

of this variation are considered to be necessary to achieve the Council’s responsibilities set by the RMA and the 

objectives set out in the NRPS. 

 Reasons NCC is to be congratulated for producing a plan change that addresses the significant issues facing the city in 

managing the effects of all activities which impact on Nelson’s freshwater resources, in accordance with the 

purposes and principles of the RMA. 
  

 The Department has appreciated the opportunities it has had to contribute to the working group forum and comment 

on the draft plan change.  The specific submissions that follow are intended to be constructive suggestions to 

improve the quality of the plan. 

 Remedy Retain the plan change in its present form, subject to the decisions sought in our submissions. 

 

  Support  X20 Transit New Zealand       72 
   Transit opposes parts of the Proposed Plan Change. 

   Transit submits that the provisions of the Plan Change noted in its submission on the 

Proposed Plan Change are: 

   - overly restrictive; 

   - do not adequately provide for Transit’s activities, including: 

      - routine repair and maintenance activities; 

      - construction works; and 

      - temporary works associated with repair and maintenance or construction activities; are 

contrary to established resource management principles; will not achieve the purpose of the 

RMA; and are contrary to Part II and other provisions of the RMA. 

   - Are contrary to established resource management principles; 



   - Will not achieve the purpose of the RMA; 

   - Are contrary to Part II and other provisions of the RMA.  

 

 

Sub#: 18 Shell, BP, Caltex and Mobil oil companies Statement#: 1 

 Details The Companies support the main thrust and intent of the objectives, policies and rules on the management of 

freshwater quality, however some of these require further clarification, explanation or amendment. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Retain all objectives, policies, rules and explanation without further modification except for those changes specified 

in our submission and any additions, deletions or consequential amendments made necessary as a result of the 

matters raised in our submission. 

  

 Any other such relief as required to give effect to our submission. 

Sub#: 25 Transit New Zealand Statement#: 1 
 Details 

 Reasons 

 1 

 Remedy Many of  the provisions of the Plan Change: 

 - Are overly restrictive; 

 - Do not adequately provide for Transit’s activities, including: 

    (a) Routine repair and maintenance activities; 

    (b) Construction works; and  

    [c] Temporary works associated with repair and maintenance or construction activities; 

 - are contrary to established resource management principles; 

 - will not achieve the purpose of the RMA; and 

 - are contrary to Part II and other provisions of the RMA. 

 

Sub#: 30 Raine, Julian Statement#: 1 

 Details The Submitter is concerned that, as one of the largest private rural landowners in Nelson, he was not invited to be 

directly involved in the drafting and consultation process leading up to the Freshwater Plan Change. 

 Reasons The Submitter has an expansive practical knowledge of the issues the Freshwater Plan seeks to address, particularly 

within the rural environment.  Practical knowledge of restorative works, stream flows and farm activities around 

waterways have all been built up through the work undertaken by the Submitter in conjunction with assistance from 

the Community Projects Coordinator.  This knowledge should have been incorporated into the Freshwater Plan. 

 Remedy Establish a working group with local farmers to ensure provisions are practical. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 98 

 The submitter's opinion is based on many years of experience of needing to protect the natural  

 environment while actively farming.  He raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies 

and  they will deliver more sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change currently 

provides, within the principles and purposes of the RMA. 

Sub#: 31 Staig & Smith Ltd Statement#: 1 

 Details 

 Reasons 

 Remedy We acknowledge the need to ensure sustainable management of Nelson’s freshwater resources and supports the 

integration of the Freshwater Plan with the Nelson Resource Management Plan as well as the integration of 

freshwater considerations into existing policies and rules within the Plan zones.  However, we have some concerns 

with the Freshwater Plan provisions particularly in relation to Appendix 14a Low Impact Stormwater Guideline. 

 Support X 8 Sarah Ayre 2 

 By segregating policy/plan formulation and decision-making into lots of different compartments 

(e.g. coastal plan, freshwater plan, stormwater and flooding, water supply, recreation, sewerage 

treatment and land management) suitable strategies for the human community as a whole to live in 

harmony with itself and its environment on which it depends are easily missed. 

 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 1 
 Details 

 Reasons 

 Remedy This is a great document to work from.  In addressing a wide range of issues vitally affecting Nelson's waterbodies, 

Council identifies sound management options for each issue and presents appropriate reasons. 
 



Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 1 
 Details 

 Reasons 

 Remedy In general, Fish and Game supports most of the provisions of the plan.  Specific issues have been highlighted and 

specific alternative wording is sought to replace the current wording in a number of places.   The absence of 

comment in this submission means that Fish and Game supports the proposed wording. 
 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 2 

 Details The proposed Plan Change, as notified, uses a different numbering system to that of the update to the Nelson 

Resource Management Plan.  This makes the process more complicated and uncertain than is necessary.  It is not 

clear how Council will deal with submissions that use the update as the basis of a submission as opposed to the 

notified Plan Change.   

  

 Even within the notified Plan Change, the numbering system is in conflict.  MW.19 is the definition for Commercial 

Activity (amendments to existing definitions) and for Median Flow (New Definitions). 

  

 The Council should establish a single numbering system that is utilised throughout the process. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy 1. Re-issue the Plan update such that the numbering is consistent with the notified Plan Change. 

 2. Withdraw the notified Plan Change and re-issue with a single, consistent, and clear numbering / identification 

system. 

 Support X 23 Weyerhaeuser NZ Inc. 1

 We support the submission that there be a reissue of the Plan update. It has been difficult cross  
 referencing the proposed changes due to the inconsistency in numbering between the notified 

version  

Sub#: 14 Weyerhaeuser New Zealand Statement#: 2 
 Details 

 Reasons 

 Remedy The Resource Management Act 1991 requires that a section 32 evaluation be undertaken in order to justify changes 

to any Rules. It does not appear that this analysis has been done. 

Sub#: 24 Vegfed Statement#: 2 

 Details The pressure in the Nelson area is coming from urban development.  However this urban growth is impacting on the 

small number of rural properties that still remain in Nelson.  The regime that the Plan brings into place unfairly 

penalises rural landowners who now find themselves located near a growing city.  Not enough recognition is given to 

the role that the rural area provides to Nelson City.  The overly prescriptive regime merely acts as an incentive to 

subdivide, sell and move on. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Make amendments to the Plan Change to ensure that the rural area is not penalised as a result of urban growth. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 46 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The  

 submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 84 

 Rural land owners are being penalised due to bias towards supporting urban development. 

Sub#: 30 Raine, Julian Statement#: 2 

 Details The Submitter has been involved in the following projects on his land: 

 (i) Restoration of waterways and creation of wetlands. 

 (ii) Planting of riparian areas and ongoing maintenance (pest and weed control). 

 (iii) Fencing off riparian areas. 

 (iv) Retiring areas of farm for regeneration. 

 (v) Monitoring and protecting stream flows within the farm from potential effects of the farm dam. 

 (vi) Monitoring the effects of water takes for stock and cowshed uses to ensure stream flows are protected. 

 (vii) Ensuring wastewater discharge provisions are complied with. 

 Reasons The Freshwater Plan should provide recognition for the preservation of essentially public goods on private land, 

which the Submitter has been actively involved in.  This can be addressed through the provision of the following 

incentives by Council  and/or in conjunction with other agencies such as DOC. 

 Remedy Provide incentives to ease the burden of the protection of public goods on private property, in the following ways: 

 (i) Provision of pest and weed control within riparian restoration areas. 

 (ii) Provision of advice, nursery plants and assistance with establishment. 



 (iii) Assistance with fencing. 

 (iv) Rates relief for replanted and fenced off riparian areas. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 99 

 The submitter's opinion is based on many years of experience of needing to protect the natural  

 environment while actively farming.  He raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies 

and  they will deliver more sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change currently 

provides, within the principles and purposes of the RMA. 

 Oppose X 21 Rosemary Callaghan 10 

 I agree that the Freshwater Plan Change needs to reflect those landowners preserving native bush.   

 Help is needed.  I agree with all points (i) to (iv) as suggestions on ways public good can be 

recognised by the Council. 

Sub#: 14 Weyerhaeuser New Zealand Statement#: 4 
 Details 

 Reasons 

 Remedy There has been a great deal of difficulty cross referencing the proposed changes due to inconsistency in numbering 

between the notified version (dated 20/5/04) and the updated version (dated 1/9/04). 

 Pages 27, 28 and 29 are duplicates of pgs 24,25,26 

  

 The proposed Change contains cross referencing to the Rules in the RM Plan rather than incorporating the text which 

results in time consuming searches. It would be more user friendly to incorporate the affected Rule. Remove the 

duplicate pages in the  earlier May 2004 version of the Plan Change. 

Sub#: 1 Ngatiawa Trust Statement#: 7 
 Details 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Support, as long as the freshwater plan change is not used at a later date to restrict, impede or impinge upon the set 

of rights, entitlements and expectations set out under various rights and Acts. 

 Support in Part X 20 Transit New Zealand 2 

 Transit supports this submission insofar as any Plan Change must respect existing rights. 

Sub#: 1 Ngatiawa Trust Statement#: 8 
 Details 

 Reasons 

 Remedy This Plan Change is important in the light of this Council's acknowledged and proven action of ignoring, over-riding 

and denying proof and evidence of non-compliance events in the past, present and future in other important areas. 

Sub#: 1 Ngatiawa Trust Statement#: 10 
 Details 

 Reasons 

 Remedy There is no mention of pest fish and any measures for containment and/or eradication of them. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 1 

 Pest fish need to be managed in order to protect water quality and the ecological balance of 

aquatic life. 

Sub#: 25 Transit New Zealand Statement#: 40 
 Details 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Transit also seeks the following further amendments: 

 - Any other amendments that address Transit’s concerns, including amendments to other provisions that Transit has 

not specifically requested be amended; and 

 - All consequential amendments to other provisions of the Proposed Plan. 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 49 

 Details Oppose: REr.107.4(c); ICr.81.4(c); SCr.71.4(b); INr73.4(c); and RUr78.4(b) 

 Reasons The reference to the "freshwater plan change" will create uncertainty when the plan change is operative. 

 Remedy Delete reference to "freshwater plan change" and replace with a more appropriate reference: eg "the extent of 

compliance with any plan provisions relating to streams, drains leading to streams, and any other waterbodies on the 

land to be subdivided." 



Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 69 

 Details Numbering is inconsistent in some parts of the Freshwater Plan Change 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend numbering, as required, to achieve consistency throughout the Plan Change. 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 73 

 Details Some of the freshwater provisions will be affected by the Resource Management and Electricity Legislation bill. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Make any necessary amendments to the freshwater plan change to give effect to the Resource Management and 

Electricity Legislation bill when it is passed. 

 Oppose X 14 NZ Vegetable and Potato Growers & Fruitgrowers Federations 2 

 Plan amendments based on this bill (Act when passed) should be treated as a new plan variation 

and  publicly notified. 

 Oppose X 13 Department of Conservation 1 

 Any amendments to the freshwater plan that are necessary to implement new legislation should be  

 made by way of a plan change or variation and with appropriate consultation with affected parties. 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 82 

 Details Carter Holt Harvey opposes all sections of the Plan Change 

 Reasons To give effect to the various amendments and changes identified in the above submissions, it may be necessary to 

make other consequential amendments and it is appropriate that this be done. 

 Remedy Make any other consequential amendments and alterations to the Proposed Plan Change as appropriate to give full 

and proper effect to CHH's submissions. 

 

 

Preliminary Recommendation 

sss 

Reasons 

sss 

 

 

Volume 1   Changes to Volume 1 of the RM Plan 

 

Sub#: 32 Royal Forest & Bird Protection Society Statement#: 1 

 Details DO5.1.2.i 

 Need to ensure wetland values are recognised. 

 Reasons Wetlands can be part of eco-corridors 

 Remedy Amend DO5.1.2.i to read: "Rivers, lakes and wetlands provide an obvious opportunity to provide continuous habitat 

corridors." 

 Oppose  X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 31 

 The submitter seeks remedies and amendments that impose unduly onerous and unreasonable 

costs on landowners, either financially or in terms of additional assessment and information 

requirements and lack practical understanding and knowledge.  These combine to generate 

outcomes that are contrary to the principles and purposes of the RMA. 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 2 

 Details AB3.1.ii: The amended wording proposed for AD6.2.i is considered a better way of describing how activities 

involving water may need a resource consent. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Retain the proposed amendment for AD6.2.i. 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 20 

 Details AD8.1.iii - The proposed amendment does not state what the lapse period will be for consents other than land use 

consents. 



 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the first sentence of AD8.1.iii as follows: 

 "Land Use Consents lapse after five years, and other resource consents lapse after a period of 2 years, if they have 

not been given effect to." 

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 75 

 The wording proposed by the submitter is inconsistent with section 125, RMA, which allows for a 

default period of 5 years. 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 24 

 Details DO5.1.2.i  - A minor amendment is suggested for the proposed new sentence. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the new sentence in DO5.1.2.i as follows: 

 "Rivers (and potentially wetlands) provide an opportunity to create continuous habitat corridors." 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 25 

 Details DO6.i - There is an inconsistency between the proposed amended sentence and the proposed definition of "riparian 

margin", which refers to areas of land adjacent to the coastal marine area. There is no definition of "coastal margin". 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Remove the references to coastal margins in all of section DO6. 

 

 

Preliminary Recommendation 

sss 

Reasons 

sss 

 

 

 

MW amend Changes to existing RM Plan definitions 

Sub#: 32 Royal Forest & Bird Protection Society Statement#: 2 

 Details MW.10 - definition of commercial activity. 

 The proposed inclusion does nothing to add to the the definition. 

 Reasons Council's intention regarding this definition needs to be more clearly expressed.  Does it relate to advertising rafts or 

punts?  Is it more of a signs issue, than commercial activities per se? 

 Remedy Delete proposed addition to commercial activity definition. 

 Oppose X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 32 

 The submitter seeks remedies and amendments that impose unduly onerous and unreasonable 

costs on landowners, either financially or in terms of additional assessment and information 

requirements and lack practical understanding and knowledge.  These combine to generate 

outcomes that are contrary to the principles and purposes of the RMA. 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 2 
 Details 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Support all the amended definitions - retain. 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 3 

 Details MW.31 Disturbance - The exclusions established for disturbance by hand tools and excavation or extraction of 

aggregate distort the definition.  Any exemption should be provided for under the rules or, if appropriate, a specific 

permitted activity rule  established for those activities so that they are subject to the same requirements as other 

activities as to the minimum permitted baseline standards. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the MW.31 disturbance definition to read: "in relation to rules in the Coastal Marine Area, includes 

excavation, dredging, drilling, and tunnelling. In relation  to any river or lake bed means the alteration, re-



distribution, or disturbance of the bed material by any means including vehicles, machinery, drilling, tunnelling, 

reclamation, excavation or extraction." 
  

 Or words of like effect. 

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 25 

  Exclusion of excavation or extraction of aggregate provides certainty that such activities are not 

governed by rules concerning bed disturbance. 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 3 

 Details Following a declaration from the Environment Court (ENV C 86/04) sought by Contact Energy Ltd, the deposition 

of alluvium as a result of damming is not considered to be "disturbance" within the meaning of the RMA. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add the following to the disturbance definition: "but does not include aggregate or the deposition of alluvium as a 

result of damming." 

 Oppose X 17 Carter Holt Harvey Forests 2 

 The Department seeks to limit the definition of disturbance in relation to Rule FWr.1 to mean, in 

effect, the same as restoration.  The Department appears to be seeking changes in a rule through 

amendments to the definition of a word which would distort the meaning of the word from 

accepted usage. 

Sub#: 24 Vegfed Statement#: 3 

 Details MW.54 - Hazardous substances 

 The Plan Change seeks to exclude agrichemicals registered for use in water from the definition for hazardous 

substances. 

  

 This approach is not supported because such agrichemicals are classed as hazardous substances under the Hazardous  

 Substances and New Organisms Act (1996) and they should not be excluded from the definition. 

  

 If Council seeks to use a different management regime for such substances then this should be reflected in the rules. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Delete exclusion for agrichemicals registered for use in water in the hazardous substances definition. 

 Support         X 22 Julian Raine 47 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The  

 submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

 Oppose X 13 Department of Conservation 5 

 The change sought would prejudice operations to control pest plant species in accordance with the  

 provisions of the Regional Pest Management Strategy. 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 4 

 Details The addition to the definition for restoration could be worded differently for better consistency and clarification. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the addition to the disturbance definition as follows: 

 "In relation to Rule FWr.1 (disturbance of river and lake beds, and wetlands) means returning a waterbody to a more 

natural state, for example restoring a piped section of a river to a natural bed form." 

 Oppose X 17 Carter Holt Harvey Forests 1 

 The Department seeks to limit the definition of disturbance in relation to Rule FWr.1 to mean, in 

effect, the same as restoration.  The Department appears to be seeking changes in a rule through 

amendments to the definition of a word which would distort the meaning of the word from 

accepted usage. 

Sub#: 25 Transit New Zealand Statement#: 4 

 Details The definition for maintenance should not exclude the armouring of structures or banks.  It should also include 

bridges, culverts and tunnels and retaining walls and other structures. 

 Reasons Transit undertakes the armouring of structures and banks with rock and other permanent material such as concrete, 

as part of its routine maintenance and repair activities.  Therefore, Transit considers that this addition to the 

definition is inappropriate and overly restrictive. 

 Remedy Amend the proposed amendment to the definition of "Maintenance" to read: 

 "for the avoidance of doubt, the meaning of 'maintenance' includes the armouring of structures or banks with rock or 



other permanent material, and includes clearance of gravel in or directly below or above culverts or bridges" and 

amend the definition of "maintenance" to include bridges, culverts, tunnels and retaining walls; 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 5 

 Details MW.47 Fresh Water - The legal convention when referring to any material from an external document in a rule in a 

Plan is that the material be reproduced within the body of the rule. This is to avoid the situation where a third party 

changes the content of the reference document such that it changes the original intent of the rule without the ability 

of anyone to challenge that change.  The most effective and simple device for avoiding such situations is to include 

the words of the material in the Plan or the specific rule.  Alternatively, the Court has accepted referencing external 

documents within a Plan so long as the version and publication date is stated. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend definition of freshwater to read: 

 "all water except coastal water and geothermal water.   Note:  In the Nelson City Council area the boundary between 

the fresh water environment and the Coastal Marine Area has been established through a legal agreement between 

Nelson City Council and the Minister of Conservation. This is shown in Appendix 25 of the Nelson Resource 

Management Plan." 

  

 Or words of like effect 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 6 

 Details MW.54 Hazardous Substances - The exclusion established for agrichemicals registered for use in water distorts the 

definition.  The definition should capture all examples of hazardous substances and any exemption provided for 

under the rules or, if appropriate, a specific permitted activity rule established for those activities such that they are 

subject to the same requirements as other activities as to the minimum permitted baseline standards. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy MW.54 - Delete "Note:  agrichemicals registered for use in water are excluded from this definition." 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 7 

 Details The amendments to the definition of ‘maintenance’ distort the definition.  The definition of maintenance should 

capture all examples of maintenance and any exemption provided for under the rules or, if appropriate, a specific 

permitted activity rule  established for those activities such that they are subject to the same requirements as other 

activities as to the minimum permitted baseline standards. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the definition of ‘Maintenance’ to read: 

 "For the avoidance of doubt, the meaning of 'maintenance' includes the armouring of any existing structures with 

rock or other permanent material, the addition of rock or other material to existing bank protection works, and the 

clearance of gravel in or directly below or above culverts and bridges." 

  

 Or words of like effect. 

 Support X 20 Transit New Zealand 26 

 This is consistent with Transit’s original submission (25/4), namely that the new exclusion is  

 inappropriate and overly restrictive.  The definition should not exclude the armouring of structures 

or banks and should also include bridges, culverts and tunnels and retaining walls and other 

structures. 

 Oppose X 13 Department of Conservation 3 

 The amendment sought to the definition would alter the effect of the permitted activity rules 

contrary to Part II and section 76 of the RMA. 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 8 

 Details MW.149 Structure - The Plan does not define what is ‘dry land’ making the definition uncertain.  It is assumed that 

the intention of the definition is to allow the capture of any structure fixed to the bed of a watercourse.  If this is the 

case, the definition should use these terms. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the definition of ‘Structure’ by adding the following: 

 "For the purposes of structures in the beds of rivers and lakes, 'structures' includes dams and bank protection 

structures fixed to bed." 

  

 Or words of like effect. 

 Support X 20 Transit New Zealand 27 



 The clarification proposed is appropriate and meets Transit’s concerns. 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 9 

 Details MW. 170 Water - oppose reference to the RMA definition. 

 Reasons The legal convention when referring to any material from an external document in rule in a Plan is that the material 

be reproduced within the body of the rule. This is to avoid the situation where a third party changes the content of the 

reference document such that it changes the original intent of the rule without the ability of anyone to challenge that 

change.  The most effective and simple device for avoiding such situations is to include the words of the material in 

the Plan or the specific rule.  Alternatively, the Court has accepted referencing external documents within a Plan so 

long as the version and publication date 

 Remedy Amend the definition of 'Water' to read:  is stated. 

 "a) water in all its physical forms whether flowing or not and whether over or under the ground:  

  b) includes fresh water, coastal water, and geothermal water,  

 c) does not include water in any form while in any pipe, tank, or cistern  

  This document relates to all freshwater resources including groundwater." 

  

 Or words of like effect. 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 10 

 Details MW. 171 Water Body - Notwithstanding Carter Holt Harvey’s concerns over open references to external documents, 

"River" is defined as meaning a continually or intermittently flowing body of fresh water; and includes a stream and 

modified water course; but does not include any artificial watercourse (including an irrigation canal, water supply 

race, canal for the supply of water for electricity power generation, and farm drainage canal).   

  

 These definitions are all encompassing in what they capture and are imprecise and uncertain. 

  

 Any rule in a Regional or District plan has the effect of regulation and, as such, must be clear and certain.  By using 

the definitions from the Act, the rules being considered in this Plan are uncertain and unclear making them 

unreasonable.   

  

 By capturing both intermittent and continually flowing bodies of water the rules capture any activity that occurs in, 

or discharges into, a valley bottom.  Even if, for the last 5 years, that valley bottom has been dry, a single storm 

event that causes that valley bottom to flow could render a land owner or manager in breach of one or more of the 

proposed rules.  Council must develop definitions that are clear and certain - being unaffected by changes in weather.   

  

 If the existing definitions of "River" and "Lake" are beyond submission, a new term, for example, 'Watercourse' 

should be drafted. 
 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the Document by: 

 1. Replacing all references to River, Lake, or Water Body with Watercourse; 

  

 2. Define Watercourse as meaning "any permanently flowing body of fresh water; and includes a stream and 

modified water course; but does not include any artificial watercourse (including an irrigation canal, water supply 

race, canal for the supply of water for electricity power generation, and farm drainage canal"; or words of like effect 

  

 3. Or, in the alternative, develop a definition for "Intermittently Flowing River or Lake" to mean: 

 "A river or lake that is dry at certain times and has one or more of the following characteristics: 

 a. Appears on the NZMS260 1:50 000 map; or 

 b. Has stable pools in late summer; or 

 c. Supports species of plants and animals that are adapted to wet conditions, for example:  

 - Native fish (bullies, kokopu, inanga) 

 - Crayfish 

 - Aquatic snails or shrimp 

 - Mayflies, stoneflies or caddisflies. 

  

 Or words of like effect. 

 Oppose X 13 Department of Conservation 4 

 The District contains a number of modified water courses that contain habitat for indigenous fish  

 populations and are also important for providing fish passage.  The relief sought is inconsistent 

with the definition of "river" in the RMA.   

 Intermittent water bodies can have values as habitat for some species of indigenous fish and  

 invertebrates.  Changes to these water bodies can also have effects on water quality and habitat 

values in permanent water bodies elsewhere in the catchment. 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 11 



 Details MW. 172 Wetland - Notwithstanding Carter Holt Harvey’s concerns over open references to external documents, the 

definition of wetland contained in the Act is uncertain as it captures those areas that are intermittently wet and/or are 

areas of pasture/production forest and exotic or indigenous rushes.  The rules of the plan have the effect of law and 

should be certain.  The definition should be amended to provide certainty to land owners. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the definition of Wetland to read: 

 "Wetland - A wetland is any naturally occurring wetland of 100m2 or more (with a minimum width of 5 metres) 

which is permanently or seasonally wet (in that the water table is at or near the ground surface during high water 

table conditions), and  which is dominated by indigenous wetland plant species including all or some of the 

following: 

 - Raupo 

 - Flax 

 - Sedge associations 

 - Kahikatea  

 - Cabbage tree 

 - Manuka/kanuka on peatlands 

 - Mangrove and saltmarsh 

 - Kuta 

  

 For the purposes of this Plan wetlands that have been created for conservation purposes, as a requirement of a 

resource consent, are included within the definition of 'indigenous wetlands'. The definition excludes wetlands 

created and subsequently maintained principally for or in connection with: 

 (a) Effluent treatment and disposal systems; or 

 (b) Stormwater management; or 

 [c] Water storage; or 

 (d) Other artificial wetlands, water courses or open drains. 

  

 The definition also excludes:  

a) Trees with a pasture understorey; or 

b) exotic rush/pasture communities; or 

c) land which has been modified prior to [notification date] to the extent that it is no longer ecologically viable. 

 

 Or words to like effect. 

 Oppose X 13 Department of Conservation 2 

 The definition proposed by the submitter is different to and inconsistent with the definition in the 

RMA.   

 It is not appropriate to exclude from the definition of wetland those wetlands that are less than 100  

m2  

 

 

Preliminary Recommendation 

sss 

Reasons 

sss 

 

 
 

MW new New definitions 

Sub#: 21 Smith, D & J and Others Statement#: 1 

 Details The definition of "minimum flow" provides the Council with complete discretion as to when all abstraction is to be 

suspended.  This is considered to generate uncertainty and not provide for adequate accountability. 

 The point at which abstraction is suspended i.e at the time of minimum flows, should be based on the occurrence of 

adverse effects on the environment.  The definition should therefore be linked to the avoidance of adverse effects and 

relate to the definition to "trigger flow". 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Reword MW.22 (minimum flow definition) to define "minimum flows" as the point that "adverse effects on the 

environment" are avoided, make reference to "trigger flow" (MW.44), and be linked directly to Ap28 of the Plan. 

Sub#: 11 Transpower New Zealand Statement#: 2 



 Details MW.32 -  the definition of replacement is very narrow in that it doesn’t allow for a replacement with the modern 

equivalent. For example, modern equipment may have lesser dimensions than older equipment, but would not be 

permitted within the definition. Likewise, a replacement should be able to be made in the same or similar position. It 

is not always possible to replace a transmission line support structure in exactly the same position because of 

foundation reasons. It is considered that  provided the overall effects fall within the general scope of what would be 

acceptable in terms of replacement under section  10 of the RMA, there should be greater flexibility for replacement 

of existing structures. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend MW.32 as follows:  

 "as it applies in Rule FWr.5 means the replacement of a structure of the same scale and dimensions and/or modern 

equivalent and located in the same or similar position. It does not include upgrading (see upgrade definition)." 

 Support in Part X 20 Transit New Zealand 11 

 Transit supports this submission insofar as it recognises that replacement may only be practically 

made to a similar position.  There should be some flexibility when dealing with the replacement of 

structures. 

Sub#: 21 Smith, D & J and Others Statement#: 2 

 Details The definition of "private stormwater discharge" unnecessarily contains the words "for which Nelson City Council is 

not responsible".  This reference to the Nelson City Council is superfluous to this definition. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the definition for private stormwater discharge by deleting the words "for which Nelson City Council is not 

responsible". 

 Oppose in Part X 3 Transpower New Zealand Ltd 3 

 The amendment to the definition has potentially significant consequences in terms of the 

regulatory approach taken in the Plan. The intention of the Plan is not to regulate inputs into 

Council infrastructure. The amendment to the definition as proposed could (notwithstanding that it 

also refers to discharges to a water body) result in an interpretation that all "connections" into 

Council infrastructure constitute a private stormwater network, and therefore require a controlled 

activity consent. This is inappropriate, as the Council’s intention appears to be to deal with the 

"connections" via bylaw. 

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 114 

 The approach in the Plan Change is to deal with public and private discharges separately.  NCC 

needs to be omitted from the definition of private stormwater discharge.  Transit also submits that 

it should be included in the definition and rules relating to public discharges. 

 Oppose in Part X 18 Shell NZ Ltd, BP Oil NZ Ltd, Caltex NZ Ltd, Mobil Oil NZ Ltd 1 

 The Oil Companies oppose the amendment to the definition because it has potential to have a  

 significant consequence in terms of the regulatory approach taken in the Plan. The intention of the  

 Plan is not to regulate inputs into Council infrastructure. The amendment to the definition as 

proposed could (notwithstanding that it also refers to discharges to a water body) result in an 

interpretation that all "connections" into Council infrastructure constitute a private stormwater 

network, and therefore require a controlled activity consent. This is inappropriate, as the Council’s 

intention appears to be to deal with the "connections" issue via bylaw. 

Sub#: 25 Transit New Zealand Statement#: 2 

 Details Lawfully established - this definition is confusing in as far as it refers to "other legislation". 

 Reasons The definition should be amended to provide for other circumstances where an activity has been lawfully 

established, eg where, at the time of establishment, there were no restrictions in a regional plan requiring resource 

consent for the activity.  For example, the definition could be amended to refer to "otherwise authorised" instead. 

 Remedy Amend the definition of "Lawfully established" to read: 

 "Lawfully established means as provided for by permitted activity rules, or resource consent, or is otherwise 

authorised." 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 2 

 Details MW.36 

 It appears the definition of stock effluent does not include direct discharges from stock into water bodies, such as 

occur at stock crossings. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy No change to MW.36 [stock effluent definition]. 

Sub#: 11 Transpower New Zealand Statement#: 3 



 Details MW.42 does not specify which rule it applies to (unlike MW.32), although it does refer to the heading of rule FWr.5. 

The  definition also contains a qualifier in terms of "minor", which is not considered necessary in the context of the 

definition. Minor upgrading is not defined elsewhere in the Plan. These two points may lead to inconsistent 

interpretations. 

 Reasons The key issue for Transpower is how rule FWr.5 is to be interpreted (see also Schedule 4). Provided Transpower can 

continue to undertake upgrading, as defined, on its lines over rivers, streams and lakes (i.e. because it is more than 5 

m above the beds) then the definitions will be acceptable. 

 Remedy Amend MW.42 as follows:  

 "as it applies in Rule FWr.5 means it is limited to the following upgrading: an increase in the carrying capacity, 

efficiency or  security of network utilities utilising the existing structures, or structures of a similar scale and 

character." 

 Support X 20 Transit New Zealand 12 

 The terminology creates potential confusion, and inclusion of a narrow definition of upgrade (ie,  

 extending to minor increases only) has the potential to make the provisions of the Plan Change 

unduly onerous and unworkable. 

Sub#: 21 Smith, D & J and Others Statement#: 3 

 Details The definition of reasonable domestic use could be interpreted to exclude (i.e. not "include") domestic consumption 

and use of water during low flows. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend 'reasonable domestic use' definition to provide for the domestic consumption and use of water during times 

of low flows. 

Sub#: 25 Transit New Zealand Statement#: 3 

 Details The public stormwater discharges definition refers to pipes owned and managed by Nelson City Council.  Transit 

considers that, as a road controlling authority which also owns and manages channels and pipes for the purposes of 

stormwater discharges, the definition should be amended to also refer to Transit. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the definition of "Public stormwater discharges" to read: 

 "Public stormwater discharges means discharges to a water body which have been collected in channels and pipes 

owned and managed by Nelson City Council, or any other road controlling authority". 

Sub#: 32 Royal Forest & Bird Protection Society Statement#: 3 

 Details MW.24 - pest plants definition 

 Using the Tasman-Nelson Regional Pest Management Strategy as the only trigger for pest plants is too exclusive. 

 Reasons The Strategy cannot quickly take into account any plant or animal that might become a pest.  The ability to include 

other pests that are, or are likely to become, a problem needs to be retained. 

 Remedy Amend pest plants definition by including: ".. Or plants contained in the National Pest Plant Accord as 'unwanted 

organisms' or subject to advice from the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry (MAF)" 

 Oppose X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 33 

 The submitter seeks remedies and amendments that impose unduly onerous and unreasonable 

costs on landowners, either financially or in terms of additional assessment and information 

requirements and lack practical understanding and knowledge.  These combine to generate 

outcomes that are contrary to the principles and purposes of the RMA. 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 3 
 Details 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Support all the new definitions - retain. 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 4 

 Details MW.33 Riparian Margin - The definition is reasonable and practical. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Retain MW.33 - riparian margin 

Sub#: 21 Smith, D & J and Others Statement#: 4 

 Details The definition of "minimum flow" and "trigger flow" are closely related.  Both definitions should make reference to 

the avoidance of adverse environmental effects. 



 Reasons 

 Remedy Redefine "trigger flow" in such a way that relates to "minimum flows" and the avoidance of adverse environmental 

effects, and be linked directly to Ap28 of the Plan." 

Sub#: 24 Vegfed Statement#: 4 

 Details MW.33 - Riparian Margin  

 The 2nd sentence of the definition does not define the riparian margin - rather it describes the function.  This is 

inappropriate in a definition. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Delete from the definition of riparian margins: "The riparian margin contributes to the natural functioning, character 

and quality of the water body or area and the land margins and associated ecosystems." 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 48 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The  

 submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

Sub#: 32 Royal Forest & Bird Protection Society Statement#: 4 

 Details MW.11 - Riparian Margins definition needs clarification. 

 Reasons 1. "character" needs to be shown as being "natural" as in section 6 of RMA 

 2. "quality" needs to be shown to refer to "water" as in section 6 of RMA 

 3. some waterways, lakes, coastal areas and wetlands may require a greater riparian margin than 5 metres. 

 4. riparian margins needs to be shown to include both private and publicly owned land (eg esplanade reserves and 

strips and legal roads) 

 5. there needs to be an acknowledgement that the riparian margins of rivers and streams other than those listed in 

Ap28.4 are also worthy of proper management. 

 Remedy Amend to read: 

 "The riparian margin contributes to the natural functioning and natural character of the water body, wetland, coastal 

marine area and their margins, to water quality and to associated ecosystems.  Riparian margins may be publicly 

owned land (eg esplanade reserves and strips, marginal strips, legal road) as well as land in private title and includes 

the margins (including river banks) of rivers, lakes, the coast and wetlands and is of a width of at least 5 metres.  

Riparian margins relate to all waterbodies, including those rivers listed in Appendix 28.4." 

 Oppose X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 34 

 The submitter seeks remedies and amendments that impose unduly onerous and unreasonable 

costs on landowners, either financially or in terms of additional assessment and information 

requirements and lack practical understanding and knowledge.  These combine to generate 

outcomes that are contrary to the principles and purposes of the RMA. 

Sub#: 14 Weyerhaeuser New Zealand Statement#: 5 
 Details 

 Reasons 

 Remedy We consider the definition of "river" is far too wide. The aims of the proposed Change would still be achieved with a 

narrower definition encompassing native fish and trout habitat streams. 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 5 

 Details The definition for agrichemicals should be in the singular, and an addition is suggested for land use activities. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the definition word to: "Agrichemical" 

 Add the following to the definition: "horticulture or related land use activity" 

Sub#: 21 Smith, D & J and Others Statement#: 5 

 Details The definitions of "replacement" and "upgrade", combined with the relevant freshwater rules, cause the need for 

many more resource consents.   Further consideration should be given to these definitions and rules for the purpose 

of determining whether the rules are "necessary" for the purpose of determining the most efficient and effective 

means of the various objectives.  It is submitted that the current combination of rules will lead to inefficient and very 

costly outcomes for little environmental benefit.  An example of this is the need for resource consent(s) for the 

installation of culverts at the time of subdivision development.  The assessment criteria for subdivision already allow 

consideration of impacts on freshwater values. 

 Reasons 



 Remedy Undertake a detailed assessment of the consequences of the definitions of  "replacement" and "upgrade" and the 

various freshwater rules.  Amend these definitions where necessary for the purpose of achieving environmental 

objectives in the cost efficient and effective manner, having regard to the risks involved and the costs and benefits of 

the current provisions. 

 Oppose in Part X 18 Shell NZ Ltd, BP Oil NZ Ltd, Caltex NZ Ltd, Mobil Oil NZ Ltd 2 

 The Oil Companies oppose the relief sought as it too general and lacks certainty. The Oil 

Companies are not opposed to the concern raised in the submission that the words trigger more 

consents than seems necessary. Any changes made as a result of that concern, however, should be 

by way of Variation. 

 Support X 20 Transit New Zealand 115 

 Transit supports further amendment that will promote efficiency in terms of obviating the need to 

apply for resource consents while protecting environmental bottom lines. 

 Oppose in Part X 3 Transpower New Zealand Ltd 4 

 The relief sought is too general and lacks certainty. Transpower is not opposed to the concern 

raised in the submission that the words trigger more consents than seems necessary. Any changes 

made as a result of the that concern, however should be by way of Variation. 

Sub#: 24 Vegfed  Statement#  5 

 Details MW.48 - Water Supply  

 A definition should describe the meaning of the words and should not include provisions of the Plan in the 

definition.  The wording of ‘independent supply’ contains matters which are best addressed in the provisions of the 

Plan, not a definition. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Delete the last two sentences in the definition of ‘water supply’ - "Resource consent is not required for this water 

take provided no more that 1m3 is taken per day.  Water quality is the responsibility of residents." 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 49 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The 

submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

Sub#: 32 Royal Forest & Bird Protection Society Statement#: 5 

 Details MW.43 - Urban streams definition should also relate to waterways that are not included in this list. (eg Saltwater 

Creek) 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Provide explanation in the urban streams definition that this list is not exclusive, or explain why other urban streams 

are not included in this list. 

 Oppose X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 35 

 The submitter seeks remedies and amendments that impose unduly onerous and unreasonable 

costs on landowners, either financially or in terms of additional assessment and information 

requirements and lack practical understanding and knowledge.  These combine to generate 

outcomes that are contrary to the principles and purposes of the RMA. 

Sub#: 1 Ngatiawa Trust Statement#: 6 

 Details Support the definitions. They are reasonable, discernible and appropriate. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Retain the definitions. 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 6 

 Details An addition is suggested to the aquifer definition to clarify the source of spring flows. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add the following to the aquifer definition: 

 "or flow to the ground surface to form springs and/or wetlands." 

Sub#: 14 Weyerhaeuser New Zealand Statement#: 7 

 Details A definition for "riparian margin" is not required as current resource consent procedures adequately achieve 

protection. 

 If a definition is required, this proposed definition is unworkable due to the wide definition of river which 



encompasses  ephemeral streams. Such streams can occur in a gully after rain, so 5 metre set backs will be required 

in areas unintended to  be affected by this measure. 

 The wide reaching effect of this proposal means smaller water systems that would be protected by planting of 

vegetation, which would also filter sediment, will be exposed to environmental risk. 
    Reasons 

 Remedy Definition for riparian margin is not required - resource consents procedure adequately protects the river 

environment. 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 7 

 Details This definition for crossing appears to describe the act of crossing (i.e. the verb) a water body while at the same time 

referring to the site where vehicles or stock cross (i.e. the noun). Therefore, the meaning of this definition is unclear. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Provide two definitions, if necessary, to distinguish between the two possible interpretations of "crossing". 

 Oppose X 17 Carter Holt Harvey Forests 3 

 The relief sought by the Department is unclear. 

Sub#: 25 Transit New Zealand Statement#: 7 

 Details FWr.18 and FWr.19 should not relate to investigative bores, and either a definition of "bore and well" should be 

included so as to exclude any investigative bore, or the rules should be amended." 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Insert a new definition of "Bore and Well": 

 "Bores and wells means bores and wells excluding any investigative bore". 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 8 

 Details An amendment is suggested to make the meaning of "culvert" more inclusive. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the culvert definition as follows: 

 "that conveys water underground" and delete "a road or other land use." 

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 73 

 The definition proposed is inappropriate, as culverts are not always "underground". 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 9 

 Details An addition is suggested to clarify the meaning of "flow regime". 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the definition of flow regime as follows: "A description of water flow magnitude over time." 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 10 

 Details An amendment is suggested to clarify the meaning of "ford structure". 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the definition of ford structure as follows: "designed to be crossed by a vehicle." 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 11 

 Details An addition is suggested to clarify the meaning of "forestry slash" 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add the following to the forestry slash definition: "with forest harvesting that are not removed from the site." 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 12 

 Details MW.2 Agrichemicals - The Plan’s definition is consistent with that contained in NZS 8409:1999, the Code of 

Practice for the Management of Agrichemicals. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Retain the definition of Agrichemicals. 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 12 

 Details An amendment is suggested to the definition of "public safety" to clarify the reference to a rule. 

 Reasons 



 Remedy Amend the public safety definition as follows: "as it applies in Rule FWr.1 Disturbance of .." 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 13 

 Details MW.4 Bed - oppose reference to the RMA definition.  The legal convention when referring to any material from an 

external document in a rule in a Plan is that the material be reproduced within the body of the rule. This is to avoid 

the situation where a third party changes the content of the reference document such that it changes the original 

intent of the rule without the ability of anyone to challenge that change.  The most effective and simple device for 

avoiding such situations is to include the words of the material in the Plan or the specific rule.  Alternatively, the 

Court has accepted referencing external documents within a Plan so long as the version and publication date is 

stated. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the definition of ‘Bed’ to read: 

 "In relation to any river--  

  (i) For the purposes of esplanade reserves, esplanade strips, and subdivision, the space of land which the waters of 

the river cover at its annual fullest flow without overtopping its banks:  

 (ii) In all other cases, the space of land which the waters of the river cover at its fullest flow without overtopping its 

banks." 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 13 

 Details (a) The definition for riparian margin is not consistent with section DO6 (page 5-23) of the plan, and the proposed 

amendment to the second sentence of DO6.i. Either riparian margins and coastal margins are considered separately, 

with their own definitions; or coastal margins are considered a sub-set of riparian margins (this appears to be what 

the amendments are trying to achieve); or coastal margins are not referred to at all. 

 (b) The relevance of the last sentence is not clear, and stating a standard width regardless of the characteristics and 

values of a waterbody is not appropriate. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy (a) Retain the definition of "riparian margin" subject to the decision sought below. (Refer to submission below 

regarding DO6.i) 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 14 

 Details MW.13 Forestry Slash - It is not clear why the definition is limited to 'small branches'.  It is assumed that large 

branches are either not forestry slash or included as other woody debris. 

  

 It is also not clear why the Plan needs to define Forestry Slash.  Forestry Slash is woody debris.  The effects of it are 

no different from any other woody debris. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy 1. Delete the definition of "Forestry Slash" and amend the Plan to refer to "woody debris" wherever ‘Forestry Slash’ 

was referred to; or 

 2. In the alternative, amend the definition of "Forestry Slash" to read: "means branches and other woody debris".  

  Or words of like effect. 

 Support X 23 Weyerhaeuser NZ Inc. 2 

 There appears no need to define forestry slash when the term "woody debris" encompasses the 

slash and its effects. 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 14 

 Details An amendment is suggested for the definition of "stock effluent" to clarify its meaning. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the definition for stock effluent by replacing "and" at the end of the phrases a) and b) with "or". 

Sub#: 23 Burton, Andrew and Baker, Mary-Anne Statement#: 14 

 Details The Plan attempts a level of water management that is not supported by the data available. 

 The Plan does not adequately provide for existing and reasonable domestic water supplies. 

 The Plan does not contain sufficient information to give any certainty to existing or potential water users. 

 The Plan contains methods that will result in significant costs to residents for benefits that are minimal at best. 

 The Plan does not reasonably recognise the human health needs for domestic water. 

 The Plan does not reflect the provisions of the RMA. 

 Reasons Detail of actual flows (in litres per second) is not included in the plan in relation to minimum and trigger flows.  This 

is too uncertain.It would be better to collect more general flow data than meter each household.  This would provide 

better justification for a flow regime. 



 Nelson North takes are mostly for domestic and stock supply, which has not been shown to be causing adverse 

effects. 

 Cost of water meters will be significant to residents and Council. 

 The cease of takes at minimum flow should be reconsidered as ecosystems do recover after extreme low flow. 

 The one cubic metre per day limit is too small. 

 Reasonable domestic use is better described as water taken for an individual household, including the needs of 

domesticated animals and watering a household garden where the produce from the garden is for that household's 

own use.  Any limits on that should relate to requiring maintenance of such systems to prevent leaks, and that it does 

not include irrigation of amenity plantings or lawns during periods of water rationing as notified by the Council. 

 Remedy Amend meaning for reasonable domestic use so that it reflects more clearly the scope of the activity being permitted. 

 Support X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 14 

 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies and they will deliver more  

 sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change currently provides, within the principles and  

 purposes of the RMA. 

 Support X 5 Stuart, IA and BF 14 

 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies and they will deliver more  

 sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change currently provides, within the principles and  

 purposes of the RMA. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 24 

 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies and they will deliver more  

 sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change currently provides, within the principles and  

 purposes of the RMA. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 89 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The  

 submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 
Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 15 

 Details MW.17 Instream Values - The exclusions established for "Instream Values" distorts the definition and are an 

example of poor planning technique.  The definition of "Instream Value" should capture all examples of instream 

values and any exemption provided for under the rules. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy 1. Amend the definition of "Instream Values" to read: 

 "means the values of a water body and includes the social, economic, and cultural values of Tangata Whenua and 

wider community" or words of like effect; or 

 2. In the alternative, amend the definition of "Natural Instream Values": "means the natural values of a water body, 

including the biological values and the cultural, spiritual, amenity, and recreational values of Tangata Whenua and 

wider community" or 

  words of like effect. 

 Oppose X 13 Department of Conservation 41 

 The description of "reasonable mixing" set out in Appendix 28.7 is reasonable and appropriate. 

 Oppose X 13 Department of Conservation 6 

 The description of "reasonable mixing" set out in Appendix 28.7 is reasonable and appropriate. 

 Oppose X 13 Department of Conservation 8 

 The definition proposed in the variation as notified is preferred as being a more accurate and  

 appropriate description of "instream values". 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 15 

 Details An addition is suggested to the definition of "stormwater drain" to reflect improvements to stormwater systems. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add the following to the stormwater drain definition: "stream, retention pond or into the sea." 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 16 

 Details MW.27 Public Safety - This is not a definition of ‘Public Safety’ but a description of works that may be considered 

for reasons of ‘Public Safety’.  Such an approach is poor planning practice.   The definition of ‘Public Safety should 

define what constitutes a risk to ‘Public Safety’.  Any qualifiers or exemptions should be provided for under the rules 

or, if appropriate, a specific permitted activity rule established for those activities so that they are subject to the same 

requirements as other activities as to the minimum permitted baseline standards. 



 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the definition of ‘Public Safety’ to read: 

 "means any risk to life, limb, or property such that without immediate remedial action there is a high probability of 

loss of life, injury, or serious damage to property" or words of like effect. 

 Support in Part X 20 Transit New Zealand 28 

 A clarification along the lines requested is appropriate; however, the wording used is too onerous.   

 Amend to read "risk" rather than "high probability". 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 16 

 Details An amendment is suggested to the definition of "surface water" to clarify the reference to a rule. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the surface water definition as follows: "as it applies in Rule FWr.14 ‘Take, use, or diversion of surface 

water’ " 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 17 

 Details MW.32 Replacement - This definition is unreasonable and uncertain.  To ‘replace’ something has a clear meaning - 

the replacement of something that already exists.  The definition of ‘replacement’ should reflect the natural meaning 

of the word and any limitation or exemption provided for under the rules. 

  

 It is also unclear why the definition of "replacement" is restricted to network utilities. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the definition of ‘Replacement’ to read: 

 "means replacement of a structure of the same scale and dimensions and located in the same position". 

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 29 

 The definition sought is onerous and unworkable. 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 17 

 Details Amendments are suggested to the definition of "upgrade" to clarify the reference to a rule and its meaning. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the upgrade definition as follows: "as it applies in Rule FWr.5 ‘Maintenance, (excluding dams)' means minor 

upgrading limited to an increase in.." 

 Oppose X 3 Transpower New Zealand Ltd 2 

 The proposed amendment is effectively redefining "maintenance" as "upgrade". Maintenance has 

its own separate definition and if minor upgrading is redefined in this manner it has the potential 

to result in interpretative difficulties. Reference to "maintenance" should not be included in the 

"upgrade"  

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 74 

 The clarification requested would make the definition even more restrictive and unworkable. 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 18 

 Details MW.33 Riparian Margin - The definition is clear, certain and reasonable. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Retain the definition of "Riparian Margin" as notified or words of like effect. 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 18 

 Details Amendments and additions are suggested to the definition of ""urban streams"" to clarify its meaning." 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the urban streams definition as follows: "means the parts of a stream within the urban area. These include:" 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 19 

 Details MW. 42 Upgrade - The definition is unreasonable and uncertain.  To ‘upgrade’ something has a clear meaning - the  

 improvement of something for a specific purpose.  The definition of ‘upgrade’ should reflect the natural meaning of 

the word and any limitation or exemption provided for under the rules. 

  

 It is not clear why "upgrade" is restricted to network utilities. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the definition of ‘Upgrade’ to read: 

 "means an increase in the carrying capacity, efficiency or security of existing structures, or structures of a similar 

scale and character". 



 Support X 20 Transit New Zealand 30 

 The clarification requested is appropriate and meets Transit’s concerns. 

 Oppose in Part X 3 Transpower New Zealand Ltd 1 

 Transpower opposes the deletion of specific reference to network utilities. The phrase "carrying 

capacity, efficiency and security" is particularly relevant to network utilities and was specifically 

intended to provide for their issues. 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 19 

 Details Amendments and additions are suggested to the definition of "weir" to clarify its meaning. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the weir definition as follows: "or to regulate and/or monitor water flow." 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 25 

 Details Oppose: MW.30 - definition for reasonable domestic water use 

 Reasons Clarification required. 

 Remedy Amend domestic water use definition to make it clear what activities are permitted outside of the urban area (where 

reticulated water supply is not available) once trigger flow is reached.  Eg no outdoor watering, no car washing.  

Only essential water use - drinking and sanitation. 

 Oppose X 14 NZ Vegetable and Potato Growers & Fruitgrowers Federations 3 

 Definitions should relate to the meaning of words only.  They should not include information 

better incorporated into an objective, policy or rule. 

Sub#: 25 Transit New Zealand Statement#: 32 

 Details The drilling of bores for investigation purposes and/or the installation of piezometers should not be restricted by rule 

FWr.18, and should be a permitted activity, as they do not cause the adverse effects that permanent bores and wells 

potentially may cause. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Provide for drilling of investigation bore holes and the installation of piezometers as a permitted activity; or include 

a definition of "bore" and "well" which excludes investigation bores and the installation of piezometers. 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 80 

 Details The requirements are overly complicated, unreasonable, and potentially onerous.  Specifically: 

 a) The Resource Management requires that the standards of sections 70 and 107 apply after "reasonable mixing".  

Reasonable mixing is an arbitrary point somewhere between complete mixing and the point of discharge.   The 

definition of reasonable mixing should recognise that: 

 - no two watercourse or even points on a watercourse will be the same.  Fixed arbitrary distances are not appropriate; 

 - the flow and, therefore, width of a watercourse vary over time.  Reasonable mixing zones based on flow rate and/or 

width will change by day and time of year; 

 - The aim is to easily and readily determine the point of ‘reasonable mixing’, not establish a restrictive regime. 

  

 B) Reasonable mixing has nothing to do with the treatment that has gone before.  Clause b) is onerous in that it 

requires all known, available, and reasonable treatments to be applied whether necessary or not. 

  

 C) and E) The rules should establish the water quality standards that apply in each case. 

  

 D) The mixing zone is fixed by the definition and does not need to be minimised as it is an arbitrary point at which 

compliance with the rule is determined. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add a new definition for "Reasonable Mixing" to read 

 "means the point at which the mixing of any discharge and the receiving water is assumed to have occurred.  The 

point of compliance with any stated performance standard shall be that point downstream of the discharge which is: 

 - 30 times the receiving water channel's width at the point of discharge; and  

 - one third the width across." 

 Or words of like effect, or in the alternative. 

RI18 Freshwater environments - issue 



Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 3 

 Details RI18 is supported. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy No change. 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 4 

 Details Support this new section. 

 Reasons Natural cover helps prevent turbidity in the water supply by controlling erosion.  It is also a barrier to harmful 

residues of fertiliser and sprays. 

 Remedy Indigenous vegetation should be planted around those areas where the water treatment plant has been developed, and 

also around the dam. 

 Owners of hillside properties should be required to keep swales on their sites open and in good working order to 

safely channel surface water and to prevent the flooding of downstream properties. 

Sub#: 32 Royal Forest & Bird Protection Society Statement#: 6 

 Details RI18.iii - No account has been taken of rural subdivision in this paragraph. 

 Reasons Pressures of subdivision of rural land are likely to continue. 

 Remedy Add to RI18.iii :  

 - "as well as the continuing demand for rural subdivision" after "..farming activities"; and 

 - "as well as issues caused by intensification or rural residential subdivision" and ".. habitats" 

 Oppose X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 36 

 The submitter seeks remedies and amendments that impose unduly onerous and unreasonable 

costs on landowners, either financially or in terms of additional assessment and information 

requirements and lack practical understanding and knowledge.  These combine to generate 

outcomes that are contrary to the principles and purposes of the RMA. 

Sub#: 32 Royal Forest & Bird Protection Society Statement#: 7 

 Details RI18.x - section 5 of RMA is inadequately represented. 

 Reasons Intergenerational requirements of RMA should be included. 

 Remedy add "for future generations" after "..ecosystems" in RI18.x 

 add "for future generations" after "..water" in DO18.1 a) 

 add "for future generations" after "..capacity" in DO18.1.i 

 Oppose X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 37 

 The submitter seeks remedies and amendments that impose unduly onerous and unreasonable 

costs on landowners, either financially or in terms of additional assessment and information 

requirements and lack practical understanding and knowledge.  These combine to generate 

outcomes that are contrary to the principles and purposes of the RMA. 

Sub#: 14 Weyerhaeuser New Zealand Statement#: 8 

 Details RI18iii - We submit that there is negligible sedimentation from the felling of forest per se. Certainly roading can 

result in issues of sedimentation but the result from harvesting is minimal. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy RI18.iii - Insert the word "potential" between the words "the" and "sedimentation" . 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 20 

 Details The issue RI18.iii is inappropriate, inequitable, and not effects based.  Forestry and farming are part of the natural 

character of rural Nelson.  They can, like any activity, affect ecosystems and they can cause accelerated erosion 

giving rise to increased rates of sedimentation.  However, any activity in the rural environment can have these 

effects.  It is inequitable and ‘picking winners’ to specifically identify two rural land uses as being the issue for rural 

river health. 

  

 The Plan fails to recognise that erosion and sedimentation are natural events.  They are ongoing and will occur 

regardless of the activity, or lack of activity, on the land. 

  

 The Plan also fails to acknowledge that water quality under a plantation forest is generally as good as that under 

indigenous forest or that the major issue facing Nelson City is the state of its urban streams. 

 Reasons 



 Remedy 1. Delete Issue RI18.iii or in the alternative; 

  

 2. Amend RI18.iii to read: 

 "Rural activities can affect natural character and ecosystems of lakes, rivers, and streams. Specific examples are the 

erosion and sedimentation that can occur during and after the earthworks or stock access damaging banks and 

degrading the quality of water and habitats.  River health in the rural areas ranges from very good to degraded". Or 

words of like effect. 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 21 

 Details RI18.ii - An increase in impermeable surfaces leading to increased stormwater flows is also an urban activity effect. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add the following to the first sentence of RI18.ii: "riparian vegetation, increased area of impermeable surfaces 

leading to increased stormwater flows, culverts..." 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 22 

 Details RI18.iii - Taking water for stock, domestic and irrigation purposes are other examples of rural activities that affect 

freshwater resources. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add the following to the second sentence of RI18.iii: 

 "Specific examples are the taking of water for irrigation, stock water, and domestic supplies; the sedimentation that 

occurs .." 

RI18.1.ii Freshwater environments - issue 2 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 21 

 Details The issue incorrectly quotes the Resource Management Act.  The does not require the retention and enhancement of 

natural character as a matter of national importance and it is maintenance and enhancement of amenity value that 

need to be given particular regard to. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend Issue RI18.1.ii to read: "The potential for activities to adversely affect the natural character and amenity 

values of wetlands, lakes, and rivers and their margins. Protection of the natural character of these areas from 

inappropriate subdivision, use and development is a matter of national importance while the maintenance and 

enhancement of the amenity values should be given particular regard to". Or words of like effect. 

 Oppose X 12 Transit New Zealand 31 

     The clarification proposed is appropriate as it accords with the RMA. 

RI18.1.iii Freshwater environments - issue 3 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 22 

 Details The issue is poorly worded and unclear.  Wetlands, riparian margins and habitats for indigenous fauna and trout are 

not "aquatic biodiversity".  It is also unclear why indigenous flora have been excluded. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend Issue RI18.1.iii to read: 

 "The potential for activities to result in the loss or degradation of wetlands, riparian margins and habitats for 

indigenous aquatic flora and fauna as well as trout." 

RI18.1.v Freshwater environments - issue 5 

Sub#: 32 Royal Forest & Bird Protection Society Statement#: 8 

 Details Structures may also inhibit public access 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add "and structures" after "..activities" 



 Oppose X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 38 

 The submitter seeks remedies and amendments that impose unduly onerous and unreasonable 

costs on landowners, either financially or in terms of additional assessment and information 

requirements and lack practical understanding and knowledge.  These combine to generate 

outcomes that are contrary to the principles and purposes of the RMA. 

 

Sub#: 14 Weyerhaeuser New Zealand Statement#: 9 

 Details Holders of Crown licences are contractually bound to ensure the safety of their staff and the public. These 

obligations may require restriction of access during forestry operations. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Delete the words "and the potential for activities to restrict and affect the ability of public to gain access". 

DO1.1.6 policy - water management 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 4 

 Details DO1.1.6 is supported, although it could be noted that the Department of Conservation has an operative Conservation  

 Management Strategy with considerable provision for freshwater issues, and Fish and Game is presently drafting a 

Sports Fish and Game Management Plan, which is a similar planning document. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Include reference to Department of Conservation CMS and any relevant management plans under the Conservation 

Act. 

Sub#: 24 Vegfed Statement#: 6 

 Details Policy DO 1.1.6 refers to plans which need to be regarded in the development of Resource Management Plans.  

However as the policy is worded it is not clear that the regard to these documents is limited to the preparation of 

Plans and not to consent processes.  The change sought would be consistent with the indicator in DO1e.3. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend Policy DO1.1.6 to read: 

 "Decisions made on water management in the process of developing Resource Management Plans will have regard 

to the provisions of resource management plans which the Resource Management Act 1991 requires that regard be 

given to, such as Iwi Management Plans." 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 50 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The  

 submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

DO1.1.6.iv explanation and reasons - water management 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 5 

 Details Section 66 (2A) of the RMA provides that as a regional plan the onus is on Council to show how any iwi 

management plan has influenced the freshwater plan change. (Including top of the South Eel Management Area 

Plans.) 

 Reasons Harvesting of eels could/will develop commercially in time if markets are encouraged and sustainably managed. 

DO1e environmental results anticipated - water management 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 23 

 Details Another data source is the Whakatu RMA Iwi Advisory Komiti. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add "Whakatu RMA Iwi Advisory Komiti" under the data source column. 

DO17 activities in the beds of rivers and lakes, and in wetlands 



Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 20 
 Details 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Support.  However, it may take time for changes in thinking, and for changes in practices, to achieve these results. 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 33 

 Details Council does not need to retain control to the extent of resource consents if it develops a reasonable set of 

environmental performance standards.  These would establish an environmental benchmark where activities that 

achieve that standard are permitted because they do not have a significant adverse effect on the environment. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Insert a new section in the Plan that establishes appropriate environmental performance standards for activities that 

may  disturb the bed of any lake, river, or wetland. 

 Support X 20 Transit New Zealand 38 

 The amendment requested is appropriate and meets Transit’s concerns. 

 Oppose in Part X 3 Transpower New Zealand Ltd 5 

 The reason for Transpower's opposition is that the relief sought by CHH is very general (it is 

recognised that the submission does specify in some circumstances a range of performance 

standards in relation to specific rules). Where that detail has not been specified any subsequent 

changes should be made by way of Variation. 

DO17.ii activities in the beds of rivers and lakes, and in wetlands 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 23 

 Details Sustaining the District’s physical resources is only part of the requirement that section 5 of the Act places on the 

Council. DO17 fails to provide for the social and economic wellbeing of the District’s communities. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend DO17.ii to read: 

 "However, the purpose of the Resource Management Act (section 5) requires the management of the use, 

development, and protection of natural and physical resources in a way, or at a rate, which enables people and 

communities to provide for their social, economic, and cultural wellbeing.  For these reasons activities such as flood 

protection, installation of structures, and maintenance of existing structures in river beds is necessary to achieve 

sustainable management."  Or words of like effect. 

 Support X 23 Weyerhaeuser NZ Inc. 3 

 The full purpose of section 5 of the Resource Management Act should be included so that the 

proposed measure is considered in that context. 

 Support X 12 Nelson City Council 1 

DO17.iii activities in the beds of rivers and lakes, and in wetlands 

Sub#: 32 Royal Forest & Bird Protection Society Statement#: 9 

 Details There is no mention of issues surrounding vegetation/trees 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add: "as well as build up of debris and spread of plant weed species including old man's beard, crack willow." after 

"..fish  

 Oppose X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 39 

 The submitter seeks remedies and amendments that impose unduly onerous and unreasonable 

costs on landowners, either financially or in terms of additional assessment and information 

requirements and lack practical understanding and knowledge.  These combine to generate 

outcomes that are contrary to the principles and purposes of the RMA. 

Sub#: 14 Weyerhaeuser New Zealand Statement#: 10 

 Details The inclusion of bridges as an example is inappropriate as they afford water courses protection from the potential 

adverse effects noted in this rule. 

 Reasons Bridges have a positive environmental outcome as they protect the river beds from invasive activity and ensure the 

aquatic habitats and passage of fish remain undisturbed.  It is noted that DO17.1.12.xii states that bridges or culverts 

are to be encouraged and promoted as alternatives to stock crossings. 

 Remedy Remove the reference to "bridges" 



Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 24 

 Details DO17.iii fails to recognise that, while these structures can have adverse effects on the instream values, they are an 

important physical resource that allows people and their communities to provide for their social and economic 

wellbeing.  The Plan should reflect the balance established under section 5 of the Act. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend DO17.iii to read: 

 "Activities or uses of river beds include bridges, fords, dams, weirs, water intake structures, river control works, and 

vegetation planting and clearance.  While important to the ongoing wellbeing of the District’s people and 

communities, poorly constructed or maintained structures will cause adverse effects which include erosion of the 

bed, build up of sediment, poor water quality, damage to aquatic habitats, and obstacles to fish passage."  Or words 

of like effect. 

 Support X 12 Nelson City Council 2 

 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 26 

 Details Gravel extraction is another activity that can occur in a river bed, and riparian margins can be adversely affected by 

such activities. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add the following to the first sentence: "water intake structures, gravel extraction, river control works, " 

 Add the following to the second sentence: "damage to aquatic habitats and riparian margins," 

DO17.iv activities in the beds of rivers and lakes, and in wetlands 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 25 

 Details DO17.iv incorrectly quotes section 6(a).  Section 6(a) states that the protection of the natural character of wetlands 

from inappropriate subdivision, use, and development is a matter of national importance. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend DO17.iv to read: 

 "While Nelson’s known wetlands are currently limited to Rush Pool, Dew Lakes, the Wakapuaka and Whangamoa 

river flats at the river mouths, and the Wakapuaka sand flats at the head of the Haven, there is potential that more 

exist or will be created.  Section 6(a) states that the protection of the natural character of wetlands from inappropriate 

subdivision, use, and development is a matter of national importance" or words of like effect. 

DO17.vi activities in the beds of rivers and lakes, and in wetlands 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 27 

 Details A minor amendment is required. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the sentence as follows: 

 "Issues relevant .." 

DO17.1 objective - effects of activities and structures 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 5 

 Details Supported. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy No change 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 6 

 Details Support objective DO17.1 and associated policies. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Retain. 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 26 

 Details Objective DO17.1 is clear, reasonable, and consistent with the provisions of the Act. 



 Reasons 

 Remedy Retain. 

 Support X 20 Transit New Zealand 32 

 This objective accords with the RMA. 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 28 

 Details Wetlands should also be included in the title as they are in the objective. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the title as follows: "and margins of rivers, and lakes and wetlands on the natural environment." 

DO17.1.i explanation and reasons - effects of activities and structures 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 29 

 Details As the objective refers to rivers, lakes and wetlands it would be better to use the term "waterbody" rather than 

"watercourse", and "water" instead of "river". Also, the second sentence is better placed at the end of the paragraph. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the first sentence as follows: "Activities within a watercourse can result .. Or change the water conditions" 

 Move the second sentence to the end of the paragraph and amend as follows: "In accordance with the Nelson 

Regional Policy Statement .." 

DO17.1.1 policy - disturbance of river and lake beds 

Sub#: 8 Royal Forest & Bird Protection Society Statement#: 1 

 Details The policy and rules should be amended to make it absolutely clear that vehicles should not be driven along a river 

bed (ie. parallel to flow) except in very exceptional circumstances. 

 Reasons Most river biota (the invertebrates) live within the bottom sediment.  Any vehicle use kills them and/or stirs up fine 

sediment. 

 It is not illegal to drive a vehicle along NZ riverbeds.  Therefore, RMA rules need to be emphatic. 

 Advertisements for 4WD vehicles commonly show them driving along river beds which encourages this practice. 

 Remedy Amend DO17.1.1 to read: "Activities which disturb the bed of a river or lake, or a wetland, including vehicle 

crossings, should be avoided…" 

  

 and add a further condition at the end of the policy: "Vehicles may drive in the bed of a river, lake or wetland only in 

an emergency.” 

 Support in Part X 7 Brian Stratford 8 

 A ford only impacts on a small section of rivers.  It is unnecessary to drive along stream beds 

except for a damaging thrill factor (except in emergencies). 

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 6 

 In addition to the reasons set out in our original submission (25/8) the modifications requested are 

inappropriate and would make the policy more onerous. 

 

 Oppose X 23 Weyerhaeuser NZ Inc. 4 

 The addition of the further condition is totally at variance with DO 17.1.1.ii which provides for 

vehicle access for the purposes of routine maintenance of structures or where there is limited 

access. 

Sub#: 28 Federated Farmers Statement#: 1 

 Details The Policies provide a broad-brush perspective that focuses on vehicles in the "bed" rather than all other activities, 

that takes no account of the size of the vehicle, the characteristics of the waterway being crossed, assumes without 

justification, that every single vehicle crossing is causing more than minor adverse effects, assumes that every 

vehicle in the "bed" will cause ""land disturbance"" even if it does not enter the wetted area and themMethods lack 

clarity and the need for monitoring of existing sites.  The Policies do not include all activities that might occur in 

"beds". 

 Reasons The Policy does not provide for the range of land disturbance activities that might need to occur in a riverbed such as 

building the abutments for a bridge or river protection works.  While these activities have separate policies in the 

Plan they are not integrated.  Policy DO17.1.1 must encompass all activities for it to be effective. 

  

 The Federation acknowledges that regular and frequent crossing of small, low volume waterways with heavy 

machinery or trucks over a period of time has the potential to cause excessive sediment loadings and other adverse 



effects that should be avoided, mitigated or remedied.   

  

 The practicalities of crossing waterways for farmers are not provided for in the Policy or in the subsequent Rules 

FWr.1 & 2.   Policy DO17.1.1 [c] attempts to provide an exception where "no alternative vehicle crossing is 

available".  An alternative crossing may exist further down/up stream or it might exist on another person’s property 

but not be practical or efficient.   

  

 The Policy incorrectly considers all vehicles will cause the same effects.  A logging truck crossing a small stream in 

the summer or with dirty tyres in the winter, 5 -10 times per day, will have a different impact to a 4WD ute or a 

motorbike crossing the same stream once a week.  Broad assumptions are made in the Policy that have no 

justification such as data from monitoring specific sites or activities. 

  

 Not all vehicle movements onto the bed of rivers causes adverse effects or even cause land disturbance, especially 

where it occurs outside the "wetted area".  Only when vehicles get into the flows is there a potential for effects but 

the Policy and Rules do not reflect this.  The Policy does not differentiate between rivers that are permanently 

flowing and intermittently flowing because it is linked to the definition of "bed".  This means bed disturbance is 

occurring even if there is no flow in the creek or overflow channel. 

 Remedy 1. Our preferred option is to delete all references to vehicle movements from the Policy and Rules and use data 

collected from monitoring programmes to change practices via education and greater public knowledge. 

 2. In the event that the Policy (and Rules) is not deleted we recommend that rather than try and incorporate vehicle 

use in 'beds’ with other land disturbance activities we believe it would be better to have a separate policy that can 

focus on factors such as the size and frequency of vehicle movements where data can be provided that shows the 

activity has the potential to cause adverse effects. 

 3. Add the word "practical" after "alternative" in Policy DO17.1.1.(c) 

 4. The Policy must apply only to vehicle movements entering the "wetted" area of any "bed". 
 5. Include a new Method that says Council will monitor existing vehicle access sites to measure the effects and 

integrate this with management programmes to avoid activities causing adverse effects. 

 Support in Part X 14 NZ Vegetable and Potato Growers & Fruitgrowers Federations 5 

 Support Part 5 of the original submission. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 28 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and  applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 Support X 5 Stuart, IA and BF 18 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and  applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 1 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The  

 submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

 Support in Part X 20 Transit New Zealand 140 

 Transit agrees that the Policy should be amended (refer to our original submission 25/8).  

However, Transit does not agree that all the amendments sought should be made; disturbance can 

appropriately be considered as an issue separate from other activities affecting waterbodies. 

Sub#: 8 Royal Forest & Bird Protection Society Statement#: 4 
 Details 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Make clear that the washing of vehicles in rivers is not permitted. 

Sub#: 11 Transpower New Zealand Statement#: 4 

 Details Transpower supports this policy as it recognises the importance and need for work on network utilities in river and 

lake beds. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Retain DO17.1.1 without further modification. 

 Oppose in Part X 20 Transit New Zealand 13 

 Although Transit supports the recognition of the importance and need for work on network utilities 

in rivers and lake beds, it considers that this policy is too onerous, insofar as it requires that there 



be no alternative vehicle crossing available and that adverse effects are avoided.  The requirement 

should be: "that there be no practicable alternative vehicle crossing available and that adverse 

effects be avoided, remedied or mitigated"; as per our original submission (25/8). 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 6 

 Details Supported. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy No change 

Sub#: 24 Vegfed Statement#: 7 

 Details The Policy is inconsistent with the RMA in that it seeks a policy of avoidance, whereas the RMA provides for 

avoiding, remedying or mitigating effects. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the policy to read: 

 "Activities which disturb the bed of a river or lake or a wetland, including vehicles and vehicle crossings should be 

avoided wherever possible, or any adverse effects should be remedied or mitigated.  Situations where the disturbance 

will be considered necessary include: .." 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 51 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The  

 submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 7 

 Details Support a, b and c - but allowance should be made for those occasions where no other options exist. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Allow for those occasions where no other vehicle crossing options exist. 

 Support in Part X 20 Transit New Zealand 156 

 Although Transit does not support Policy DO17.1 it agrees that allowance should be made for 

those occasions where no other options exist, by providing that there be "no practicable alternative 

vehicle crossing available". 

Sub#: 25 Transit New Zealand Statement#: 8 

 Details This policy is too onerous, in as far as it requires that there be no alternative vehicle crossing available, and that 

adverse effects are avoided.  Transit submits that the requirement should be that there be no practicable alternative 

vehicle crossing available and that adverse effects be avoided, remedied or mitigated. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend Policy DO17.1.1 to read as follows: 

 "Activities which disturb the bed of a river or lake, or a wetland, including vehicles and vehicle crossings, should be 

avoided unless that disturbance is necessary: 

 a) for the maintenance of lawfully established structures or network utility operations, or  

 b) for the restoration or enhancement of any in-stream or out-of-stream values, or  

 c) where no practicable alternative vehicle crossing is available,  

 and adverse effects can be avoided, remedied or mitigated." 

Sub#: 14 Weyerhaeuser New Zealand Statement#: 11 

 Details The range of permitted activities which disturb the bed of a river or lake needs to be expanded. 

 Reasons An exception to this policy has been made for vehicle crossings where there is no alternative vehicle crossing. 

However an alternative vehicle crossing may not be available due to it not being a practical option or because it 

cannot be legally accessed. 

  

 There is no provision in this rule for the construction of new bridges, culverts or fords. It is noted in the Explanation 

and Reasons that new structures are addressed in policies DO17.1.5 and DO17.1.6.  However this policy expressly 

states that activities are to be avoided unless exempted.  Therefore provision for new structures must be included as 

an exception. 

 Remedy Amend c) by the inclusion of the words "practical or legally accessed" between the word "no" and the word 

"alternative". 

 Add a further subclause d) as follows: 

 " d) for the construction of new bridges, culverts and fords" 

 Support X 20 Transit New Zealand 54 



 This submission is consistent with Transit’s original submission (25/8). 

 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 27 

 Details The policy is unreasonable, potentially onerous, and contrary to the provisions of the Act.  Carter Holt Harvey 

supports the need to avoid inappropriate use of the beds of lakes and rivers.  However, the policy captures all 

activities that may disturb the bed and, with only specific exemptions, requires any disturbance to be avoided.   

  

 The ability to be able to cross a river as of right, especially given the definition of river in the notified Plan, is 

essential for the District’s people and communities to provide for their social and economic well being.   The Plan 

should establish environmental performance standards that provide a permitted activity baseline for vehicle 

crossings.  The environmental performance standards, a technique used in many other plans, would ensure that water 

quality and instream biodiversity are protected while allowing the District’s people and communities to meet their 

reasonable needs.   They also create an equitable effects based regime that means that any activity that can not meet 

the standards requires a resource consent. 

  

 Limiting of vehicle crossings to where no alternative is available is too onerous.  There are always alternatives; 

bridge structures, access across neighbouring property, or routes around the head of a valley.  The issue is one of cost 

and whether or not the total environmental outcome is better or worse. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy 1. Amend Policy DO17.1.1 to read: 

 "The adverse effects of activities which disturb the bed of a river or lake, including vehicles and vehicle crossings, 

will be avoided, remedied, or mitigated by establishing clear environmental performance standards". Or words of 

like effect 

  

 2. Amend Explanation DO17.1.1.i to read: 

 "Activities and vehicles which disturb river and lake beds can have adverse effects on the area in which they are 

undertaken, which may be important spawning habitat for native fish or trout.  In addition, they can have adverse 

effects downstream, such as loss of water quality, sedimentation, and potential for contamination through oil and fuel 

spills.   As such, activities which disturb river and lake beds should be avoided, remedied, or mitigated." 

  

 3. Amend Explanation DO17.1.1.ii to read: 

 "There will be activities that will need to disturb the bed of the District’s lakes and rivers.     It is appropriate to 

provide for these activities where minimum environmental performance standards can be met that will ensure any 

adverse effect is avoided, remedied, or mitigated." 

 

 4. Insert a new section in the Plan that establishes appropriate environmental performance standards for activities 

that may disturb the bed of any lake, river, or wetland as follows: 

 Environmental Standards 

 1. The structure does not prevent fish passage under any flow conditions. 

 2. Any placement of a new structure from 27 October 2014 shall not take place within any indigenous wetland; and 

 3. The repair, alteration, use or removal of an existing structure shall not cause change to the seasonal or annual 

range in water level of any indigenous wetland to an extent that may adversely affect the wetland’s natural 

ecosystem. 

 4. No activity or structure shall adversely affect any area of significant indigenous vegetation or significant habitats 

of indigenous fauna as defined in this Plan. 

 5. The structure does not cause the diversion, damming or blockage of any river or stream. 

 6. The short-term visual clarity of any permanently flowing river or wetland shall not be reduced by more than 40%, 

after reasonable mixing, due to sediment or a sediment laden discharge originating from the site of the land 

disturbance activity. 

 7. There is no damage to, or restriction of the use of, any existing river or lake protection works, or any other 

lawfully established structure as a result of this activity. 

 8. There is no significant erosion of the bed of the river or lake as a result of the activity. 

 9. Any associated embankments are maintained to prevent sediment entering the river or lake. 

 10. No contaminants (including but not limited to oil, petrol, diesel, paint or solvent) are released into the water or to 

the bed of the river or lake from equipment being used for the activity, and no refuelling of equipment takes place on 

any area of the river or lake bed. 

 11. All demolition debris from the river or lake bed structure is removed from the site. 

 12. Existing lawful public access rights to and along rivers and lakes are not restricted.  

 Or words of like effect 

 

 Support in Part X 14 NZ Vegetable and Potato Growers & Fruitgrowers Federations 4 

 Support Part 4 of the original submission. 

 Support in Part X 20 Transit New Zealand 33 

 This submission is largely consistent with Transit’s original submission (25/8).  However, in 

relation to DO17.1.1[c], Transit also submits that the requirement should be: "that there be no 



practicable alternative vehicle crossing available." 

 Suggested environmental standard 12 should be amended to add "unreasonably" before 

"restricted". 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 30 

 Details Wetlands should also be included in the title as they are included in the policy. 

 Part c) of the policy should refer to vehicle access, because there are some situations where it is more convenient for 

a vehicle to cross a waterbody, rather than take a longer route (e.g. behind the Hira store across the Wakapuaka 

River), and this should be prevented. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the title as follows: "Disturbance of river and lake beds, and wetlands, " 

 Amend part c) of the policy as follows: "c) where no alternative vehicle access or crossing is available," 

 Support in Part X 20 Transit New Zealand 76 

 In addition to the reasons stated in its original submission (25/8), Transit considers that this policy 

is too onerous, because it requires that there be no alternative vehicle crossing available.  The 

requirement should be that there is no practicable alternative crossing available. 

 

DO17.1.1.i explanation and reasons - disturbance of river and lake beds 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 31 

 Details Reference should be made to wetlands in the first sentence, as they are included in the objective and policy. Also, 

invertebrate habitat is important. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add the following to the first sentence: 

 "Activities and vehicles which disturb river and lake beds, and wetlands, have ... which may be important 

invertebrate habitat or spawning habitat" 

DO17.1.1.iv method - disturbance of river and lake beds 

Sub#: 28 Federated Farmers Statement#: 4 

 Details The method is supported and should not be altered in a manner that diminishes its effect or causes increased 

restrictions. 

 Reasons It adequately represents the issue and provides a reasonable means to achieve the desired environmental outcome. 

 Remedy Retain. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 4 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The  

 submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

 Support X 5 Stuart, IA and BF 21 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 31 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 32 

 Details Reference should be made to wetlands in this method, as they are included in the objective and policy. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add the following to the method: ".. Values of rivers, and lakes and wetlands, .." 

DO17.1.1.v method - disturbance of river and lake beds 

Sub#: 28 Federated Farmers Statement#: 2 

 Details DO17.1.1.v lacks clarity.  It is difficult to know what it means or how it will be implemented. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Delete DO17.1.1.v. 



 Support X 22 Julian Raine 2 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The  

 submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 29 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, and  

 applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 Support X 5 Stuart, IA and BF 19 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, and  

 applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

Sub#: 28 Federated Farmers Statement#: 5 

 Details The method is supported and should not be altered in a manner that diminishes its effect or causes increased 

restrictions. 

 Reasons It adequately represents the issue and provides a reasonable means to achieve the desired environmental outcome. 

 Remedy Retain. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 32 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, and  

 applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 Support X 5 Stuart, IA and BF 22 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, and  

 applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 5 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The  

 submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable  

 management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and principles of the 

RMA. 

DO17.1.2 policy - protection of natural character 

Sub#: 26 North, Michael Statement#: 1 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons Wetlands, rivers and lakes are extremely fragile environments and highly susceptible to pollution, requiring 

particular care.  Lakes and wetlands are very rare habitats in NCC, with wetlands highly depleted regionally and 

nationally. 

 Remedy Retain. 

Sub#: 27 Nelson Environment Centre Statement#: 1 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons Wetland areas have been drained extensively throughout NZ.  Therefore we need to maintain the ecological values 

of remaining rivers, lakes and wetlands.  Thes ecosystems have ecological, cultural and landscape values. 

 Remedy Retain. 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 8 

 Details Support (and the methods that support it) 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Retain policy and associated methods. 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#:100 

 Details Supported. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy No change. 



DO17.1.2.i explanation and reasons - protection of natural character 

Sub#: 32 Royal Forest & Bird Protection Society Statement#: 10 

 Details Inadequate representation of section 6 of RMA 

 Reasons Wetlands also have margins; subdivision needs to be included; restoration needs to be mentioned 

 Remedy Transfer "and their margins" after "wetlands"; and add "subdivision" after inappropriate in the text of DO17.1.2.i, 

and add "and restoration" after "rehabilitation." 

 Oppose X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 40 

 The submitter seeks remedies and amendments that impose unduly onerous and unreasonable costs 

on landowners, either financially or in terms of additional assessment and information 

requirements and lack practical understanding and knowledge.  These combine to generate 

outcomes that are contrary to the principles and purposes of the RMA. 

Sub#: 28 Federated Farmers Statement#: 44 

 Details The Policy incorrectly refers to s6(c) RMA. 

 Reasons Natural character is a s6(a) matter and the Policy considers this.  The Policy is not about significant indigenous 

vegetation and significant habitats of indigenous fauna.  This matter is dealt with in other Policies in the Plan 

notified many years ago. 

 Remedy Delete reference to "6[c]" in Policy DO17.1.2.i 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 71 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, and  

 applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 Support X 5 Stuart, IA and BF 61 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, and  

 applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 44 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The  
 submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

DO17.1.2.iv method - protection of natural character 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 33 

 Details Reference should be made to wetlands in this method, as they are included in the objective and policy. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add the following to the method: "..values of rivers, lakes and wetlands,.." 

DO17.1.3 policy - flood damage 

Sub#: 1 Ngatiawa Trust Statement#: 1 

 Details There have been two Q100 floods in the past 10 years. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the plan to address Q100 floods rather than Q50. 

 Oppose X 12 Nelson City Council 3 

 The justifications provided in this submission do not relate to Nelson.  If they did relate to Nelson 

the  justification is not scientifically sufficient to change established standards. 

Sub#: 23 Burton, Andrew and Baker, Mary-Anne Statement#: 1 

 Details There are no plan provisions showing how Council will manage rivers to avoid effects of flood damage. 

 Reasons It is Council's responsibility to avoid effects of flood damage, and to maintain or consider the need for protection 

works to mitigate natural hazards such as erosion of rivers and flooding. 

  

 Adverse effects of flood damage or river bed or bank erosion are often not only felt by adjacent property owners.  

Benefits of flood and river management are community wide and responsibility for such works should not fall solely 

on the adjacent  

 Remedy Add new objectives, policies and methods to address how the Council will manage adverse effects arising from 

natural hazards such as flooding including methods such as appropriate river erosion protection works and flood 



protection works. 

 Add new method that Council will assist landowners in managing flood and erosion risks on their properties where 

there are off-site benefits. 

 Support X 5 Stuart, IA and BF 1 

 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies and they will deliver more 

sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change currently provides, within the principles and 

purposes of the RMA. 

 Oppose X 12 Nelson City Council 4 

 The Stormwater Asset Management Plan addresses how the Council manages its assets and the 

Private Drains Ownership Policy identifies how the Council assists landowners manage their 

assets. 

 Support X 1 Thomas, Ian and Anne 8 

 Support X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 1 

 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies and they will deliver more  

 sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change currently provides, within the principles and 

purposes of the RMA. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 76 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The  

 submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 11 

 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies and they will deliver more  

 sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change currently provides, within the principles and  

 purposes of the RMA. 

Sub#: 28 Federated Farmers Statement#: 3 

 Details The policy is supported and should not be altered in a manner that diminishes its effect or causes increased 

restrictions. 

 Reasons It adequately represents the issue and provides a reasonable means to achieve the desired environmental outcome. 

 Remedy Retain. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 3 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The  

 submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 30 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, and  

 applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 Support X 5 Stuart, IA and BF 20 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, and  

 applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 7 

 Details This is supported, but it could also be noted as an example that fords can trap natural sediment movement during 

floods and subsequently impede fish passage. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Include another bullet point reference to the effects of fords on sediment movement. 

Sub#: 24 Vegfed Statement#: 8 

 Details The policy lists a number of activities that could potentially make flooding worse.  The policy needs to identify that 

it is inappropriately constructed works that can exacerbate floods.  For instance: a well-designed fence across a river 

does not trap debris and logs but the assumption in the Plan is that any fence over a river will do so. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the Explanations and Reasons DO17.1.3 i) to read, "Examples of works that could make flooding worse if 



not constructed appropriately include.." 

 Support X22  Julian Raine 52 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The  

 submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the Freshwater  

 Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the sustainable  

 management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and principles of the RMA. 

Sub#: 25 Transit New Zealand Statement#: 9 

 Details Policy DO17.1.3 is too onerous, as it should also provide for mitigation as an appropriate method of managing 

effects. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the policy to read: 

 "The following structures and riverbeds and their margins should be constructed to avoid or mitigate the risk of flood 

damage to natural and physical resources during periods of high flow." 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 9 

 Details Structures in river beds and margins must be built to avoid risk of occasional flood damage. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Retain. 

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 157 

 For the reasons set out in Transit’s original submissions (25/9 and 25/10). 

 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 28 

 Details The policy is unreasonable, uncertain, and potentially onerous.  It is impossible to avoid risk and avoid flood 

damage.  The best that any planning instrument can achieve is to manage the risks of flood damage and ensure that 

any structure in a watercourse does not cause or exacerbate the damage for a given storm event. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend Policy DO17.1.3 to read: 

 "Structures in river beds and their margins shall be constructed to allow for flood flows from significant storm events 

without causing or exacerbating flood damage to natural and physical resources."  Or words of like effect. 

 Support X 20 Transit New Zealand 34 

 This submission is consistent with Transit’s original submission (25/9 and 25/10). 

 

DO17.1.3.i explanation and reasons - flood damage 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 34 

 Details In the fourth bullet point, refer to works in river beds that restrict flow (as well as obstruct flow). 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add the following to the fourth bullet point in the explanation: "works in the river bed which obstruct or restrict 

flow, " 

DO17.1.3.ii explanation and reasons - flood damage 

 

Sub#: 25 Transit New Zealand Statement#: 10 

 Details DO17.1.3.ii incorrectly records the Council’s responsibility to "avoid" adverse effects, and it should be recorded as 

"avoiding or mitigating" adverse effects of flooding, as provided for by section 30(d)(v) of the RMA. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend to read: 

 "The Council is responsible for avoiding or mitigating the adverse effects of flooding on property and people." 

DO17.1.3.iii explanation and reasons - flood damage 

 

Sub#: 14 Weyerhaeuser New Zealand Statement#: 12 

 Details We submit that the requirement for Q50 capacity for tributaries such as the Whangamoa tributaries is too high. 



 Reasons 

 Remedy Delete the reference to tributaries in the first line of the policy. 

 Amend the last line to read: "Q15 flood capacity is also required for smaller and intermittent rivers  where risk of 

damage during floods is low." 

DO17.1.4 policy - planting in the beds of rivers and lakes 

 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 8 

 Details Supported. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy No change. 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 10 
 Details 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Osier willow, commonly used to stabilise banks, is a nuisance spreading readily where branch drop sets up new 

growth which impedes water flow, especially in narrow waterways.  Indigenous vegetation with a deep hold is more 

suitable and not affected by wind stripping. 

DO17.1.4.ii explanation and reasons - planting in the beds of rivers and lakes 

 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 70 

 Details Flax and toi toi are not always the most appropriate plants to use in riparian enhancement.  A greater level of 

indigenous biodiversity should be encouraged. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Delete "such as flax and toi toi" from DO17.1.4.ii.   

 Add the following sentence: "'Living Heritage - growing native plants in Nelson' provides guidance on the most 

suitable plants to use for riparian enhancement." 

DO17.1.5 policy - planting in river margins 

 

Sub#: 23 Burton, Andrew and Baker, Mary-Anne Statement#: 2 

 Details The plan does not recognise the range of best management practices for riparian land. 

 Reasons Good riparian land management can include alternative grazing management regimes, not just planting indigenous 

species. 

 Some values and uses of rivers such as picnicking, swimming and recreation by children require access along rivers. 

 Remedy Add new explanation and method for riparian land management including commitment that the Council will prepare 

guidelines for the best management of riparian land, taking into account adjacent land uses and values, and uses of 

the  

 Support X 5 Stuart, IA and BF 2 

 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies and they will deliver more  

 sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change currently provides, within the principles and  

 purposes of the RMA. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 77 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The  

 submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

 Support X 11 Gladys Murdoch 1 

 Support X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 2 

 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies and they will deliver more  



 sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change currently provides, within the principles and 

purposes of the RMA. 

 Support X 14 NZ Vegetable and Potato Growers & Fruitgrowers Federations 6 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 12 

 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies and they will deliver more  

 sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change currently provides, within the principles and 

purposes of the RMA. 

Sub#: 26 North, Michael Statement#: 2 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons The importance of native vegetation along river margins cannot be over-stated, particularly as a pollution buffer, 

wildlife corridor, and as a provider of shade and shelter to aquatic life. 

 If river margins are to be fenced from stock, the rapid revegetation with natives is needed to out-compete weeds such 

as blackberry and gorse. 

 Remedy Retain. 

 Planting of willow species along riparian margins should be fully discouraged. 

Sub#: 27 Nelson Environment Centre Statement#: 2 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons This should include Council discouraging the planting of crack willow and other noxious species.  Many people still 

believe willow is the best riparian planting species. 

 Remedy Retain. 

Sub#: 11 Transpower New Zealand Statement#: 5 

 Details Transpower would like to see consideration given to the effect of planting on network utilities. On 18 December 

2003 the Government released the Electricity (Hazards from Trees) Regulations 2003. The purpose of these 

Regulations is to protect the security of supply of electricity and the safety of the public. The Regulations specify the 

required separation distances (Growth Limit Zones) between transmission lines and trees.   If vegetation grows too 

close to the conductors, ongoing maintenance work (i.e. trimming) will be required to ensure that safe clearance 

distances are maintained. All of the Company's lines are inspected on approximately a 6 monthly basis to ascertain 

the potential hazard posed to the National Grid by any vegetation. Vegetation that is likely to pose a risk to the 

integrity of the network is trimmed or sometimes cleared in accordance with the Company’s tree management 

practices. Any future planting in riparian areas in and around transmission lines needs to factor in the Regulations 

growth limits. Avoiding unnecessary trimming and consequent effect on vegetation can be achieved by appropriate 

selection of species.  

  

 It is noted that the relevant rule FWr.3 includes an assessment criterion that relates to adverse effects of planting on 

network utilities. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend DO17.1.5 along the following lines:  

 "The introduction of plants in the margins of rivers should be encouraged except where such planting involves 

plantation forestry Pest plants or plants are likely to spread into the bed of a river, or will result in adverse effects on 

existing network utilities." 

 If the amendment proposed above, is not made to DO17.1.5, include that amendment to the explanation for policy 

DO.17.2.1. 

  

 Add the following further explanation to DO17.1.5 as follows:  

 "Planting programmes in riparian areas need to consider the potential adverse effects on existing network utilities. 

For example selecting appropriate species in and around transmission lines so that they do not grow into the lines 

(eg. See Electricity (hazards from trees) Regulations 2003).” 

 Oppose X 23 Weyerhaeuser NZ Inc. 5 

 Neither the proposed policy nor the proposed amendment to the explanation for policy DO.17.2.1  

 should include a reference to plantation forestry.  Many of the positive benefits of planting in 

riparian margins result from plantation forestry such as filtering surface run off, preventing 

erosion and taking up plant nutrients. 

 Support X 20 Transit New Zealand 14 

 The remedy sought provides a practical solution that would meet Transit’s concerns. 
 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 9 



 Details Supported. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy No change. 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 11 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons Plantings on riparian margins provides bank stability and a vital buffer. 

 Remedy Retain. 

Sub#: 14 Weyerhaeuser New Zealand Statement#: 13 

 Details There is no reason given why plantation forestry is considered inappropriate for margin planting. Many of the 

positive benefits for planting in riparian margins, outlined in the explanation and reasons, result from plantation 

forestry. These include filtering surface runoff, preventing erosion and taking up plant nutrients. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Delete the reference to "plantation forestry". 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 29 

 Details The Policy is unreasonable and attempts to pick winners.  There is no reasonable justification for targeting plantation 

forestry.  Studies into water quality throughout New Zealand show that the water quality under a plantation forest is 

equivalent to that under indigenous forest.  Rather than establishing policy that will limit the planting of riparian 

zones, the Plan should establish clear environmental performance standards that will allow activities within the 

riparian margin without significant adverse effect. 

 Reasons  

 Remedy Amend Policy DO17.1.5 to read: 

 "The introduction of plants in the margins of rivers should be encouraged except where such planting involves pest 

plants or plants which are likely to spread into the bed of a river."  Or words of like effect. 

DO17.1.5.vi method - planting in river margins 

 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 35 

 Details The Council may provide funding, or be able to provide information on funding sources, for planting indigenous 

species. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add the following to this method: "Encourage, and provide funding and advice, on the planting of .." 

DO17.1.5.viii method - planting in river margins 

 

Sub#: 27 Nelson Environment Centre Statement#: 3 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons This should include Council discouraging the planting of crack willow and other noxious species.  Many people still 

believe willow is the best riparian planting species. 

 Remedy Retain. 

DO17.1.6 policy - structures in and under the beds of rivers and lakes, and 

wetlands 

 

Sub#: 1 Ngatiawa Trust Statement#: 2 

 Details Support. 

 Many older structures may revert to Council for removal.  Caution needs to be taken as it can be more expensive to 

remove structures than to improve them. 

 Reasons 



 Remedy Add to the policy: "when it has been decided that removal of a structure is the best option". 

Sub#: 5 Callaghan, Rosemary Statement#: 2 

 Details I support Policy DO17.1.6, especially in relation to how such rules will affect subdivisions. 

 [This submission also relates to FWr.6 and FWr.12.] 

 Reasons The outcome of such rules would be more sympathetic to the natural ecology of our environment.  Natural river beds 

are being piped and there needs to be more onus on developers to develop in a way which maintains the integrity of 

the existing natural environment. 

  

 In relation to fish passage it needs to be noted that costs for landowners can be considerable and ongoing.  The 

nature of landforms and increasing weather events means considerable damage can be sustained in waterways.  

There is no encouragement or incentive from Council for landowners to care for these conservation matters. 

  

 Council needs to ensure that its own structures on all rivers and streams in urban and rural areas meet these new 

criteria. 

 Remedy Retain Policy DO17.1.6 and related provisions [such as FWr.6 and FWr.12]. 

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 5 

 Transit opposes this submission, for the reasons stated in its submission on Policy DO17.1.6, 

FWr.4 and Policy DO17.1.11 in its original submission. 

Sub#: 23 Burton, Andrew and Baker, Mary-Anne Statement#: 3 

 Details The plan includes contradictory messages in relation to activities in river beds and the regulations relating to stock 

and vehicle activities in river beds. 

 Reasons There are many existing small culverts in small streams that are causing no adverse effects.  These should be 

permitted activities. 

  

 New culverts on small rivers (streams) should be permitted provided fish passage is not impeded.  Note, there is no 

minimum size for river and any permanently flowing water course is considered a river in respect of this rule. 

 Remedy Amend policy DO17.1.6 to recognise the insignificant effects of small culverts over small rivers. 

 Amend policy DO17.1.6 to recognise the beneficial effects of constructing river crossings to avoid adverse effects of 

stock. 

 Support X 5 Stuart, IA and BF 3 

 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies and they will deliver more  

 sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change currently provides, within the principles and 

purposes of the RMA. 

 Support in Part X 20 Transit New Zealand 119 

 Transit supports provision in the Proposed Plan Change for the installation of culverts as a 

permitted activity. 

 Support X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 3 

 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies and they will deliver more 

sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change currently provides, within the principles and 

purposes of the RMA. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 78 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The 

submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 13 

 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies and they will deliver more 

sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change currently provides, within the principles and 

purposes of the RMA. 

Sub#: 14 Weyerhaeuser New Zealand Statement#: 6 
 Details 

 Reasons 

 Remedy We note the use of bridges and culverts is being encouraged as alternatives to stock crossings. We submit that 

bridges and culverts should also be encouraged as alternatives to riverbed fords when vehicle access is required. 



Sub#: 24 Vegfed Statement#: 9 

 Details The policy provides that structures should only be constructed where there is no reasonable alternative and adverse 

effects are avoided or mitigated. The total priority in this policy is to the waterbody environment and takes no 

cognisance of other parts of the RMA that require consideration of the needs of people and economic efficiency.  In 

addition the policy only requires that adverse effects be avoided or mitigated.  There is no provision for remedying.  

Consent applications are required to consider alternatives and address adverse effects. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend Policy DO 17.1.6 to read: 

 "Structures in and under the beds of rivers and lakes or in wetlands should demonstrate that adverse effects of 

construction can be avoided, remedied or mitigated." 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 53 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The  

 submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

 Support X 20 Transit New Zealand 122 

 The amendment requested is appropriate and meets Transit’s concerns. 
 

Sub#: 28 Federated Farmers Statement#: 10 

 Details The Policy limits the construction of structures unnecessarily to situations where there "are no reasonable 

alternatives".  We do not agree that all structures will have adverse effects when placed in a "bed" and the Policy 

DO17.6.1.iii needs to encourage the installation of structures to deliver environmental advantages such as getting 

stock and vehicles out of water where it is practical.  We question whether or not the Q15/50  design standards are 

necessary and suggest they are excessive. 

 Reasons The Policy and Methods conflict with the desire to reduce environmental impacts from vehicles and stock.  Culverts 

and bridges can cause problems if incorrectly installed or not designed properly but the Policies support a highly 

‘controlled’ situation that is unnecessary for small culverts.  Provided they are installed in a manner that meets 

certain standards then the risk of adverse effects will be minimal.  We consider the Policies contribute to excessive 

regulation in FWr.6. 

  

 Designs for bridges are being developed and used (Fonterra, Golden Bay) to get stock out of water that allows 

normal flows to go under or through the bridge/ford and over the top of the structure in floods.  Policy DO17.1.6.v 

has the potential to limit innovation and impose difficulties for landowners to make environmental gains.  Likewise 

the Q15 standard for culverts may require more earthworks and consequently greater impacts. 

 Remedy 1.Amend DO17.1.6 by removing the words "where there is no reasonable alternative" 

 2. Amend DO17.1.6 to ensure the Policy and Explanation and Reasons highlight the importance of encouraging 

structures such as culverts and bridges as a means of achieving better environmental results and remove any 

contradiction that arises with restrictive design or construction requirements. 

 Support in Part X 20 Transit New Zealand 143 

 The amendments sought are appropriate.  Transit’s original submission (25/11) seeks additional  

 amendments. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 10 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The  

 submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 37 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 Support X 5 Stuart, IA and BF 27 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

  

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 10 

 Details Supported. 

 Reasons 



 Remedy No change. 

Sub#: 25 Transit New Zealand Statement#: 11 

 Details Policy DO17.1.6 should be amended to reflect that provision should be made for the routine maintenance of existing 

structures, as set out in Explanation and Reason DO17.1.6.iv to that policy. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add the following sentence to the end of Policy DO17.1.6: 

 "Routine maintenance and repair of existing structures should be permitted, provided there are no significant adverse 

effects." 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 12 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons Farmers know water quality is basic to stock health.  Market-sensitive farming industry is willing to comply with 

reasonable requirements to improve agricultural practices, eg fencing waterways, planting riparian areas, water 

abstraction, etc. 

 Remedy Retain. 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 30 

 Details Notwithstanding the unreasonableness of this policy, the issues Policy DO17.1.6 cover are already adequately 

provided for under DO17.1.1, DO17.1.2, and DO17.1.3 especially as amended by Carter Holt Harvey’s submissions 

 Reasons 

 Remedy The decision Carter Holt Harvey seeks from the Council is: 

 1. Delete DO17.1.6; or, if that relief is not accepted 

 2. Amend DO17.1.6 to read: 

 "Structures in, on, or under the beds of rivers and lakes, or in wetlands, shall be constructed to avoid, remedy, or 

mitigate any adverse effects."  Or words of like effect 

 3. Amend DO17.1.6.iii to read: 

 "For these reasons, activities involving instream structures shall be required to meet minimum environmental 

performance standards  to ensure adverse effects are avoided, remedied, or mitigated.  A resource consent will be 

required where an activity can not meet the environmental standards so that the Council can assess potential effects, 

and to require appropriate measures to be undertaken to avoid or reduce adverse effects.  Where the effects are 

significant and cannot be adequately avoided, remedied, or mitigated the structure shall not be erected". Or words of 

like effect. 

 4. Amend DO17.1.6.vi to read: 

 "The advantage of bridges over culverts is that a natural river bed remains.  Culverts may have an artificial base 

which tends to change flow dynamics and can impede fish passage.  Generally, fords result in discharge of sediment 

and a change to stream bed gradients.  Structures in the bed of a watercourse may impede fish passage and will 

require a higher level of maintenance than a bridge." Or words of like effect. 

 Support in Part X 20 Transit New Zealand 35 

 The amendments requested are appropriate.  However, Transit requests that the following 

additional sentence be added to the end of Policy DO17.1.6:  "Routine maintenance and repair of 

existing structures should be permitted, provided there are no significant adverse effects", as per 

its original submission (25/11). 

 Oppose X 13 Department of Conservation 9 

 Deleting this policy would be inconsistent with the associated methods and rules that manage the  

 effects of structures in the beds of water bodies.  The alternative wording is too uncertain as to its  

 meaning and provides inadequate guidance for the assessment of resource consents. 

DO17.1.6.i explanation and reasons - structures in and under the beds 

 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 36 

 Details Reference to a "river" in the last sentence is too restrictive.  The term "waterbody" is more inclusive of lakes and 

wetlands. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the last sentence as follows: “…and the natural functioning of a waterbody.” 



DO17.1.6.iii explanation and reasons - structures in and under the beds 

 

Sub#: 28 Federated Farmers Statement#: 11 

 Details Provided culverts and bridges are installed in a manner that meets certain standards then the risk of adverse effects 

will be minimal. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend DO17.1.6.iii Explanation and Reasons to recognise that where culverts and other structures are installed in a 

way that causes no effects or only minor effects that they should be permitted. 

 Support X 14 NZ Vegetable and Potato Growers & Fruitgrowers Federations 7 

 Support X 20 Transit New Zealand 144 

 DO17.1.6.iii should be amended, as the policy as currently worded assumes that such structures 

are inherently likely to give rise to adverse effects, which is not the case, assuming appropriate 

construction. 

 Support X 5 Stuart, IA and BF 28 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 11 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The  

 submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 38 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 Support X 23 Weyerhaeuser NZ Inc. 6 

 It is important that culverts and bridges are encouraged as a means of achieving better 

environmental results such as keeping stock and vehicles out of the riverbeds. 

 

DO17.1.6.v explanation and reasons - structures in and under the beds 

 

Sub#: 28 Federated Farmers Statement#: 12 

 Details The Q15 standard for culverts may require more earthworks and consequently greater impacts. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend DO17.1.6.v to provide for more flexible engineering standards to apply to designs rather than being limited 

to Q50 and Q15 limits. 

 Support X 5 Stuart, IA and BF 29 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, and  

 applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 12 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The  

 submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable  

 management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and principles of the 

RMA. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 39 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, and  

 applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

Sub#: 14 Weyerhaeuser New Zealand Statement#: 14 

 Details The required return period event requirements for bridges and culverts are too high. 

 Reasons There is no basis given for the return periods of 1 in 50 yr or a 1 in 15 yr high flow. 

 Remedy Include explanation of the basis for the return periods of 1 in 50 yr or a 1 in 15 yr high flow. 



DO17.1.6.vi explanation and reasons - structures in and under the beds 

Sub#: 14 Weyerhaeuser New Zealand Statement#: 15 

 Details If culverts are inappropriately installed then the negative benefits outlined in DO17.1.6.vi may occur. We consider 

certain sized culverts should be permitted; for example 600mm sized culverts. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend DO 17.1.6.vi to read: 

 "The advantage of bridges over culverts is that the natural river bed remains. Culverts have an artificial base which 

can change flow dynamics and may impede fish passage, if inappropriately installed. They also require a higher level 

of maintenance than bridges. Generally fords result in discharge of sediment and change streambed gradients." 

 Support in Part X 20 Transit New Zealand 55 

 This submission recognises that appropriately installed culverts will not necessarily result in the 

adverse effects described under DO17.1.6, and establishes an accurate hierarchy of structures 

according to potential adverse environmental effects. 

 

DO17.1.7 policy - dams and reservoirs 

Sub#: 28 Federated Farmers Statement#: 6 

 Details The policy is supported and should not be altered in a manner that diminishes its effect or causes increased 

restrictions. 

 Reasons It adequately represents the issue and provides a reasonable means to achieve the desired environmental outcome. 

 Remedy Retain. 

 Support X 14 NZ Vegetable and Potato Growers & Fruitgrowers Federations 8 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 33 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 6 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The  

 submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

 Support X 5 Stuart, IA and BF 23 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

Sub#: 32 Royal Forest & Bird Protection Society Statement#: 11 

 Details Changes required to this wording. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Change heading to: "Diversions, dams and reservoirs" or put DO17.1.7.iii elsewhere. 

 Add DO17.1.7.vi: "Monitoring of effects of dams and reservoirs." 

 Oppose X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 41 

 The submitter seeks remedies and amendments that impose unduly onerous and unreasonable 

costs on landowners, either financially or in terms of additional assessment and information 

requirements and lack practical understanding and knowledge.  These combine to generate 

outcomes that are contrary to the principles and purposes of the RMA. 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 11 

 Details Supported. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy No change. 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 13 
 Details 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Periods of drought justify regulations to conserve harvested water supply. 



Sub#: 14 Weyerhaeuser New Zealand Statement#: 16 

 Details This section refers to the diversion and damming of surface water however the heading refers only to "dams and 

reservoirs".  The section should refer to diversions in its heading for consistency. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the heading for this section to read: "Diversions, dams and reservoirs" 

DO17.1.8 policy - obsolete structures in the beds of rivers and lakes 

 

Sub#: 28 Federated Farmers Statement#: 7 

 Details The policy is supported and should not be altered in a manner that diminishes its effect or causes increased 

restrictions. 

 Reasons  It adequately represents the issue and provides a reasonable means to achieve the desired environmental outcome. 

 Remedy Retain. 

 Support X 5 Stuart, IA and BF 24 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 34 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 7 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The  

 submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 12 

 Details Supported. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy No change. 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 14 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons Obsolete structures should be removed if not required, having regard to [a] and [b]. 

 Remedy Retain. 

Sub#: 14 Weyerhaeuser New Zealand Statement#: 17 

 Details There needs to be more certainty as to who will decide the structure is obsolete and the procedure for removal. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Greater clarity as to the procedure for deciding a structure is obsolete and procedure for its removal is required. 

DO17.1.8.iv method - obsolete structures 

Sub#: 14 Weyerhaeuser New Zealand Statement#: 18 

 Details There needs to be more certainty as to who will decide the structure is obsolete and procedure for removal. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Correct the last line in DO17.1.8 iv as it is confusing. 

DO17.1.8.vi method - obsolete structures 

Sub#: 1 Ngatiawa Trust Statement#: 3 



 Details Support. 

 Sometimes structures may become surplus to requirements in the short term but in future there may be another 

owner/user who requires the structure for use or access. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add to DO17.1.8.vi  "if at no stage in future it may or will be required" 

 Support X 20 Transit New Zealand 1 

   The modification requested is appropriate as the policy is too onerous as currently worded. 

DO17.1.9 policy - extraction of aggregate from the beds of rivers 

Sub#: 8 Royal Forest & Bird Protection Society Statement#: 5 

 Details The explanation and reasons for this policy should be extended to include the fact that rivers supply sediment to the 

coast and that sediment plays an important role in natural coastal protection. 

 Reasons Many examples worldwide show that man-made activities and structures (dams) which limit the supply of sediment 

to the coast cause increased coastal erosion.  As a general rule, extraction of sediment from rivers and beaches 

should be prohibited. 

 Remedy Amend policy to prohibit extraction of sediment from rivers and beaches 

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 9 

Sub#: 25 Transit New Zealand Statement#: 12 

 Details In its current form, this policy is confined to the purpose of improving flood capacity.  However, Explanation and 

Reason DO17.1.9.i recognises that aggregate extraction is also used to reduce bank erosion. 

  

 Therefore, the policy should be amended to reflect this, and also amended to reflect that the extraction of aggregate 

may also be necessary for the repair or maintenance of structures (as the amendment to the definition of 

"maintenance" records), or for the construction of structures. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend Policy DO17.1.9 to read: 

 "The extraction of aggregate from riverbeds where it is necessary to improve flood capacity, reduce bank erosion, or 

for the repair, maintenance or erection of structures, should be provided for where there are no significant adverse 

effects on the stability, ecology or functioning of the river." 

Sub#: 32 Royal Forest & Bird Protection Society Statement#: 12 

 Details This policy is inadequate. 

 Reasons Removal of aggregate may cause significant damage to the riparian margin. 

 Remedy Add "or the riparian margin" after "..functioning of the river" in the first paragraph. 

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 150 

 For the reasons set out in Transit’s original submission (25/12). 

 Oppose X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 42 

 The submitter seeks remedies and amendments that impose unduly onerous and unreasonable 

costs on landowners, either financially or in terms of additional assessment and information 

requirements and lack practical understanding and knowledge.  These combine to generate 

outcomes that are contrary to the principles and purposes of the RMA. 

Sub#: 28 Federated Farmers Statement#: 13 

 Details There are no policies to say that Council will monitor gravel extraction and gather data or information about the 

gravel resource in the rivers. 

 Reasons Council has a responsibility to manage the rivers and gravel management is one of those tasks.  To be able to do this  

 effectively, Council must invest in sufficient data.  Failure to do so is unacceptable to the community and it is 

unreasonable to force those extracting the gravel to pay for gathering the information especially when the Council 

has special permitted activity status. 

 Remedy Include a new Policy and or Method in the Plan or incorporate it into DO17.1.9 stating that Council will gather 

sufficient information and data as necessary to manage the gravel resource effectively and in a way that sustainably 

manages the resource and the river system. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 40 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 



and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 Support X 5 Stuart, IA and BF 30 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 13 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The  

 submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable  

 management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and principles of the 

RMA. 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 13 

 Details Supported. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy No change. 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 15 
 Details 

 Reasons 

 Remedy As long as correct methods of control are followed, at right times and from right places in the river, extraction of 

aggregate could benefit a river system by lessening impact of heavy flooding. 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 31 

 Details The Policy is supported because it is reasonable and pragmatic while recognising the need to protect the natural 

character of the District’s rivers. 

 Reasons 

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 36 

 For the reasons set out in Transit’s original submission (25/12). 

 

DO17.1.9.i explanation and reasons - extraction of aggregate 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 32 

 Details Council does not need to retain control to the extent of resource consents if it develops a reasonable set of 

environmental performance standards.  These would establish an environmental benchmark where activities that 

achieve that standard are permitted because they do not have a significant adverse effect on the environment. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend explanation DO17.1.9.i to read: 

 "Compliance with the environmental performance standards for aggregate extraction will ensure that any adverse 

effects are avoided, remedied, or mitigated.  Any extraction that can not meet the environmental performance 

standards will require a resource consent."  Or words of like effect. 

 

 Support in Part X 20 Transit New Zealand 37 

  The amendment requested is appropriate.  However, Transit submits that the policy should be 

amended to reflect that the extraction of aggregate may also be necessary for the repair or 

maintenance of structures, or the construction of structures.  Transit notes that Explanation 

and Reason DO17.1.9 recognises that aggregate extraction is also used to reduce bank 

erosion. 

 

DO17.1.10 policy - deposition of material in the beds and banks of rivers 

and lakes 

Sub#: 28 Federated Farmers Statement#: 8 

 Details The policy is supported and should not be altered in a manner that diminishes its effect or causes increased 

restrictions. 

 Reasons It adequately represents the issue and provides a reasonable means to achieve the desired environmental outcome. 



 Remedy Retain. 

 Support X 5 Stuart, IA and BF 25 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 35 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 141 

 Policy DO17.1.10 should be amended to reflect that material may be deposited as part of repair or  

 maintenance of existing structures, or for the construction of new structures, as per Transit’s 

original submission (25/13). 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 8 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The  

 submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

Sub#: 25 Transit New Zealand Statement#: 13 

 Details Policy DO17.1.10 should be amended to reflect that material may be deposited as part of repair of maintenance of 

existing structures, or for the construction of new structures. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend Policy DO17.1.10 to read: 

 "The deposition of material in the beds and banks of rivers and lakes, or in wetlands, should be avoided unless the 

material is necessary to protect the bed, banks and structures from erosion, or where it is necessary for the repair, 

maintenance or construction of structures, in which case any adverse effects from depositing the material should be 

avoided or mitigated." 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 14 

 Details Supported. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy No change. 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 16 
 Details 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Planting riparian margins with indigenous vegetation is good practice for maintaining stability. 

Sub#: 14 Weyerhaeuser New Zealand Statement#: 19 

 Details This section requires that the deposition of material in the beds and banks of rivers should be avoided.  Given the 

very wide definition of "river" which includes ephemeral streams, the deposition of material can not be avoided. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the section to read: 

 "The deposition of material in the beds and banks of rivers and lakes, or in wetlands, should be mitigated or 

remedied unless the material is necessary to protect the bed, banks and structures from erosion, in which case any 

adverse effects from depositing the material should be avoided, remedied or mitigated." 

 Support in Part X 20 Transit New Zealand 56 

 Policy DO17.1.10 should be amended to reflect that material may be deposited as part of repair of 

or maintenance of existing structures, or the construction of new structures. 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 34 

 Details The Policy is unreasonable, uncertain, and contrary to the provisions of the Act.  The only lawful reason to deposit 

material in or on the bank and bed of rivers and lakes is for erosion protection.   In these circumstances, the Plan 

should require that any adverse effects of the activity are avoided, remedied, or mitigated. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend Policy DO17.1.10 to read: 

 "The adverse effects from depositing material in or on the beds and banks of rivers and lakes, or in wetlands, for the 

purpose of protecting the bed or bank from erosion, shall be avoided, remedied, or mitigated" or words of like effect. 



 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 39 

 Transit submits that Policy DO17.1.10 should be amended to reflect that material may be 

deposited as part of repair or maintenance of existing structures, or for the construction of new 

structures. 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 37 

 Details Minor amendments to the policy are suggested to improve its scope. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the policy as follows: ".. in the beds and on the banks of .. to protect the bed, banks or any structures from 

erosion .." 

DO17.1.10.ii explanation and reason - deposition of material 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 38 

 Details An amendment is suggested to the second sentence to improve meaning, and an addition is suggested to the last 

sentence to include fish other than whitebait. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the 2nd sentence as follows: ".. Causes turbulence which results in adjacent or .." 

 Add the following to the last sentence: "..enhances whitebait and other freshwater fish habitat." 

DO17.1.10.v method - deposition of material 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 39 

 Details Reference should be made to wetlands in this method, as they are included in the objective and policy. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add the following to the method: " ..on the banks of rivers, and lakes and wetlands." 

DO17.1.11 policy - realignment and reclamation 

Sub#: 27 Nelson Environment Centre Statement#: 4 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons When realignment is necessary, it should follow a natural curving flow, not a straight line.  This is not how streams 

naturally flow, and a straight line will increase speed of flow during heavy rainfall, thus eroding banks more and 

washing away live organisms.  A meandering river/stream will sustain more life and decrease erosion. 

 Remedy When realignment is necessary, it should follow a natural curving flow, not a straight line. 

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 139 

 The amendments sought will have the effect of making Policy DO17.1.11 even more onerous and 

unworkable, where a straight line may be required. 

Sub#: 28 Federated Farmers Statement#: 9 

 Details The policy is supported and should not be altered in a manner that diminishes its effect or causes increased 

restrictions. 

 Reasons It adequately represents the issue and provides a reasonable means to achieve the desired environmental outcome. 

 Remedy Retain. 

 Support X 5 Stuart, IA and BF 26 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 9 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The  

 submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater  

 Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the sustainable  

 management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and principles of the 

RMA. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 36 



 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 142 

 Policy DO17.1.11 is too onerous, as there are circumstances where realignment and reclamation is  

 appropriate, eg where adverse effects are appropriately avoided, remedied or mitigated.  The 

policy should be amended to reflect this. 

Sub#: 25 Transit New Zealand Statement#: 14 

 Details The policy is too onerous, as there are circumstances where realignment and reclamation is appropriate, eg where 

adverse effects are appropriately avoided, remedied or mitigated. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend Policy DO17.1.11 to read: 

  "Avoid, remedy or mitigate any adverse effects of realignment and reclamation of the bed of any river or lake, or 

wetland." 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 15 

 Details Supported. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy No change. 

Sub#: 14 Weyerhaeuser New Zealand Statement#: 20 

 Details There is a blanket requirement in this section that realignment and reclamation of the bed of any river or lake, or 

wetland are to be avoided.  However, it is noted in the explanation and reasons section that realignment and 

reclamation should be  discouraged wherever possible. 

 Reasons WNZI  supports this view however at times realignment or reclamation during consented activities is unavoidable.   

Therefore there should be provision for remedying or mitigating this effect. 

 Remedy Insert the words "remedy or mitigate" to the first sentence as follows: 

 "Avoid, remedy or mitigate realignment and reclamation of the bed of any river or lake, or wetland." 

 Support X 20 Transit New Zealand 57 

 This submission is consistent with Transit’s original submission (25/13). 

 Oppose X 13 Department of Conservation 10 

 The amendment proposed is inconsistent with the associated methods and rules. 

 

DO17.1.11.i explanation and reason - realignment and reclamation 

Sub#: 32 Royal Forest & Bird Protection Society Statement#: 13 

 Details Support for recognition of the effects of realignment of rivers and reclamation of beds of rivers. 

 Reasons Straightening of rivers leads to increase of energy in flood events. 

 Remedy Add: "by removing natural pools and meanders thereby increasing the energy of water flows" after "hazards". 

 Oppose X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 43 

 The submitter seeks remedies and amendments that impose unduly onerous and unreasonable costs 

on landowners, either financially or in terms of additional assessment and information 

requirements and lack practical understanding and knowledge.  These combine to generate 

outcomes that are contrary to the principles and purposes of the RMA. 

 

DO17.1.12 policy - stock access and crossings 

Sub#: 2 Higgins, Sharon and Singleton, Tony Statement#: 1 

 Details Strongly oppose this policy, and and associated provisions DO17.1.1, DO17.1.3 and DO19.2 referring to stock and 

vehicle access and crossings. 

 Reasons We have a small farm with low density stocking rate of sheep, cattle and horses.  It is a narrow valley.   The reasons 

we oppose the fencing requirement are: 

 - To fence both sides of Jenkins Creek with adequate sheep fencing would result in enormous cost. 

 - Maintenance would also be an issue with flash flooding.  Fencing beyond the flood zones would render our valley 

inaccessible. 

 - If stock are removed from the stream bed, what is going to control the blackberry and old man's beard?  Surely 



spraying pesticides into stream beds would be more damaging than the occasional faecal bacteria deposited by stock. 

 - There are three public road crossings of Upper Glynn Road.  Surely this hugely contributes to the Jenkins Stream 

water quality classification. 

 - In addition, water quality samples taken in the bush were found to have faecal bacteria as a result of the wild 

animals living in the valley.  What will the Council do about that? 

 - Where was the water quality testing done?  It's likely to have been done below the stream crossings by the public 

road, and below the septic tank runoffs from residential properties 

 - With our minimal stock access into stream beds I do not believe we contribute to the low water quality of Jenkins 

Stream. 

  

 In conclusion: policy DO17.1.12 will create a big expense for a few individuals with some serious side effects 

(including weeds)  

 Remedy Delete Policy DO17.1.12 and related provisions restricting stock access to water bodies. 

 Support X 7 Brian Stratford 1 

 We have an unnamed stream in the base of our steep valley, 2 fords supplying 2 households, and  

 minimal stock.  The stream is impracticable to fence due to steepness.  There has been similar 

usage for 50 years, and there appears to be very minimal impact. It would be better to gain co-

operation and supply information to landowners. 

 

Sub#: 6 Thompson, Michelle Statement#: 1 

 Details I oppose the requirement to avoid stock crossings and stock access to waterways. 

 Reasons Fencing waterways is costly and impractical in relation to Jenkins Creek as flooding would damage or wash away 

any fencing, and stock help control weeds.  Otherwise, gorse would take over and require a lot of spraying. 

  

 Stock access to Jenkins Creek on my land is minimal and would have little or no effect on the health of Jenkins 

Creek (2-3 sheep per hectare by the creek). 

  

 The cause of contamination of Jenkins Creek is not stock, it is vehicles crossing at two fords up Enner Glynn road.  

Prior to the increase in the number of vehicles crossing, the creek was in much better health. 

  

 I have lived on this land for 37 years and as a child remember many eels, freshwater crayfish and trout in the creek, 

and we had more stock on the farm then. 

 Remedy To improve the health of Enner Glynn or Jenkins Creek, stop vehicles crossing on the public road.  Vehicles speed 

up on the road and through the creek, crossing many times a day. 

 Support X 7 Brian Stratford 5 

 We have an unnamed stream in the base of our steep valley, 2 fords supplying 2 households, and 

minimal stock.  The stream is impracticable to fence due to steepness.  There has been similar 

usage for 50 years, and there appears to be very minimal impact. It would be better to gain co-

operation and supply information to landowners. 

Sub#: 7 Higgins, Rosalie Statement#: 1 

 Details The terrain of our land, the cost of providing replacement stock water to paddocks and fencing, would render land 

use impractical.  Due to the fact that stock graze the creek beds, we make very limited use of pesticides except to 

control gorse, blackberry and old man's beard.  Major contamination of the creek is caused by vehicles crossing the 

creek up Enner Glynn Road due to the increase in vehicle movements. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Due to proximity of our land to city boundaries and minimal effect we have on Jenkins Creek (versus the cost of the 

proposed rules about stock access) we should be able to continue using the stream as at present until the inevitable 

land use change (eg subdivision) occurs, requiring fencing under method DO17.1.12.vii. 

 Support X 7 Brian Stratford 6 

 We have an unnamed stream in the base of our steep valley, 2 fords supplying 2 households, and  

 minimal stock.  The stream is impracticable to fence due to steepness.  There has been similar 

usage for 50 years, and there appears to be very minimal impact. It would be better to gain co-

operation and supply information to landowners. 

 Support X 16 Newton, Andrew 2 

 Many streams and waterways are impractical to fence, and the provision of alternative stock water 

is costly and difficult. 

Sub#: 3 Kelly, Joseph and Lindy Statement#: 2 
 Details 

 Reasons 



 Remedy Requirements to fence waterways should be decided on a common sense approach and not with the idea of one rule 

fits all. 

 Support X 7 Brian Stratford 2 

 We have an unnamed stream in the base of our steep valley, 2 fords supplying 2 households, and  

 minimal stock.  The stream is impracticable to fence due to steepness.  There has been similar 

usage for 50 years, and there appears to be very minimal impact. It would be better to gain co-

operation and supply information to landowners. 

Sub#: 10 Stuart, Ian and Barbara Statement#: 2 

 Details Oppose stock exclusion rules. 

 Reasons A rules based approach will not fix the water quality problems.  Other councils in NZ recognise that riparian 

management is complex with no quick fix. There needs to be flexibility and a range of management tools including 

stock to manage riparian areas especially on flood plains. 

 A collaborative approach with landowners to correctly identify cause and effect will be more effective than a harsh 

rule regime, which builds hostility rather than fostering outcomes. 

 Remedy Use a range of management tools to address water quality in collaboration with land owners, including light stocking 

regimes on a flood plain. 

 Support X 7 Brian Stratford 7 

 We have an unnamed stream in the base of our steep valley, 2 fords supplying 2 households, and  

 minimal stock.  The stream is impracticable to fence due to steepness.  There has been similar 

usage for 50 years, and there appears to be very minimal impact. It would be better to gain co-

operation and supply information to landowners. 

 Support X 1 Thomas, Ian and Anne 2 

 Support X 16 Newton, Andrew 1 

 The submitters have a good knowledge of solutions that are both practical and workable.  

Barbara's Landcare work is achievable and positive for all parties without the unworkable rules on 

fencing waterways in their entirety. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 4 

 The submitters' approach is environmentally aware and pragmatic.  The suggested remedies will  

 achieve outcomes that can be sustained over time. 

Sub#: 26 North, Michael Statement#: 4 

 Details Support, but with changes. 

 Reasons Large areas of riparian margins will remain unfenced if the process is entirely voluntary. 

 Remedy Unrestricted stock access, and crossings of water bodies, should be a prohibited activity within a set time frame (eg 

10 years) rather than a weak "should be avoided". 

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 133 

 Transit does not consider that any crossings should be a prohibited activity. 

 Oppose X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 90 

 This proposed remedy is excessively punitive towards those with stock.  We suggest instead that 

the Rural Liaison Officer become involved (as outlined in our original submission 19/1). 

Sub#: 23 Burton, Andrew and Baker, Mary-Anne Statement#: 5 

 Details The plan does not address effects of stock in an equitable or defensible manner. 

 Reasons The plan ignores the good practice guide for dealing with adverse effects of stock in rivers, prepared by MfE. 

  

 The provisions are much more stringent than those agreed to by Fonterra, MfE and regional councils for areas where 

stock pressure really is an issue for water quality. 

  

 The plan treats all classes of stock the same, without evidence that they all cause significant adverse effects. 

  

 The Plan assumes research related to intensively farmed areas also applies to lightly stocked Nelson.  The Plan 

ignores research that grazing regimes in some circumstances enhances the ability of riparian land to filter nutrients 

and bacteria in a way that is superior to woody vegetation. 

  

 The Plan results in significant costs to land owners that are excessive and inequitable in relation to the significance 

of adverse effects. 

  

 The Plan ignores the contribution of birds, wild animals and septic tanks discharges to elevated bacteria levels. 

  



 Stock drinking is not listed as a value in Ap28.4 but is the sole reason for improving water quality in Ap28.9. 

  

 The Plan ignores community initiatives to improve water quality. 

  

 Reducing stock access will not remove the risk of bacterial contamination for residents taking surface water for 

domestic use.  Therefore, the costs of fencing and providing alternative water supplies for stock is not justified for 

this reason. 

 Remedy Do not regulate stock access to rivers.  Instead, prepare information and advocacy material explaining best 

management practices for riparian land and adjacent land uses. 

 Amend environmental results anticipated to include enhanced use (and access to) rivers for recreation. 

 Support X 5 Stuart, IA and BF 5 

 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies and they will deliver more 

sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change currently provides, within the principles and 

purposes of the RMA. 

 Support X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 5 

 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies and they will deliver more  

 sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change currently provides, within the principles and  

 purposes of the RMA. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 80 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The  

 submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 15 

 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies and they will deliver more  

 sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change currently provides, within the principles and  

 purposes of the RMA. 

 Support X 11 Gladys Murdoch 2 

 

Sub#: 27 Nelson Environment Centre Statement#: 5 

 Details Mostly support. 

 Reasons Trampling and faecal coliforms cause extreme degradation to water bodies. 

 Remedy Stock access should be a prohibited activity. 

 Oppose X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 93 

 This proposed remedy is excessively punitive towards those with stock.  We suggest instead that 

the Rural Liaison Officer become involved (as outlined in our original submission 19/1). 

 

Sub#: 28 Federated Farmers Statement#: 14 

 Details The Plan fails to justify the need to impose excessive management regimes on stock access to drinking water and 

crossings or to manage the activity or effects of stock on water quality in a reasonable, efficient and effective manner 

or within the principles and purposes of the RMA.   The Federation strongly opposes the inclusion of this Policy, 

Rule and associated appendices in the Plan. 

 Reasons Policy DO17.1.12 is based on the unjustified assumption that all stock access to water causes adverse effects to a 

level that it is necessary to impose excessively restrictive rules on stock movements and costs on landowners.    

  

 The very low density of stocking in the City region, the fact that some margins are already fenced, that stock have 

only intermittent access to waterways already, that there are only 3 dairy farms in the region with only one of those 

farms having any regular crossings (but the crossings are being voluntarily eliminated) and the level of contribution 

to the contamination has not been established does not support the need for rules and policies to manage the activity 

and effects. 

  

 Links to other activities affecting water quality have not been identified.  For example Council has not identified 

what contribution septic tanks and humans using the river for recreation have on water quality.  We dispute the 

assumption that stock are the major contributors.  There is a serious lack of good and reliable information relevant to 

the Nelson circumstances to support the rule and policies. 

  

 By comparison Nelson stocking rates are probably the lowest in all of NZ and therefore the number of stock with 

access to rivers is equally low.  Research done in more intensively stocked areas has little relevance to this area 



  

 The Plan imposes a regulatory regime that is more stringent than the MfE guidelines and the Fonterra Clean Streams 

Accord. 

   

 The Council has failed to undertake a complete s32 RMA review of the alternatives. 

  

 There has only been detailed monitoring of water in the Maitai.  Results tend to show that when there is a rainfall 

event and soon after the quality is low in the vicinity of swimming holes and the lower reaches and then it returns to 

within the MfE guidelines.  People are not generally going to swim or use the water during these times therefore the 

risks are minimised.  The results also tend to suggest that humans are causing higher levels during the summer 

months when their presence in the area is highest and stocking is lowest. 

  

 In high use areas the management of stock can be altered seasonally.  This has occurred in the Maitai but it brings 

with it other management issues such as the need for Council to mow the grass along the riverbank (an added cost 

for Council) and it increases the risk of fire. 

 Remedy Delete Policy DO17.1.12 

 Replace Policy DO 17.1.12 with one that focuses on gathering more data which identifies the sources of 

contamination, assesses all means to improve water quality and uses education and information to manage stock 

influences on water quality in combination with community groups, schools, farming leaders and the Rural Liaison 

Officer. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 41 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 Support X 5 Stuart, IA and BF 31 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 Support X 1 Thomas, Ian and Anne 3 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 14 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The 

submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

Sub#: 32 Royal Forest & Bird Protection Society Statement#: 15 

 Details There should be no unrestricted access of stock to water bodies. 

 Reasons 1. Research shows stock (cattle) are 50 times more likely to defecate in running water than on land. 

 2. No practical mitigation method is available. 

 Remedy Delete "unless adverse effects can be adequately mitigated". 

 Oppose X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 104 

 The submitter's research is not cross-referenced, therefore we cannot check the validit of their 

claim.  If incorrect, this statement sensationalises the risks associated with stock crossings. 

 Oppose X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 45 

 The submitter seeks remedies and amendments that impose unduly onerous and unreasonable costs 

on landowners, either financially or in terms of additional assessment and information 

requirements and lack practical understanding and knowledge.  These combine to generate 

outcomes that are contrary to the principles and purposes of the RMA. 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 16 

 Details Fish and Game supports these provisions and seeks that the Council provide suitable encouragement to provide 

alternatives to stock access and crossings of water bodies in the City. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy No change 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 17 

 Details Stock needs good quality water, especially dairy herds. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Upstream stock should be fenced off from access to streams serving downstream rural domestic water supplies.  

Alternative watering methods for stock ensures healthier stock management and enhanced water body quality. 



Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 35 

 Details Policy DO17.1.12 would be unnecessary if the Plan established appropriately worded, effects based, objectives and 

policies.  Stock in rivers, lakes, and wetland disturb the bed and banks and discharge effluent directly to water.  

These issues are or could be adequately addressed by policies and objectives that address the effect rather than the 

activity.     

  

 The explanations to the policy and the methods proposed appear to be at odds with other policies and methods for 

other activities.   While the policy uses the term ‘avoided’, explanation DO17.1.2.iv suggests that continued stock 

access will still be allowed where it does not create significant adverse effects.  Method DO17.1.12.xii refers to 

encouraging and promoting bridges and culverts as alternatives to stock crossings despite previous policies that 

placed severe restrictions on such structures. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy  
 1. Delete Policy DO17.1.12 and other ‘activity’ specific policies and objectives; 

  

 2. Amend effects based policies and objectives to address the effects of subdivision, use, and development associated 

with rivers, lakes, and wetlands and their margins; 

  

 3. Ensure all Objectives, Policies, and Methods are consistent and equitable. 

 Oppose X 13 Department of Conservation 11 

 Policy is supported and reasonably necessary to manage the effects of stock access to water 

bodies. 

 

DO17.1.12.iv explanation and reason - stock access and crossings 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 40 

 Details Good water quality is not only needed for domestic and stock water etc, but for other instream values such as 

freshwater fish and invertebrate habitat. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add the following to the first sentence: ".. Irrigation, freshwater fish and invertebrate habitat, and amenity, .." 

DO17.1.12.v method - stock access and crossings 

Sub#: 32 Royal Forest & Bird Protection Society Statement#: 16 

 Details There should be no unrestricted access of stock to water bodies. 

 Reasons 1. Research shows stock (cattle) are 50 times more likely to defecate in running water than on land. 

 2. No practical mitigation method is available. 

 Remedy Change DO17.1.12.v to read: "Rules controlling stock access and crossing over bridges and culverts only." 

 Oppose X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 46 

 The submitter seeks remedies and amendments that impose unduly onerous and unreasonable 

costs on landowners, either financially or in terms of additional assessment and information 

requirements and lack practical understanding and knowledge.  These combine to generate 

outcomes that are contrary to the principles and purposes of the RMA. 

 Oppose X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 105 

 The submitter's research is not cross-referenced, therefore we cannot check the validit of their 

claim.  If incorrect, this statement sensationalises the risks associated with stock crossings. 

 

DO17.1.12.vi method - stock access and crossings 

Sub#: 26 North, Michael Statement#: 5 

 Details Landowner co-operation in the fencing of riparian margins is crucial and the Council should support landowners to 

fence off areas. 

 Reasons Free fencing materials would be a strong and effective inducement. 

 Remedy Delete "consider", so that the material costs of fencing will be paid for by NCC. 

 Oppose X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 91 

 This proposed remedy is excessively punitive towards those with stock.  We suggest instead that 

the Rural Liaison Officer become involved (as outlined in our original submission 19/1). 



Sub#: 27 Nelson Environment Centre Statement#: 6 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Delete "consider". 

 Oppose X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 94 

 This proposed remedy is excessively punitive towards those with stock.  We suggest instead that 

the Rural Liaison Officer become involved (as outlined in our original submission 19/1). 

Sub#: 26 North, Michael Statement#: 8 

 Details There are many kilometres of unfenced river bank, with only a few landowners, along Wakapuaka River. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy A special case should be made for a higher level of subsidy for fencing of Wakapuaka River. 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 28 

 Details Subsidy should also be available to assist with fencing of wetlands and lakes. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Broaden this method to refer to wetlands and lakes as well as rivers. 

 Oppose X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 78 

 Initially subsidised fencing will become financially onerous as frequent flooding will remove 

these fences, and the burden of replacement will fall upon the land owner. 

 

DO17.1.12.vii method - stock access and crossings 

Sub#: 26 North, Michael Statement#: 6 

 Details This is a useful tool to get stretches of stream margin fenced. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Delete "consider" so that it is required that stock are fenced from stream margins where subdivision of rural land 

occurs. 

Sub#: 27 Nelson Environment Centre Statement#: 7 

 Details Fencing and planting of riparian margins in the case of rural subdivisions should be mandatory to keep stock out and 

to enhance local waterways. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Delete "consider" 

 Oppose X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 95 

 This proposed remedy is excessively punitive towards those with stock.  We suggest instead that 

the Rural Liaison Officer become involved (as outlined in our original submission 19/1). 

 

DO17.1.12.x method - stock access and crossings 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 41 

 Details It is not clear what this method is trying to achieve. Is it water supply design or waterway management, or both? 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend this method as follows: "..methods of waterway management and water supply design." 

DO17.1.12.xi method - stock access and crossings 

Sub#: 26 North, Michael Statement#: 7 

 Details Landowers need all the support they can get to encourage them to revegetate their water margins.  Free plans would 

be readily taken up. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Delete 'consider' so that NCC will supply plants for native riparian margin revegetation. 



Sub#: 27 Nelson Environment Centre Statement#: 8 

 Details Support 

 Reasons DoC have nurseries in other NZ towns and cities and may be open to a joint venture.  Biodiversity of native species 

is a DoC issue too. 

 Remedy Council could consider approaching DoC to run a joint nursery for revegetation on private land. 

DO17.1.12.xii method - stock access and crossings 

Sub#: 32 Royal Forest & Bird Protection Society Statement#: 17 

 Details There should be no unrestricted access of stock to water bodies. 

 Reasons 1. Research shows stock (cattle) are 50 times more likely to defecate in running water than on land. 

 2. No practical mitigation method is available. 

 Remedy Consider subsidising the cost of bridges and culverts across streams. 

 Oppose X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 106 

 The submitter's research is not cross-referenced, therefore we cannot check the validit of their 

claim.  If incorrect, this statement sensationalises the risks associated with stock crossings. 

 Oppose X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 47 

 The submitter seeks remedies and amendments that impose unduly onerous and unreasonable 

costs on landowners, either financially or in terms of additional assessment and information 

requirements and lack practical understanding and knowledge.  These combine to generate 

outcomes that are contrary to the principles and purposes of the RMA. 

 

DO17.2 objective - effects of activities and structures on infrastructure 

Sub#: 11 Transpower New Zealand Statement#: 6 

 Details Transpower supports the objective and associated explanation. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Retain objective DO17.2 

 Support X 20 Transit New Zealand 15 

 This is an appropriate objective that would meet Transit’s concerns. 

 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 17 

 Details While Fish and Game has no objection in principle to this objective, it appears to elevate the provision and 

maintenance of infrastructure to the same level as the protection of freshwater environments. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the wording of the objective to begin, "Provided that  Objective DO17.1 is met, activities, works, " etc. 

 Oppose X 3 Transpower New Zealand Ltd 6 

 The second objective (relating to effects on existing lawful network utility operations) should be 

read conjunctively with the other objectives. The consideration of the effects on such operations 

should not be dependent upon compliance with the first objective. The risk is that for activities 

that do not meet the first objective little consideration may be give to effects on the network 

operations. 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 18 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Operators should have up to date reference of where to lay down infrastructure, or to locate it with least adverse 

effects on, and disturbance to, river or lake beds. 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 36 

 Details Oppose DO17.2 because subsequent policy DO17.2.1 attempts to pick winners and fails to provide for lawfully 

established structures that are not network utility operations. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend Objective DO17.2 to read: 

 "Activities, works, or structures within the beds of lakes and rivers and their margins undertaken or constructed in a 

way which avoids, remedies or mitigates adverse effects on lawfully established structures including established 



network utility operations."  Or words of like effect. 

DO17.2.1 policy - effects of activities and structures on infrastructure 

Sub#: 11 Transpower New Zealand Statement#: 7 

 Details Transpower supports the policy and associated explanation. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Retain Policy DO17.2.1 and associated further explanation. 

 Support X 20 Transit New Zealand 16 

 This is an appropriate policy that would meet Transit’s concerns. 

 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 18 

 Details Supported 

 Reasons 

 Remedy No change 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 19 
 Details 

 Reasons 

 Remedy All activities and works operating in river and lake beds must have provision of access to records/advice on the depth 

and location of essential utility infrastructure. 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 37 

 Details The Policy attempts to pick winners and fails to provide for lawfully established structures that are not network 

utility operations. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend Policy DO17.2.1 to read: 

 "Activities or new structures in the beds of rivers and lakes should not result in significant adverse effects on existing 

structures and network utility operations".  Or words of like effect. 

DO17e environmental results anticipated 

Sub#: 27 Nelson Environment Centre Statement#: 9 

 Details There are a number of schools and community groups undertaking regular monitoring of Nelson City waterways. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Data source for each row should include community monitoring programmes such as Landcare Trust, Waimaori 

Stream Care Programme, and GLOBE water monitoring.  NCC could benefit from supporting and encouraging 

community stream monitoring programmes by providing a community database for managing this data. 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 19 

 Details Among data sources, please note Fish and Game and Cawthron are also potential sources of information. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Include these and any other relevant information sources. 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 42 

 Details This anticipated environmental result is too restrictive in referring to riverbeds and rivers.  It needs to be more 

inclusive. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the anticipated environmental result as follows: "Reduced impacts of activities in waterbodies on their 

natural functioning.” 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 43 



 Details Another anticipated environmental result is suggested for water quality improvements. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add the following to the table: 

 "DO17e.5  

 Maintenance or improvement of water quality. 

  

 DO17e.5.1 

 New bridges or culverts for stock crossings 

 New riparian fencing and planting 

  

 Data source: 

 Council water quality monitoring 

 Building permits 

 Funding applications approved" 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 71 

 Details Measuring the "natural functioning" of a river would require broader indicators than diversity and numbers of fish 

and invertebrate species. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Replace "natural functioning" with "natural values" in DO17e.1 

DO18 freshwater abstraction and instream flows 

Sub#: 22 Tasman District Council Statement#: 1 

 Details This plan does not recognise any cross boundary water management issues. 

 Reasons TDC is also responsible for managing the Roding River.  The TDC water management provisions indicate a desire 

for a combined, consultative approach to water management.  TDC has established a water allocation limit for takes 

from the Roding River for that part of the river that is within the TDC boundary. 

 Remedy Add new objectives, policies and methods to address cross boundary water management issues especially those 

relating to the management of the Roding River. 

Sub#: 24 Vegfed Statement#: 1 

 Details The Federations are concerned about the exceedingly prescriptive approach that has been taken in the Proposed 

Freshwater Plan Change, especially in respect of the rural area and water takes, given that the issue states: 

 "The effects of water takes on flow level of rural freshwater (both in rivers and in groundwater) are not likely to be 

having a significant impact at this stage in most situations, but there are some small rivers such as the Lud and at 

Cable Bay which are under pressure from abstractions." 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the requirements in the Plan to reflect the current situation in terms of water flow levels. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 45 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The  

 submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 20 

 Details Preliminary comment is required on instream values, which are an obvious omission. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Insert a paragraph as follows:  "Nelson City freshwaters provide habitats for a range of native fish species, trout and 

a variety of species of wildlife.  It also provides public recreational opportunities for swimming, trout fishing, 

whitebaiting, gamebird hunting and for other public activities and interests." 

DO18.1 objective - maintaining and enhancing flows and levels 

Sub#: 24 Vegfed Statement#: 10 

 Details Point c) is to provide for a range of uses and then lists some uses, but not others.  All uses should be listed otherwise 

there appears to be an implicit priority given to those that are listed. 



 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend DO18.1 c) to read: 

 "Provides for a range of uses, including reasonable domestic and stock water use, fire fighting, and abstractive uses." 

 Oppose X 13 Department of Conservation 12 

 The amended wording is not necessary.  Appropriate provisions are made for abstractive use in 

Policies  

 DO 18.1.1 and DO 18.1.2. 

 Support X 20 Transit New Zealand 123 

 Such prioritisation of use does not provide for an equitable distribution of water among users.  

The amendment sought is appropriate. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 54 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The 

submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

Sub#: 23 Burton, Andrew and Baker, Mary-Anne Statement#: 15 

 Details The Plan attempts a level of water management that is not supported by the data available. 

 The Plan does not adequately provide for existing and reasonable domestic water supplies. 

 The Plan does not contain sufficient information to give any certainty to existing or potential water users. 

 The Plan contains methods that will result in significant costs to residents for benefits that are minimal at best. 

 The Plan does not reasonably recognise the human health needs for domestic water. 

 The Plan does not reflect the provisions of the RMA. 

 Reasons Detail of actual flows (in litres per second) is not included in the plan in relation to minimum and trigger flows.  This 

is too uncertain.  It would be better to collect more general flow data than meter each household.  This would provide 

better justification for a flow regime.  Nelson North takes are mostly for domestic and stock supply, which has not 

been shown to be causing adverse effects. Cost of water meters will be significant to residents and Council. 

 The cease of takes at minimum flow should be reconsidered as ecosystems do recover after extreme low flow. 

 The one cubic metre per day limit is too small.  Reasonable domestic use is better described as water taken for an 

individual household, including the needs of domesticated animals and watering a household garden where the 

produce from the garden is for that household's own use.  Any limits on that should relate to requiring maintenance 

of such systems to prevent leaks, and that it does not include irrigation of amenity plantings or lawns during periods 

of water rationing as notified by the Council. 

 Remedy Insert new methods relating to collection of data about flows of rivers. 

 Support X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 15 

 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies and they will deliver more 

sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change currently provides, within the principles and 

purposes of the RMA. 

 Support X 5 Stuart, IA and BF 15 

 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies and they will deliver more 

sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change currently provides, within the principles and 

purposes of the RMA. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 25 

 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies and they will deliver more 

sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change currently provides, within the principles and 

purposes of the RMA. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 90 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The 

submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

Sub#: 32 Royal Forest & Bird Protection Society Statement#: 19 

 Details The introduction needs expansion to comply with the RMA 

 Reasons 1. Amenity values not included 

 2. Contaminants cannot be assimilated (ie absorbed), they can only be diluted. 

 Remedy Add amenity values to the list in [b] 

 Change "assimilation" in [d] to "adequate dilution" 

 Oppose X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 49 



 The submitter seeks remedies and amendments that impose unduly onerous and unreasonable 

costs on landowners, either financially or in terms of additional assessment and information 

requirements and lack practical understanding and knowledge.  These combine to generate 

outcomes that are contrary to the principles and purposes of the RMA. 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 21 
 Details 

 Reasons 

 Remedy It is usual in Nelson for drought to set in from later summer months to autumn and is prolonged in some seasons.  To 

conserve water at these times should be a shared community responsibility. 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 21 

 Details Supported. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy No change. 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 22 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons Every reason listed for this objective is important. 

 Remedy Retain. 

DO18.1.i explanation and reasons - maintaining and enhancing flows and levels  

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 1 

 Details Oppose the second sentence which states "The highest priority is to sustain the life-supporting capacity of water" 

 Reasons This implies that the objectives a), b), c) and d) specified in DO18.1 are in order of priority.  If this is intended then it 

puts the provision of "reasonable domestic and stock water use and firefighting" below that of the values identified 

in b). 

 Remedy Delete the second sentence. 

 Support X 14 NZ Vegetable and Potato Growers & Fruitgrowers Federations 9 

 

DO18.1.ii explanation and reasons - maintaining and enhancing flows and levels 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 2 

 Details The third sentence of DO18.1.ii "and may lead to an acceptance of abstractive uses having priority over in-stream 

values" does not adequately recognise the high priority use of the Maitai River for the urban water supply. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Delete the second half of the third sentence so that it reads "Over-use or over-allocation of water may degrade these 

in-stream values." 

DO18.1.1 policy - flow regimes: specific rivers 

Sub#: 26 North, Michael Statement#: 9 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons The concept of minimum flows and trigger flows to protect water bodies is crucial in maintaining ecological health 

of aquatic life. 

 Remedy Retain. 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 23 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons The management of flow and levels for specific rivers are realistic.  The Maitai and Roding are small rivers called 

upon to meet growing demand. 

 Remedy Retain 



Sub#: 28 Federated Farmers Statement#: 35 

 Details The Federation is strongly opposed to the need for metering of water in rural areas.  The limit of 1 cubic metre for 

domestic takes fails to recognise the needs of rural living and attempts to manage water without sufficient data, 

information on existing values or knowledge of the numerous ways in which rural people access and manage water.  

  

 The policies, methods and rules relating to surface and ground water use or take fail to adequately manage the water 

resource and impose unjustified costs on rural people.  

  

 Overall the Council has failed to comprehensively investigate the cost and benefits (s32 RMA) of all management 

options for rural domestic and other uses. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy 1. Amend  by either deleting the limit on rural domestic water takes or raising it to meet the realistic rural demands. 

 2. Insert new Methods that require Council to collect more data about river flows and aquifers. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 62 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and  applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 Support X 5 Stuart, IA and BF 52 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 Oppose X 13 Department of Conservation 13 

 The amendment sought would be inconsistent with the rules for water takes and in particular the 

minimum flows proposed in Appendix 28.2.  It is unclear what the term "realistic rural demands" 

means. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 35 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The 

submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

 

DO18.1.1.iv explanation and reasons - flow regimes: specific rivers 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 3 

 Details The information in DO18.1.1.iv is out of date because the initial study on the Maitai has been completed. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Delete this clause. 

DO18.1.2 policy - flow regimes: other rivers and streams 

Sub#: 24 Vegfed Statement#: 11 

 Details The policy is not effects based as it seeks to avoid abstractions.  This is inconsistent with the statement of the issue in 

RI18 where it said: 

 "The effects of water takes on flow level of rural freshwater (both in rivers and in groundwater) are not likely to be 

having a significant impact at this stage in most situations, but there are some small rivers such as the Lud and at 

Cable Bay which are under pressure from abstractions." 

  

 Given this situation it is not effects based to avoid an activity without consideration of the potential adverse effect. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend Policy DO18.1.2 by deleting "or avoiding abstraction other than for permitted uses" and delete the last 

sentence of DO18.1.2ii) Explanation and Reasons. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 55 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The 

submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

 Support X 20 Transit New Zealand 124 



 The amendments sought are appropriate for the reasons given in Vegfed’s submission. 

 Oppose X 13 Department of Conservation 17 

 The present wording of this policy is supported as it will help safeguard the in-stream habitat 

values of these water bodies. 

 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 24 
 Details 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Abstraction from unspecified waterbodies (mainly rural and small) is unlikely to be under pressure for abstraction.  

Flows of many small shallow creeks seriously diminishes, even dries up in prolonged dry spells. 

DO18.1.2.ii explanation and reasons - flow regimes: other rivers and streams 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 25 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons Appropriate to policies DO18.1.1 and DO18.1.2. 

 Remedy Retain. 

DO18.1.3 policy - increased demands for water 

Sub#: 22 Tasman District Council Statement#: 4 

 Details Future urban water supply for the projected growth in demand for water is a regionally significant issue. 

 Reasons TDC has established allocation limits for its water management zones in the Waimea Plains and this water is fully 

allocated. 

  

 There is insufficient water to meet all potential water needs in the Waimea Plains.  TDC has established a water 

augmentation committee to consider alternative water supplies to meet current and likely future urban water supply, 

irrigation and industry water needs. 

  

 NCC has also identified an increasing need for water (a 24% increase).  This water will need to be supplied through  

 augmentation as current water supplies, including existing dams, will not meet this need.  The methods listed in 

Policy 18.1.3 will not be sufficient to address this issue. 

  

 TDC urges NCC to actively contribute to its water augmentation studies which may satisfy future water needs in 

both regions. 

 Remedy Add new policies and methods that recognise the regionally significant issue of increasing water demand and the 

importance of exploring future water supply options jointly with TDC. 

 Support X 14 NZ Vegetable and Potato Growers & Fruitgrowers Federations 10 

 

Sub#: 26 North, Michael Statement#: 10 

 Details Support, with one change. 

 Reasons Most new houses are residentially zoned, so this rule needs to apply to them in order to reduce future demand for 

water. 

 Remedy It should be mandatory for any new house (not just rural) to have a rainwater tank installed (for car washing, 

gardening, lawn irrigation) 

Sub#: 27 Nelson Environment Centre Statement#: 10 

 Details Mostly support. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Retain. 

Sub#: 23 Burton, Andrew and Baker, Mary-Anne Statement#: 16 

 Details The Plan addresses the cumulative impact of increasing water demand by focusing on existing water takes; and states 

that some rivers are over-allocated.  Instead, adverse effects of increasing demand for water should be addressed by 

regulating new takes and by a more strategic approach to increasing urban development that reflects the Council's 



unitary status and is taken into account in the land use rules for new urban development. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Insert new provisions that limit residential development in unreticulated areas where existing surface water supplies 

cannot meet the domestic water supply needs of that development. 

 Support X 5 Stuart, IA and BF 16 

 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies and they will deliver more 

sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change currently provides, within the principles and 

purposes of the RMA. 

 Support X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 16 

 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies and they will deliver more  

sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change currently provides, within the principles and 

purposes of the RMA. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 26 

 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies and they will deliver more 

sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change currently provides, within the principles and 

purposes of the RMA. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 91 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The 

submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 22 

 Details A number of possible methods of meeting this increased demand are set out.  One obvious opportunity is for the 

Council to co-operate, where possible, with Tasman District Council to meet mutual water demand, particularly as 
the two councils share part of the Waimea catchment. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Include a method under DO18.1.3 to co-operate, where possible, with the Tasman District Council to meet future 

water demands. 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 26 
 Details 

 Reasons 

 Remedy New developments should be required to install rainwater tank storage on individual properties.  Grey water use also 

recommended for gardens, and mulching.  TDC's large reserves of ground water, once developed, would meet 

REGIONAL need for water for 4-5 decades and take stress off current water supply.  Groundwater does not need 

costly water treatment. 

Sub#: 28 Federated Farmers Statement#: 36 

 Details The Federation is strongly opposed to the need for metering of water in rural areas.  The limit of 1 cubic metre for 

domestic takes fails to recognise the needs of rural living and attempts to manage water without sufficient data, 

information on existing values or knowledge of the numerous ways in which rural people access and manage water.  

  

 The policies, methods and rules relating to surface and ground water use or take fail to adequately manage the water 

resource and impose unjustified costs on rural people.  

  

 Overall the Council has failed to comprehensively investigate the cost and benefits (s32 RMA) of all management 

options for rural domestic and other water uses. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy 1. Amend  by either deleting the limit on rural domestic water takes or raising it to meet the realistic rural demands. 

 2. Insert new Methods that require Council to collect more data about river flows and aquifers. 

 Support X 5 Stuart, IA and BF 53 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, and  

 applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 63 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, and  

 applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 



 Support X 22 Julian Raine 36 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The  

 submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

 

DO18.1.3.iii explanation and reasons - increased demands for water 

Sub#: 27 Nelson Environment Centre Statement#: 11 

 Details Support 

 Reasons Nelson has a seasonally very dry climate and an increasing population. 

 Remedy Council should encourage and support water conservation methods such as: rain water tanks, grey water systems, 

composting toilets to conserve water, and education on dry tolerant species for planting. 

DO18.1.3.iv method - increased demands for water 

Sub#: 27 Nelson Environment Centre Statement#: 12 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Retain. 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 28 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons Grey water is an effective water saving option for the domestic sector, as are rainwater tanks, and mulching gardens.   

   

  If 50% of water is used by industry, how will that sector contribute to water savings in times of water shortage? 

 Remedy Promote water saving but avoid measures that compromise health standards. 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 44 

 Details An addition is suggested to a), to cover permitted activity rules. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add the following to a): "permitted activity rule and consent conditions are adhered to, and" 

DO18.1.3.v method - increased demands for water 

Sub#: 27 Nelson Environment Centre Statement#: 13 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Retain. 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 29 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons Grey water is an effective water saving option for the domestic sector, as are rainwater tanks, and mulching gardens. 

 

  If 50% of water is used by industry, how will that sector contribute to water savings in times of water shortage? 

 Remedy Promote water saving but avoid measures that compromise health standards. 

DO18.1.3.vi method - increased demands for water 

Sub#: 27 Nelson Environment Centre Statement#: 14 

 Details Support. 



 Reasons 

 Remedy Retain. 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 30 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons Grey water is an effective water saving option for the domestic sector, as are rainwater tanks, and mulching gardens. 

 If 50% of water is used by industry, how will that sector contribute to water savings in times of water shortage? 

 Remedy Promote water saving but avoid measures that compromise health standards. 

DO18.1.3.vii method - increased demands for water 

Sub#: 27 Nelson Environment Centre Statement#: 15 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Retain. 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 31 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons Grey water is an effective water saving option for the domestic sector, as are rainwater tanks, and mulching gardens. 

 If 50% of water is used by industry, how will that sector contribute to water savings in times of water shortage? 

 Remedy Promote water saving but avoid measures that compromise health standards. 

DO18.1.3.viii method - increased demands for water 

Sub#: 27 Nelson Environment Centre Statement#: 16 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Retain. 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 32 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons Grey water is an effective water saving option for the domestic sector, as are rainwater tanks, and mulching gardens. 

 If 50% of water is used by industry, how will that sector contribute to water savings in times of water shortage? 

 Remedy Promote water saving but avoid measures that compromise health standards. 

DO18.1.3.ix method - increased demands for water 

Sub#: 27 Nelson Environment Centre Statement#: 17 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Retain. 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 33 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons Grey water is an effective water saving option for the domestic sector, as are rainwater tanks, and mulching gardens. 

 If 50% of water is used by industry, how will that sector contribute to water savings in times of water shortage? 

 Remedy Promote water saving but avoid measures that compromise health standards. 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 45 

 Details This method could refer to Policy DO18.3.1b), which covers changing conditions on existing water permits in more 

detail. 



 Reasons 

 Remedy Add the following to this method: "..Appendix 28.2 (refer to Policy DO18.3.1b))." 

DO18.1.3.x method - increased demands for water 

Sub#: 26 North, Michael Statement#: 11 

 Details Support, with one change. 

 Reasons Most new houses are residentially zoned, so this rule needs to apply to them in order to reduce future demand for 

water. 

 Remedy It should be mandatory for any new house (not just rural) to have a rainwater tank installed (for car washing, 

gardening, lawn irrigation) 

Sub#: 27 Nelson Environment Centre Statement#: 18 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Rainwater storage (10,000 litres) should be required for all new houses, not just in rural areas. 

 Support X 21 Rosemary Callaghan 3 

 I agree all new homes should have rainwater storage. 

DO18.1.3.xi method - increased demands for water 

Sub#: 27 Nelson Environment Centre Statement#: 19 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Retain. 

DO18.1.3.xii method - increased demands for water 

Sub#: 27 Nelson Environment Centre Statement#: 20 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Retain. 

DO18.2 objective - underground flows and levels 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 27 

 Details There is a lack of knowledge about groundwater sources in Nelson. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Take a cautious approach to groundwater allocation until there is more knowledge on its availability. 

Sub#: 28 Federated Farmers Statement#: 37 

 Details The Federation is strongly opposed to the need for metering of water in rural areas.  The limit of 1 cubic metre for 

domestic takes fails to recognise the needs of rural living and attempts to manage water without sufficient data, 

information on existing values or knowledge of the numerous ways in which rural people access and manage water.  

  

 The policies, methods and rules relating to surface and ground water use or take fail to adequately manage the water 

resource and impose unjustified costs on rural people.  

  

 Overall the Council has failed to comprehensively investigate the cost and benefits (s32 RMA) of all management 

options for rural domestic and other water uses. 

 Reasons When taking water from underground there should be limits placed only in relation to the known resource in the 

aquifer.  The Council has no knowledge of any aquifers in the region and the amount taken from bores or wells for 

domestic purposes are unlikely to impact on the resource based on current and future projected intensity of rural 

activities. 

  



 Restricting bores to >500m from the coastal marine area is unjustified.  The Council has no identified aquifers and 

the risks to the aquifer are dependent on the hydraulics of the area.  Council is obliged to have this information and 

the precautionary approach is far too draconian. 

 Remedy 1. Amend  by either deleting the limit on rural domestic water takes or raising it to meet the realistic rural demands. 

 2. Insert new Methods that require Council to collect more data about river flows and aquifers. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 64 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and  applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 Oppose X 13 Department of Conservation 14 

 The amendment sought would be inconsistent with the rules for water takes and in particular the 

minimum flows proposed in Appendix 28.2.  It is unclear what the term "realistic rural demands" 

means. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 37 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The 

submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable  management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

 Support X 5 Stuart, IA and BF 54 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 

DO18.2.i explanation and reasons - underground flows and levels 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 46 

 Details A minor amendment is suggested for the second sentence. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the 2nd sentence as follows: ".. Which does not adversely affect .." 

DO18.2.1 policy - managing underground abstractions 

Sub#: 24 Vegfed Statement#: 12 

 Details Policy DO18.2.1 seeks to allocate groundwater on a case by case basis and the Explanation and Reasons states that 

abstraction should be avoided in some situations.  There is a lack of clarity as to the intent and there appears to be an 

overly prescriptive application of the precautionary principle.  If the outcomes of a take are unknown there are 

mechanisms that could be used to monitor and assess the effects, rather than just applying a prohibition of such 

takes. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend DO18.2.1 to reflect a range of mechanisms, other than prohibition, that could be used to manage abstractions 

where the outcomes are unknown or there is insufficient information. 

 Support X 20 Transit New Zealand 125 

 The amendments sought are appropriate for the reasons given in Vegfed’s submission. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 56 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The 

submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

DO18.2.1.i explanation and reasons - managing underground abstractions 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 47 

 Details Water flows in wetlands can also be connected to groundwater flows. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add the following to the 2nd sentence: "The link between groundwater and surface flows, including wetlands, 

should be given particular consideration." 

 



DO18.3 objective - providing for water abstraction 

Sub#: 3 Kelly, Joseph and Lindy Statement#: 1 

 Details We have extracted water from Jenkins Creek for many years.  We also collect rain water store it in two large 

reservoirs.  Stock water is taken from Jenkins Creek and it is essential that we continue with this system. 

 Reasons We are totally reliant on this water supply for our stock, for our farm management.  Most of the farm is in pines and 

no water is needed, but stock cannot do without a reliable and reasonable cost water supply. 

 Remedy Do not limit our access to water from Jenkins Creek. 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 23 

 Details Supported. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy No change. 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 34 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Retain. 

DO18.3.i explanation and reasons - providing for water abstraction 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 4 

 Details The second sentence states, "While provision needs to be made for water allocation, including permitted 

abstractions, this needs to be balanced against the ecological bottom line and providing for other values" 

 Reasons The phrase "ecological bottom line and providing for other values" is vague and indeterminate.  It should be 

amended to more accurately reflect Section 5 of the RMA. 

 Remedy That this sentence be amended to read "While provision needs to be made for water allocation, including permitted 

abstractions, this needs to be balanced against the long term life supporting capacity of water and the associated 

ecosystems." 

DO18.3.1 policy - water permits 

Sub#: 16 Sutton, Stephen Statement#: 1 

 Details In relation to Saxton Creek, we are totally opposed to any review of existing water permits. 

 Reasons There are only two permit holders on the Creek. 

 To come up with a five year low flow is not possible as it is zero. 

 Our instream pond has contributed to downstream flow because of water seepage out of the pond during dry periods. 

 The use of this water is very important to us and any change would have large effects on us. 

 Remedy Do not change our water permit conditions. 

Sub#: 26 North, Michael Statement#: 12 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons Useful tool to reduce future demand on water resources. 

 Remedy Delete "consider", i.e. decline such applications. 

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 134 

 The amendment sought is inappropriate.  Other factors relevant to whether an application should 

be declined are not included in the policy. 

Sub#: 24 Vegfed Statement#: 13 

 Details Case law has established that changes to consent conditions cannot make a consent inoperable.   

  

 The policy to cancel consents is overly prescriptive.  It is not the Council’s role to determine if the allocated water is 

surplus to requirements.  The Council can only cancel a consent where it has not been used for a set period. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Delete DO18.3.1 e) 



 Amend DO18.3.1 iv) to state that changes made in accordance with Section 128 cannot render a consent inoperable. 

 Support X 20 Transit New Zealand 126 

 The criteria should be deleted as they are inconsistent with the provision in section 126 of the 

RMA. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 57 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The 

submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 15 

 Details As the policy is currently written, infrastructure could be used to justify renewal of an existing water permit even if 

there was no real need for the water, or it was not being used efficiently, as required by section 8(b) of the Resource 

Management Act. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add the following to the second sentence of DO18.3.1 c) to read: 

 "Physical resources relating to a previous water permit are an assessment matter which can be considered as part of 

the application process provided water is needed and is being used efficiently." 

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 102 

 Existing infrastructure should be taken into account, whether or not water is "needed and is being 

used efficiently". 

 

Sub#: 32 Royal Forest & Bird Protection Society Statement#: 20 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons Water is a scarce resource and every effort needs to be made to ensure that no profligate use is undertaken. 

 Remedy Retain. 

 Oppose X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 50 

 The submitter seeks remedies and amendments that impose unduly onerous and unreasonable 

costs on landowners, either financially or in terms of additional assessment and information 

requirements and lack practical understanding and knowledge.  These combine to generate 

outcomes that are contrary to the principles and purposes of the RMA. 

 

Sub#: 27 Nelson Environment Centre Statement#: 21 

 Details Support (d), but this should be required by Council rather than just considered. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Delete "consider". 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 24 

 Details Supported. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy No change. 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 35 

 Details Support all the following criteria (a-e) 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Retain. 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 38 

 Details Policy DO18.3.1 refers to ‘Water Permits’ without explicitly stating what form of water permit is an issue.  It 

appears that the issue is abstraction but that is not clearly stated and could lead to uncertainty.  In the case of the 

transfer of water permits, section 136 of the Act clearly stipulates what aspect of the transfer of water permits 

Council can retain discretion over. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend Policy DO18.3.1 to read: 



 "Implement a water permit system for any water take based on the following criteria:" or words of like effect. 

DO18.3.1.ii explanation and reasons - water permits 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 48 

 Details The notification date can be stated. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend explanation and reason as follows: "..and in use at 9 October 2004 (the notification date of these freshwater 

provisions)." 

DO18.3.1.iv explanation and reasons - water permits 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 49 

 Details Reference should also be made to section 68(7) of the RMA, which provides for rules in a regional plan to apply to 

existing resource consents. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add the following to this explanation and reason: 

 "This policy is inserted in accordance with sections 68(7) and 128 of the Resource Management Act which states 

that:  

 a) where a regional plan includes a rule relating to maximum or minimum levels of flows or rates of use of water, the 

plan may state whether the rule shall affect the exercise of existing resource consents for activities which contravene 

the rule, and that the holders of resource consents may comply with the terms of the rule, or rules, in stages or over 

specified periods; and 

 b) in order to .." 

DO18.3.2 policy - monitoring water abstraction 

Sub#: 4 Bateup, Ross Statement#: 1 

 Details Metering should not be required on the spring-fed stream that supplies our property (748 Cable Bay Road). 

 Reasons The stream supplies 10 residential dwellings and flows into the estuary just below the abstraction point. 

 In the very dry summers of the past few years, the supply has easily kept up with demand and the stream has had 

plenty of water in it. 

 The local people can monitor and manage this resource better than the Council could do by guessing minimum flow 

rates and remotely controlling water takes (and charging us for this work). 

 If the Council seriously wanted to manage this stream it would install a flow metering system on the stream, and then  

 automatically cut off the supply to the 10 residences during low flow times.  Residents would have to ensure that 

they had the storage capacity to see them through the drier times, which most already have. 

 Remedy Retain the original wording of DO18.3.2 with the addition of: 

 "except that in the case of existing private water schemes in rural areas supplying no more than 12 residences, other 

means, such as automatic or manual controlling of water abstraction may be used to ensure minimum flows, and 

these schemes will be exempt from the above monitoring requirements." 

 Support X 7 Brian Stratford 3 

 Meters can be bypassed.  It would be better to gain co-operation and supply information to 

landowners. 

 Support in Part X 20 Transit New Zealand 4 

 The water metering requirements proposed in the Plan Change are too onerous.  In addition, 

metering should not be required for temporary abstractions. 

Sub#: 10 Stuart, Ian and Barbara Statement#: 1 

 Details Council should encourage individual households to adopt self sufficiency or better manage the resource (eg better 

storage and gathering off their own roofs) rather than introduce the cost of metering. 

 Reasons Metering will create work and expense that is not actively working towards management of the resource.  No other 

Council in NZ places these requirements on rural people. 

 Remedy Delete water metering provisions from the Freshwater Plan Change. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 3 

 The submitters' approach is environmentally aware and pragmatic.  The suggested remedies will  

 achieve outcomes that can be sustained over time. 



 Support X 2 Exton, John 1 

 Property owners pay for water pumps, tanks and filters.  If the Council wants information about 

water usage, then it should pay for the meters and information gathering.  Another complication is 

when a property is drawing water from both a spring and a river, which would require two meters. 

 Support in Part X 10 Maurice Frost 1 

 Support X 25 Roughton, Kevin and Nicola 1 

 Delete the water metering requirements because: 

 - Council has not supplied the water or done anything to contribute towards the supply of our 

water. 

 - this is not done anywhere else in the country. 

 - it will be just another increase in costs to country people. 

 Support X 21 Rosemary Callaghan 2 

 I believe water metering is punitive.  Which other authorities are doing it?  If not, why not? 

 Support X 6 Pittman, Judith and Roger 1 

 Sending meter readings to NCC every three months is excessive and inappropriate.  It creates 

unnecessary work for residents and Council staff, and it's inappropriate because self-management 

is working efficiently.  Maintain the status quo. 

 Support X 24 Warne, Phillip and Pauline 3 

 Unnecessary cost of meters and readings for no benefit. 

Sub#: 13 Bell, Richard Statement#: 1 

 Details I oppose metering of domestic water takes in rural areas. 

 Reasons As long as there is no increase in subdivision in Cable Bay there is no need to meter water takes. 

 Remedy Do not meter domestic water takes in rural areas. 

 Support X 24 Warne, Phillip and Pauline 4 

 70 - 100 years ago many more people lived in Kokorua Road.  Now there are only nine houses.  

With no commercial horticulture nor associated irrigation there is minimal water use, making 

metering an expensive waste of time. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 10 

 Monitoring water abstraction is expensive and unnecessary. 

Sub#: 37 Lane, D. Statement#: 1 

 Details I oppose water metering for domestic water takes. 

 Reasons 1. I don't waste water. 

 2. I've been taking water for more than 20 years. 

 3. I objected to the taking of water to Lud Valley subdivision, and now I'm in competition for water with 30 or more 

other users. 

 4. I pay for my own system already, eg pump, pipes and maintenance 

 5. I give my time freely by being part of river monitoring to promote clean water, and to be metered feels like a 

penalty. 

 Remedy Do not meter domestic water takes. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 114 

 The submitter's remedy is pragmatic and appropriate. 

 Support X 21 Rosemary Callaghan 8 

 I agree, metering feels like a penalty.  The very people who appreciate the environment, and live 

lightly on the earth, are being subject to punitive measures.  The costs of supplying our water and 

the costs of being rural land owners are not acknowledged in the Freshwater Plan Change. 

Sub#: 16 Sutton, Stephen Statement#: 2 

 Details We oppose water metering of our takes. 

 Reasons The two existing permit holders take all the water that is available.  We store the water ourselves from our own 

dams.  We store water at high flow so we can use it at times of low flow. 

 Remedy Do not meter our water takes. 

Sub#: 21 Smith, D & J and Others Statement#: 7 

 Details DO18.3.2 and associated rules Rur.96 and Ap28.3 collectively require all water takes in rural areas to be metered, 



with data collected and sent to the Nelson City Council.   This regime introduces a high level of cost to everyone 

involved.  Because of these costs, it is important that the most efficient and effective methods to achieve the relevant 

objectives are identified. Consideration should be given to applying these rules only to water sensitive areas.  In such 

locations the close monitoring of water use, and associated impacts, can be reasonably justified.  However, extending 

this regime to all water users may cause a serious overload of information, for which the costs of information 

collection, collation and analysis far outweigh any actual benefit gained. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Confine water metering requirements to sensitive water catchments. 

 Further evaluate the costs and benefits of monitoring water abstraction. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 83 

 Monitoring water abstraction is expensive and unnecessary.  We agree with their remedy. 

 Support X 24 Warne, Phillip and Pauline 5 

 The stream where the spring that feeds our water supply is located has never dried up and is still 

home to koura and elvers.  If our water supply and the wildlife can co-exist there is no point in the 

expensive exercise of metering in our area. 

 Support in Part X 20 Transit New Zealand 116 

 Transit appreciates that the requirement to meter water should be confined to sensitive water 

catchments but also submits that temporary abstractions in all catchments should be exempted 

from water metering requirements. 

Sub#: 15 Hollyman, Bruce and Carol Statement#: 8 

 Details We support water metering in principle, if it protects a legal agreement. 

 Reasons To ensure fair and equal access to water. 

 Remedy No change requested. 

Sub#: 26 North, Michael Statement#: 14 

 Details Support. 

 However, NCC needs to state very clearly what these meters will and won't be used for, and that no one will ever be 

charged for their permitted water abstraction.  Metering must also apply to springs. 

 Reasons Springs are often the main headwater sources of river flow, so should not be excluded. 

 Remedy Commit to never charging for this water use. 

 Include springs in the metering requirements. 

 Oppose in Part X 20 Transit New Zealand 136 

 Transit does not agree that all water takes other than permitted takes should be metered.  For 

example, consent holders should not be required to install meters for temporary water takes. 

 Oppose X 21 Rosemary Callaghan 6 

 I don't agree that springs should be metered. 

Sub#: 27 Nelson Environment Centre Statement#: 22 

 Details Support metering of private water abstraction. 

 It should be made clear how this information is to be used in future (and not lead to a charge for water takes). 

 This policy should include springs which feed into streams, rivers and wetlands. 

 Reasons This will ensure fair allocation, and prohibit overuse. 

 (Re springs): in the headwaters of Biggsburn Way, Todd Valley, a number of residents are allocated take from a 

system of springs.  In the dry season when use is high and the water table is low, the main stream flow often 

decreases to nothing in the evenings when everyone is using water.  This must impact on the stream biota.  

Education to over-users of water could lessen this impact. 

 Remedy Do not exclude springs from this policy. 

 Oppose X 21 Rosemary Callaghan 4 

 I don't agree that springs should be metered. 

 Oppose X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 96 

 The submitter hasn't given convincing reasons why a 'broad brush' approach to metering of 

domestic and stock water use is necessary or how this will enhance water quality.  While it may 

be necessary in areas of urban growth it may not in areas of static low density populations, and the 

final policy should reflect these differences. 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 25 

 Details Supported. 

 Reasons 



 Remedy No change. 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 36 
 Details 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Industries dependent on water use throughout the year (eg farming, nurseries, cropping, smallholdings, fish 

processors, etc) need to know the quantity of water they are using, in order to use the resource sustainably.  

However, labour intensive rural industries frequently experiencing busy seasonal events would possibly not welcome 

3 monthly meter reading requirements during pressure times. 

Sub#: 28 Federated Farmers Statement#: 38 

 Details The Federation is strongly opposed to the need for metering of water in rural areas.  The limit of 1cubic metre for 

domestic takes fails to recognise the needs of rural living and attempts to manage water without sufficient data, 

information on existing values or knowledge of the numerous ways in which rural people access and manage water.  

  

 The policies, methods and rules relating to surface and ground water use or take fail to adequately manage the water 

resource and impose unjustified costs on rural people. Overall the Council has failed to comprehensively investigate 

the cost and benefits (s32 RMA) of all management options for rural domestic and other uses. 

 Reasons The practical benefits of information from metres do not justify the cost of installing them (estimated to be 

approximately $400-1000 per household).  Rural domestic supplies often come from creeks and sources that go 

underground below the take and therefore the values or persons affected are nil.  A water metre will provide no 

better water management system and is an onerous and unnecessary cost. 

  

 Water is often taken for domestic and stock water from the same source using the same pump or pipe.  Separating 

these adds cost but for little or no apparent benefit and is therefore inappropriate. 

 Remedy 1. Amend  by either deleting the limit on rural domestic water takes or raising it to meet the realistic rural demands. 

 2. Insert new Methods that require Council to collect more data about river flows and aquifers. 

 Support X 5 Stuart, IA and BF 55 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 38 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The 

submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 65 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 

DO18.3.2.ii method - monitoring water abstraction 

Sub#: 23 Burton, Andrew and Baker, Mary-Anne Statement#: 11 

 Details The Plan attempts a level of water management that is not supported by the data available. 

 The Plan does not adequately provide for existing and reasonable domestic water supplies. 

 The Plan does not contain sufficient information to give any certainty to existing or potential water users. 

 The Plan contains methods that will result in significant costs to residents for benefits that are minimal at best. 

 The Plan does not reasonably recognise the human health needs for domestic water. 

 The Plan does not reflect the provisions of the RMA. 

 Reasons Detail of actual flows (in litres per second) is not included in the plan in relation to minimum and trigger flows.  This 

is too uncertain. 

  It would be better to collect more general flow data than meter each household.  This would provide better 

justification for a flow regime.Nelson North takes are mostly for domestic and stock supply, which has not been 

shown to be causing adverse effects. 

  Cost of water meters will be significant to residents and Council. 

 The cease of takes at minimum flow should be reconsidered as ecosystems do recover after extreme low flow. 

 The one cubic metre per day limit is too small. 

 Reasonable domestic use is better described as water taken for an individual household, including the needs of 

domesticated animals and watering a household garden where the produce from the garden is for that household's 

own use.  Any limits on that should relate to requiring maintenance of such systems to prevent leaks, and that it does 



not include irrigation of amenity plantings or lawns during periods of water rationing as notified by the Council. 

 Remedy Amend Policy DO18.3.2.ii to delete reference to requiring water meters for existing domestic takes. 

 Support X 1 Thomas, Ian and Anne 10 

  

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 86 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The  

 submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

 Support X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 11 

 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies and they will deliver more  

 sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change currently provides, within the principles and  

 purposes of the RMA. 

 Support X 5 Stuart, IA and BF 11 

 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies and they will deliver more  

 sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change currently provides, within the principles and  

 purposes of the RMA. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 21 

 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies and they will deliver more  

 sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change currently provides, within the principles and  

 purposes of the RMA. 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 50 

 Details There is probably no need to refer to meter records being three monthly as it may give the impression that a meter 

reading only needs to be made once every three months, whereas the relevant rules and consent conditions are more 

specific about recording meter readings. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Delete the reference to "three monthly" in this method. 

DO18.3.2.iii method - monitoring water abstraction 

Sub#: 5 Callaghan, Rosemary Statement#: 1 

 Details I oppose the introduction of water metering in rural areas. 

 [This submission also relates to Ap28.3 and FWr.14.] 

 Reasons - The majority of rural dwellers in our area are lifestylers who draw water from rivers for domestic and garden use 

only, plus storage for firefighting needs.  - Residents bear the full cost of infrastructure plus any water purification 

needs. 

 - I believe a rainwater tank back up would be useful during drought periods. 

 - The idea of a monitoring group is a good one.  During drought periods this group would be very useful in alerting 

residents to the need to limit or cease their take. 

 - If there are any residents who take excessive amounts of water, they must be known to the Council already.  Why 

not deal with those individuals rather than introducing punitive laws towards the wider rural community? 

 - It needs to be acknowledged that the waterways in our area are adversely affected by nearby pine plantations. 

 - The punitive approach this plan takes discourages people from maintaining and enhancing waterways along 

conservation principles. 

 Remedy Delete metering requirements for domestic water takes in DO18.3.2.iii and Ap28.3(b). 

 Support X 7 Brian Stratford 4 

 Meters can be bypassed.  It would be better to gain co-operation and supply information to 

landowners. 

 

 Oppose X 13 Department of Conservation 18 

 Metering of water takes is an essential component of managing the effects of water abstraction. 

Sub#: 9 Greenem, Margaret Statement#: 1 

 Details I can't see the necessity of water metering. 



 Reasons It will just increase costs, and we are already affected by a huge raise in rates. 

 Remedy Delete the water metering requirements. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 2 

 Monitoring water abstraction is expensive and unnecessary. 

 Support X 21 Rosemary Callaghan 1 

 Agree that water metering should be deleted from the Plan. 

 Oppose X 13 Department of Conservation 19 

 Metering of water takes is an essential component of managing the effects of water abstraction. 

Sub#: 24 Vegfed Statement#: 14 

 Details A requirement for rural domestic takes to install water meters is opposed.  Domestic water takes are provided for as 

of right under the RMA.  The approach cannot be justified in the light of the statement in RI18 about the state of 

water in the rural area. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Delete DO18.3.2.iii 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 58 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The 

submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 51 

 Details There is probably no need to refer to meter records being three monthly as it may give the impression that a meter 

reading only needs to be made once every three months, whereas the relevant rules and consent conditions are more 

specific about recording meter readings. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Delete the reference to "three monthly" in this method. 

DO18.3.3 policy - expiry and duration of water permits 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 26 

 Details This provision is supported in principle except that it appears to provide only for those seeking new permits or where 

water permits expire within 2 years of the dates in the table.  Those whose permits have no term or which expire 

more than 2 years from one of the dates noted in the table for each catchment appear not to be covered. 

 Reasons 

Remedy Amend the policy so that all permits, whether new or existing, are covered by this provision, where those with 2 

years or less to run should be renewed until the second date in the table, as intended. 

 Oppose X 14 NZ Vegetable and Potato Growers & Fruitgrowers Federations 11 

 Existing permit holders should be allowed to continue on. 

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 164 

 Transit opposes this submission insofar as it seeks to extend the application of the policy to all 

permits.  Further, Transit considers that it is inappropriate to include a 10-year duration policy, as 

it would be inconsistent with the policy of the RMA which is to provide for a duration of up to 35 

years. 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 29 

 Details The reference to "new water permits" needs clarification. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend policy to read: "Apply a common expiry date for all water permits issued after October 9 2004 which are 

within" 

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 107 

 Transit considers that the Regional Plan should not limit the duration of resource consents as it 

would be inconsistent with the RMA, which provides for a period of up to 35 years. 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 37 

 Details Support common expiry date. 



 Support 10 year duration of permit, with 20 years for Maitai and Roding. 

 More monitoring of groundwater use would indicate effects of takes. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Retain. 

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 158 

 Transit submits that this policy should be amended to be consistent with the RMA, which 

provides for a duration period of up to 35 years. 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 39 

 Details Policy DO18.3.3 refers to ‘Water Permits’ without explicitly stating what form of water permit is an issue.  It 

appears that the issue is abstraction but that is not clearly stated and could lead to uncertainty.  In the case of the 

transfer of water permits, section 136 of the Act clearly stipulates what aspect of the transfer of water permits 

Council can retain discretion over. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend Policy DO18.3.3 to read: 

 "Apply a common expiry date for all new water permits for any water take within the same catchment and with a 10 

year duration as follows:" or words of like effect. 

DO18.3.4 policy - transfer of water permits 

Sub#: 25 Transit New Zealand Statement#: 15 

 Details This policy is ultra vires owing to section 136 of RMA, which provides for certain transfers of water permits as of 

right.  In order to be consistent with section 136 of the RMA, permitted activity rules should be provided, providing 

for the transfer of resource consents. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend Policy DO18.3.4 to read: 

 "Resource consent will be required for the transfer of a water permit as a restricted discretionary activity, where the 

consent is a water permit granted other than for damming or diverting water.  A resource consent will not be required 

for the transfer of a water permit for damming or diverting water to an owner of the same site." 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 27 

 Details While the intent of this policy is supported, there appear to be no criteria restricting the discretion of the Council. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add criteria restricting discretion or make a transfer of water permits wholly discretionary activity 

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 165 

 In order to be consistent with s136 of the RMA, permitted activity rules should be provided, 

providing for the transfer of resource consents. 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 38 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Retain. 

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 159 

 For the reasons stated in Transit’s original submission (25/15). 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 40 

 Details Policies DO18.3.4 refers to ‘Water Permits’ without explicitly stating what form of water permit is an issue.  It 

appears that the issue is abstraction but that is not clearly stated and could lead to uncertainty.  In the case of the 

transfer of water permits, section 136 of the Act clearly stipulates what aspect of the transfer of water permits 

Council can retain discretion over. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend Policy DO18.3.4 to read: 

 "Resource consent will be required for the transfer of a water permit for any water take as a restricted discretionary 

activity" or words of like effect. 

DO18.3.5 policy - allocation limits for specified rivers 

Sub#: 22 Tasman District Council Statement#: 5 



 Details The plan sets allocation limits in its rules that are imprecise and will be difficult to implement and monitor.  The 

approach is not consistent with the TDC approach as stated in 18.3.5(ii). 

 Reasons TDC has established allocation limits and trigger flows that are expressed in litres per second.  They establish actual 

quantities and river flows and they enable monitoring and enforcement during periods of low flow. 

  

 Allocation limts have only been set for water management zones where there is a significant demand for water. 

  

 For rivers where no limit has been established, TDC uses a "rule of thumb" percentage flow policy approach when 

making decisions on resource consent applications to take water.  More comprehensive analysis of appropriate limits 

is established if abstraction pressure increases. 

  

 NCC is using this rule of thumb policy guidance approach in its rules, and the rules are vague and uncertain as a 

result. 

 Remedy Reconsider the use of percentage flows to establish allocation limits and triggers for rationing water takes. 

Sub#: 32 Royal Forest & Bird Protection Society Statement#: 21 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons Water is a scarce resource and every effort needs to be made to ensure that no profligate use is undertaken. 

 Remedy Retain. 

 Oppose X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 51 

 The submitter seeks remedies and amendments that impose unduly onerous and unreasonable 

costs on landowners, either financially or in terms of additional assessment and information 

requirements and lack practical understanding and knowledge.  These combine to generate 

outcomes that are contrary to the principles and purposes of the RMA. 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 28 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy No change. 

 Oppose X 8 Sarah Ayre 9 

   All Nelson rivers and streams have been running low in recent years.  No water, besides the City 

supply taken at the dam, should be withdrawn by any permit. 

 

 Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association     Statement#: 39 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Retain. 

DO18.3.5.ii explanation and reasons - allocation limits for specified rivers 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 52 

 Details The first sentence is somewhat misleading in that it implies that water abstraction doesn’t occur in water bodies with 

high ecological values. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the 1st sentence as follows: 

 ".. For other water bodies .." (and delete "where water abstraction does occur") 

DO18.3.6 policy - allocation limits for the Maitai and Roding rivers 

Sub#: 32 Royal Forest & Bird Protection Society Statement#: 22 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons Water is a scarce resource and every effort needs to be made to ensure that no profligate use is undertaken. 

 Remedy Retain. 

 Oppose X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 52 

 The submitter seeks remedies and amendments that impose unduly onerous and unreasonable 

costs on landowners, either financially or in terms of additional assessment and information 

requirements and lack practical understanding and knowledge.  These combine to generate 

outcomes that are contrary to the principles and purposes of the RMA. 



Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 29 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy No change. 

 

 Oppose in Part X 8 Sarah Ayre 9 

  The flow of water in the lower reaches of the Maitai should be increased because the river 

becomes very sluggish and polluted for much of the year when there is not much rainfall. 

  

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 40 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Consider incentives to encourage residents to use tanks for conserving stormwater. 

 Promote conservation of water use to industry. 

DO18.3.7 policy - allocation limits for unspecified rivers 

Sub#: 32 Royal Forest & Bird Protection Society Statement#: 23 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons Water is a scarce resource and every effort needs to be made to ensure that no profligate use is undertaken. 

 Remedy Retain. 

 Oppose X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 53 

 The submitter seeks remedies and amendments that impose unduly onerous and unreasonable costs on 

landowners, either financially or in terms of additional assessment and information requirements and 

lack practical understanding and knowledge.  These combine to generate outcomes that are contrary to 

the principles and purposes of the RMA. 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 30 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy No change. 

 Oppose X 8 Sarah Ayre 10 

 All Nelson rivers and streams have been running low in recent years.  No water, besides the City 

supply taken at the dam, should be withdrawn by any permit. 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 41 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Retain. 

DO18.3.8 policy - over-allocated rivers 

Sub#: 26 North, Michael Statement#: 15 

 Details Support 

 Reasons Effective means of reducing abstractions where over-allocation exists (eg Todd Valley Stream) 

 Remedy Retain 

Sub#: 32 Royal Forest & Bird Protection Society Statement#: 24 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons Water is a scarce resource and every effort needs to be made to ensure that no profligate use is undertaken. 

 Remedy Retain. 

 Oppose X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 54 

 The submitter seeks remedies and amendments that impose unduly onerous and unreasonable 

costs on landowners, either financially or in terms of additional assessment and information 

requirements and lack practical understanding and knowledge.  These combine to generate 

outcomes that are contrary to the principles and purposes of the RMA. 



Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 31 

 Details The over-allocated rivers should be specified, or at least list examples. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Specify examples of over-allocated rivers. 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 42 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Review water use where over allocation exists, and have regard to meeting greatest need. 

DO18.3.8.ii explanation and reasons - over-allocated rivers 

Sub#: 26 North, Michael Statement#: 16 

 Details Support 

 Reasons Effective means of reducing abstractions where over-allocation exists (eg Todd Valley Stream) 

 Remedy Reword, so that this takes effect when water permits are renewed, not just when they are relinquished. 

DO18.3.9 policy - water restrictions 

Sub#: 23 Burton, Andrew and Baker, Mary-Anne Statement#: 12 

 Details The Plan attempts a level of water management that is not supported by the data available. 

 The Plan does not adequately provide for existing and reasonable domestic water supplies. 

 The Plan does not contain sufficient information to give any certainty to existing or potential water users. 

 The Plan contains methods that will result in significant costs to residents for benefits that are minimal at best. 

 The Plan does not reasonably recognise the human health needs for domestic water. 

 The Plan does not reflect the provisions of the RMA. 

 Reasons Detail of actual flows (in litres per second) is not included in the plan in relation to minimum and trigger flows.  This 

is too uncertain. 

 It would be better to collect more general flow data than meter each household.  This would provide better 

justification for a flow regime. 

 Nelson North takes are mostly for domestic and stock supply, which has not been shown to be causing adverse 

effects. 

 Cost of water meters will be significant to residents and Council. 

 The cease of takes at minimum flow should be reconsidered as ecosystems do recover after extreme low flow. 

 The one cubic metre per day limit is too small. 

 Reasonable domestic use is better described as water taken for an individual household, including the needs of 

domesticated animals and watering a household garden where the produce from the garden is for that household's 

own use.  Any limits on that should relate to requiring maintenance of such systems to prevent leaks, and that it does 

not include irrigation of amenity plantings or lawns during periods of water rationing as notified by the Council. 

 Remedy Amend Policy DO18.3.9 so that takes for essential human health and for stock drinking water do not cease when 

minimum  

 flows are reached. 

 Support X 5 Stuart, IA and BF 12 

 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies and they will deliver more 

sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change currently provides, within the principles and 

purposes of the RMA. 

 Support X 1 Thomas, Ian and Anne 11 

 Support X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 12 

 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies and they will deliver more 

sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change currently provides, within the principles and 

purposes of the RMA. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 87 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The 

submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable  



 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 22 

 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies and they will deliver more 

sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change currently provides, within the principles and 

purposes of the RMA. 

Sub#: 24 Vegfed Statement#: 15 

 Details Provision still needs to be made for stock and domestic water in times of low flows.  Prohibiting such uses means 

that people would not be able to provide for their wellbeing.  It does not appear that the same requirement to cut off 

the water supply is going to apply to the Nelson urban area so the policy does not promote equity and gives priority 

to aquatic environments over the needs of people.  Rule FWr.14.1.b iii) provides for takes for domestic use below 

minimum flows where there is insufficient water storage to provide for domestic use. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Delete DO18.3.9 c) 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 59 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The 

submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

 Support in Part X 20 Transit New Zealand 127 

 There should be no such prioritisation of users in this policy, as this does not provide for the 

equitable distribution of water at times of low flow.  Transit seeks amendment in accordance with 

its original submission (25/16). 

Sub#: 25 Transit New Zealand Statement#: 16 

 Details There should be no such prioritisation of users in this policy (for domestic, stock water or fire fighting, or where a 

conservation plan is in place), as this does not provide for the equitable distribution of water at times of low flow. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend Policy DO18.3.9 to read: 

 "Restrict water abstraction during periods of low flow using the following criteria: 

 a) Require all water takes to cease where any trigger flows in Appendix 28.2 are reached and where a water 

conservation plan has not been approved by the Council. 

 B) Restrict water takes on a pro-rata basis across all users in order to maintain a flow above the minimum flow 

regime. 

 C) Require all water takes to cease, except for fire fighting purposes, when the minimum flow is reached. 

 D) Water shortage directions will be issued as a last resort." 

Sub#: 32 Royal Forest & Bird Protection Society Statement#: 25 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons Water is a scarce resource and every effort needs to be made to ensure that no profligate use is undertaken. 

 Remedy Retain. 

 Oppose X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 55 

 The submitter seeks remedies and amendments that impose unduly onerous and unreasonable 

costs on landowners, either financially or in terms of additional assessment and information 

requirements and lack practical understanding and knowledge.  These combine to generate 

outcomes that are contrary to the principles and purposes of the RMA. 

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 152 

 For the reasons set out in Transit’s original submission (25/16). 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 26 

 Details Clarification required. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend Policy DO18.3.9 to make it clear that part (b) relates to domestic and water conservation plans.  Continue to 

allow stock water use. 

  

 Amend Policy DO18.3.9 and to make it clear that stock access and essential domestic use need to be provided by 

storage tanks/tankering of water once minimum flow is reached. 

  

 Add in diagram showing how water restrictions will be managed. 



Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 32 

 Details Water conservation plans must include public input.  Reference to water shortage directions needs to specify that 

these exist to safeguard instream flows. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add the following text: 

 "ii) a water conservation plan has not been approved by the Council with public input." 

 "d) Water shortage directions to safeguard instream flows will be issued". 

Sub#: 28 Federated Farmers Statement#: 39 

 Details The Federation is strongly opposed to the need for metering of water in rural areas.  The limit of 1 cubic metre for 

domestic takes fails to recognise the needs of rural living and attempts to manage water without sufficient data, 

information on existing values or knowledge of the numerous ways in which rural people access and manage water.  

  

 The policies, methods and rules relating to surface and ground water use or take fail to adequately manage the water 

resource and impose unjustified costs on rural people.  

  

 Overall the Council has failed to comprehensively investigate the cost and benefits (s32 RMA) of all management 

options for rural domestic and other water uses. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy 1. Amend  by either deleting the limit on rural domestic water takes or raising it to meet the realistic rural demands. 

 2. Insert new Methods that require Council to collect more data about river flows and aquifers. 

 Support in Part X 14 NZ Vegetable and Potato Growers & Fruitgrowers Federations 12 

 Support Part 2 of the original submission. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 39 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The 

submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

 Oppose X 13 Department of Conservation 15 

 The amendment sought would be inconsistent with the rules for water takes and in particular the 

minimum flows proposed in Appendix 28.2.  It is unclear what the term "realistic rural demands" 

means. 

 Support X 5 Stuart, IA and BF 56 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 66 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 43 

 Details Support a) I and ii, b], c] and d]. 

 Reasons Fairest way to ration water when trigger flow is reached. 

 Remedy Retain. 

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 160 

 For the reasons stated in Transit’s original submission (25/16). 

 

DO18.3.10 policy - permitted abstractions 

Sub#: 23 Burton, Andrew and Baker, Mary-Anne Statement#: 9 

 Details The Plan attempts a level of water management that is not supported by the data available. 

 The Plan does not adequately provide for existing and reasonable domestic water supplies. 

 The Plan does not contain sufficient information to give any certainty to existing or potential water users. 

 The Plan contains methods that will result in significant costs to residents for benefits that are minimal at best. 

 The Plan does not reasonably recognise the human health needs for domestic water. 

 The Plan does not reflect the provisions of the RMA. 

 Reasons Detail of actual flows (in litres per second) is not included in the plan in relation to minimum and trigger flows.  This 

is too uncertain. 



 It would be better to collect more general flow data than meter each household.  This would provide better 

justification for a flow regime. 

 Nelson North takes are mostly for domestic and stock supply, which has not been shown to be causing adverse 

effects. 

 Cost of water meters will be significant to residents and Council. 

 The cease of takes at minimum flow should be reconsidered as ecosystems do recover after extreme low flow. 

 The one cubic metre per day limit is too small. 

 Reasonable domestic use is better described as water taken for an individual household, including the needs of 

domesticated animals and watering a household garden where the produce from the garden is for that household's 

own use.  Any limits on that should relate to requiring maintenance of such systems to prevent leaks, and that it does 

not include irrigation of amenity plantings or lawns during periods of water rationing as notified by the Council. 

 Remedy Amend Policy DO18.3.10 to better reflect the actual situation with respect to rural domestic water supplies. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 84 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The 

submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater  

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 19 

 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies and they will deliver more 

sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change currently provides, within the principles and 

purposes of the RMA. 

 Support X 5 Stuart, IA and BF 9 

 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies and they will deliver more 

sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change currently provides, within the principles and 

purposes of the RMA. 

 Support X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 9 

 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies and they will deliver more 

sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change currently provides, within the principles and 

purposes of the RMA. 

Sub#: 25 Transit New Zealand Statement#: 17 

 Details The policy should also provide for other uses, such as the reasonable needs of road controlling authorities to carry 

out road works. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend Policy DO18.3.10 to include: 

 "d) the reasonable needs of road controlling authorities to undertake works associated with roading." 

 Amend the Explanation and Reasons to reflect this addition. 

Sub#: 26 North, Michael Statement#: 17 

 Details Support, except where it states "but domestic takes should not occur in areas where reticulated supply is available". 

 Reasons 

 Remedy This should be on a case by case basis.  If water can be taken without affecting a stream, then a landowner should not 

be forced to take reticulated water. 

 However, if there is an impact (cumulatively, with other abstractions) then domestic takes should not be allowed, if 

reticulated water is available. 

Sub#: 27 Nelson Environment Centre Statement#: 24 

 Details Oppose that "domestic takes should not occur in areas where reticulated supply is available." 

 Reasons This should be on a case by case basis for the following reasons: 

 1. If a landowner has a body of water through their property that is able to cope with an allocated and metered 

extraction, then this should be allowed. 

 2. Reticulated water is often below the grade of stream or spring water.  Chlorine is added, and often other chemicals 

are added.  People should have the right to the healthiest source of water available to them if it does not impact on 

that water body. 

 3. Values on private land take into account streams, rivers and springs, ie. They add value to land.  Someone who 

pays for the added value of a waterbody on their land by paying higher rates or higher purchase prices, should not 

also be forced to pay for a reticulated water system that they do not want. 

 Remedy Assess whether domestic takes should be allowed to occur, in areas where reticulated supply is available, on a case 

by case basis. 



Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 33 

 Details Supported.  Note that no policy DO18.3.11 appears to exist. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy No change except possible renumbering. 

Sub#: 28 Federated Farmers Statement#: 40 

 Details The Federation is strongly opposed to the need for metering of water in rural areas.  The limit of 1 cubic metre for 

domestic takes fails to recognise the needs of rural living and attempts to manage water without sufficient data, 

information on existing values or knowledge of the numerous ways in which rural people access and manage water.  

  

 The policies, methods and rules relating to surface and ground water use or take fail to adequately manage the water 

resource and impose unjustified costs on rural people.  

  

 Overall the Council has failed to comprehensively investigate the cost and benefits (s32 RMA) of all management 

options for rural domestic and other uses. 

 Reasons Limiting of water takes to 1m3 /day unreasonably constrains rural people because it suggests that rural needs are 

similar to urban persons who have smaller landholdings and different needs supplied by a reticulated system.  The 

limit is not based on any data that justifies the need for metres to be installed nor does the lack of data support a need 

to manage the many small and often intermittently flowing in a different manner. 

 Remedy 1. Amend by either deleting the limit on rural domestic water takes or raising it to meet the realistic rural demands. 

 2. Insert new Methods that require Council to collect more data about river flows and aquifers. 

 Oppose X 13 Department of Conservation 16 

 The amendment sought would be inconsistent with the rules for water takes and in particular the 

minimum flows proposed in Appendix 28.2.  It is unclear what the term "realistic rural demands" 

means. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 67 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 40 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The 

submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

 Support X 5 Stuart, IA and BF 57 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 44 

 Details Support a-c. 

 Reasons Domestic takes shouldn't be allowed where the provision of reticulated water is available. 

 Remedy Retain. 

DO18.3.10.i explanation and reasons - permitted abstractions 

Sub#: 24 Vegfed Statement#: 16 

 Details A permitted activity threshold of 1m3 per household a day is inequitable as it penalises larger households.  They 

would require  a consent to take water for a purpose permitted under the RMA. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Delete DO18.3.10.i 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 60 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The 

submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 



DO18.3.12 policy - monitoring fee 

Sub#: 32 Royal Forest & Bird Protection Society Statement#: 26 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons Water is a scarce resource and every effort needs to be made to ensure that no profligate use is undertaken. 

 Remedy Retain. 

 Oppose X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 56 

 The submitter seeks remedies and amendments that impose unduly onerous and unreasonable 

costs on landowners, either financially or in terms of additional assessment and information 

requirements and lack practical understanding and knowledge.  These combine to generate 

outcomes that are contrary to the principles and purposes of the RMA. 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 34 

 Details As an incentive not to over-use water, make any monitoring and investigations fee proportional to either the 

allocated amount or the amount actually used, whichever is the lesser. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Advise that any such fees will be levied on the basis described. 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 41 

 Details Policy DO18.3.12 refers to ‘Water Permits’ without explicitly stating what form of water permit is an issue.  It 

appears that the issue is abstraction but that is not clearly stated and could lead to uncertainty.  In the case of the 

transfer of water permits, section 136 of the Act clearly stipulates what aspect of the transfer of water permits 

Council can retain discretion over. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend Policy DO18.3.12 to read: 

 "Require all water permit holders for water takes to provide a monetary contribution or fee for the purposes of 

monitoring water flows, levels, and abstractions" or words of like effect. 

Sub#: 28 Federated Farmers Statement#: 41 

 Details The Federation is strongly opposed to the need for metering of water in rural areas.  The limit of  1cubic metre for 

domestic takes fails to recognise the needs of rural living and attempts to manage water without sufficient data, 

information on existing values or knowledge of the numerous ways in which rural people access and manage water.  

  

 The policies, methods and rules relating to surface and ground water use or take fail to adequately manage the water 

resource and impose unjustified costs on rural people.  

  

 Overall the Council has failed to comprehensively investigate the cost and benefits (s32 RMA) of all management 

options for rural domestic and other uses. 

 Reasons Monitoring fees for permitted activities are opposed because all of the monitoring should be done by Council on 

behalf of the entire community.   Only if consents are required is there legitimate reason to charge a monitoring fee. 

 Remedy 1. Amend Plan so that no monitoring fees are charged for permitted water takes and use especially for rural domestic 

and stock takes. 

 2. Amend  by either deleting the limit on rural domestic water takes or raising it to meet the realistic rural demands. 

 3. Insert new Methods that require Council to collect more data about river flows and aquifers. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 41 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The 

submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

 Support X 20 Transit New Zealand 149 

 Monitoring fees should not be imposed in respect of permitted activities. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 68 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 Support X 5 Stuart, IA and BF 58 



 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 45 

 Details NRA supports permit holders paying a monitoring fee. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Fee should be affordable to farmers and small holders. 

DO18.3.13 policy - water user management groups 

Sub#: 32 Royal Forest & Bird Protection Society Statement#: 27 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons Water is a scarce resource and every effort needs to be made to ensure that no profligate use is undertaken. 

 Remedy Retain. 

 Oppose X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 57 

 The submitter seeks remedies and amendments that impose unduly onerous and unreasonable 

costs on landowners, either financially or in terms of additional assessment and information 

requirements and lack practical understanding and knowledge.  These combine to generate 

outcomes that are contrary to the principles and purposes of the RMA. 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 35 

 Details Water management groups should include those interests which do not consume water (eg instream interests). 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend to include instream interests with water user groups. 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 46 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons Giving interested groups opportunity to share the responsibility of management of the water body they are using is 

sound policy.  Involving the community in management of water usage will educate community attitudes to commit 

to wiser practices. 

 Remedy Council/community stewardship of freshwater bodies could be encouraged by groups such as Nelson Residents 

Association arranging video showings. 

DO18.3.13.ii explanation and reasons - water user management groups 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 5 

 Details The Assets department has a water conservation strategy for the Roding River along with the Maitai River. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the last sentence of this clause to include reference to the Roding River water conservation strategy also 

being in place. 

DO18.3.13.xiii method - water user management groups 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 53 

 Details An addition to this method is suggested for clarification. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add the following to this method: "Encourage the formation of water user groups." 

DO18.3.13.xv method - water user management groups 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 54 

 Details This method would benefit from including matters that the council would like to increase the awareness of in all 

rural areas. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend this method as follows: "Increase awareness of water management issues in rural areas." (and delete 

remainder of sentence) 



DO18.4 objective - diversion of water 

Sub#: 32 Royal Forest & Bird Protection Society Statement#: 28 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons Water is a scarce resource and every effort needs to be made to ensure that no profligate use is undertaken. 

 Remedy Retain. 

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 153 

 For the reasons set out in Transit’s original submission (25/18). 

 Oppose X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 58 

 The submitter seeks remedies and amendments that impose unduly onerous and unreasonable 

costs on landowners, either financially or in terms of additional assessment and information 

requirements and lack practical understanding and knowledge.  These combine to generate 

outcomes that are contrary to the principles and purposes of the RMA. 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 36 

 Details Supported. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy No change. 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 42 

 Details The objective is unreasonable and inappropriate.  It appears to establish an absolute requirement that fails to provide 

for a reasonable level of activity necessary for people and communities to meet their social and economic needs.  It 

also goes beyond the requirements of the Act. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend Objective DO18.4 to read: 

 "The diversion of surface water does not significantly disrupt the natural functioning of the ecosystem beyond the 

immediate area of the diversion." Or words of like effect. 

 Support X 20 Transit New Zealand 40 

 The amendment requested is appropriate.  Objective DO18.4 is too onerous as currently worded. 

 Oppose X 13 Department of Conservation 20 

 The RMA is about addressing adverse effects not significant adverse effects. 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 47 

 Details Support. 

Reasons 

Remedy Retain. 

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 161 

 For the reasons stated in Transit’s original submission (25/18). 

 

DO18.4.1 policy - diversion of water 

Sub#: 25 Transit New Zealand Statement#: 18 

 Details This policy is too onerous, as returning the water in the surface water body to as near as possible to the source from 

which it is taken may not be practicable in all circumstances. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend Policy DO18.4.1 to read: 

 "Require any water that is diverted from a surface water body to be returned as near as practicable to the source from 

which it is taken, and in the same state or better than when it was diverted." 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 37 

 Details There should be recognition of the potential effects of the diversion on both the diverted reach and points up and 

downstream. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy This policy should be subject to other policies on low flows and fish passage. 



Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 43 

 Details The Policy is uncertain, unreasonable, and potentially onerous.  It is not clear what is meant by ‘state’ or how that 

will be determined.  If the policy is referring to water quality it should state that and measure the effects of diversion 

"after reasonable mixing". 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend Policy DO18.4.1 to read: 

 "Require any water that is diverted from a surface water body to be returned as near as possible to the source from 

which it is taken, and, after reasonable mixing, to be of the same or similar water quality." Or words of like effect. 

 Oppose X 13 Department of Conservation 21 

 The alternative wording of this policy weakens its effectiveness and is inconsistent with the  

 accompanying methods and rules. 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 48 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons Diversion can adversely stress instream values and aquatic life if water is not returned close to the source from where 

it was diverted, in as good a state as it was prior to diversion. 

 Remedy Retain. 

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 162 

 For the reasons stated in Transit’s original submission (25/18). 

 

DO18e environmental results anticipated 

Sub#: 32 Royal Forest & Bird Protection Society Statement#: 29 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons Water is a scarce resource and every effort needs to be made to ensure that no profligate use is undertaken. 

 Remedy Retain. 

 Oppose X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 59 

 The submitter seeks remedies and amendments that impose unduly onerous and unreasonable 

costs on landowners, either financially or in terms of additional assessment and information 

requirements and lack practical understanding and knowledge.  These combine to generate 

outcomes that are contrary to the principles and purposes of the RMA. 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 38 
 Details 

 Reasons 

 Remedy DO18e.1: Add the words "and non-consumptive public interests." 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 39 

 Details 

 Reasons 

 Remedy DO18e1.1: A further indicator should be "satisfaction with flows by instream interests". 

DO19 discharges to freshwater & freshwater quality 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 49 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons Oldham Creek discharges poor quality water into a major estuarine environment, and one branch of the creek is 

lifeless. 

 Remedy Retain. 

DO19.i discharges to freshwater & freshwater quality 

Sub#: 14 Weyerhaeuser New Zealand Statement#: 21 

 Details There is a reference to run off from agriculture or cleared land as indirect, non-point source, discharges of 

contaminants. 



 Reasons The reason for the reference to cleared land is not obvious. Harvested land produces very little sedimentation 

compared to roading. 

 Remedy The reference to "cleared land" should be removed. 

DO19.1 objective - highest practicable water quality 

Sub#: 1 Ngatiawa Trust Statement#: 12 
 Details 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Ngatiawa supports the implementation of a process to support, enhance and protect the life-sustaining, naturally 

occurring, unpolluted water within the catchment area. 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 40 
 Details 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add the words, "related to the public and private uses and values of each water body." 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 44 

 Details This is an admirable goal, however it is contrary to the purpose of the Resource Management Act and, if 

implemented to its logical extreme, is unreasonable and potentially onerous. 

  

 Practicable means "able to be done".  The highest practicable water quality can be achieved by prohibiting any 

activity on or  near a watercourse, prohibiting any and all discharges, requiring all watercourses to have a 5 metre 

riparian strip planted in tall woody vegetation, fencing all watercourses, etc.  This is not only impractical, it is 

contrary to the purpose of the Act which is sustainable management  - the managing of the use, development, and 

protection of natural and physical resources in a way, or at a rate, which enable people and communities to provide 

for their social, economic, and cultural wellbeing. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy 1. Delete Objective DO19.1; or 

 2. In the alternative, amend Objective DO19.1 to read: 

 "All surface water bodies meet or exceed the water quality standards for contact recreation" or words of like effect. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 6 

 Support view of submitter that this objective is idealistic, unreasonable and potentially onerous, 

and outside of the purpose of the RMA (to enable social, economic and cultural wellbeing). 

 Oppose X 13 Department of Conservation 22 

 This objective sets out an appropriate aim to work towards.   Deleting this objective would be  

 inconsistent with accompanying policy, methods and rules. 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 50 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Retain. 

DO19.1.1 policy - classification 

Sub#: 14 Weyerhaeuser New Zealand Statement#: 3 
 Details 

 Reasons 

 Remedy There seems little need for a change to the current resource consent system which has not resulted in any problems 

or complaints in respect to the operations by Weyerhaeuser New Zealand, Inc. (WNZI). Further,  WNZI has a stream 

classification system which is an integral part of our company’s Environmental Management System and is 

functioning well so why is this classification system being changed? 

Sub#: 1 Ngatiawa Trust Statement#: 4 

 Details Support. 

 This classification system should be retained as it goes a good way towards identifying the water types and criteria of 

those types. 

 Reasons This is the first time any group has identified an area of Nelson's overall attraction that is not living up to the image, 



that Maori (especially Ngatiawa) and others have been saying for years. 

 Remedy Retain the classification system and publicly advertise the monitoring results. 

Sub#: 1 Ngatiawa Trust Statement#: 11 
 Details 

 Reasons 

 Remedy There needs to be greater public notification of the low quality of the various rivers. 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 41 

 Details Water quality classifications should be based not only on what is the current water quality, as this would suggest 

tolerance of lowered water quality where this exists.  Instead, the standard should reflect the reasonable community 

expectation of the intended uses and values of that water body. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add as follows:  "To classify Nelson’s water bodies based upon water quality standards which reflect the community 

uses and values of those water bodies." 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 45 

 Details Policy DO19.1.1 states: 

 "To classify Nelson’s water bodies based on water quality standards".  Carter Holt Harvey supports this approach, 

however, the subsequent policies (DO19.1.2, DO19.1.3, DO19.1.4, and DO19.1.5) and their associated classes of 

watercourse appear to be based on the level of development around those watercourses rather than the quality of 

water within them.  While there is a direct relationship between the level of development and water quality, it is not 

appropriate to assume a direct relationship in all cases.  Forestry is one example.  The water quality under a 

plantation forest is equivalent to that under an indigenous forest and, depending on circumstances, may remain such 

even after harvesting.  At worst, streams in harvested areas show moderate levels of impairment but quickly recover. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy 1. Amend the classification classes to reflect water quality rather than the level surrounding activity (eg state of 

impairment); and 

 2. Delete all references to forestry in the explanations and reasons sections; or 

 3. In the alternative, amend the explanations and reasons sections to identify that water quality under a plantation 

forest will be Class A. 

 Support X 23 Weyerhaeuser NZ Inc. 7 

 We agree that the water quality under a plantation forest is equivalent to that under an indigenous  

 forest and support the remedies submitted. 

 Oppose X 13 Department of Conservation 23 

 The water classification standards in the notified variation are supported as an appropriate means 

of managing water quality issues. 

 Support X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 18 

 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies that will enhance the 

quality of the Plan Change and deliver more sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change 

currently provides, within the principles and purposes of the RMA.  Classification should be 

focused on the scientifically assessed quality of the water rather than subjectively assessed 

intrinsic values associated with the waterbody.  The current system fails to provide for a range of 

water qualities that will exist along the entire length of the waterbody after reasonable mixing has 

occurred.  It also ignores the fact that water quality provides a rating that may change at any time  

- the classification is only a snapshot.   

   A reliable and robust assessment requires frequent and a reasonable level of consistent 

monitoring.  NCC does not have sufficient data to prove these ratings are valid, and the 

recommendations in Cawthron Report 774 also state that "given the limited nature of available 

reference data from each of the waterbodies it is recommended that this classification only be 

adopted in the interim."  The Plan  

 Change does not refer to the classifications as interim.  Basing waterbody classification and all the 

associated policies, methods and rules on limited data is unreasonable and without justification.  

The classification process lacks clarity about how a Class is determined for any particular 

waterbody.  If one criteria is exceeded, does that mean it lowers the classification?  We therefore 

support the submissions by Carter Holt Harvey because this underpins the entire consent 

application process and the ability for landowners to farm and utilise their land. 



Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 51 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons Classification is necessary to management of freshwater and to alerting people to the need of good custodianship of a 

resource that is basic to life.  It makes sense to set management objectives for each Nelson waterbody according to 

its current grade, then set minimum standards for maintaining that classification, with aim of improvement. 

 Remedy Retain. 

DO19.1.2 policy - Class A freshwater - natural state 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 42 

 Details Support 

 Reasons 

 Remedy No change 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 46 

 Details Policy DO19.1.1 states: 

 "To classify Nelson’s water bodies based on water quality standards".  Carter Holt Harvey supports this approach, 

however, the subsequent policies (DO19.1.2, DO19.1.3, DO19.1.4, and DO19.1.5) and their associated classes of 

watercourse appear to be based on the level of development around those watercourses rather than the quality of 

water within them.  While there is a direct relationship between the level of development and water quality, it is not 

appropriate to assume a direct relationship in all cases.  Forestry is one example.  The water quality under a 

plantation forest is equivalent to that under an indigenous forest and, depending on circumstances, may remain such 

even after harvesting.  At worst, streams in harvested areas show moderate levels of impairment but quickly recover. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy 1. Amend the classification classes to reflect  water quality rather than the level surrounding activity (eg state of 

impairment);  and 

 2. Delete all references to forestry in the explanations and reasons sections; or 

 3. In the alternative, amend the explanations and reasons sections to identify that water quality under a plantation 

forest will be Class A. 

 Oppose X 13 Department of Conservation 24 

 The water classification standards in the notified variation are supported as an appropriate means 

of managing water quality issues. 

 Support X 23 Weyerhaeuser NZ Inc. 8 

 We agree that the water quality under a plantation forest is equivalent to that under an indigenous 

forest and support the remedies submitted. 

 Support X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 19 

 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies that will enhance the 

quality of the Plan Change and deliver more sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change 

currently provides, within the principles and purposes of the RMA.  Classification should be 

focused on the scientifically assessed quality of the water rather than subjectively assessed 

intrinsic values associated with the waterbody.  The current system fails to provide for a range of 

water qualities that will exist along the entire length of the waterbody after reasonable mixing has 

occurred.  It also ignores the fact that water quality provides a rating that may change at any time  

- the classification is only a snapshot. 

 

 A reliable and robust assessment requires frequent and a reasonable level of consistent 

monitoring.  NCC does not have sufficient data to prove these ratings are valid, and the 

recommendations in Cawthron Report 774 also state that "given the limited nature of available 

reference data from each of the waterbodies it is recommended that this classification only be 

adopted in the interim."  The Plan Change does not refer to the classifications as interim.  Basing 

waterbody classification and all the associated policies, methods and rules on limited data is 

unreasonable and without justification.  The classification process lacks clarity about how a Class 

is determined for any particular waterbody.  If one criteria is exceeded, does that mean it lowers 

the classification?  We therefore support the submissions by Carter Holt Harvey because this 

underpins the entire consent application process and the ability for landowners to farm and utilise 

their land. 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 52 

 Details Support. 



 Reasons Only discharges that meet with the Class A water quality standards should be allowed in these rivers. 

 Remedy Retain. 

DO19.1.2.ii explanation and reasons - Class A freshwater 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 55 

 Details The spelling of "Omakau Bay" in the first sentence is incorrect. 

 The reference to reserve land in the second sentence is not appropriate as most of this land does not have reserve 

status. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the spelling of "Omakau Bay" to "Omokau Bay". 

 Amend the 2nd sentence as follows: 

 ".. Either administered by the Department of Conservation, or by Nelson City Council as waterworks reserve, .." 

DO19.1.3 policy - Class B freshwater - slightly disturbed 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 43 

 Details Support 

 Reasons 

 Remedy No change 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 47 

 Details Policy DO19.1.1 states: 

 "To classify Nelson’s water bodies based on water quality standards".  Carter Holt Harvey supports this approach, 

however, the subsequent policies (DO19.1.2, DO19.1.3, DO19.1.4, and DO19.1.5) and their associated classes of 

watercourse appear to be based on the level of development around those watercourses rather than the quality of 

water within them.  While there is a direct relationship between the level of development and water quality, it is not 

appropriate to assume a direct relationship in all cases.  Forestry is one example.  The water quality under a 

plantation forest is equivalent to that under an indigenous forest and, depending on circumstances, may remain such 

even after harvesting.  At worst, streams in harvested areas show moderate levels of impairment but quickly recover. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy 1. Amend the classification classes to reflect  water quality rather than the level surrounding activity (eg state of 

impairment); and 

 2. Delete all references to forestry in the explanations and reasons sections; or 

 3. In the alternative, amend the explanations and reasons sections to identify that water quality under a plantation 

forest will be Class A. 

 Support X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 20 

 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies that will enhance the 

quality of the Plan Change and deliver more sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change 

currently provides, within the principles and purposes of the RMA.  Classification should be 

focused on the scientifically assessed quality of the water rather than subjectively assessed 

intrinsic values associated with the waterbody.  The current system fails to provide for a range of 

water qualities that will exist along the entire length of the waterbody after reasonable mixing has 

occurred.  It also ignores the fact that water quality provides a rating that may change at any time  

- the classification is only a snapshot.   

 A reliable and robust assessment requires frequent and a reasonable level of consistent 

monitoring.  NCC does not have sufficient data to prove these ratings are valid, and the 

recommendations in Cawthron Report 774 also state that "given the limited nature of available 

reference data from each of the waterbodies it is recommended that this classification only be 

adopted in the interim."  The Plan Change does not refer to the classifications as interim.  Basing 

waterbody classification and all the associated policies, methods and rules on limited data is 

unreasonable and without justification.  The classification process lacks clarity about how a Class 

is determined for any particular waterbody.  If one criteria is exceeded, does that mean it lowers 

the classification?  We therefore support the submissions by Carter Holt Harvey because this 

underpins the entire consent application process and the ability for landowners to farm and utilise 

their land. 

 Oppose X 13 Department of Conservation 25 

 The water classification standards in the notified variation are supported as an appropriate means 

of managing water quality issues. 



 Support X 23 Weyerhaeuser NZ Inc. 9 

 We agree that the water quality under a plantation forest is equivalent to that under an indigenous 

forest and support the remedies submitted. 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 53 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Plant indigenous vegetation in the Nelson Waterworks Reserve in order to keep the land stable and control turbidity, 

during and following storms. 

DO19.1.3.iii explanation and reasons - Class B freshwater 

Sub#: 14 Weyerhaeuser New Zealand Statement#: 22 

 Details There is a reference to "exotic" forests whereas MW 110 of the RM Plan defines plantation forest but not exotic 

forest. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy For consistency the reference to exotic forest should be changed to plantation forest.  The second line of this section 

should read “are generally low and plantation and indigenous forests are the dominant vegetative cover.” 

DO19.1.4 policy - Class C freshwater - moderately affected 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 44 

 Details Modify as suggested, as there is no need to upgrade where there is no community aspiration to do so. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Upgrade Class C water bodies to Class B where practicable and appropriate. 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 48 

 Details Policy DO19.1.1 states: 

 "To classify Nelson’s water bodies based on water quality standards".  Carter Holt Harvey supports this approach, 

however, the subsequent policies (DO19.1.2, DO19.1.3, DO19.1.4, and DO19.1.5) and their associated classes of 
watercourse appear to be based on the level of development around those watercourses rather than the quality of 

water within them.  While there is a direct relationship between the level of development and water quality, it is not 

appropriate to assume a direct relationship in all cases.  Forestry is one example.  The water quality under a 

plantation forest is equivalent to that under an indigenous forest and, depending on circumstances, may remain such 

even after harvesting.  At worst, streams in harvested areas show moderate levels of impairment but quickly recover. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy 1. Amend the classification classes to reflect  water quality rather than the level surrounding activity (eg state of 

impairment); and 

 2. Delete all references to forestry in the explanations and reasons sections; or 

 3. In the alternative, amend the explanations and reasons sections to identify that water quality under a plantation 

forest will be Class A. 

 Support X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 21 

 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies that will enhance the 

quality of the Plan Change and deliver more sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change 

currently provides, within the principles and purposes of the RMA.  Classification should be 

focused on the scientifically assessed quality of the water rather than subjectively assessed 

intrinsic values associated with the waterbody.  The current system fails to provide for a range of 

water qualities that will exist along the entire length of the waterbody after reasonable mixing has 

occurred.  It also ignores the fact that water quality provides a rating that may change at any time  

- the classification is only a snapshot.   

 A reliable and robust assessment requires frequent and a reasonable level of consistent 

monitoring.  NCC does not have sufficient data to prove these ratings are valid, and the 

recommendations in Cawthron Report 774 also state that "given the limited nature of available 

reference data from each of the waterbodies it is recommended that this classification only be 

adopted in the interim."  The Plan Change does not refer to the classifications as interim.  Basing 

waterbody classification and all the associated policies, methods and rules on limited data is 

unreasonable and without justification.  The classification process lacks clarity about how a Class 

is determined for any particular waterbody.  If one criteria is exceeded, does that mean it lowers 

the classification?  We therefore support the submissions by Carter Holt Harvey because this 



underpins the entire consent application process and the ability for landowners to farm and utilise 

their land. 

 Support X 23 Weyerhaeuser NZ Inc. 10 

 We agree that the water quality under a plantation forest is equivalent to that under an indigenous 

forest and support the remedies submitted. 

 Oppose X 13 Department of Conservation 26 

 The water classification standards in the notified variation are supported as an appropriate means 

of managing water quality issues. 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 54 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Retain.  Note: wetlands are a good system for cleansing waste water and stormwater before it is discharged into the 

sea. 

DO19.1.4.ii explanation and reasons - Class C freshwater 

Sub#: 14 Weyerhaeuser New Zealand Statement#: 23 

 Details There is a reference to Class C water bodies being moderately affected by intensive forestry  - what is meant by 

"intensive"? Is this a valid distinction from the defined term "plantation forest" in  the current RM Plan. 

 Reasons The meaning of the term "intensive forestry" is unclear. 

 Remedy Clarify what is meant by "intensive forestry" as opposed to "plantation forestry", or delete reference to "intensive 

forestry". 

DO19.1.5 policy - minimum quality 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 6 

 Details In some water bodies it may not be practicable to achieve Class C quality. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Alter Policy DO19.1.5 to read: "no water bodies which are of a quality less than class C, where practicable" 

Sub#: 26 North, Michael Statement#: 18 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons Although very difficult to achieve, this provides a visionary goal to strive towards. 

 Remedy It will require NCC to be very serious about all forms of pollution, including car washing on hard surfaces, industrial 

yard run off and stock access to waterways. 

 Support X 8 Sarah Ayre 5 

 We should aim to bring all urban streams up to at least Class C quality. 

Sub#: 27 Nelson Environment Centre Statement#: 25 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons With community support and education this is an achievable objective. 

 Remedy Council needs to consider the following issues to achieve a minimum of C quality: 

 1. the regular use of toxic herbicide sprays on riparian margins 

 2. stock grazing in waterways and crossing/access generally 

 3. development issues around waterways, eg erosion, realignment. 

 Provide clear guidelines and requirements for all of these activities. 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 45 

 Details This policy raises a crucial question of where efforts are best directed.  Is it more important to elevate poor water 

quality whichmay be expensive and not necessarily successful or desired in some areas of little public interest, or 

would it be better to put that effort into maintaining or enhancing water quality in places such as the Maitai, which 

has a range of public interests and requires reasonably high water quality?  Fish and Game argues for the latter. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend as follows.  "No water bodies which are of a quality less than Class C, where the priority for maintaining or 

enhancing water quality will be the Maitai River catchment." 



Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 49 

 Details Policy DO19.1.1 states: 

 "To classify Nelson’s water bodies based on water quality standards".  Carter Holt Harvey supports this approach, 

however, the subsequent policies (DO19.1.2, DO19.1.3, DO19.1.4, and DO19.1.5) and their associated classes of 

watercourse appear to be based on the level of development around those watercourses rather than the quality of 

water within them.  While there is a direct relationship between the level of development and water quality, it is not 

appropriate to assume a direct relationship in all cases.  Forestry is one example.  The water quality under a 

plantation forest is equivalent to that under an indigenous forest and, depending on circumstances, may remain such 

even after harvesting.  At worst, streams in harvested areas show moderate levels of impairment but quickly recover. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy 1. Amend the classification classes to reflect  water quality rather than the level surrounding activity (eg state of 

impairment); and 

 2. Delete all references to forestry in the explanations and reasons sections; or 

 3. In the alternative, amend the explanations and reasons sections to identify that water quality under a plantation 

forest will be Class A. 

 Support X 23 Weyerhaeuser NZ Inc. 11 

 We agree that the water quality under a plantation forest is equivalent to that under an indigenous  

 forest and support the remedies submitted. 

 Support X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 22 

 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies that will enhance the 

quality of the Plan Change and deliver more sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change 

currently provides, within the principles and purposes of the RMA.  Classification should be 

focused on the scientifically assessed quality of the water rather than subjectively assessed 

intrinsic values associated with the waterbody.  The current system fails to provide for a range of 

water qualities that will exist along the entire length of the waterbody after reasonable mixing has 
occurred.  It also ignores the fact that water quality provides a rating that may change at any time  

- the classification is only a snapshot.   

 A reliable and robust assessment requires frequent and a reasonable level of consistent 

monitoring.  NCC does not have sufficient data to prove these ratings are valid, and the 

recommendations in Cawthron Report 774 also state that "given the limited nature of available 

reference data from each of the waterbodies it is recommended that this classification only be 

adopted in the interim."  The Plan Change does not refer to the classifications as interim.  Basing 

waterbody classification and all the associated policies, methods and rules on limited data is 

unreasonable and without justification.  The classification process lacks clarity about how a Class 

is determined for any particular waterbody.  If one criteria is exceeded, does that mean it lowers 

the classification?  We therefore support the submissions by Carter Holt Harvey because this 

underpins the entire consent application process and the ability for landowners to farm and utilise 

their land. 

DO19.1.5.vi explanation and reasons - minimum quality 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 7 

 Details In some water bodies it may not be practicable to achieve Class C quality. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Alter DO.19.1.5.vi to read: 

 "Section 5 of the Resource Management Act requires the Council to safeguard the life supporting capacity of water, 

and ecosystems.  Improvement of class D and E water bodies to a class C level, where they are able to support fish 

and a moderate diversity of invertebrates, is considered an appropriate aim to work towards.  Three methods to 

improve degraded urban water bodies are to plant the margins, improve the quality of discharges entering freshwater, 

and to improve the fish passage in any instream structures.  Council is committed to all of these projects on urban 

streams, but it is a long term and extensive programme and progress will be gradual. 

  

 In some cases it may not be practicable to achieve Class C water quality in a particular waterway, due to conditions 

outside of the Council’s control or ability to fund.  Ongoing assessment of stream health will be carried out through 

the state of the environment monitoring and reporting programme.  Where Class C is not attainable this will be 

reported, and explanation will be provided." 

DO19.1.6 policy - enhancing water quality 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 46 

 Details Generally supported, although it is noted in DO19.1.6.v that these provisions would only be applied to point source 

discharges.  Fish and Game submits that these should also apply to diffuse source discharges as appropriate. 



 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend to also apply to diffuse source discharges. 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 50 

 Details The explanation and reasons refer to Appendix 28.4 and indicate that Council will use the appendix during 

consideration for any resource consent to discharge to water or land.  The policy and the Council’s approach is 

unreasonable and potentially onerous.   

  

 Appendix 28.4 is, at best, a high level approximation of water quality in the District’s rivers.  It is not of sufficient 

detail to base any consideration of the issues identified under DO19.1.6.v.  It should only be used to identify those 

rivers where closer scrutiny of the application may be required.  

  

 The Policy fails to recognise that discharges to water are but one cause of water quality degradation.  The Plan 

should seek to promote the enhancement of water quality. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend Policy DO19.1.6 to read: 

 "To encourage and promote the enhancement of existing water quality" or words of like effect. 

 Support X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 23 

 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies that will enhance the 

quality of the Plan Change and deliver more sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change 

currently provides, within the principles and purposes of the RMA.  Classification should be 

focused on the scientifically assessed quality of the water rather than subjectively assessed 

intrinsic values associated with the waterbody.  The current system fails to provide for a range of 

water qualities that will exist along the entire length of the waterbody after reasonable mixing has 

occurred.  It also ignores the fact that water quality provides a rating that may change at any time  

- the classification is only a snapshot.   
   A reliable and robust assessment requires frequent and a reasonable level of consistent 

monitoring.  NCC does not have sufficient data to prove these ratings are valid, and the 

recommendations in Cawthron Report 774 also state that "given the limited nature of available 

reference data from each of the waterbodies it is recommended that this classification only be 

adopted in the interim."  The Plan Change does not refer to the classifications as interim.  Basing 

waterbody classification and all the associated policies, methods and rules on limited data is 

unreasonable and without justification.  The classification process lacks clarity about how a Class 

is determined for any particular waterbody.  If one criteria is exceeded, does that mean it lowers 

the classification?  We therefore support the submissions by Carter Holt Harvey because this 

underpins the entire consent application process and the ability for landowners to farm and utilise 

their land. 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 55 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons All flow into the Waimea Inlet, which is an important estuarine environment. 

 Remedy Retain. 

DO19.1.6.i explanation and reasons - enhancing water quality 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 51 

 Details The explanation and reasons refer to Appendix 28.4 and indicate that Council will use the appendix during 

consideration for any resource consent to discharge to water or land.  The policy and the Council’s approach is 

unreasonable and potentially onerous.   

  

 Appendix 28.4 is, at best, a high level approximation of water quality in the District’s rivers.  It is not of sufficient 

detail to base any consideration of the issues identified under DO19.1.6.v.  It should only be used to identify those 

rivers where closer scrutiny of the application may be required.  

  

 The Policy fails to recognise that discharges to water are but one cause of water quality degradation.  The Plan 

should seek to promote the enhancement of water quality. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend to refer to Appendix 28.4 as a high level guide only. 

 Support X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 24 

 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies that will enhance the 

quality of the Plan Change and deliver more sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change 



currently provides, within the principles and purposes of the RMA.  Classification should be 

focused on the scientifically assessed quality of the water rather than subjectively assessed 

intrinsic values associated with the waterbody.  The current system fails to provide for a range of 

water qualities that will exist along the entire length of the waterbody after reasonable mixing has 

occurred.  It also ignores the fact that water quality provides a rating that may change at any time  

- the classification is only a snapshot.   

   A reliable and robust assessment requires frequent and a reasonable level of consistent 

monitoring.  NCC does not have sufficient data to prove these ratings are valid, and the 

recommendations in Cawthron Report 774 also state that "given the limited nature of available 

reference data from each of the waterbodies it is recommended that this classification only be 

adopted in the interim."  The Plan Change does not refer to the classifications as interim.  Basing 

waterbody classification and all the associated policies, methods and rules on limited data is 

unreasonable and without justification.  The classification process lacks clarity about how a Class 

is determined for any particular waterbody.  If one criteria is exceeded, does that mean it lowers 

the classification?  We therefore support the submissions by Carter Holt Harvey because this 

underpins the entire consent application process and the ability for landowners to farm and utilise 

their land. 

DO19.1.6.ii explanation and reasons - enhancing water quality 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 8 

 Details The priorities for improvement identified in Appendix 28.4 have not been assessed in light of the financial 

expenditure required to enhance water quality for Class D and E rivers and streams as identified in DO.19.1.5 above. 

  

 The Environmental Policy department noted that "the current priorities for improvement were developed more 

subjectively, and community input into which streams are a priority for improvement is welcomed" in reply to a 

submission from Community Assets Dept (during the informal consultation process). 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add the following to DO19.1.6.ii: 

 "The priorities for enhancement shown in Appendix 28.4 are a guide, but all improvement projects will need to be 

considered on a case by case basis.  Generally, the first priority is to avoid further degradation and to maintain the 

qualities of mid to higher value water courses." 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 56 

 Details There is no explanation in this section of the plan or the associated Appendix 28.4 as to what the priorities for 

improvement of water quality actually mean, i.e. what are the timeframes for improvement? 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add another method that sets out the timeframes for achieving the improvements identified by the different 

priorities. 

DO19.1.6.v explanation and reasons - enhancing water quality 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 56 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Retain. 

DO19.1.6.vii method - for policies DO19.1.1 - DO19.1.6 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 57 

 Details Support. 
Reasons 

 Remedy Retain. 

DO19.1.6.viii method - for policies DO19.1.1 - DO19.1.6 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 9 



 Details It is not necessary to state that a linkage is required between the Freshwater Plan Change and the Council’s asset 

management plans as this is an internal matter which should be occurring. 

 Reasons If suitable acknowledgement of the RM Plan is not forthcoming in the asset management plans then there exist 

internal review procedures to correct this. 

 Remedy Delete this method. 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 58 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Retain. 

DO19.1.6.ix method - for policies DO19.1.1 - DO19.1.6 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 59 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Retain. 

DO19.1.6.x method - for policies DO19.1.1 - DO19.1.6 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 52 

 Details The explanation and reasons refer to Appendix 28.4 and indicate that Council will use the appendix during 

consideration for any resource consent to discharge to water or land.  The policy and the Council’s approach is 

unreasonable and potentially onerous.   

  

 Appendix 28.4 is, at best, a high level approximation of water quality in the District’s rivers.  It is not of sufficient 

detail to base any consideration of the issues identified under DO19.1.6.v.  It should only be used to identify those 

rivers where closer scrutiny of the application may be required.  

  

 The Policy fails to recognise that discharges to water are but one cause of water quality degradation.  The Plan 

should seek to promote the enhancement of water quality. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Delete method or, in the alternative, amend it to refer to Appendix 28.4 as a high level guide only. 

 Oppose X 13 Department of Conservation 27 

 This method is a reasonable and appropriate means of managing the effects of resource consents 

on water quality. 

 Support X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 25 

 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies that will enhance the 

quality of the Plan Change and deliver more sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change 

currently provides, within the principles and purposes of the RMA.  Classification should be 

focused on the scientifically assessed quality of the water rather than subjectively assessed 

intrinsic values associated with the waterbody.  The current system fails to provide for a range of 

water qualities that will exist along the entire length of the waterbody after reasonable mixing has 

occurred.  It also ignores the fact that water quality provides a rating that may change at any time  

- the classification is only a snapshot.   

   A reliable and robust assessment requires frequent and a reasonable level of consistent 

monitoring.  NCC does not have sufficient data to prove these ratings are valid, and the 

recommendations in Cawthron Report 774 also state that "given the limited nature of available 

reference data from each of the waterbodies it is recommended that this classification only be 

adopted in the interim."  The Plan Change does not refer to the classifications as interim.  Basing 

waterbody classification and all the associated policies, methods and rules on limited data is 

unreasonable and without justification.  The classification process lacks clarity about how a Class 

is determined for any particular waterbody.  If one criteria is exceeded, does that mean it lowers 

the classification?  We therefore support the submissions by Carter Holt Harvey because this 

underpins the entire consent application process and the ability for landowners to farm and utilise 

their land. 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 60 
 Details Support. 



 Reasons 

 Remedy Retain. 

DO19.1.6.xi method - for policies DO19.1.1 - DO19.1.6 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 61 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Retain. 

DO19.1.6.xii method - for policies DO19.1.1 - DO19.1.6 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 62 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Retain. 

DO19.1.7 policy - effect of land use activities on surface water bodies 

Sub#: 24 Vegfed Statement#: 17 

 Details The policy seeks to ‘control’ land use activities yet the methods seek to ‘promote’, ‘provide advice’ and ‘develop 

funding’ which are not matters of ‘control’. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend policy to read:  "To ensure that land use activities are managed so that surface water quality is not adversely 

affected." 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 61 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The 

submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

Sub#: 26 North, Michael Statement#: 19 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons These are excellent policies and methods that are all fully required to be implemented to lessen the impacts of human 

activity on adjacent water bodies. 

 Remedy Retain. 

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 137 

 The Explanation and Reason go beyond what is stated in the Policy, and that it should be amended 

to reflect that contamination will be avoided as far as practicable, instead, as per our original 

submission (25/19). 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 47 

 Details Supported.  Note that this will require both regional rules, monitoring and compliance and law enforcement action as  

 appropriate, which is not specified as a method. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend associated methods to reflect the need for regional rules, monitoring and compliance and law enforcement 

action as appropriate. 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 63 
 Details 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Government funding should be made available to farmers to assist them in establishing a vegetation interception to 

runoff surface water carrying fertiliser and agrochemicals into waterways. 



DO19.1.7.i explanation and reasons -  effect of land use activities 

Sub#: 25 Transit New Zealand Statement#: 19 

 Details The Explanation and Reason go beyond what is stated in the Policy, and should be amended to reflect that 

contamination will be avoided as far as practicable, instead. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend to read: "This policy is adopted to minimise and, as far as practicable, avoid the potential for contamination 

of surface water bodies from leaching liquid contaminants.  It is important to maintain existing water quality as far as 

practicable to provide for the existing and potential uses of that water." 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 53 

 Details The interpretation of this policy is contrary to the provisions of the Act. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend to read: 

 "This policy is adopted to avoid, remedy, or mitigate the potential for contamination of surface water bodies from 

leaching liquid contaminants.  It is important to maintain existing water quality to provide for the existing and 

potential uses of that water".  Or words of like effect. 

 Support X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 26 

 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies that will enhance the 

quality of the Plan Change and deliver more sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change 

currently provides, within the principles and purposes of the RMA.  Classification should be 

focused on the scientifically assessed quality of the water rather than subjectively assessed 

intrinsic values associated with the waterbody.  The current system fails to provide for a range of 

water qualities that will exist along the entire length of the waterbody after reasonable mixing has 

occurred.  It also ignores the fact that water quality provides a rating that may change at any time  

- the classification is only a snapshot.   

   A reliable and robust assessment requires frequent and a reasonable level of consistent 
monitoring.  NCC does not have sufficient data to prove these ratings are valid, and the 

recommendations in Cawthron Report 774 also state that "given the limited nature of available 

reference data from each of the waterbodies it is recommended that this classification only be 

adopted in the interim."  The Plan Change does not refer to the classifications as interim.  Basing 

waterbody classification and all the associated policies, methods and rules on limited data is 

unreasonable and without justification.  The classification process lacks clarity about how a Class 

is determined for any particular waterbody.  If one criteria is exceeded, does that mean it lowers 

the classification?  We therefore support the submissions by Carter Holt Harvey because this 

underpins the entire consent application process and the ability for landowners to farm and utilise 

their land. 

DO19.1.7.ii method - effect of land use activities 

Sub#: 27 Nelson Environment Centre Statement#: 26 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Retain. 

DO19.1.7.iii method - effect of land use activities 

Sub#: 27 Nelson Environment Centre Statement#: 27 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Retain. 

Sub#: 32 Royal Forest & Bird Protection Society Statement#: 30 

 Details Incomplete "matters" listed. 

 Reasons The purposes of esplanade reserves and strips as expressed in s229 of the RMA needs inclusion. 

 Remedy Add: "including the setting aside of esplanade reserves and strips on subdivision of land" after "..consents". 



 Support X 13 Department of Conservation 28 

 Esplanade reserves are an effective and appropriate means of promoting the protection of water 

quality. 

 Oppose X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 60 

 The submitter seeks remedies and amendments that impose unduly onerous and unreasonable 

costs on landowners, either financially or in terms of additional assessment and information 

requirements and lack practical understanding and knowledge.  These combine to generate 

outcomes that are contrary to the principles and purposes of the RMA. 

DO19.1.7.iv method - effect of land use activities 

Sub#: 27 Nelson Environment Centre Statement#: 28 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Retain. 

DO19.1.7.v method - effect of land use activities 

Sub#: 27 Nelson Environment Centre Statement#: 29 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Retain.  Advice is needed to both urban and rural landowners about the detrimental effects of all herbicides on  

 macroinvertebrate and other life in waterways. 

 Council should consider using less toxic herbicides on riparian margins, and consider other options such as planting 

to shade out weeds. 

DO19.1.8 policy - stormwater discharges 

Sub#: 18 Shell, BP, Caltex and Mobil oil companies Statement#: 2 

 Details The Companies do not support a policy of "minimisation". However it is noted that the explanation goes on to to 

indicate that the policy and corresponding rule (whatever that is), relating to the "minimisation" approach, is to be 

implemented by way of the Best Practicable Option (BPO). The Companies support BPO. 

 Reasons The reason the Companies do not support a blanket minimisation policy is that it can be implied that contaminant 

levels have to reduced in all circumstances, irrespective of whether the discharge is at acceptable levels. 

Consequently the linkage into the BPO is critical.  

  

 The overall approach of minimisation of discharges is not necessarily related to effects on the environment. Pursuing 

a blanket minimisation approach will not guarantee a net environmental benefit as there are certain discharges that 

cannot readily or easily be controlled (e.g. vehicle emissions). The costs of following such an approach will more 

than likely fall disproportionately on discrete controllable sources rather contributors (and this is likely to be the case 

as Council has signalled its intent to control inputs to stormwater systems via bylaws). There are no permitted 

stormwater discharges in the Plan at this stage. The costs of this approach have to be factored in to any final policy 

position. The Companies are not aware of any s32 analysis that demonstrates that this approach is the most effective 

one. There is no substantial guidance on when such minimisation will be considered to be achieved or how that can 

be adequately determined; especially as discharges into existing stormwater networks are to be dealt with at a later 

date. 

 Remedy - Replace the word "minimised" with "avoided, remedied or mitigated" in DO19.1.8.  

 - Pursue a policy of avoiding remedying or mitigating "adverse effects" rather than minimisation per se. 

 - Retain reference to BPO in DO19.1.8. 

 Support X 20 Transit New Zealand 94 

 This is consistent with the general thrust of Transit’s submission on the Proposed Plan Change.  

BPO provides a practical solution in most cases. 

 Oppose X 12 Nelson City Council 6 

 While the reasons provided are worthy of consideration, the remedy proposed does not assist this 

policy.  Due to the nature of the sources of contaminants the controls are not available to avoid 

contamination entirely, and the infrastructure necessary to remedy or mitigate contamination is 

not economically or environmentally justified to date. 

Sub#: 11 Transpower New Zealand Statement#: 8 

 Details The Company does not support a policy of "minimisation". However it is noted that the explanation goes on to 



indicate that the policy and corresponding rule (it is unclear to which rule it applies), relating to the "minimisation" 

approach, is to be implemented by way of the Best Practicable Option (BPO). The Company supports BPO. 

 Reasons The reason that Transpower does not support a blanket minimisation policy is that it can be implied that contaminant 

levels have to be reduced in all circumstances, irrespective of whether the discharge is at acceptable levels. 

Consequently the linkage to the BPO is critical.  

  

 The overall approach of minimisation of discharges is not necessarily related to effects on the environment. Pursuing 

a blanket minimisation approach will not guarantee a net environmental benefit as there are certain discharges that 

cannot readily or easily be controlled (e.g. vehicle emissions). The costs of following such an approach will more 

than likely fall disproportionately on discrete controllable sources rather contributors (and this is likely to be the case 

as Council has signalled its intent to control inputs to stormwater systems via bylaws). There are no permitted 

stormwater discharges in the Plan at this stage. The costs of this approach have to be factored in to any final policy 

position. Transpower is not aware of any s32 analysis that demonstrates that this approach is the most effective one. 

There is no substantial guidance on when such minimisation will be considered to be achieved or how that can be 

adequately determined; especially as discharges into existing stormwater networks are to be dealt with at a later date. 

 Remedy Replace the word "minimised" with "avoided, remedied or mitigated" in DO19.1.8.  

 Pursue a policy of avoiding, remedying or mitigating "adverse effects" rather than minimisation per se.          

 Retain reference to BPO in DO19.1.8. 

 Support X 17 Carter Holt Harvey Forests 4 

 The relief sought is consistent with the provisions of the RMA. 

 Support X 20 Transit New Zealand 17 

 Provides a workable approach, which accords with the RMA. 

 Oppose X 12 Nelson City Council 5 

 While the reasons provided are worthy of consideration, the remedy proposed does not assist this 

policy.  Due to the nature of the sources of contaminants the controls are not available to avoid 

contamination entirely, and the infrastructure necessary to remedy or mitigate contamination is 

not economically or environmentally justified to date. 

 Oppose X 13 Department of Conservation 29 

 The amendment sought would result in the policy providing inadequate guidance for assessing  

 applications for resource consent. 

Sub#: 14 Weyerhaeuser New Zealand Statement#: 24 

 Details This section is referring to unauthorised discharges of water directly into stormwater pipes or channels, either 

accidental or deliberate. It is not clear whether this applies to point source discharges only. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Clarify whether this policy applies to all discharges, or only to point source discharges. 

 Support X 17 Carter Holt Harvey Forests 5 

 The Policy is unclear and there is a need to clarify what the policy applies to. 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 48 

 Details This is not specific enough.  In allowing development, the Council needs to set standards which will need to be met.  

There are so-called "soft engineering" methods as currently practised in cities such as Auckland which are used to 

reduce stormwater discharges. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend as follows: 

 "Stormwater discharges to water bodies shall meet the same standards as others to those same water bodies, with 

compliance being phased in over a 10 year period." 

 Oppose X 3 Transpower New Zealand Ltd 7 

 The approach in the Plan Change to stormwater is based on the Best Practicable Option (BPO). 

Transpower generally supports this approach. The approach being advocated in the primary 

submission is substantially different to BPO and needs considerable investigation and 

consideration before the approach could be accepted in relation to stormwater to such an extent 

(e.g. the practicality of retrofitting stormwater treatment systems within existing developed 

catchments). 

 Oppose X 18 Shell NZ Ltd, BP Oil NZ Ltd, Caltex NZ Ltd, Mobil Oil NZ Ltd 3 

 The reason for the opposition by the Oil Companies is that the present approach to stormwater is 

based on the Best Practicable Option.  The approach being advocated in terms of this amendment 

is substantially different and needs considerable investigation and consideration before changing 

the approach to stormwater to such an extent (e.g. the practicality of retrofitting stormwater 

treatment systems within existing developed catchments). 



Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 64 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons Until cost effective technology can be applied to treat contaminated stormwater, minimisation is the only course to 

follow. 

 Oil slicked pooling in city gutters indicates how significant the contamination from road surfaces is. 

 Wetland receptors for stormwater cleansing may be feasible providing these are not too costly on ratepayer funds. 

 Remedy Retain. 

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 163 

 The policy as currently worded is too onerous. 

 

DO19.1.8.iii explanation and reasons - stormwater discharges 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 57 

 Details A minor amendment is suggested to the first sentence. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add the following to the 1st sentence: ".. Requires the best practicable option .." 

DO19.1.9 policy - improvements to stormwater discharges 

Sub#: 18 Shell, BP, Caltex and Mobil oil companies Statement#: 3 

 Details There is no substantial guidance on when minimisation of stormwater contaminants will be considered to have been 

achieved or how that can be adequately determined; especially as discharges into existing stormwater networks are 

to be dealt with at a later date. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Delete reference to "best practice" in the explanation of policy DO19.1.9 and replace with BPO. 

 Support X 20 Transit New Zealand 95 

 Transit considers that the amendments sought are appropriate and meet Transit’s concerns. 

 

Sub#: 11 Transpower New Zealand Statement#: 9 

 Details The concern outlined in our previous statement 8 (DO19.1.8) is compounded in relation to Policy DO.19.1.9. 

  

 Transpower is concerned with and wary of a policy direction that seeks to impose "best practice". Best practice is not 

BPO and there does not appear to be any additional discussion or policy direction that can be debated within the 

confines of the Plan for this approach, yet this may be the outcome of a consequential bylaw implementation. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Delete reference to "best practice"  in the explanation of policy DO19.1.9 and replace with BPO.  

 Provide adequate justification in the Plan for pursuing a bylaw for the regulation of stormwater inputs. 

 Support X 20 Transit New Zealand 18 

 Provides a practical solution which will meet Transit’s concerns. 
 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 49 

 Details Supported. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy No change. 

DO19.1.9.ii explanation and reasons - improvements to stormwater discharges 

Sub#: 18 Shell, BP, Caltex and Mobil oil companies Statement#: 4 

 Details Pursuing a blanket minimisation approach will not guarantee a net environmental benefit as there are certain 

discharges that cannot readily or easily be controlled (e.g. vehicle emissions). The costs of following such an 

approach will more than likely fall disproportionately on discrete controllable sources rather contributors (and this is 

likely to be the case as Council has signalled its intent to control inputs to stormwater systems via bylaws). 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Provide adequate justification for pursuing a bylaw for the regulation of stormwater inputs. 

 Oppose X 12 Nelson City Council 7 



 If the requirements of this Plan are to be complied with it is necessary to have a means of 

controlling discharges to the Councils stormwater systems from properties.  A by-law is seen as a 

method of control. 

DO19.1.9.iii method (for policies DO19.1.8 and DO19.1.9) 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 10 

 Details It is not necessary to state that a linkage is required between the Freshwater Plan Change and the Council’s asset 

management plans as this is an internal matter which should be occurring. 

 Reasons If suitable acknowledgement of the RM Plan is not forthcoming in the asset management plans then there exist 

internal review procedures to correct this. 

 Remedy Delete this method. 

DO19.1.9.v method (for policies DO19.1.8 and DO19.1.9) 

Sub#: 18 Shell, BP, Caltex and Mobil oil companies Statement#: 13 

 Details The discussion and policy in the Plan implies that discharges into stormwater systems are going to be addressed via 

an extension to the trade waste bylaws and after further work has been undertaken in terms of preparation of a 

Reticulated Stormwater Quality Improvement Plan.  

  

 The Companies are not opposed to the use of a tradewaste bylaw for controlling inputs into Council infrastructure 

providing the promulgation of those bylaws relates to addressing the adverse effects of discharges and does not seek 

to impose best practice for all such discharges. However at this stage the Companies have not noted any s32 analysis, 

which identifies that the promulgation of bylaws in the best method of addressing the adverse effects of stormwater 

discharges. The Companies consider that compliance with the MfE Guideline Environmental Guidelines for water 

discharges from Petroleum Industry Sites in New Zealand (1998) should be an appropriate means of compliance. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Provide appropriate s32 analysis, which identifies that the promulgation of a tradewaste bylaw is the best method for  

 addressing stormwater discharges to existing infrastructure. 

DO19.1.10 policy - new development 

Sub#: 23 Burton, Andrew and Baker, Mary-Anne Statement#: 17 

 Details We support controlling new developments in order to avoid adverse effects on water quality.  However, the Plan 

should include performance standards (rules) in relation to land disturbance activities so that the effect of discharges 

of sediment (and vegetation and other debris) into water is limited.  This rule should apply to all land disturbance 

activities, including forestry. 

  

 FWr.25 and FWr.20 lack certainty, will be difficult to enforce, and do not address land disturbance effects on water 

quality. 

Reasons Land disturbance activities may result in discharge of sediment to water.  This is foreseeable, manageable and 

avoidable.  They can be controlled through discharge rules.  Controlling land disturbances in this way ensures a more 

equitable approach to the causes of poor water quality. 
 

 Remedy Add new rule to ensure land disturbances such as those associated with forestry harvesting and establishment 

operations and subdivision and building activities (including construction of roads) do not result in sedimentation of 

waterways significantly above the natural background levels of sedimentation. 

 Support X 5 Stuart, IA and BF 17 

 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies and they will deliver more 

sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change currently provides, within the principles and 

purposes of the RMA. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 92 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The 

submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 27 

 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies and they will deliver more 

sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change currently provides, within the principles and 



purposes of the RMA. 

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 121 

 Transit considers that the amendment sought would make the regime under the Plan more onerous 

and unworkable. 

 Support X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 17 

 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies and they will deliver more  

 sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change currently provides, within the principles and  

 purposes of the RMA. 

Sub#: 25 Transit New Zealand Statement#: 20 

 Details The policy is overly restrictive, as it requires maintenance of existing water quality in all cases.  Transit submits that 

the policy should be amended to reflect that existing water quality will be maintained as far as practicable, instead. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend Policy DO19.1.10 to read: 

 "Maintain existing water quality as far as practicable by requiring use of techniques to limit non-point discharges and 

control point source stormwater discharges caused by new development." 

Sub#: 26 North, Michael Statement#: 20 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons As landowners and developers gain substantially from subdivisions, a small payback to the community and the 

environment through riparian planting seems to be an excellent mechanism to further native revegetation of water 

margins. 

 Remedy Retain. 

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 138 

 This policy is overly restrictive, as it requires maintenance of existing water quality, in all cases.  

The policy should be amended to reflect that existing water quality will be maintained as far as 

practicable, as per our original submission (25/20). 

Sub#: 14 Weyerhaeuser New Zealand Statement#: 25 

 Details This section deals with "new developments" but this term is not defined. 

 Reasons The application of the Rules is unclear as there is no way of establishing what comes within the comprehensive term 

"new developments". 

 Remedy Clarify what is meant by "new developments" in this context. 

 Support X 20 Transit New Zealand 58 

 There is a paucity of terminology in some parts of the Plan Change, making its provisions unclear 

and unworkable. 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 50 

 Details Supported. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy No change. 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 54 

 Details The Explanation and Reasons DO19.1.10.i states that "Council will produce new erosion and sediment control 

guidelines and procedures which will be incorporated into the NCC Engineering Standards by April 2005".  This 

suggests that the ‘techniques to limit non-point discharges’ are those that are contained in the Council’s new erosion 

and sediment control guidelines.  If this is the case, the Plan is seeking to establish regulation based on an external 

document that has yet to be developed.   

  

 The legal convention when referring to any material from an external document in a rule in a Plan is that the material 

be reproduced within the body of the rule. This is to avoid the situation where a third party changes the content of the 

reference document such that it changes the original intent of the rule without the ability of anyone to challenge that 

change.  The most effective and simple device for avoiding such situations is to include the words of the material in 

the Plan or the specific rule.  Alternatively, the Court has accepted referencing external documents within a Plan so 

long as the version and publication date is stated.  However, this assumes that the document is in existence at the 

time the rules is developed. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy 1. Delete Policy DO19.1.10 or, in the alternative, 

 2. Amend Policy DO19.1.10 to read: 



 "Maintain existing water quality by ensuring any non-point stormwater discharges are avoided, remedied, or 

mitigated" or words of like effect and  

 3. Amend Explanation and Reason DO19.1.10.i to read: 

 "Earthworks associated with new developments and subdivisions is a major source of sedimentation and 

contamination of waterways.  To promote best practice, the Council will produce, in consultation with stakeholders, 

erosion and sediment control  

 Oppose X 13 Department of Conservation 30 

 The present wording of Policy 19.1.10 is supported. 

 Support X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 27 

 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies that will enhance the 

quality of the Plan Change and deliver more sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change 

currently provides, within the principles and purposes of the RMA.  Classification should be 

focused on the scientifically assessed quality of the water rather than subjectively assessed 

intrinsic values associated with the waterbody.  The current system fails to provide for a range of 

water qualities that will exist along the entire length of the waterbody after reasonable mixing has 

occurred.  It also ignores the fact that water quality provides a rating that may change at any time  

- the classification is only a snapshot.   

   A reliable and robust assessment requires frequent and a reasonable level of consistent 

monitoring.  NCC does not have sufficient data to prove these ratings are valid, and the 

recommendations in Cawthron Report 774 also state that "given the limited nature of available 

reference data from each of the waterbodies it is recommended that this classification only be 

adopted in the interim."  The Plan Change does not refer to the classifications as interim.  Basing 

waterbody classification and all the associated policies, methods and rules on limited data is 

unreasonable and without justification.  The classification process lacks clarity about how a Class 

is determined for any particular waterbody.  If one criteria is exceeded, does that mean it lowers 

the classification?  We therefore support the submissions by Carter Holt Harvey because this 

underpins the entire consent application process and the ability for  

 landowners to farm and utilise their land. 

 Support in Part X 20 Transit New Zealand 41 

 The Policy as drafted is too onerous.  Transit has requested an amendment to Policy 19.1.10 in its

 original submission (25/20). 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 65 
 Details 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Encourage storage of roof water runoff for new residential development.  Savings in water bill is an appropriate 

incentive. 

DO19.1.10.iii explanation and reasons - new development 

Sub#: 26 North, Michael Statement#: 21 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons As landowners and developers gain substantially from subdivisions, a small payback to the community and the 

environment through riparian planting seems to be an excellent mechanism to further native revegetation of water 

margins. 

 Remedy Retain. 

Sub#: 27 Nelson Environment Centre Statement#: 30 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Riparian planting should be mandatory with all new land development to ensure maintenance or re-enhancement of 

waterway quality. 

 Oppose X 17 Carter Holt Harvey Forests 6 

 The relief sought would capture any and all new land development regardless of the effects of the 

development.  This is inconsistent with the principles and purpose of the Act. 

DO19.1.11 policy - existing discharges to water 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 51 



 Details Supported. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy No change. 

DO19.1.11.ii explanation and reasons - existing discharges to water 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 58 

 Details Reference should also be made to section 68(7) of the RMA, which provides for rules in a regional plan to apply to 

existing resource consents. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add the following to this explanation and reason: 

 "This is consistent with sections 68(7) and 128 of the Resource Management Act which state that: 

 a) where a regional plan includes a rule relating to minimum standards of water quality, the plan may state whether 

the rule shall affect the exercise of existing resource consents for activities which contravene the rule, and that the 

holders of resource consents may comply with the terms of the rule, or rules, over specified periods; and 

 b) in order to .." 

DO19.1.11.iii explanation and reasons - existing discharges to water 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 66 

 Details 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Consider whether chlorinated water (eg from swimming pools) diverted to the sewerage system could cause 

malfunctioning of the oxidation ponds. 

 Oppose X 12 Nelson City Council 8 

 The volumes of chlorinated water from swimming pools, etc. are not considered sufficient to 

cause malfunction of the oxidation ponds.  Consideration should be given to altering this method 

in light of the Council's current advice allowing swimming pool discharges to stormwater under 

certain conditions. 

DO19.1.12 policy - new discharge permits 

Sub#: 25 Transit New Zealand Statement#: 21 

 Details This policy inappropriately binds the Council’s discretion when considering resource consent applications and does 

not allow the Council to make an overall assessment as to whether or not a particular application requires the 

imposition of a standard condition relating to review of conditions. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Delete this policy. 

Sub#: 14 Weyerhaeuser New Zealand Statement#: 26 

 Details This policy provides for a standard review condition to apply to new discharge permits. 

 WNZI  is in favour of this outcome but considers it can be achieved by noting the standard condition on the resource 

consent and that a policy to this effect is not required. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Delete policy DO19.1.12 

 Oppose X 13 Department of Conservation 31 

 Policy is supported as an appropriate means of managing effects of discharges on water quality. 

 Support X 20 Transit New Zealand 59 

 For the reasons stated in our original submission (25/21). 

 

Sub#: 32 Royal Forest & Bird Protection Society Statement#: 31 

 Details The policy is unclear, and needs rewriting to clarify. 

 Reasons Third sentence does not make sense. 

 Remedy Amend to read: "To enable this review, a condition will be included on all resource consents for discharges to water 

or land." 

 Oppose X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 61 



 The submitter seeks remedies and amendments that impose unduly onerous and unreasonable 

costs on landowners, either financially or in terms of additional assessment and information 

requirements and lack practical understanding and knowledge.  These combine to generate 

outcomes that are contrary to the principles and purposes of the RMA. 

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 154 

 Whole policy opposed as it inappropriately binds the Council’s discretion when considering the 

conditions to be imposed on a resource consent.  An amended policy that indicated that the 

Council would consider imposing such conditions would give the necessary message to Plan users 

that such conditions may be imposed. 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 52 

 Details Supported. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy No change. 

DO19.2 objective - contamination of groundwater 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 53 

 Details Supported. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy No change. 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 67 

 Details Strongly support. 

 Reasons Groundwater is a precious resource. 

 Remedy Every care should be exercised to prevent contamination from infiltrating groundwater. 

DO19.2.1 policy - effect of land use activities on groundwater 

Sub#: 24 Vegfed Statement#: 18 

 Details The policy seeks to ‘control’ land use activities yet the methods seek to ‘provide information’ and ‘develop funding’ 

which are not matters of ‘control’. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend policy to read:  "To ensure that land use activities are managed so that ground water quality is not adversely 

affected." 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 62 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The 

submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

Sub#: 32 Royal Forest & Bird Protection Society Statement#: 32 

 Details Needs expansion. 

 Reasons Insufficient information is available on groundwater sources; Council needs to have this information so that people 

know when there is likely to be contamination of groundwater. 

 Remedy Add DO19.2.1.vi - Identification of underground water sources 

 Oppose X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 62 

 The submitter seeks remedies and amendments that impose unduly onerous and unreasonable 

costs on landowners, either financially or in terms of additional assessment and information 

requirements and lack practical understanding and knowledge.  These combine to generate 

outcomes that are contrary to the principles and purposes of the RMA. 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 54 

 Details Supported. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy No change. 



Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 68 

 Details Strongly support (and associated methods). 

 Reasons We must protect the small reserves of groundwater in Nelson. 

 Remedy Retain. 

DO19e environmental results anticipated 

Sub#: 25 Transit New Zealand Statement#: 22 

 Details DO19.e.1 does not reflect that there are some circumstances where water quality will decline.  DO19e.1 should be 

amended to reflect this. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend DO19e.1 to read: 

 "Generally, no permanent decline in water quality." 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 59 

 Details An addition is suggested to improve the anticipated environmental result. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add the following to this anticipated environmental result: "New land uses with reduced impacts on surface water 

bodies." 

DO20 freshwater management 

Sub#: 24 Vegfed Statement#: 19 

 Details The objective seeks to establish an approach to integrated water management which totally ignores the role of 

stakeholders and users, as it focuses only on those with statutory responsibilities.   

  

 Ignoring those who have a interest in the management of water will not result in community buy in to the objectives 

that the Council is seeking to achieve. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Include a policy within the DO20 section that recognises that stakeholders and users should contribute toward 

integrated water management. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 63 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The 

submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 55 

 Details The section on Freshwater Management (DO20) develops policy around integrating the expertise of relevant 

statutory agencies and iwi but fails to recognise the role and expertise of the other ‘people’ in the District. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend section DO20 Freshwater Management to recognise the knowledge and expertise of representative 

organisations such as Federated Farmers, New Zealand Forest Owners Association, New Zealand Farm Forestry 

Association etc along with the major land owners of the District. 

 Support X 23 Weyerhaeuser NZ Inc. 12 

 Stakeholders, such as forestry and land owner representatives, should be included. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 7 

 The groups mentioned by the submitter are pragmatic, aware of current legislation and the need to  

 protect waterways, and able to develop sensible, workable solutions. 

 Support X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 28 

 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies that will enhance the 

quality of the Plan Change and deliver more sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change 

currently provides, within the principles and purposes of the RMA.  Classification should be 

focused on the scientifically assessed quality of the water rather than subjectively assessed 

intrinsic values associated with the waterbody.  The current system fails to provide for a range of 

water qualities that will exist along the entire length of the waterbody after reasonable mixing has 



occurred.  It also ignores the fact that water quality provides a rating that may change at any time  

- the classification is only a snapshot.   

   A reliable and robust assessment requires frequent and a reasonable level of consistent 

monitoring.  NCC does not have sufficient data to prove these ratings are valid, and the 

recommendations in Cawthron Report 774 also state that "given the limited nature of available 

reference data from each of the waterbodies it is recommended that this classification only be 

adopted in the interim."  The Plan Change does not refer to the classifications as interim.  Basing 

waterbody classification and all the associated policies, methods and rules on limited data is 

unreasonable and without justification.  The classification process lacks clarity about how a Class 

is determined for any particular waterbody.  If one criteria is exceeded, does that mean it lowers 

the classification?  We therefore support the submissions by Carter Holt Harvey because this 

underpins the entire consent application process and the ability for landowners to farm and utilise 

their land. 

DO20.1 objective - integrated water management 

Sub#: 14 Weyerhaeuser New Zealand Statement#: 27 

 Details The explanation and reasons for this policy refer to water resource knowledge as fundamental to freshwater 

resources assessment and management. However there is no reference to Tasman District Council which holds the 

water resource knowledge for Nelson City Council. 

 Reasons A reference to water resource knowledge should contain information as to where it is held to assist retrieval. 

 Remedy Insert a reference to this water resource knowledge being held by Tasman District Council. 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 55 

 Details This objective and its associated policies are all supported. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy No change. 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 56 

 Details The section on Freshwater Management (DO20) develops policy around integrating the expertise of relevant 

statutory agencies and iwi but fails to recognise the role and expertise of the other ‘people’ in the District. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend section DO20 Freshwater Management to recognise the knowledge and expertise of representative 

organisations such as Federated Farmers, New Zealand Forest Owners Association, New Zealand Farm Forestry 

Association etc along with the major land owners of the District. 

 Support X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 29 

 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies that will enhance the 

quality of the Plan Change and deliver more sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change 

currently provides, within the principles and purposes of the RMA.  Classification should be 

focused on the scientifically assessed quality of the water rather than subjectively assessed 

intrinsic values associated with the waterbody.  The current system fails to provide for a range of 

water qualities that will exist along the entire length of the waterbody after reasonable mixing has 

occurred.  It also ignores the fact that water quality provides a rating that may change at any time  

- the classification is only a snapshot.   

   A reliable and robust assessment requires frequent and a reasonable level of consistent 

monitoring.  NCC does not have sufficient data to prove these ratings are valid, and the 

recommendations in Cawthron Report 774 also state that "given the limited nature of available 

reference data from each of the waterbodies it is recommended that this classification only be 

adopted in the interim."  The Plan Change does not refer to the classifications as interim.  Basing 

waterbody classification and all the associated policies, methods and rules on limited data is 

unreasonable and without justification.  The classification process lacks clarity about how a Class 

is determined for any particular waterbody.  If one criteria is exceeded, does that mean it lowers 

the classification?  We therefore support the submissions by Carter Holt Harvey because this 

underpins the entire consent application process and the ability for landowners to farm and utilise 

their land. 

 Support X 23 Weyerhaeuser NZ Inc. 13 

 Stakeholders, such as forestry and land owner representatives, should be included. 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 60 

 Details A minor spelling amendment is required. 

 Reasons 



 Remedy Amend the spelling of "statutary" to "statutory". 

DO20.1.1 policy - other management plans 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 57 

 Details The section on Freshwater Management (DO20) develops policy around integrating the expertise of relevant 

statutory agencies and iwi but fails to recognise the role and expertise of the other ‘people’ in the District. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend section DO20 Freshwater Management to recognise the knowledge and expertise of representative 

organisations such as Federated Farmers, New Zealand Forest Owners Association, New Zealand Farm Forestry 

Association etc along with the major land owners of the District. 

 Support X 19 Anderson, Keith and Jill 1 

 The other representative organisations suggested by CHH have invaluable practical experience of 

river flows, floods and practical matters.  They are a pool of expertise that should be included in 

management decisions. 

 Support X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 30 

 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies that will enhance the 

quality of the Plan Change and deliver more sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change 

currently provides, within the principles and purposes of the RMA.  Classification should be 

focused on the scientifically assessed quality of the water rather than subjectively assessed 

intrinsic values associated with the waterbody.  The current system fails to provide for a range of 

water qualities that will exist along the entire length of the waterbody after reasonable mixing has 

occurred.  It also ignores the fact that water quality provides a rating that may change at any time  

- the classification is only a snapshot.   

   A reliable and robust assessment requires frequent and a reasonable level of consistent 

monitoring.  NCC does not have sufficient data to prove these ratings are valid, and the 

recommendations in Cawthron Report 774 also state that "given the limited nature of available 

reference data from each of the waterbodies it is recommended that this classification only be 

adopted in the interim."  The Plan Change does not refer to the classifications as interim.  Basing 

waterbody classification and all the associated policies, methods and rules on limited data is 

unreasonable and without justification.  The classification process lacks clarity about how a Class 

is determined for any particular waterbody.  If one criteria is exceeded, does that mean it lowers 

the classification?  We therefore support the submissions by Carter Holt Harvey because this 

underpins the entire consent application process and the ability for landowners to farm and utilise 

their land. 

 Support X 23 Weyerhaeuser NZ Inc. 14 

 Stakeholders, such as forestry and land owner representatives, should be included. 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 69 
 Details 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Broaden this policy to include wider sectors of the community who are advocates for water quality, for a co-

ordinated effort in maintaining sustainable freshwater resources. 

DO20.1.2 policy - liaison with neighbours 

Sub#: 14 Weyerhaeuser New Zealand Statement#: 28 

 Details There are no cross boundary freshwater bodies between NCC and MDC. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Delete the reference to Marlborough District Council. 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 70 

 Details Support 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Retain. 



DO20e environmental results anticipated 

Sub#: 24 Vegfed Statement#: 20 

 Details The AER doesn't reflect the intent of the RMA that adverse effects are avoided, remedied or mitigated. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the Anticipated Environmental Result to reflect that adverse effects are avoided, remedied or mitigated. 

 Support X 20 Transit New Zealand 128 

 The amendment sought is appropriate and meets Transit’s concerns. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 64 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The 

submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 61 

 Details A minor spelling amendment is required. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the spelling of "statutary" to "statutory". 

Sub#: 34 Nelson Residents Association Statement#: 71 

 Details Nelson commuity will be concerned and anxious regarding the cost of upgrading degraded waterbodies. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Ensure upgrades of waterbodies are affordable. 

Volume 2 Changes to Volume 2 of the RM Plan (blue pages) 

Sub#: 18 Shell, BP, Caltex and Mobil oil companies Statement#: 5 

 Details Rules REr.60.1, REr.61.1, ICr.55.1, SCr.48, INr.54.1, OSr.49.1, RUr.26.1 and 27.1 and COr.2.1 are proposed to be 

amended to include:"soil is contained on the site during the construction period and after, such that there are no 

adverse effects on adjoining properties or waterbodies".  

  

 The Companies are concerned that the rule can be interpreted too literally and that the condition be interpreted as not 

allowing soil removal from a property when necessary. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Reword the proposed amendments to rules Rer.60.1, Rer.61.1, Icr.55.1, SCr.48, Inr.54.1, Osr.49.1, RUr.26.1 and 

27.1 and COr2.1 along the following lines:  

 "soil is managed on the site during the construction period and after, such that there are no adverse effects on 

adjoining properties or waterbodies." 

 Support in Part X 20 Transit New Zealand 96 

 Transit supports the decision requested as being appropriate; however it also submits that the  

 requirement that there be "no adverse effects" is too onerous, and should be amended to read "no  

 significant adverse effects", as per its own submission (25/23). 

Sub#: 11 Transpower New Zealand Statement#: 10 

 Details Rules REr.60.1, REr.61.1, ICr55.1, SCr.48, INr54.1, OSr49.1, RUr26.1 and 27.1 and COr2.1 are amended to 

include: "soil is contained on the site during the construction period and after, such that there are no adverse effects 

on adjoining properties or water bodies"".  

  

 Transpower is concerned that the rule can be interpreted too literally and that the condition be interpreted as not 

allowing soil removal from a property when necessary. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Reword the proposed amendments to rules Rer.60.1, Rer.61.1, ICr55.1, SCr.48, INr54.1, OSr49.1, RUr26.1 and 27.1 

and COr2.1 along the following lines: "soil is managed on the site during the construction period and after, such that 

there are no adverse effects on adjoining properties or waterbodies." 

 Oppose X 17 Carter Holt Harvey Forests 7 

 While we agree that the current wording of the rules referred to in the submission is unclear, the 

relief sought by the submitter does not provide sufficient clarity. 



 Support in Part X 20 Transit New Zealand 19 

 Transit supports this submission as providing a practical solution to the issue raised.  However, 

this submission does not go far enough in addressing Transit’s specific concerns with this part of 

the Plan Change, as stated in its original submission (25/23) namely that the requirement that "no 

adverse effects" be had on adjoining properties or water bodies is too onerous.  Transit submits 

that this requirement is too onerous, and the amended rules should refer to "no significant adverse 

effects"  

Sub#: 25 Transit New Zealand Statement#: 23 

 Details The amendments to rules Icr.55.1, SCr.48, Inr.54.1, Osr.48.1(h), Osr.49.1, Rur.26.1, Rur.27.1 and COr.23.1 require 

that, where earthworks are carried out "no adverse effects" be had on adjoining properties or water bodies.  This 

requirement is too onerous, and the amended rules should refer to "no significant adverse effects", instead. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend rules Icr.55.1, SCr.48, Inr.54.1, Osr.48.1(h), Osr.49.1, Rur.26.1, Rur.27.1 and COr.23.1 to read: 

 "..Such that there are no significant adverse effects on adjoining properties or any waterbodies." 

Sub#: 25 Transit New Zealand Statement#: 24 

 Details The amendments to rules SCr.47.1a)ii) and INr.53.1a)ii) require that no stormwater run off from building sites 

(which would include sites where bridges, culverts and other roading structures are constructed) is directed into any 

river or stream.  The amendment to these rules is too onerous, as, in carrying out its activities, stormwater may be 

directed into rivers or streams.  The rules should be amended to reflect this. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Delete the proposed amendments to rules SCr.47.1a)ii) and INr.53.1a)ii). 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 32 

 Details Oppose: RUr.28.1f) and RUr.28.4 (buildings, Rural Zone) 

 Reasons In some cases it may be unnecessary to require both 23,000 L for fire fighting, plus 25,000 L for domestic water 

supply, due to the proximity of a water source for fire fighting purposes.  This should be reflected in the activity 
status of the rule, rather than as an assessment matter, to avoid triggering a requirement for a resource consent 

unnecessarily. 

 Remedy Reword addition to Rur.28.1.f) by adding to the end: "unless a suitably qualified and experienced person approved 

by the Council confirms in writing that a lesser amount, or no storage is required for rural fire fighting purposes, due 

to proximity to a water source." 

 Support X 12 Nelson City Council 16 

 Add to the explanation about RUr.28.1(f) that ensuring the stored water is potable is the 

responsibility of the residents (not the Council). 

 Oppose X 9 Chris Millson, Principal Rural Fire Officer 1 

 The requirement for one tank for houses in the Rural Zone was a positive step in terms of rural 

fire fighting, along with the adoption of the ‘defensible space’ rule allowing some practical input 

by the Rural Fire Authority toward defending rural property’s against fire.  The requirement of 

two tanks is excessive considering the brief potential period generally only once every 5 or 6 

years.  We consider that one bulk water supply - for both drinking water and fire fighting - is 

sufficient. 

 

 The probability of a property catching fire during a low flow period when households’ domestic 

water supply tanks may be running low is minimal.  There are measures that the Fire Authority & 

NZ Fire Service put in place to help mitigate that associated risk.  We can also call in a variety of 

other resources including aircraft to assist if there is a large-scale fire. 

  

 A rural fire call within Nelson City Council’s area will generally attract a minimum of two 

appliances, one urban & one rural. 

  

Rural fire appliances carry 3,500 litres of water, which provides for approximately half an hour of 

fire fighting.  The fire officers attending the fire call will make an assessment regarding water 

availability & predicted requirement and take appropriate action accordingly.  A quantity of 

25,000 litres could be needed for a structure fire, but in many cases we can also access natural 

water supplies and ferry it accordingly. 

  

 Action requested: only require one 23,000 litre tank for new houses to provide for both domestic 



water supply during periods of low flow AND for fire fighting purposes. 
 

Sub#: 32 Royal Forest & Bird Protection Society Statement#: 33 

 Details Amendment to REr.37.1: Insufficient distance for some "activities". 

 Reasons Sea level rise has not been taken into account.  Conservative predictions show rises of up to 500mm by 2100. 

 Remedy REr.37.1 - Change to 10 metres from mean high water springs.  Retain changes. 

 Oppose X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 63 

 The submitter seeks remedies and amendments that impose unduly onerous and unreasonable 

costs on landowners, either financially or in terms of additional assessment and information 

requirements and lack practical understanding and knowledge.  These combine to generate 

outcomes that are contrary to the principles and purposes of the RMA. 

 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 50 

 Details Oppose: 

 Osr.74.4 and Cor.31.4 - subdivision rules in the Open Space and Conservation Zone 

 Reasons There is no reference to Appendix 14A.  The Appendix 14A should consistently apply to all relevant zones. 

 Remedy Add the following:  

 OSr.74.4 j): consistency with Appendix 14A (Low Impact Design for Stormwater Management) 

 COr.31.4 g): consistency with Appendix 14A (Low Impact Design for Stormwater Management) 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 56 

 Details In this and all similar cases, the test is set too high for permitted activities.  In all cases, the word "significant" must 

be removed, as this means that considerable adverse effect on aquatic ecosystems may occur before any action 

would be contemplated, which is unacceptable to Fish and Game.  It is also notable as being a different threshold 

from that chosen for a number of other rules (eg SCr48, where any adverse effect on property owners is deemed 

unacceptable or FWr.4, where the word significant is omitted), and is therefore inconsistent. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Delete the word "significant" from REr.61.1 and all similar rules. 

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 166 

 Such amendment would not take account of de minimis effects, and would be contrary to the 

RMA’s purpose, namely controlling the adverse effects of activities where these are more than 

minor. 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 57 

 Details In all cases, the wording "conspicuous", when in reference to changes in colour and clarity, is subjective.  By 

contrast, the word "discernible" has been shown to be more reliably distinguished and much less subjective.  This 

approach is supported by the reference in rule FWr.2 in which conspicuous is equated with a greater than 20% 

change in colour or clarity.  The term discernable is more accurate in this context.  Alternatively, conspicuous could 

be defined as "discernible for a period of not less than one hour".  Similarly the word "significant" should be deleted 

in reference to permitted activity status effects. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy In all references in different rules to the word "conspicuous", in reference to changes in colour and clarity of 

discharges, amend to the word "discernible".  The word "significant" should be deleted in reference to adverse effect 

on aquatic life in this and all similar rules. 

 Support in Part X 20 Transit New Zealand 167 

 Transit opposes the last sentence; however the clarification suggested is otherwise appropriate. 

 Oppose X 17 Carter Holt Harvey Forests 8 

 The relief sought represents a significant and uncertain change in the standards for water quality.  

"Conspicuous change" has been the accepted standard and represents a standard that has sufficient 

study and case law behind it to provide certainty.  "Discernible change" represents a major shift in 

the standard which does not have the benefit of the current body of information or case law. 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 58 

 Details Rur.28.1 f): The new standards from the Waimea Rural Fire Committee require a 50 mm FEMALE Camlock 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Replace ‘male’ with ‘female’ in RUr.28.1 

 Support X 12 Nelson City Council 18 

 Amend RUr.28.1(g) to 23,000L tank to reflect size of tanks available for purchase, and make clear 

that this rule only applies where there is no access to NCC reticulated water supply. 



Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 72 

 Details Appendix 14A links to the subdivision rules in each zone (REr.107.2, ICr.81.2, SCr.71.2, RUr.78.2) 

 Reasons Controlled activities should be explicitly assessed for consistency with Appendix 14A. 

 Remedy The controlled activity status activities in the subdivision rules in each zone should explicitly refer to consistency 

with Appendix 14A. 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 75 

 Details There need to be better links between the Zone rules and Appendix 14A, particularly in relation to parking rules. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy 1. Add "consistency with Appendix 14A" to the assessment criteria for the following Residential rules: 

 - REr.20 (non-residential activities) 

 - REr.22 (comprehensive housing development) 

  

 2. Specifically require consistency with Appendix 14A in the controlled activity status column (and assessment 

criteria for discretionary activities) for all relevant rules in the Inner City, Suburban Commercial, Industrial, Open 

Space, Rural and Conservation zones. 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#:120 

 Details COr.25.1 - A minor addition is suggested to improve clarity. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy COr.25.1 - Add "the" at the beginning of condition g). 

New rules Rules FWr.1 - FWr.27 

Sub#: 23 Burton, Andrew and Baker, Mary-Anne Statement#: 10 

 Details The Plan attempts a level of water management that is not supported by the data available. 

 The Plan does not adequately provide for existing and reasonable domestic water supplies. 

 The Plan does not contain sufficient information to give any certainty to existing or potential water users. 

 The Plan contains methods that will result in significant costs to residents for benefits that are minimal at best. 

 The Plan does not reasonably recognise the human health needs for domestic water. 

 The Plan does not reflect the provisions of the RMA. 

 Reasons Detail of actual flows (in litres per second) is not included in the plan in relation to minimum and trigger flows.  This 

is too uncertain.  It would be better to collect more general flow data than meter each household.  This would provide 

better justification for a flow regime.  Nelson North takes are mostly for domestic and stock supply, which has not 

been shown to be causing adverse effects. 

  Cost of water meters will be significant to residents and Council. 

 The cease of takes at minimum flow should be reconsidered as ecosystems do recover after extreme low flow. 

 The one cubic metre per day limit is too small. 

 Reasonable domestic use is better described as water taken for an individual household, including the needs of 

domesticated animals and watering a household garden where the produce from the garden is for that household's 

own use.  Any limits on that should relate to requiring maintenance of such systems to prevent leaks, and that it does 

not include irrigation of amenity plantings or lawns during periods of water rationing as notified by the Council. 

 Remedy Insert new rule that permits taking up to 5 cubic metres per day for existing domestic supplies, but include condition 

that domestic use does not include irrigation of amenity plantings and lawns during periods of low flow (as notified 

by the Council). 

 Support X 5 Stuart, IA and BF 10 

 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies and they will deliver more 

sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change currently provides, within the principles and 

purposes of the RMA. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 85 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The 

submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 20 



 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies and they will deliver more 

sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change currently provides, within the principles and 

purposes of the RMA. 

 Support X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 10 

 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies and they will deliver more 

sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change currently provides, within the principles and 

purposes of the RMA. 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 24 

 Details Support new rule - temporary diversion of water 

 Reasons Temporary diversion of water related to construction works is not addressed in Rule FWr.14 (take, use or diversion 

of surface water) 

 Remedy New rule along the following lines: 

 "Temporary diversion of water during works carried out in a stream is a controlled activity, if the: 

 a)  quality of the diverted water returned to the waterbody is at least as high as the water when it was abstracted, and 

 b)  flow, and fish passage, is maintained at all times, and  

 c) diversion does not continue for more than one month 

 d) the length of the diversion is no longer than 50m, and  

 e) diversion does not occur during the sensitive periods listed in FWr.1.1 g) i). 

  

 Temporary diversions which contravene any of conditions (a) to (d) are discretionary.  Temporary diversions which 

contravene condition (e) or (f) are non-complying." 

 Oppose X 17 Carter Holt Harvey Forests 9 

 The relief sought is unreasonable.  The proposed standards for temporary diversion of water 

represent no or minor adverse effects on a waterbody and, as such, any activity achieving these 

standards should be a permitted activity. 

 Support in Part X 20 Transit New Zealand 106 

 This is consistent with Transit’s submission on the Proposed Plan Change, namely that FWr.14 be 

amended to provide for the temporary taking or diversion of water by road controlling authorities, 

including for earth works and dust suppression.  However, this should be as a permitted activity 

(subject to compliance with standards). 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 48 

 Details New dwellings in the Rural Zone create increased demand for water and may undermine water availability for 

existing dwellings; and have potential to put increased pressure on in-stream flows. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add new rule relating to new buildings in the Rural Zone, and make these conditional on assessment of demand and  

 availability of water. 

 Support X 13 Department of Conservation 32 

 The proposed new rule is supported because new houses the Rural area may have significant 

effects on in-stream habitat values that ought to be appropriately managed. 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 56 

 Details Not all of the freshwater rules are relevant to all of chapters 7 - 14 of the Nelson Resource Management Plan. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Limit the freshwater rules to the zones to which they are appropriate. 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 57 

 Details The Plan should indicate that the Freshwater rules are regional rules. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add: [note - this rule is a regional rule] in column one in each of the freshwater rules. 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 62 

 Details The written structure of the rules needs to be more consistent to improve clarity and ease of use. Note that section 

77B of the RMA states that standards, terms, or conditions can be specified for any activity class, except non-

complying or prohibited. 

 With respect to sections 77B(2)[c] and (3)[c], the Council’s power to impose consent conditions is restricted to those 

matters that are specified for control or discretion. 

 Reasons 



 Remedy A suggested structure for the rules is as follows: 

 1. (a) The [activity description]; and 

 (b) The [activity description]is a [permitted/controlled/restricted discretionary/ discretionary] activity if the following 

standards/terms/conditions are met: 

 (i) .. 

 (ii) .. 

 2. (a) The [activity description]; and .." 

FWr.1 Rule - disturbance of river and lake beds, and wetlands 

Sub#: 29 Anderson, Keith Statement#: 1 
 Details 

 Reasons 

 Remedy This rule is too restrictive and has compliance costs - which the Government has said must be reduced. 

Sub#: 8 Royal Forest & Bird Protection Society Statement#: 2 

 Details The policy and rules should be amended to make it absolutely clear that vehicles should not be driven along a river 

bed (ie. parallel to flow) except in very exceptional circumstances. 

 Reasons Most river biota (the invertebrates) live within the bottom sediment.  Any vehicle use kills them and/or stirs up fine 

sediment.  It is not illegal to drive a vehicle along NZ riverbeds.  Therefore, RMA rules need to be emphatic.  

Advertisements for 4WD vehicles commonly show them driving along river beds which encourages this practice. 

 Remedy Clarify what "lawfully established activities" means in FWr.1.1(b) 

 Oppose in Part X 20 Transit New Zealand 7 

 The relief sought does not achieve what the Society appears to be asking for.  However, Transit 

agrees that the definition of "lawfully established"requires clarification, and requests that an 

amendment be made in accordance with its original submission (23/2). 

Sub#: 15 Hollyman, Bruce and Carol Statement#: 5 

 Details A lot of logs and branches from upstream forestry operations came downstream and caused a lot of damage during 

floods a few years ago. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy There need to be controls on harvesting practices to ensure debris is kept clear of waterways. 

Sub#: 19 Hollyman, Les and Jan Statement#: 6 

 Details FWr.1.1[j] is supported, but it means that FWr.1.1(b) is redundant. 

 FWr.1.1[f] seems too draconian in relation to activities such as using a vehicle within 5m of a waterway, or clearing 

litter within 5m of a river bed. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Delete points [b], [f] and [g] in FWr.1.1. 

  Deal with the issues raised in points [f] and [g] through the Rural Liaison Officer's role of informing, educating and 

supporting. 

 Support in Part X 20 Transit New Zealand 101 

 Although Transit cannot see how the inclusion of FWr.1.1(j) makes (b) redundant, as FWr.1(b) 

relates more to the use of vehicles in riverbeds for maintenance activities, etc, rather than vehicle 

crossings, it supports the balance of this submission as being generally consistent with Transit's 

original submission (25/25).  The reasons stated in that submission also apply. 

Sub#: 1 Ngatiawa Trust Statement#: 9 
 Details 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Support this Plan Change, but it should not place restrictions upon the Council, impeding emergency work or repairs 

to Nelson waterways, structures and riverbeds. 

 Support in Part X 20 Transit New Zealand 3 

 The Plan should provide for repair and maintenance activities, and temporary works associated 

with repair and maintenance and emergency work.  This should extend to all road controlling 



authorities, including the Council and Transit. 

Sub#: 28 Federated Farmers Statement#: 18 

 Details Oppose the rule in part 

 Support the Rule in part. 

 The rule is extremely difficult to understand and needs rewriting to make it user-friendly. 

  

 The rule imposes unnecessary controls on the margin of the river bed.  These are also not integrated with existing 

Plan rules for margins.  The rule should not include activities on the margin. 

  

 In part the rule imposes unnecessary and unduly onerous costs, restrictions and inefficiencies on rural landowners 

with no measurable gain in environmental outcomes while FWr.1.1(h)-(n) provide realistic and flexible means to 

manage effects when undertaking activities in the riverbed. 

 Reasons Minor effects based permitted activities are being required to consult with 4 separate organisations, one month in 

advance of undertaking the activity.  This causes considerable cost, inconvenience and the potential for conflicting 

advice.  If matters are that important to iwi they should be identified in a separate schedule.  It is inappropriate to 

require applicants to call iwi for such information.  Calling these organisations provides a lack of certainty and 

potential delays for people.  The activity may have a sense of urgency associated with it.  Providing 20 working days 

notice could be obstructive.  Often these minor activities are done at short notice or as the opportunity arises - they 

are often not planned.  If the effects are minor then they should not need to undertake what amounts to quite 

extensive consultation.   

    

 FWr.1.1(g) effectively locks up the entire length of the rivers listed when only parts of it are important or essential to 

provide habitats for spawning.   This is overly restrictive.  Significant sites for spawning should be identified and 

protection measures taken for those sites and surrounding area but not the entire listed waterbody.  Protection of 

spawning sites is a matter relating to use of the wet bed rather than the dry banks and margins.  Protection should 

relate to these activities only. 

  

 FWr.1.1(g) assumes that the Council has data (that has been verified by Council) that confirms there are sufficient 

populations of the relevant species to justify the imposition of rules.  While the Act requires Council to protect 

habitats of trout it doesn’t mean that all habitats have to be protected.  We suggest that the sites need to be 

"significant" habitats. 

  

 Delete FWr.1.1(b). It duplicates (j) and confuses the rule and is unnecessary to sustainably manage the resource.  It 

could be interpreted to mean that using a vehicle within 5m of a riverbed for lawful activities such as farming will 

require notification to the 4 organisations one month in advance. 

  

 The removal of pest plants and rubbish should be permitted with no performance standards and provided for all year.  

The rule does not allow this to occur. 

 

 The removal of flood debris and vegetation is also restricted to certain times of the year whether it occurs in the wet 

bed or dry bed or dry margin.  It might be essential that work be undertaken when machinery is available provided it 

does not cause adverse effects to identified sites.    

  

 FWr.1.1(m) requires amendment because it is unreasonable to expect disturbed margins or beds to be "restored to the 

same state or better".  In practical terms this could be almost impossible.  It is more pragmatic to require the site to 

be "rehabilitated" or reference it to MW 118 "restoration".   

  

 FWr.1.2 [c] requires rocks to be "similar to those naturally occurring in the area".  Provided these are natural rock, 

does it matter where the rock comes from.  Requiring it to come from somewhere in the area could cause practical 

issues such as no rock being available in the area.  It has potential to add considerable cost to the river works which 

are already expensive to undertake.  The visual impact of natural rock is limited.  By comparison concrete blocks 

may look out of place and controls on this material and other unnatural material is more justified. 

  

 FWr.1.3, non-complying activities:  There is no need to make a special category for longer lengths of river works.  A 

discretionary activity consent is able to manage the impacts of any works more than adequately within the principles 

and purposes of the RMA.  Making works longer than 50m tends to prejudge the effects of the activity before an 

application is received when in fact length of works may have no bearing on the scale of effects.   

 

 There is no information to determine where "upstream catchments" are in FWr1.1(g)ii.  The rule becomes ineffective 

and hard to administer if certainty is not provided. 

 Remedy 1. Integrate the rule with existing riparian margin rules. 

 2. Delete reference to the "margin"  or "within 5m of beds" in FWr.1 

 3. Delete FWr.1.1(b) 

 4. Amend FWr.1.1 so that vegetation, flood debris, pest plants, rubbish and matters in FWr.1.1(a)iii and (e) are able 

to be undertaken as a permitted activity provided the general conditions (h) - (n) are met. 



 5. Delete FWr.1.1 (f] 

 6. Retain FWr.1.1(g) but amend FWr1.1 (g)ii to define what is meant by "upstream catchment" and amend (g)iii to 

relate only to identified significant spawning sites and reach of water necessary to protect the site for those rivers 

listed. 

 7. Amend FWr.1.1(m) to read "any riparian areas which are disturbed are restored to a natural state similar to or 

better than that which existed prior to the disturbance". 

 8. Amend FWr.1.1 to provide for a greater number of activities or greater flexibility and less restriction for activities 

to occur in the dry bed as opposed to those in the wet bed of rivers.  

 9. Amend FWr.1.2[c] to read "naturally occurring rocks are used". 

 10. Delete FWr.1.3 non-complying activity for works greater than 50m long. 

 11. Make consequential amendments to the relevant Policies. 

 Support in Part X 20 Transit New Zealand 145 

 This submission is consistent with Transit’s original submission (25/25).  However, Transit does 

not agree that FWr.1(b) requires deletion. 

 Support X 5 Stuart, IA and BF 35 

   Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 18 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The 

submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 45 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 

Sub#: 25 Transit New Zealand Statement#: 25 

 Details Condition FWr.1.1 f) essentially extends the decision-making as to whether the activity can be undertaken as a 

permitted activity to the entities named in the condition, and, in effect, gives rise to the list of parties having an 

expectation that they can impose specific conditions as they see fit.  This is inappropriate for a permitted activity 

rule, and potentially ultra vires. 

  

 The 20 working days’ notice requirement in FWr.1.1 f) is too onerous, and the period of notice should be abridged or 

deleted. 

  

 The introductory sentence in Condition g), namely that the activities are permitted if "effects of activities occurring 

in the following periods and rivers are avoided" suggests that, provided the effects are avoided, the activity can be 

undertaken.   However, the subclauses, for example (g)(iii), specifically state that the activity cannot be undertaken 

at all in the specified rivers at the specified times. 

  

 Reference to "upstream catchments" in Condition g)(ii) requires clarification, as the term "upstream catchment"  is 

not defined, and it is not clear if it is the same as "upper reaches", referred to in Appendix 28.2 

  

 It is unclear if the time period referred to in Condition FWr.1.1g)(ii) of "March to August" and FWr.1.1g)(iii) "May 

to September" is inclusive of those months or exclusive. 

  

 Condition (i)(ii) is overly restrictive, particularly for temporary disturbances of short duration.  The rule requires that 

there be no conspicuous change whatsoever in the visual clarity (ie turbidity and/or suspended sediment load) after 

reasonable mixing.  However, section 107(2)(b) provide guidance that the effects of temporary discharges which 

create changes to visual clarity may be acceptable. 

  

 As extraction is covered by a separate rule (Rule 10, not Rule 11 as stated in condition (P)), there is no need to 

require that there be no extraction of aggregate as a condition for disturbance in condition l). 

  

 The provision in FWr.1.3, specifying that activities disturbing more than a total of 50 metres of a river bed are non-

complying, is too onerous.  Transit does not consider that disturbance should become a non-complying activity, 

merely because it extends for more than 50 metres. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Make the following amendments to Rule FWr.1.1: 

 - Delete condition f); 

 - Amend condition g) to include only specific requirements regarding the timing of works and specify what is meant 



by upstream catchments; 

 - Make provision for temporary and minor decreases in visual clarity; 

 - Delete condition l). 

  

 Delete the  non-complying rule in FWr.1.3. 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 58 

 Details While Carter Holt Harvey supports providing for the disturbance of the beds of lakes, rivers, and wetlands subject to 

clear environmental performance standards, the proposed rule, as worded, is uncertain, unreasonable, and potentially 

onerous.   

  

 The permitted activity rules refer to activities in the bed and with 5m of the bed.  The reference to activities with 5m 

of the bed is not replicated for the controlled or discretionary activities.  It is not clear whether or not the intention of 

the rule is to capture all activities within 5m of the bed of a watercourse or not.  If this is the case, the rules would 

render many normal rural activities, such as grazing and forestry, discretionary activities.  The reference to 5m from 

the bed should be removed from the permitted activity list so that the rules relate only to activities in the bed of a 

watercourse.  

  

 The disturbance of the bed of a river for the purposes of maintaining public safety is a controlled activity subject to a 

list of performance standards.  Any activity for the purposes of protecting the health and safety of the public should 

be a permitted activity.  

  

 The permitted activity standards are uncertain, unreasonable, and potentially onerous. 

  

 Condition f) is unreasonable.  If the activity is of a scale and nature that it is permitted then it can be assumed that the 

effects are no more than minor and notification of any party is unnecessary.  Condition g) already provides very 

conservative protection for fish spawning and migration.  Notwithstanding the effects of the activity, the only 

notification that would be reasonable would be to Council. 

  

 Condition g) is uncertain.  The periods specified are not clear.  When does mid March start?  When do the exclusion 

periods end?  What constitutes an upstream catchment?  The requirements to "not affect sediment levels or 

vegetation" is too absolute and given the conditions of i), unnecessary.  

  

 Condition m) relates to riparian areas.  As stated above, any reference to riparian areas in this rule should be deleted.  

Notwithstanding this, the condition is unreasonable if the disturbance of the riparian area is for the purposes of a 

vehicle crossing or other such ‘permanent’ disturbance to the riparian zone.   

  

 Condition I) refers to rule 11 when it should, if necessary, refer to rule 10. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy 1. Delete all references to "areas within 5m" and "riparian areas" from FWr.1; 

 2. Provide for the disturbance of the bed of a river for the purposes of public safety as a permitted activity; 

 3. Delete condition f) or, in the alternative, amend the conditions to read: 

 "20 working days notice of any work is given to the Manager of Planning & Consents, and" or words of like effect. 

 4. Amend condition g) to read: 

 "Any activity which disturbs more than 10 m2 of  the bed of the following rivers is avoided between 1 March and 30 

August :  

 i) Whangamoa River; 

 ii)  Wakapuaka River; 

 iii)  Maitai River; 

 iv)  Poormans Stream; 

 v)  Brook River; 

 vi)  Lud River; and 

 vii)  Teal river. 

 Or words of like effect. 

  

 5. Delete condition m) 

 6. Delete condition I) or, in the alternative, amend it to refer to rule 10. 

 Support X 20 Transit New Zealand 42 

 In addition to the reasons stated in Transit’s original submission (25/25), the modifications 

requested are appropriate and would provide clarity to this rule. 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 58 

 Details The Wakapuaka River should be included amongst those for which the protection of trout applies under g) iii) of the 



permitted activity rules. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Include the Wakapuaka River amongst those for which the protection of trout applies under g) iii) of the permitted 

activity rules. 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 62 

 Details - a) (i) and (ii) should not be subject to the general conditions. 

 - The extent of what is intended by the term ‘rubbish’ is unclear. 

 - b) relating to the use of vehicles in river beds is not necessary, as vehicle crossings are addressed in FWr.2, and in 

the general conditions of FWr.1.1 

 - the numbering is not consecutive. 

  

 General conditions 

 - need to more clearly state the exclusion periods and to map the boundaries between upper and lower catchments, 

and tidal areas, as referred to in exclusion periods. 

 - no actions are required as a result of advising F&G, DoC, and Iwi.  It is more appropriate to formally consult with 

these parties if bed disturbance is proposed to occur during the exclusion periods (as a discretionary activity)" 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend FWr.1 as shown in Attachment 3 of this submission by making the following changes 

 - do not make activities a) (i) and (ii) subject to the general conditions 

 - replace ‘rubbish’ with ‘litter’ 

 - delete b) 

 - renumber this rule 

 - General conditions - delete (f) 

 Oppose X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 81 

 This proposal would give special interest groups an undue balance of power.  Approval for 

discretionary activities should rest with an independent body - we suggest the Rural Liaison 

Officer. 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 67 

 Details "FWr.1.1l) - Use the same rule referencing system throughout the plan. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the permitted activity condition as follows: ".. (covered under separate rule FWr.10), and" 

FWr.1.1 permitted activities - disturbance of river and lake beds, and wetlands 

Sub#: 24 Vegfed Statement#: 21 

 Details The rule provides for very basic maintenance activities to be undertaken subject to general conditions.  A condition 

to give 20 working days notice to Iwi, DOC, Fish and Game and the Council is extremely onerous.  The intent of 

permitted activity rules is that they can be undertaken with clear conditions and without recourse to a third party.  

Clause g) details timeframes and rivers of concern so person to person advice should not be required.  An Advice 

Note could be included as to where information on fish spawning could be obtained. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Delete FWr.1.1 f) and include an Advice Note as to where information on fish spawning can be obtained. 

 Support in Part X 20 Transit New Zealand 129 

 This is consistent with Transit’s original submission (25/25), which also seeks additional 

amendments. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 65 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The 

submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

Sub#: 14 Weyerhaeuser New Zealand Statement#: 29 

 Details WNZI supports the clearance of vegetation however several measures contained in this Rule are onerous with little 

justification for the view being taken. 

 Reasons 1.FWr.1.1(a) The requirement that this rule relates to areas within 5 metres of riverbeds is onerous and appears to 

have little justification. 

 2. FWr.1.1(f)   The 20 working day period is too long a period and will impact on the viability of commercial 



operations.  

 Likewise the number of persons/ entities required to be contacted. 

 3. FWr.1.1(g)(ii) "up stream catchments" is very wide and it is submitted that the relevant water bodies should be 

named as in (g) (i). 

 4. FWr.1.1(n) There may be public safety reasons why access needs to be impeded and this needs to be an exemption 

to this  

 Remedy FWr.1.1(a)  Remove the words "within 5 m of beds associated with". 

 FWr.1.1 (f) Change the 20 working day requirement for notification to 7 working days and limit such notification to 

the Manager of Planning & Consents.  

 FWr.1.1(g) (ii) name the upstream catchments to which this rule applies. 

 FWr.1.1(n) provide an exception to this rule for public safety measures. 

 Support X 20 Transit New Zealand 60 

 This submission is consistent with Transit’s original submission (25/25). 

Sub#: 32 Royal Forest & Bird Protection Society Statement#: 34 

 Details (n) is inadequate. 

 Reasons Access should not be along the waterbody itself but along the banks or margins as stated in s6 of RMA. 

 Remedy Amend [n] by changing "along a water body" to "along the banks or margins of waterbodies" 

 Oppose X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 64 

 The submitter seeks remedies and amendments that impose unduly onerous and unreasonable 

costs on landowners, either financially or in terms of additional assessment and information 

requirements and lack practical understanding and knowledge.  These combine to generate 

outcomes that are contrary to the principles and purposes of the RMA. 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 63 

 Details FWr.1.1b): Use the same rule referencing system throughout the plan. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the permitted activity description as follows: 

 ".. (does not apply to vehicle crossings - see Rule FWr.2) .." 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 64 

 Details FWr.1.1e) - This is the third part of the permitted activity description, therefore the outline numbering is incorrect. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the outline numbering from e) to c] 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 65 

 Details FWr.1.1f) - n) 

 These are the conditions for the rule, and should be numbered 1. to 9. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the numbering of the FWr.1.1 conditions from 1 - 9 (instead of f - n) 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 66 

 Details FWr.1.1g) 

 Amendments are suggested to this permitted activity condition to clarify what is trying to be achieved in terms of 

avoiding adverse effects. 

 A definition is suggested for "upstream catchment" 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend this permitted activity condition as follows: 

 "Work is not carried out in the following rivers and periods to avoid the main spawning periods for the species listed: 

i) for inanga, the lower tidal reaches of the Whangamoa, Wakapuaka and Maitai rivers and Poormans Stream, 

during mid March to the end of May, to avoid adverse effects on sediment levels and vegetation; and 

ii) for koaro and kokopu species, any upstream catchments between March and August; and. 

iii) for trout, the Maitai, Whangamoa, Lud, and Teal rivers, and the Poorman and Brook streams; and" 

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 77 



 DoC’s requested changes do not address the fundamental issues with the rule outlined in Transit’s 

original submission (25/25). 

FWr.1.2 controlled activities - disturbance of river and lake beds, and wetlands 

Sub#: 14 Weyerhaeuser New Zealand Statement#: 30 

 Details 1. FWr.1.2[c]  Closure for public safety reasons should be a permitted activity. 

 2. FWr.1.2(e)  What is the justification for the total area of river bed not to be disturbed being set at 20 metres? 

 3. FWr.1.2(v)  the maintenance of existing structures should be a permitted activity. 

 Reasons 1. There may be public safety reasons why access needs to be impeded and this should be a permitted activity to 

ensure safety measures can be undertaken in a timely way.  

 2. This margin of 20 metres needs to be justified. As with other distance requirements in this Plan Change there 

appears to be no reasons given for the arbitrary distance regimes. 

 3. Maintenance of existing structures is necessary to ensure minimal damage to the water source and should 

therefore become a permitted activity to assist timely adherence.  

 4. We support controlled activities not requiring notification or written approval from those persons affected. 

 Remedy 1. Public safety to be a permitted activity. 

 2. This measure should be justified or removed. 

 3. Maintenance of existing structures to be a permitted use. 

 Support X 20 Transit New Zealand 61 

 This submission is consistent with Transit’s original submission (25/25). 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 30 

 Details It is not clear that FWr.1.2 only relates to bed disturbance (in the actual bed, not on the banks), and not to deposition 

of material. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add definition for bed disturbance 

 Support X 20 Transit New Zealand 108 

 Transit agrees that the rule should be clarified. 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 68 

 Details The activity description is in the singular. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the activity description as follows: ".. Is a controlled activity if: .." 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 69 

 Details FWr.1.2e) 

 An amendment is suggested to clarify that the disturbance refers to bed length. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the condition as follows: "the activity does not disturb more than a total of 20m, in length, of a river bed." 

FWr.1.3 discretionary activities - disturbance of river and lake beds, and 

wetlands 

Sub#: 14 Weyerhaeuser New Zealand Statement#: 31 

 Details Where is the justification for activities that disturb more than a total of 50 metres of river bed being regarded as non 

complying? 

 Reasons Throughout these proposed Rule changes there are no justifications given for arbitrary distances within which 

activities must comply. 

 Remedy Explanations to be given to justify the arbitrary distances, or such arbitrary distances to be reviewed or removed. 

 Support X 20 Transit New Zealand 62 

 As stated in its original submission (25/25), Transit believes that this provision is too onerous and 

does not consider that disturbance should become a non-complying activity, merely because it 

extends for more than 50 metres. 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 70 

 Details A minor amendment to the discretionary activity description is suggested. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the discretionary activity description as follows: 



Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 71 

 Details An amendment is suggested to the non-complying activity description to clarify that the disturbance refers to bed 

length.  Another non-complying activity should be added for wetlands. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the activity description as follows: "Activities that disturb more than a total of 50m, in length, of a river bed 

.." 

 Add the following non-complying activity description: "Activities that disturb the bed of any wetland, other than as 

provided for as a permitted activity." 

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 78 

 As stated in its original submission (25/25), Transit does not consider that disturbance should 

become a non-complying activity, merely because it extends for more than 50 metres. 

 

FWr.1.4 assessment criteria - disturbance of river and lake beds, and wetlands 

Sub#: 14 Weyerhaeuser New Zealand Statement#: 32 

 Details FWr.1.4[c] - The requirement that there be a site assessment for unspecified rivers is too onerous. 

 Reasons If a water body is unspecified it is probably of minor importance and the requirement that there be a site assessment 

is onerous from both a cost and time point of view. Further, there is a requirement that a suitably qualified and 

experienced person undertake this site assessement - who determines that this standard has been attained? 

 Remedy Remove assessment criteria [c]. 

 Oppose X 13 Department of Conservation 33 

 The classification of the water body is a key consideration for assessing the effects of disturbance 

of river and lake beds and wetlands.  On water bodies that do not have an existing water 

classification a site assessment is necessary to assess the effects of the disturbance proposed. 

 Support X 20 Transit New Zealand 63 

 The modification requested is appropriate and meets Transit’s concerns. 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 33 

 Details Clarification is required in FWr.1.4 (c) assessment criteria, disturbance of river and lake beds, and wetlands 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add the following words to FWr.1.4[c]: "a site assessment by a suitably qualified and experienced person approved 

by the Council will be required for discretionary activities." 

FWr.2 Rule - vehicle crossings in the beds of rivers and lakes, and wetlands 

Sub#: 6 Thompson, Michelle Statement#: 2 

 Details It is unfair to penalise long standing land owners for crossing the creek.  The increased traffic on the public road is 

caused by a subdivision and no improvements were made to the road to deal with the increased traffic. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy To improve the health of Enner Glynn or Jenkins Creek, stop vehicles crossing on the public road.  Vehicles speed 

up on the road and through the creek, crossing many times a day.  This public road crossing should be properly 

bridged, which will improve the health of the creek. 

  

 Private land owners respect the land and the creek.  We need to be able to drive vehicles through the creek to access 

our homes and areas of the farm.  Amend FWr.2 to allow for these crossings. 

Sub#: 29 Anderson, Keith Statement#: 2 
 Details 

 Reasons There is too much restriction and compliance costs - which the Government has said must be reduced. 

 Remedy There should be no limit to vehicle crossings unless there is proven to be a detrimental effect downstream.  

Monitoring is okay if it is necessary. 

 Oppose X 8 Sarah Ayre 6 

 The number and type of vehicles crossing our rivers and streams should be controlled. 

 Support X 19 Anderson, Keith and Jill 2 

 We have a legal existing right to cross our river (Wakapuaka) without restriction (riparian rights).  

The continuation of this right is essential for our tourism business.  Many other adventures in NZ 

have similar rights.  We agree with Fed Farmers submission on this matter (28/19). 



Sub#: 8 Royal Forest & Bird Protection Society Statement#: 3 

 Details The policy and rules should be amended to make it absolutely clear that vehicles should not be driven along a river 

bed (ie. parallel to flow) except in very exceptional circumstances. 

 Reasons Most river biota (the invertebrates) live within the bottom sediment.  Any vehicle use kills them and/or stirs up fine 

sediment.  It is not illegal to drive a vehicle along NZ riverbeds.  Therefore, RMA rules need to be emphatic.  

Advertisements for 4WD vehicles commonly show them driving along river beds which encourages this practice. 

 Remedy FWr.2.3 appears to allow vehicles to drive along the beds of rivers.  Do not allow this. 

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 8 

 In addition to the reasons set out in our original submission (25/8) the modifications requested are  

 inappropriate and would make the policy more onerous. 

 

Sub#: 28 Federated Farmers Statement#: 19 

 Details The rule is impractical, unjustified, treats all vehicles the same when size, frequency of crossing and the like will 

have different effects, applies to all waterways with no differentiation on size or flow regime even if the flow is 

intermittent, and is overly restrictive and onerous because it is virtually impossible to comply with.  It is unclear 

what the interpretation of "lawfully established use of vehicle crossings" is. 

 Reasons The interpretation of "lawfully established use of vehicle crossings" is unclear.  A farmer may cross a stream at any 

point and not necessarily where there is a formed crossing.  We are not aware that crossings have been formally 

legitimised by law in the past other than when easements or similar occur therefore the whole basis for the rule 

appears obscure.  We question whether it matters if the crossing exists now or in the future - the activity is caused by 

"vehicles" and the rule confuses the 2 matters.  Most or all crossings are unlikely to be "lawful" therefore they will 

need a consent.  This is too onerous and not effects based. 

  

 Although the Plan defines what is "reasonable mixing’ no farmer or person driving across a river is going to know 

how to interpret the impacts of their vehicle movement and in practice it will be completely ignored rendering the 
rule virtually ineffective.  In reality the effects will depend on factors that will change from day to day including 

flows, the size or number of wheels, the load carried by the vehicle, the type of tyres, the speed of the vehicle, the 

traction (4WD may cause less bed disturbance than a 2WD that has less drive forward/traction and therefore the 

wheels spin a lot more), the weather conditions, the type of soil the vehicle has been travelling over (clay in wet 

weather will potentially cause more suspended solids and change the water colour than clay on a dry day) and the 

number of times it crosses over any period of time.   

  

 Our view is that the rule is totally impractical, unjustified and will capture any vehicle  and the default to 

discretionary activity status is too costly and inappropriate especially when the activity may have no effects. 

 Remedy 1. Delete Rule FWr.2 and place an emphasis on managing effects by monitoring effects at existing sites and, where 

activities are causing significant adverse effects, share the information and achieve change in practices via 

negotiation and education. 

 2. Alternatively, amend to provide for vehicle crossings at any point whether lawfully established or not, provide for 

a range of vehicle crossing situations where effects are likely to be minor, provide easily interpreted standards that 

all persons can measure their impact against, and ensure the rule only applies to the "wet area" of the bed. 

 3. Provide for a "controlled" activity consent if unable to comply with the permitted activity standards. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 46 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 Oppose X 13 Department of Conservation 34 

 The present permitted, controlled and discretionary/ non-complying rules are supported, with the  

 exception of those matters specified in the Director-General’s original submission.  Non-

regulatory education and advocacy approaches, while they are supported, will not, on their own, 

adequately manage the effects of vehicle crossings. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 19 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The  

 submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

 Support X 1 Thomas, Ian and Anne 4 

 Support X 5 Stuart, IA and BF 36 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 



Sub#: 14 Weyerhaeuser New Zealand Statement#: 33 

 Details 1. FWr.2.1(a) There is no explanation given as to what "associated river bed disturbance" means.  This a very wide 

term that would cover any contact with the river bed. 

 2. We support Discretionary activities not requiring notification or written approval from those persons affected. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Definition of "associated river bed disturbance" should be included for certainty. 

 Retain provision in FWr.2.3 that Discretionary activities do not require notification or written approval from those 

persons  

 Support X 20 Transit New Zealand 64 

 There is a paucity of terminology in some parts of the Plan Change, making the provisions unclear 

and unworkable. 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 59 

 Details The rule is unreasonable and potentially onerous.   

  

 The requirement to avoid any "associated river bed disturbance" would render any vehicle crossing a restricted 

discretionary activity other than at a constructed ford crossing where the vehicle is kept off the bed.  This would 

force any land owner with a current ‘natural’  ford crossing to obtain a resource consent. 

  

 It is not clear why the limit of 20% has been set for conspicuous change in colour or clarity or whether this is 

appropriate for all watercourses or, given the short duration of any vehicle induced sediment entrainment, whether a 

limit is necessary at all. 

  

 The permitted activity rule fails to provide for one-off or rare occasions where it is necessary to cross a watercourse 

associated with a lawful activity. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend FWr.2 to read: 

 "The use of vehicle crossings in the beds of rivers after [notification date] is permitted, if: 

 1. The crossing was lawfully established by [notification date] and the activity does not, after reasonable mixing, 

give rise to all 

  or any of the following effects in the receiving waters:  

 i) the production of any conspicuous oil or grease films, scums or foams, or floatable or suspended materials, or  

 ii) any conspicuous change of colour or visual clarity (more than 40%), or  

 iii) any significant adverse effects on aquatic life. 

 2. The crossing is required to undertake a lawfully established or permitted activity and is used infrequently.  For the 

purposes  

 of this rule, infrequently means used no more than once a week to cross there and back." 

 Or words of like effect. 

 Support in Part X 20 Transit New Zealand 43 

 Appropriate except to the extent that it only grants permitted activity status for crossings which 

are used infrequently. 

 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 59 

 Details The term "lawfully established" is ambiguous and should be replaced with "consented".   In addition, the 

discretionary and non-complying rules should not specify that those who may be affected by this will not be served 

on any person.  Statutory authorities such as Fish and Game and the Department of Conservation have a 

responsibility to assess effects of such activities and should be consulted as an affected party in all such cases. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend to "Consented vehicle crossings".  Delete the paragraph referring to non-notification of discretionary 

applications, or refer to parties such as Fish and Game and the Department of Conservation as those which will be 

consulted for such  

 Oppose in Part X 20 Transit New Zealand 168 

 Transit agrees that the definition of "lawfully established" is confusing.  However, the amendment 

requested by Fish and Game would not take account of activities authorised other than by way of 

a resource consent, and which are intended to be covered by the definition.   Accordingly, Transit 

seeks an amendment as per its original submission (25/2). 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 72 

 Details Non-notification and no need to get written approval of affected parties is opposed. This activity can have more than 

minor adverse effects and other parties, such as the Department of Conservation, Fish & Game, and iwi, should be 

able to consider any such proposed activity. 

 Reasons 



 Remedy Delete the paragraph regarding notification and written approval. 

 Oppose X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 72 

 This proposal would give special interest groups an undue balance of power.  Approval for 

discretionary activities should rest with an independent body - we suggest the Rural Liaison 

Officer. 

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 79 

 The amendment requested is too onerous, as it is unreasonable in the circumstances to seek the 

written approval of those persons. 

 

FWr.2.4 assessment criteria - vehicle crossings 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 73 

 Details The values of the river, as identified in Appendix 28.4, are another matter to be considered in assessing an 

application for a vehicle crossing. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add the following to the list of Assessment Criteria: "i) values of the river (refer Appendix 28.4)." 

FWr.3 Rule - planting in river beds and margins, and in wetlands 

Sub#: 15 Hollyman, Bruce and Carol Statement#: 7 

 Details Willows need to be cleared/trimmed from waterways where they have the potential to dam the logs/branches coming 

down in floods from upstream forestry. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Require maintenance of willow plantings. 

Sub#: 11 Transpower New Zealand Statement#: 11 

 Details Transpower wishes to ensure that planting in margins should also factor in the effects on network utilities. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add the following to FWr.3.1 b) (ii):  "adverse effects on existing network utilities" 

 Amend FWr.3.3 (discretionary rule) to read: "(c)The planting of vegetation not meeting the permitted activity 

standards." 

 Retain FWr.3.4 (b) without further modification. 

 Support X 20 Transit New Zealand 20 

 This is an appropriate policy that would meet Transit's concerns. 
 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 60 

 Details The rules are unreasonable, inequitable, not effects based, potentially onerous and could render an interest in land 

incapable of reasonable use. 

  

 It is not clear why plantation forest has been specifically excluded from the permitted activities or why planting 

plantation forests within 10m of those rivers listed in Appendix 6 are discretionary while activities that would have 

same or similar effects are permitted.  The water quality and aquatic habitat under a plantation forest is equivalent to 

that of indigenous forest.  Even as a result of harvesting, water quality and aquatic habitat do not reach the same 

levels of impairment found in pastoral agricultural streams. 

  

 The requirement that "no vegetation is established that is likely to give rise to debris entering the river or lake in a 

way that may result in; diversion or damming, or  bed or bank erosion, or  adverse effects on ecosystems" that are 

more than minor can not be achieved.  Debris entering a river, the damming and diverting, bed and bank erosion are 

natural processes associated with forest streams and are indicative of all forest systems including indigenous. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy 1. Amend FWr.3.1 to read: 

 The planting or replacement of indigenous or exotic plants  in the riparian margin and the planting of suitable 

indigenous vegetation in wetlands is permitted if Crack Willow or other pest plants are not used."  Or words of like 

effect. 

 2. Amend FWr.3.3 by deleting part b) - the rule making plantation forestry discretionary. 

 3. Amend FWr.3.4 by deleting the assessment criteria for plantation forestry. 



Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 61 

 Details The permitted activity rule is ambiguous in that there is specific reference to the riparian margin and wetlands but 

not to the stated rule of beds of lakes and rivers.  In addition, if the planting of exotic plants in wetlands is non-

complying, this might make constructed wetlands for the purpose of water treatment difficult.  Assessment criteria 

should include consideration of alternative methods or means of crossing, as a priority. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Clarify the extent to which the rule applies to the beds of lakes and rivers.  Planting of exotic plants should not be 

non-complying, although planting of pest plants should be prohibited. Assessment criteria should include 

consideration of alternative methods or means of crossing, as a priority. 

FWr.3.3 discretionary activities - planting in river beds and margins, and in 

wetlands 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 74 

 Details FWr.3.3 Discretionary activities b) 

 The distances from rivers for plantation forest planting are not considered to be sufficient to avoid adverse effects 

when the trees are harvested. This not only includes the felling of plantation trees or the dropping of debris from 

plantation trees into waterbodies, but also the maintenance of a suitable riparian margin of vegetation along the 

waterbody when harvesting occurs to reduce sediment runoff and maintain shading." 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend activity description b) as follows: "the planting of plantation forest within 10m of any river, or within 20m of 

those rivers which have aquatic priority 1 and 2 .." 

 Support X 8 Sarah Ayre 4 

 Tree/shrub cover should be maintained and increased for stormwater and flood protection 

purposes.  Council should have a  policy of sustainable and selective harvesting of timber crops, 

forbidding clear felling of whole hill sides because much erosion and flooding is a direct result of 

unsustainable removal of tree cover by humans. 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 75 

 Details A) The planting of crack willow should be prohibited. 

 B) The active planting of any pest plants listed in the Tasman-Nelson Regional Pest Management Strategy should be 
prohibited. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the prohibited activity description as follows: 

 "The planting of crack willow within 5m of a river or lake, and the introduction or planting of any of the pest plants 

identified in the Tasman-Nelson Regional Pest Management Strategy, is prohibited." 

FWr.4 Rule - stock fences 

Sub#: 28 Federated Farmers Statement#: 20 

 Details Support in general the rule 

 Oppose in part FWr.4.1(i) 

 Allowing stock fences to be constructed is common sense and provides for landowners to improve riparian 

management and water quality where practical. 

  

 Unformed legal roads (lawfully established vehicle access) are common throughout the rural area and currently 

provide no vehicle access for the public.  The rule requires farmers to obtain a discretionary consent for fencing on 

these sites without any understanding of what imposition and costs this causes landowners especially where there are 

no public access issues. 

 Reasons Fencing and floodgates are essential stock management tools and should not require a consent.  In river beds and 

margins fences are essential to manage plantings and to prevent stock getting into the river or a neighbour's property. 

  

 It is illegal to fence off legal formed roads but where they are unformed it is vital that fences can be constructed 

without the need for onerous costs and bureaucracy for no public access gain.   In a practical sense it would be 

unrealistic to expect a farmer to stop the fence at the boundary of the unformed legal road.  Walkers can climb over it 

if necessary and are not  

 Remedy 1. Retain FWr.4.1 

 2. Amend FWr.4.1.i by inserting the words "formed for public use" into the rule between "access" and "along." 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 20 



 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The 

submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

 Support X 1 Thomas, Ian and Anne 5 

 Support X 5 Stuart, IA and BF 37 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 47 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

Sub#: 32 Royal Forest & Bird Protection Society Statement#: 35 

 Details Stock fences in river beds or lake beds or wetlands should not be permitted. 

 Reasons If fences cross or are in beds of rivers, lakes or wetlands then stock will freely access them; in addition fences will 

catch and retain debris which is likely to cause diversion or flooding of rivers. 

 Remedy Delete: "over or within the bed or margin of any river, lake or wetland" and replace with "along the margin of any 

river, lake or wetland.." 

 Add "including potential for flood debris" to FWr.4.4 

 Oppose X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 108 

 If a flood gate is correctly designed and constructed it will not impede water/flood flows.  

Provided the gate is of sufficient height the water will lift it out of the way. 

 Oppose X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 65 

 The submitter seeks remedies and amendments that impose unduly onerous and unreasonable 

costs on landowners, either financially or in terms of additional assessment and information 

requirements and lack practical understanding and knowledge.  These combine to generate 

outcomes that are contrary to the principles and purposes of the RMA. 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 62 

 Details Supported, although it is noted that condition iv) of the permitted activity rule refers to discharges not causing any 

adverse effect on aquatic life.  Fish and Game supports this and, as referred to above, seeks the same threshold in all 

similar circumstances. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy No change. 

FWr.5 Rule - maintenance, replacement, upgrade and removal of structures 

Sub#: 11 Transpower New Zealand Statement#: 12 

 Details It is noted that the term "replacement" appears as both a permitted and controlled activity on, under, over, in or 

within 5m of the bed of a river or lake.  This duplication is likely to cause interpretative difficulties and therefore its 

reference should be removed from the controlled activity rule. 

 Reasons The Company wishes to be able to undertake maintenance and upgrading activities on its overhead transmission 

lines without further recourse to resource consents when crossing streams. This is because its overhead lines are of a 

sufficient height (and required to be in terms of the Electricity Act) above any lake or river bed that they will not be 

disturbing beds. However the rule as drafted inadvertently requires any upgrading activity to obtain a discretionary 

activity consent, as the activity is not expressly provided for. Upgrading within 5 metres of the bed is controlled and 

activities not meeting permitted or controlled activities are discretionary. 

 Remedy Retain the permitted status for maintenance activities in FWr.5.  

 Delete from FWr.5.2 the word "replacement". 

 Amend FWr.5.1 by introducing another permitted activity condition as follows: 

 "[c] The upgrade of any network utility greater than 5m over or above the bed of a river or lake." 

 Amend FWr.5.2 as follows:  

 "The extension, upgrade of a utility service line or a utility structure on, under, in or within 5m horizontally or 

vertically of the bed of a lake or river." 

 Support X 20 Transit New Zealand 21 



 The rule as drafted is confusing, and controlled activities should be confined to extension or 

upgrade of service lines or structures, and not include "replacement".  Providing for upgrading as 

a permitted activity is also appropriate.   In addition, Transit submits that the rule should provide 

for the erection of structures as per its original submission (25/26). 

Sub#: 28 Federated Farmers Statement#: 23 

 Details The rules provide rural land users with the ability and flexibility to manage natural and physical resources in a 

sustainable way while still being able to undertake their farming and rural activities efficiently and effectively. 

 Reasons The rural sector of the region provides a significant contribution to the economy as well as ensuring Nelson City has 

a pleasant rural backdrop.  It is important that the wellbeing of the rural community is provided with a sensible and 

balanced management regime to work within. 

 Remedy Retain. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 23 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The 

submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

 Support X 5 Stuart, IA and BF 40 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 Support X 13 Department of Conservation 35 

 The rule is an appropriate means of managing the effects of the maintenance, replacement and  

 upgrading of existing structures. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 50 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 

Sub#: 25 Transit New Zealand Statement#: 26 

 Details The rule should also provide for the erection of structures. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend Rule FWr.5 to also refer to the construction of structures, for example pipes. 

Sub#: 14 Weyerhaeuser New Zealand Statement#: 34 

 Details FWr.5.1(b) (i) We support the permitted activity under FWr.5.1 however we consider the conditions in Rule FWr 1.1 

are too onerous. 

 We oppose FWr.5.1 (b) (iv) 

 5.4  Assessment Criteria [c]  - the requirement that there be a site assessment for unspecified rivers is too onerous. 

 Reasons 1. see Submission 29 (FWr.1.1). 

 2. The requirement to use similar rock (in FWr.5.1 b iv) is too onerous.  

 3. If a water body is unspecified it is probably of minor importance and the requirement that there be a site 

assessment is onerous from both a cost and time point of view. Further, there is a requirement that a suitably 

qualified and experienced person undertake this site assessement - who determines that this standard has been 

attained ? 

 Remedy 1.Re: FWr.5.1 (b)(i) -  change FWr 1.1 as follows : 

 A)1.1(a)  Remove the words "within 5 m of beds associated with". 

 B) 1.1 (f) change the 20 working day requirement for notification to 7 working days and such notification only be 

required to the Manager of Planning & Consents.  

 C) 1.1(g) (ii) name the upstream catchments to which this rule applies. 

 D) 1.1(n) provide an exception to this rule for public safety measures. 

  

 2. delete FWr.5.1(b) (iv).  

 3. delete  assessment criteria (c). 

 Support X 20 Transit New Zealand 65 

 This submission is consistent with Transit’s original submission (25/25). 
 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 60 

 Details The term "lawfully established" is ambiguous and should be replaced with "consented".   In addition, the 

discretionary and non-complying rules should not specify that those who may be affected by this will not be served 



on any person.  Statutory authorities such as Fish and Game and the Department of Conservation have a 

responsibility to assess effects of such activities and should be consulted as an affected party in all such cases. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend to "Consented vehicle crossings".  Delete the paragraph referring to non-notification of discretionary 

applications, or refer to parties such as Fish and Game and the Department of Conservation as those which will be 

consulted for such  

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 169 

 Transit agrees that the definition of "lawfully established" is confusing. 

 However, the amendment requested by Fish and Game would not take account of activities 

authorised other than by way of a resource consent, and which are intended to be covered by the 

definition.  Accordingly, Transit seeks an amendment as per its original submission (25/2). 

 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 61 

 Details The rule is unreasonable, uncertain, and potentially onerous. 

  

 The requirement to meet the conditions of FWr.1.1 are opposed for the reasons given in Carter Holt Harvey’s 

submission on FWr.1. [statement 58 of CHH's submission]  

  

 The capturing of all structures within 5m of a watercourse or a lake is onerous and likely to render an interest in land 

incapable of reasonable use.  It is not clear what effect a structure 5m from a watercourse or its maintenance will 

have on water quality.  The Council should identify what effects  it is seeking to avoid remedy or mitigate and 

develop effects based rules to achieve that outcome. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy 1. Amend FWr.5.1 by deleting any reference to "or within 5m of"; 

  

 2. Amend FWr.5.1 adding the following clause c) 

 "c) the deposition of any material in the bed and banks associated with the maintenance, replacement, upgrade, or 

removal of any structure" or words of like effect; 

  

 3. Amend FWr.5.1 by deleting the permitted activity condition i) which refers to the general conditions of Rule 

FWr.1.1 and establish clear and effective environmental performance standards to read as follows: 

 "Environmental Standards 

 1. The structure does not prevent fish passage under any flow conditions. 

 2. Any placement of a new structure from 27 October 2014 shall not take place within any indigenous wetland; and 

 3. The repair, alteration, use or removal of an existing structure shall not cause change to the seasonal or annual 

range in water level of any indigenous wetland to an extent that may adversely affect the wetland’s natural 

ecosystem. 

 4. No activity or structure shall adversely affect any area of significant indigenous vegetation or significant habitats 

of indigenous fauna as defined in this Plan. 

 5. The structure does not cause the diversion, damming or blockage of any river or stream. 

 6. The short-term visual clarity of any permanently flowing river or wetland shall not be reduced by more than 40%, 

after reasonable mixing, due to sediment or sediment laden discharge originating from the site of the land 

disturbance activity. 

 7. There is no damage to, or restriction of the use of, any existing river or lake protection works, or any other 

lawfully established structure as a result of this activity. 

 8. There is no significant erosion of the bed of the river or lake as a result of the activity. 

 9. Any associated embankments are maintained to prevent sediment entering the river or lake. 

 10. No contaminants (including but not limited to oil, petrol, diesel, paint or solvent) are released into the water or to 

the bed of the river or lake from equipment being used for the activity, and no refuelling of equipment takes place on 

any area of the river or lake bed. 

 11. All demolition debris from the river or lake bed structure is removed from the site. 

 12. Existing lawful public access rights to and along rivers and lakes are not restricted.  

 Or words of like effect 

 Support X 3 Transpower New Zealand Ltd 11 

 Same reasons as original submitter.  In addition, it is not considered necessary or appropriate to 

impose the notification requirements specified in FWr.1.1 to this rule. 

 Support in Part X 20 Transit New Zealand 44 

 The modifications requested are appropriate as the rule as currently worded is too onerous.  

However, the second amendment has omitted the reference to rivers and lakes. Transit also 

submits that the rule should provide for the erection of structures. 

 Support X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 71 

 The rule imposes onerous performance standards and high levels of uncertainty on land users.  



The submitter makes practical, effects-based suggestions to amend the rule that will manage 

potential effects and deliver sustainable use of natural and physical resources. 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 63 

 Details Note comment on lawfully established structures (in submission 59 and 60) - that "lawfully established" should be 

replaced with "consented".  Other than this, these provisions are supported." 

 Reasons 

 Remedy "lawfully established" should be replaced with "consented".  Other than this, no change. 

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 170 

 Transit agrees that the definition of "lawfully established" is confusing. 

 However, the amendment requested by Fish and Game would not take account of activities 

authorised other than by way of a resource consent, and which are intended to be covered by the 

definition.  Accordingly, Transit seeks an amendment as per its original submission (25/2). 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 66 

 Details The Plan makes no provision for the deposition of rock or aggregate for the purposes of installing or maintaining 

existing or new structures, existing or new vehicle crossings, or for the purposes restoring the bed following the 

removal of a structure.  Such activities should be provided for as a permitted activity subject to performance 

standards. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy As an alternative to the remedy requested in statement 65 (FWr.1.1) amend FWr.5 to provide for the deposition of 

material associated with this activity. 

 Support X 20 Transit New Zealand 49 

 This is an alternative method of addressing concerns regarding the absence of provision for 

deposition of rock and aggregate for stabilising structures as a permitted activity. 

 

FWr.5.4 assessment criteria - structures 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 34 

 Details Clarification is required in FWr.5.4 (c] - assessment criteria, maintenance, replacement, upgrade and removal of 

structures in the beds of river and lakes and their margins (excluding dams) 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add the following words to FWr.5.4[c]: "a site assessment by a suitably qualified and experienced person approved 

by the Council will be required for discretionary activities." 

FWr.6 Rule - bridges, culverts and fords 

Sub#: 31 Staig & Smith Ltd Statement#: 2 

 Details Council should recognise latest good environmental practice within these rules, for instance bridges that do not 

contain piles driven into the stream bed have a much lower level of effect than a culvert and should be provided for 

as a permitted activity (often used for pedestrian access).  The standards for culverts contained in the controlled 

activity category have been taken from the Auckland Regional Council Manual, which has been specifically 

designed for the Auckland Region. 

 Reasons Rivers, streams and wetlands within the Nelson region are entirely different from those in Auckland, as is the 

riparian vegetation.  It does not necessarily follow that what is good for a stream in Auckland is good for a stream in 

Nelson.  [See design analysis by John McCartin for Stoke Valley Holdings attached to this submission for a practical 

demonstration of the application of Auckland standards to the Nelson region.] 

 Remedy The design criteria used in this rule to determine the categorisation of activities needs to be specific to Nelson and 

should be amended to reflect the region. 

Sub#: 23 Burton, Andrew and Baker, Mary-Anne Statement#: 4 

 Details The level of regulation for some existing culverts and potential small scale new culverts is excessive. 

 Reasons There are many existing small culverts in small streams that are causing no adverse effects.  These should be 

permitted activities. 

  

 New culverts on small rivers (streams) should be permitted provided fish passage is not impeded.  Note, there is no 

minimum size for river and any permanently flowing water course is considered a river in respect of this rule. 

 Remedy Amend rule FWr.6 so that existing and proposed small scale culverts are permitted. 



 Support X 1 Thomas, Ian and Anne 9 

 Support X 5 Stuart, IA and BF 4 

 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies and they will deliver more 

sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change currently provides, within the principles and 

purposes of the RMA. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 14 

 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies and they will deliver more 

sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change currently provides, within the principles and 

purposes of the RMA. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 79 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The 

submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

 Support X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 4 

 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies and they will deliver more 

sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change currently provides, within the principles and 

purposes of the RMA. 

 Support in Part X 20 Transit New Zealand 120 

 Transit supports provision in the Proposed Plan Change the installation of culverts as a permitted  

Sub#: 19 Hollyman, Les and Jan Statement#: 5 

 Details We oppose FWr.6.2 (b). Without culverts and bridges, and with limitations on the number of vehicle or stock 

crossings, some farmers will be forced to take stock for a very long walk to get to the other side of the waterway (or 

just sneak across). 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Delete FWr.6.  Instead the Rural Liaison Officer should visit those who wish to install bridges, culverts and fords to 

explore type and nature of structure, construction methods and timing to cause least disturbance to the waterway.  

The Plan must reflect the authority of the Rural Liaison Officer. 

Sub#: 30 Raine, Julian Statement#: 5 

 Details The effects of bridges, culverts and fords are all different.  Bridges would have the least environmental impact on a 

stream and therefore should be permitted activities (especially if no piles are driven into the river bed).  The 

Submitter is concerned that the standards and terms for the installation of a culvert are not effects based, for instance 

if there is no more than a minor effect of installing a culvert in a stream through the farm then how does the 1500m 

setback relate to this?  Who has determined that 1500m as opposed to 1000m or 500m in any streambed has greater 

or lesser environmental effect? 

 Reasons Not only is Council requiring farmers to progressively prevent stock from crossing waterways (regardless of the 

effects in the particular circumstances), and requiring fencing of riparian areas, Council is also requiring that culverts 

be spaced 1500metres apart.  This rule does not take into account topographical constraints, factors such as a culvert 

may be better placed where the stream width is narrowest but closer than 1500 metres to the previous culvert, nor 

environmental effects arising as a consequence of this rule, such as increased earthworks for farm track construction 

to get to the next crossing point as the culverts are located 1500 metres apart.  Again this rule illustrates impractical 

considerations that could be better worked through with direct consultation with the few farmers in Nelson. 

 Remedy Amend the rule to reflect specific catchment characteristics.  Develop/provide bridge/culvert/ford designs suitable 

for farm track and stock crossing points in conjunction with direct input from local farmers. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 102 

 The submitter's opinion is based on many years of experience of needing to protect the natural 

environment while actively farming.  He raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies 

and they will deliver more sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change currently 

provides, within the principles and purposes of the RMA. 

Sub#: 21 Smith, D & J and Others Statement#: 8 

 Details Provision should be made for the replacement of culverts as a permitted activity, so long as appropriate performance 

criteria are achieved.  These performance criteria should include the existing clauses a) to e), but exclude clause f).  

Clause f) adds an unnecessary hurdle to the current rule that will cause the need for a restricted discretionary activity 

evaluation.  Such a classification is considered to be unjustified. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Provide for replacement culverts as a permitted activity, subject to meeting clauses a) to e). 



 Provide for new culverts as a controlled activity, subject to meeting clauses a) to e). 

 Delete clause f). 

 Support in Part X 20 Transit New Zealand 117 

 Allowing for replacement of culverts as a permitted activity is consistent with Transit’s original 

submission ((25/27).  However, Transit requests that the permitted activity rules also include 

installation of culverts, and that condition a), in FWr.6.2 be deleted. 

Sub#: 25 Transit New Zealand Statement#: 27 

 Details The installation of culverts should be provided for as a permitted activity, where conditions are met. 

 There should not be a requirement to comply with the general conditions in Rule FWr.1.1.  In particular, condition l) 

of Rule FWr.1.1 requires that there be no extraction of aggregate from the bed.  This is unworkable, in the context of 

the placement of culverts (as well as fords and bridges). 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend rule FWr.6 to provide for the installation of culverts as a permitted activity. 

 Delete condition a) in Rule FWr.6.2. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 88 

 This is a commonsense remedy. 

 Support X 3 Transpower New Zealand Ltd 13 

 It is appropriate to provide a level of permitted activity for culverts where they can meet relevant 

permitted activity conditions. Furthermore it is not considered necessary or appropriate to impose 

the notification requirements specified in FWr.1.1 to this rule. 

Sub#: 28 Federated Farmers Statement#: 31 

 Details Oppose in part. 

 The controls on the construction/installation of these structures is overly restrictive and impractical and this 

consequently imposes greater costs and disincentives for people to comply and/or to make environmental 

improvements to their farms or other land uses. 

 Reasons The Rule needs to provide for small scale culverts and/or fords to be installed.  The current rule discourages farmers 

to do the work because there is too much bureaucracy for an activity that will have minor effects or none if done 

within performance standards.    

  

 There is no justification for requiring structures to be 1500m apart if they are correctly installed.  A farmer will not 

know if there is another culvert <1500m upstream especially if it is on another person’s property or it is a forestry 

block.  It is not effects based and is not only impractical but contrary to the RMA. 

  

 The need to notify the 4 parties listed in FWr1.1 (f) and (g) is too onerous on both the landowner and the parties for 

small scale structures.  Involving these parties is more appropriate for larger projects.  The other standards in FWr1.1 

are more than adequate to ensure installation mitigates any potential effects. 

 Remedy 1. Amend Rule FWr.6 to provide for small culverts and structures to be a permitted activity subject to performance 

standards FWr.1.1 (h) - (n) and as detailed in FWr.6.2 (a) - (f) for culvert installation and as detailed for fords. 

 2. Amend FWr.6 so that if the activity cannot meet the permitted standards that it default to restricted discretionary 

for culverts and discretionary for fords. 

 3. Retain the controlled activity status for bridges with control reserved over those matters in FWr.1.1 and FWr.6.2 

(i) - (iii) and or FWr.6.4 

 Support X 5 Stuart, IA and BF 48 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 31 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The 

submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 58 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 Support in Part X 20 Transit New Zealand 148 

 Transit supports the amendments sought in as far as they are consistent with Transit’s original  

 submission (25/27). 



Sub#: 14 Weyerhaeuser New Zealand Statement#: 35 

 Details Oppose: 

 1. FWr.6.2 (a) - FWr.1.1 is too onerous -  see our Submission statement 29 (FWr.1.1) 

 2.FWr.6.2 (b)  This is onerous and there is no explanation as to why this distance is being used. 

 3. Installation of a culvert (b). 

 4. Installation of a culvert (f). 

 5 FWr.6.4 [c] too onerous -  see our Submission statement 32 (FWr.1.4) 

 6. FWr.6.5 Bridges should be a permitted use. 

 Reasons 1. See our Submission statement 29 (FWr.1.1). 

 2. There would seem to be little reason for this rule. 

 3. This is impossible to achieve and not required. 

 4. This is not practical in all circumstances and why is it required? 

 5. If a water body is unspecified it is probably of minor importance and the requirement that there be a site 

assessment is  onerous from both a cost and time point of view. Further, there is a requirement that a suitably 

qualified and experienced person undertake this site assessement - who determines that this standard has been 

attained? 

 6. Bridges are so advantageous compared to fords and culverts that they should be a permitted use subject to 

performance standards. Where is the evidence to support the stance in the explanation? Not all tributaries of the 

Whangamoa river require a 1 in 50 year flood design. The 1 in 15 year requirement for other rural streams and drains 

is also greater than currently  

 Remedy 1.FWr.6.2(a)  (relating to FWr.1.1) 

 a)1.1(a)  Remove the words "within 5 m of beds associated with". 

 B) (f) change the 20 working day requirement for notification to 7 working days and such notification only be 

required to the Manager of Planning & Consents.  

 C) 1.1(g) (ii) name the upstream catchments to which this rule applies. 

 D) 1.1(n) provide an exception to this rule for public safety measures. 

  

 2. delete FWr.6.2 (b) 

 3.delete FWr.6.2 [c] 

 4.delete FWr.6.2 (f) 

 5. remove assessment criteria [c] 

 6. Bridges should be a permitted use with current flood requirements for rivers, rural streams and drains to remain. 

 Support X 20 Transit New Zealand 66 

 In addition to the original submission 14/29 (FWr.1.1), the amendments suggested are appropriate 

and meet Transit’s concerns. 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 62 

 Details The failure of the rules to provide for culverts, bridges, and fords as a permitted activity subject to conditions on the 

basis of a perceived risk of floods in Whakapuaka and Whangamoa is unreasonable and potentially onerous.   Clear 

and certain 116environmental performance standards are more than capable of specifying minimum construction 

standards for storm events. 

  

 Any structure in a river or lake has the potential for adverse effects.  The reason for conditions on permitted activities 

is to establish a threshold such that any potential adverse effect is no more than minor or can be avoided, remedied, 

or mitigated.  The potential adverse effects of culverts, bridges, and fords are well recognised, as are their benefits.  

The explanation recognises the benefits of such structures in avoiding the effects of vehicles and stock on 

watercourses and  permits stock direct access to a river but considers the potential effects of a culvert, bridge, or ford 

to be so great as to require a resource consent.  This is despite the published benefits, especially to fisheries, of 

keeping vehicles and stock out of rivers.  The failure to provide a permitted activity threshold for culverts, bridges 

and fords will add significantly to compliance costs without commensurate environmental benefit. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy 1. Amend the permitted activity rule to read: 

 "The placement or erection of any river crossing, which is a culvert, ford or bridge, and associated armouring, is 

permitted if the specific conditions for bridges, fords and culverts and the environmental standards (shown below) 

are met.  

 CULVERTS 

 The use, placement, or erection of a culvert crossing on the bed of a lake or river and any associated excavation or 

disturbance of the bed, and diversion of water through the structure is a permitted activity provided that: 

 A) The length of the culvert crossing does not exceed 25 metres and is of sufficient size to contain the bank full flow 

without causing flooding onto neighbouring properties. 

 B) The culvert is positioned so that the gradient and alignment are the same as the stream. 

 C) The downstream floor of the culvert is set below the stream bed level. 

 (D)There are no adverse flooding or erosion effects on any upstream, adjoining or downstream properties as a result 

of the activity. 

 (E] The works shall include the provision of an overland flowpath on the same property to ensure the safe passage of 



a 1 in 50 year period flood flow event. 

 (F) During the disturbance of the bed, upstream flow up to a 1 in 5 year return period storm event, is temporarily 

diverted around the area of disturbance. 

  

 BRIDGES 

 The use, placement, or erection of a bridge over the bed of a lake or river is a permitted activity, provided that: 

 (a) No part of the bridge is in contact with the bed of the river or lake. 

 (b) Any abutments are stabilised and protected against erosion.  

 [c] The approaches to the bridge are constructed and maintained to minimise the discharge of contaminated runoff 

entering the water. 

 (d) The bridge shall have a minimum of 0.5 metres freeboard above a 1 in 50 year flood event. 

  

 C) FORDS 

 The use, placement or erection of a ford crossing, and the placement or  deposition of any construction material, and 

any associated disturbance of the bed, is a permitted activity, provided that: 

 (a) The construction does not result in a vertical drop or discontinuity in the flow of water under any flow conditions. 

 (b) The approaches to the crossing are constructed and maintained to minimise the discharge of contaminated runoff 

entering the water. 

 [c] The construction does not raise the bed by more than 300mm. 

  

 D) ENVIRONMENTAL STANDARDS FOR STRUCTURES 

 The activity complies with the following Environmental Standards: 

 (i) The structure does not prevent fish passage under any flow conditions. 

 (ii) No activity shall affect the seasonal or annual range in water level, to an extent that may adversely affect the 

natural ecosystem of any indigenous wetland. 

 (iii) The structure does not cause the diversion, damming or blockage of any river or stream. 

 (iv) The short term visual clarity of any permanently flowing river or wetland shall not be reduced by more than 

40%, after reasonable mixing, due to sediment or sediment laden discharge originating from the site of the land 

disturbance activity. 

 (v) There is no damage to, or restriction of the use of, any existing lake or river protection works, or any other 

lawfully established structures as a result of this activity. 

 (vi) There is no significant erosion of the bed of the lake or river as a result of the activity. 

 (vii) Any associated embankments are maintained to prevent sediment entering the river or lake. 

 (viii) No contaminants (including but not limited to oil, petrol, diesel, paint or solvent) are released into the water or 

to the bedof the river or lake from equipment being used for the activity, and no refuelling of equipment takes place 

on any area of the river of lake bed. 

 (ix) All construction debris is removed from the site. 

 (x) Existing lawful public access rights to and along lakes and rivers are not restricted. 

 Or words of like effect. 

  

 2. Delete FWr.6.2 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 8 

 Submitter's reasons are well considered, and the solutions are practical. 

 Support in Part X 20 Transit New Zealand 45 

 The amendments sought are consistent with Transit’s original submission (25/27), to the extent 

that Transit requests that the installation of culverts be provided for as a permitted activity. 

 Support X 3 Transpower New Zealand Ltd 12 

 Same reasons as original submitter. 

 Support X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 72 

 Having to build and install these structures for a 1 in 50 year flood is unreasonable, especially on 

the tributaries of the Wakapuaka and Whangamoa rivers.  Provided standards are clear, the 

activity can be permitted with no more than minor adverse effects.  The submitter provides a 

sound and workable amendment that reduces paperwork and ensures structures are of a good 

standard. 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 64 

 Details Note comment on lawfully established structures (in Fish & Game's submission statements 59 and 60) - that 

"lawfully established" should be replaced with "consented".  Other than this, these provisions are supported. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy "lawfully established" should be replaced with "consented".  Other than this, no change. 



 Support X 13 Department of Conservation 36 

 With the proposed amendment rule FWr.6 is an appropriate means of managing the environmental 

effects of bridges, culverts and fords. 

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 171 

 Transit agrees that the definition of "lawfully established" is confusing.  However, the amendment 

requested by Fish and Game would not take account of activities authorised other than by way of 

a resource consent, and which are intended to be covered by the definition.  Accordingly, Transit 

seeks an amendment as per its original submission (25/2). 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 67 

 Details The Plan makes no provision for the deposition of rock or aggregate for the purposes of installing or maintaining 

existing or new structures, existing or new vehicle crossings, or for the purposes restoring the bed following the 

removal of a structure.  Such activities should be provided for as a permitted activity subject to performance 

standards. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy As an alternative to the remedy requested in statement 65 (FWr.1.1) amend FWr.6 to provide for the deposition of 

material associated with this activity. 

 Support X 20 Transit New Zealand 50 

 This is an alternative method of addressing concerns regarding the absence of provision for 

deposition of rock and aggregate for stabilising structures as a permitted activity. 

 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 76 

 Details The information provided in the second sentence of the explanation (FWr.6.5) regarding the flood flows that bridges 

and culverts should allow for, should be a condition of the controlled activity rule FWr.6.2. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add a new condition to rule FWr.6.2 as follows: 

 "Any culvert or bridge on the Wakapuaka and Whangamoa Rivers and their tributaries must be capable of allowing a 

1 in 50 year flood to pass through them, and any culvert or bridge on any other river or stream must be capable of 

allowing a 1 in 15 year flood to pass through them, and a natural river bed remains." 

 Delete the 2nd sentence in FWr.6.5. 

 Oppose X 23 Weyerhaeuser NZ Inc. 15 

 There is no basis given for the return periods of 1 in 50 yr or a 1 in 15 yr high flow. 

 

FWr.6.2 controlled activities - bridges, culverts and fords 

Sub#: 21 Smith, D & J and Others Statement#: 9 

 Details The controlled activity standard requiring a 1500m (i.e.1.5km) separation between stream crossing culverts is 

considered to be unreasonable. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Delete clause RUr.89.2(b). 

 Support X 20 Transit New Zealand 118 

 Transit agrees that this standard is unreasonable. 

Sub#: 24 Vegfed Statement#: 22 

 Details The permitted activity rule requires that there is no other culvert, ford or bridge in the river within 1500m upstream 

or downstream of the proposed site.  Such a distance is an arbitrary figure and is not effects based.  The rule should 

establish the effects that are to be addressed and decisions on separation distances should be in response to those. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Delete FWr.6.2 b 

 Support in Part X 20 Transit New Zealand 130 

 Transit supports the submission that the rule should relate to the effects to be avoided, remedied or 

mitigated, and that an arbitrary distance should not be included as a condition.  Transit also seeks 

that culverts be provided for as permitted activities. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 66 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The 

submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 



 

FWr.6.4 assessment criteria - bridges, culverts and fords 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 35 

 Details Clarification is required in FWr.6.4 [c] - assessment criteria, bridges, culverts and fords 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add the following words to FWr.6.4[c]: "a site assessment by a suitably qualified and experienced person approved 

by the Council will be required for discretionary activities." 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 77 

 Details FWr.6.4e) 

 A minor amendment to this assessment criterion is required. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend assessment criterion e) as follows: "commitment to remove the structure if it becomes obsolete.." 

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 80 

 The modification requested is inappropriate as a consent holder should not be required to remove 

a structure unless further criteria are met. 

 

FWr.7 Rule - instream dams 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 11 

 Details Council has had long term plans for an additional Roding dam.  This will increase efficiency of water use and should 

be one of the factors considered when resource consent is applied for. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add "improvement of the efficiency of water use" as an assessment criteria for this rule (as b or c). 

FWr.7.2 controlled activities - instream dams 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 12 

 Details Oppose FWr.7.c).ii)  Instream dams - non-complying 

 Reasons This clause includes the existing Maitai dam.  This is an existing structure of some necessity and we are not aware of 

any plans to remove it.   This should not be a non complying structure. 

 Remedy That this clause exclude the existing Maitai dam and that this structure be separately identified as a controlled 

activity. 

Sub#: 28 Federated Farmers Statement#: 24 

 Details The rules provide rural land users with the ability and flexibility to manage natural and physical resources in a 

sustainable way while still being able to undertake their farming and rural activities efficiently and effectively. 

 Reasons The rural sector of the region provides a significant contribution to the economy as well as ensuring Nelson City has 

a pleasant rural backdrop.  It is important that the wellbeing of the rural community is provided a sensible and 

balanced management regime to work within. 

 Remedy Retain. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 51 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 Support X 5 Stuart, IA and BF 41 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 24 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The 

submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 



Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 65 

 Details Note that certain fords, when they become blocked, are effectively dams, usually 2m or less in height, and should be 

treated as such for the purposes of this section.  The reason for making distinctions between the Wakapuaka, 

Whangamoa and Teal Rivers is not entirely clear, in respect of activity status.  Any dam of 2m or more in height in 

the Maitai, its major tributaries such as the Brook and Sharland’s Creek; the Wakapuaka and its major tributaries and 

the Whangamoa and its major tributary, the Collins River, is likely to impede passage of trout and make continued 

presence of wild trout fisheries less viable. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy The reasons for the distinctions made should be clarified and the effects of damming these rivers made clear, and 

reasons given for having these all as non-complying activities. 

FWr.7.3 discretionary activities - instream dams 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 78 

 Details It would appear that the Maitai Dam would be a non-complying activity under this rule. It is probably more 

appropriate to make it a discretionary activity as for the Roding River dam. However, it is also necessary to specify 

the purpose of the dam to avoid other new dams coming under this rule. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add the following to rule FWr.7.3: 

 "An instream dam (of any height) on the Roding or Maitai River, for the purpose of reticulated urban water supply, 

is a discretionary activity." 

 

FWr.7.4 assessment criteria - instream dams #:  

Sub#:20 Nelson City Council Statement        36 

 Details         Clarification is required in FWr.7.4 (e) - assessment criteria, instream dams  
 Reasons 

 Remedy Add the following words to FWr.7.4[e]: "a site assessment by a suitably qualified and experienced person approved 

by the Council will be required for discretionary activities." 

Sub#: 32 Royal Forest & Bird Protection Society Statement#: 36 

 Details Inconsistency between the assessment criteria lists in FWr.7.4 and FWr.8.4. 

 Reasons "effects of fish passage" not included in FWr.7.4 

 This is important within and outside of the Conservation Zone. 

 Remedy Include "effects of fish passage" in FWr.7.4 

 Oppose X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 66 

 The submitter seeks remedies and amendments that impose unduly onerous and unreasonable 

costs on landowners, either financially or in terms of additional assessment and information 

requirements and lack practical understanding and knowledge.  These combine to generate 

outcomes that are contrary to the principles and purposes of the RMA. 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 79 

 Details Additions are suggested to the assessment criteria to more fully cover the adverse effects of dams that should be 

considered. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add the following to the assessment criteria: 

 "[c) effects on water quality, and water flow regimes 

 d) effects on aquatic ecosystems, including fish passage and residual flows 

 .. 

 N) mitigation measures, such as riparian planting and refuge areas during low flow." 

FWr.8 Rule - instream dams - Conservation Zone 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 66 

 Details Supported. 

 Reasons 



 Remedy No change. 

FWr.8.4 assessment criteria - instream dams - Conservation Zone 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 37 

 Details Clarification is required in FWr.8.4 (f) - assessment criteria, instream dams 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add the following words to FWr.8.4[f]: "a site assessment by a suitably qualified and experienced person approved 

by the Council will be required for discretionary activities." 

Sub#: 32 Royal Forest & Bird Protection Society Statement#: 37 

 Details Inconsistency between the assessment criteria lists in FWr.7.4 and FWr.8.4. 

 Reasons "commitment to remove structure", etc not in FWr.8.4. 

 This is important within and outside of the Conservation Zone. 

 Remedy Include "commitment to remove structure", in FWr.8.4. 

 Oppose X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 67 

 The submitter seeks remedies and amendments that impose unduly onerous and unreasonable 

costs on landowners, either financially or in terms of additional assessment and information 

requirements and lack practical understanding and knowledge.  These combine to generate 

outcomes that are contrary to the principles and purposes of the RMA. 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 80 

 Details The assessment criteria for this rule should be the same as for FWr.7.4. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the assessment criteria as follows: 

 "c) effects on water quality, and water flow regimes 

 d) effects on aquatic ecosystems, including fish passage and residual flows 

 l) flood capacity 

 m) commitment to remove the structure if it becomes obsolete or the consent for it expires and is not renewed 

 n) mitigation measures, such as riparian planting and refuge areas during low flow." 

  

 Delete "[e] effects on fish passage." 

FWr.9 Rule - removal of obsolete structures in the beds of rivers and lakes 

Sub#: 28 Federated Farmers Statement#: 25 

 Details The rules provide rural land users with the ability and flexibility to manage natural and physical resources in a 

sustainable way while still being able to undertake their farming and rural activities efficiently and effectively. 

 Reasons The rural sector of the region provides a significant contribution to the economy as well as ensuring Nelson City has 

a pleasant rural backdrop.  It is important that the wellbeing of the rural community is provided a sensible and 

balanced management regime to work within. 

 Remedy Retain. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 25 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The 

submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 52 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 Support X 5 Stuart, IA and BF 42 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

Sub#: 14 Weyerhaeuser New Zealand Statement#: 36 

 Details 1.Too onerous - see our Submission statement 29 (FWr.1.1) 

 2. FWr.9.2 which applies to Controlled use is the same as Permitted use 



 Reasons 1. 

 a) 1.1(a) The requirement that this rule relates to areas within 5 metres of riverbeds is onerous and appears to have 

little justification. 

 B) 1.1(f)   The 20 working day period is too long a period and will impact on the viability of commercial operations. 

Likewise the number of persons/ entities required to be contacted. 

 C) 1.1(g)(ii) "up stream catchments" is very wide and it is submitted that the relevant water bodies should be named 

as in (g) (i). 

  D) 1.1(n) There may be public safety reasons why access needs to be impeded and this needs to be an 

exemption to this rule.  

  

 Remedy 1. (Regarding FWr.1.1): 

 a)1.1(a)  Remove the words "within 5 m of beds associated with". 

 B) FWr.1.1 (f) change the 20 working day requirement for notification to 7 working days and limit such notification 

to the Manager of Planning & Consents.  

 C) FWr.1.1(g) (ii) name the upstream catchments to which this rule applies. 

 D) FWr.1.1(n) provide an exception to this rule for public safety measures. 

  

 2.     Why is controlled activity subject to  the same  conditions as permitted?  This appears inequitable and needs 

clarification. 

 Support X 20 Transit New Zealand 67 

 In addition to the original submission 14/29 (FWr.1.1), the amendments suggested are appropriate 

and meet Transit’s concerns. 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 63 

 Details While Carter Holt Harvey supports the need to provide for the removal of obsolete structures as a permitted 

activitity, the general conditions for bed disturbance in rule FWr.1.1 are inappropriate and unreasonable for the 

reasons stated in our submission on rule FWr.1.1. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend rule FWr.9.1 to read: 

 "Removal of in-stream obsolete structures, subject to the following environmental standards: 

 (i) No activity shall affect the seasonal or annual range in water level, to an extent that may adversely affect the 

natural ecosystem of any indigenous wetland. 

 (ii) The activity does not cause the  damming or blockage of any river or stream. 

 (iii) The short term visual clarity of any permanently flowing river or wetland shall not be reduced by more than 

40%, after reasonable mixing, due to sediment or sediment laden discharge originating from the site of the land 

disturbance activity. 

 (iv) There is no damage to, or restriction of the use of, any existing lake or river protection works, or any other 

lawfully established structures as a result of this activity. 

 (v) There is no significant erosion of the bed of the lake or river as a result of the activity. 

 (vi] Any associated embankments are maintained to prevent sediment entering the river or lake. 

 (vii) No contaminants (including but not limited to oil, petrol, diesel, paint or solvent) are released into the water or 

to the bed  

 Support in Part X 20 Transit New Zealand 46 

 The amendment requested is appropriate and meets Transit’s concerns. 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 67 

 Details Supported. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy No change. 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 68 

 Details The Plan makes no provision for the deposition of rock or aggregate for the purposes of installing or maintaining 

existing or new structures, existing or new vehicle crossings, or for the purposes restoring the bed following the 

removal of a structure.  Such activities should be provided for as a permitted activity subject to performance 

standards. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy As an alternative to the remedy requested in statement 65 (FWr.1.1) amend FWr.9 to provide for the deposition of 

material associated with this activity. 



FWr.9.2 controlled activities - removal of obsolete structures 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 81 

 Details An amendment is suggested to the controlled activity description to clarify its meaning. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the controlled activity description as follows: 

 "The removal of instream obsolete structures is a controlled activity if it cannot comply with the general conditions 

for bed disturbance in Rule FWr.1.1" 

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 81 

 The removal of instream structures should not be required to meet the general conditions in Rule 

1.1, as they are too onerous and inappropriate. 

 

FWr.9.5 explanation - removal of obsolete structures 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 39 

 Details Clarification required. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add to explanation: "Liability for removal of the structure lies with the last known person, agency, or entity with 

legal responsibility for the maintenance or upkeep of the structure." 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 82 

 Details An addition is suggested to the first sentence to clarify its meaning.  The second sentence is redundant for this rule. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add the following to the 1st sentence: "The removal of obsolete instream structures .." 

 Delete the 2nd sentence. 

FWr.10 Rule - aggregate extraction 

Sub#: 29 Anderson, Keith Statement#: 3 

 Details 

 Reasons There is too much restriction and compliance costs - which the Government has said must be reduced. 

Remedy Gravel extraction should be liberal but monitored, with a specific plan for sites. 

 Support X 19 Anderson, Keith and Jill 4 

 Gravel extraction is necessary to allow water flow in the Lower Wakapuaka.  1998 flood and 

others created high gravel beaches, choking water flow and eroding opposite banks.  We endorse 

most of CHH's ideas but agree with Fed Farmer's proposition to use global consent system.  We 

do not agree with the need to get DoC, Iwi and Fish & Game permission. 

Sub#: 15 Hollyman, Bruce and Carol Statement#: 4 

 Details We support the status quo, requiring resource consent for gravel extraction, because Council needs to control the 

amounts of gravel extracted, and where it is taken from. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Retain this rule, as currently written. 

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 71 

 Transit considers that gravel extraction should not be limited as a permitted activity to NCC only. 

Sub#: 19 Hollyman, Les and Jan Statement#: 4 

 Details We require 30-50 cubic metres of gravel per year for farm maintenance activities such as improving stock waterway 

crossings, improving ground surfaces in stock yards, caring for lanes and gateways and general maintenance of 

Maori Pa road. We should not have to pay for a consent to fill a few pot holes. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Adopt the Federated Farmers Global Consent concept, which would allow us to extract the gravel in the same way 

people in Marlborough and the West Coast are able to. 

 Support in Part X 20 Transit New Zealand 100 

 This submission provides a practical solution, but Transit also seeks further amendments as set out 

in its original submission (25/28). 



Sub#: 8 Royal Forest & Bird Protection Society Statement#: 6 

 Details The explanation and reasons for this policy should be extended to include the fact that rivers supply sediment to the 

coast and that sediment plays an important role in natural coastal protection. 

 Reasons Many examples worldwide show that man-made activities and structures (dams) which limit the supply of sediment 

to the coast cause increased coastal erosion.  As a general rule, extraction of sediment from rivers and beaches 

should be prohibited. 

 Remedy Amend rule to prohibit extraction of sediment from rivers and beaches. 

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 10 

 In addition to the reasons stated in Transit’s original submission (25/28) the modifications 

requested are inappropriate and unworkable. 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 13 

 Details Oppose FWr.10.1.b. i) - Aggregate extraction 

 Reasons This information is impossible to provide as it is unknown until nearer the time of the actual extraction as it is 

dependent upon river flows over the year.   

  

 FWr.1.1.f) notifies the necessary parties 20 days prior to the event.  What is anyone going to achieve by further 

consultation when the information going to be given so far in advance is inaccurate and likely to change? 

  

 The infrastructure department is aware of the times available to them for gravel extraction and aware of the likely 

advice to be provided by these parties so this early consultation doesn’t appear to achieve anything. 

 Remedy Delete clause FWr.10.1.b. i) 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 77 

 The submitter presents a logical argument regarding the management of extraction. 
 

Sub#: 28 Federated Farmers Statement#: 21 

 Details Aggregate extraction is an essential river management activity that Council must undertake or provide for in the 

Plan.  Gravel extraction could be done more efficiently and effectively by having a ‘global consent’ implemented, as 

done on the West Coast and in Marlborough.  

 The volume of gravel (20m3) is too small and makes most activities discretionary. 

 The volume of 20m3 should be a "controlled" activity and quantities above this restricted discretionary. 

 There is no need for extraction of gravel below the 400mm median flow level to be non-complying.  There is 

probably a typo in the rule with "above" meant to be "below". 

 The permitted activity rule refers to "Urban Area" but the App 28.1 refers to urban and rural rivers. 

 Reasons We submit that the Plan cannot determine who extracts the gravel or give privileges to any one sector of the 

community without proper process.  It is discriminatory and not effects based.  An example of this is the Plan 

allowing the Council to take gravel from the wet area of the bed and making all others obtain a discretionary consent 

for the same activity. 

  

 Gravel extraction could be more effectively and efficiently managed by the Council holding the consent and those 

who wish to extract gravel ‘apply’ to the Council who then use this mechanism to manage the quantity and sites of 

extraction for the benefit of the entire river system.  This removes the need for lots of Council consent processing 

and all extractors are then able to remove gravel under the management of the Council held consent.  This makes it 

efficient for everyone and allows closer management. 

  

 If a global consent option is not taken up by Council then extraction of gravel should become a controlled activity as 

per FWr.10.3 (a)-(e) and the amount increased to 30m3.  This will result in less cost and greater certainty to users 

while Council is able to maintain control over where and when it is extracted via the consent conditions. 

  

 The Wakapuaka River is significantly longer and larger than some of the other rivers listed in App 28.1 that have 

many extraction sites.  It appears that different management is occurring on different rivers for no understandable 

reason resulting in rural gravel availability being unduly restricted.  More sites need to be made available in rural 

areas and on the Wakapuaka and Whangamoa rivers in particular.  

  

 There is no need to make extraction of gravel 400mm "below" the median flow level non complying.  The risks of 

this occurring can be controlled and mitigated, remedied or avoided by the discretionary activity consent process.  It 

is also difficult for Council and extractors to know where this level is on any particular river bed as it is highly 

unlikely to be the same level as the water in the river at the time of extraction.  This suggests that unless the extractor 

is easily able to identify this level then the rule is virtually useless as a management tool. 
  

 Remedy 1. Delete FWr.10.1 

 2. Replace FWr.10.1 with a new rule that provides for a "global consent" held by Council to manage gravel 



extractions as a permitted activity. 

 3. Alternatively allow for gravel to be extracted as a controlled activity (shift FWr.10.3 (a)-(e) out of the 

discretionary category and into FWr.10.2 and increase the amount to 30m3.) 

 4. Delete the non-complying rule in FWr.10.3 

 5. Delete "in Urban Area" from FWr.10.1 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 21 

 Support in Part X 20 Transit New Zealand 146 

 FWr.10 should be amended to provide for other persons, and greater quantities of gravel 

extraction, to be permitted.  The amendments sought by Transit are set out in its original 

submission (25/28). 

 Support X 5 Stuart, IA and BF 38 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 48 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 

Sub#: 25 Transit New Zealand Statement#: 28 

 Details The rule should be amended to also provide for road controlling authorities such as Transit to be able to extract 

aggregate.  It is also noted that some of the sites listed in Appendix 28.1 include State Highway 6. 

  

 Condition a)i) of Rule FWr.10.1 should be deleted, as it provides an unrealistic expectation on the named 

organisations, and the inferred ability to affect timing of works.  

  

 Extraction of aggregate to a depth of more than 400 millimetres below the median flow level should not be provided 

for as a non-complying activity, as there is no good reason for doing so.  Excavation at a depth of more than 400 

millimetres should also be provided for as a discretionary activity in Rule FWr.10.3. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Make the following changes to Rule FWr.10: 

 - Amend the first phrase in the rule to read as follows: 

 "extraction of aggregate by Nelson City Council and Transit New Zealand from the sites listed in Appendix 28.1 for 

the purposes of maintaining the flood carrying capacity of the river in the urban area, and for roading purposes, if:" 

 - Delete Condition b)  

 - Delete the non-complying rule in Rule FWr.10.3 which provides for extraction of aggregate which excavates to a 

depth of more than 400 millimetres above the median flow level as a non-complying activity. 

Sub#: 14 Weyerhaeuser New Zealand Statement#: 37 

 Details 1. To have a specific rule for NCC extraction as a permitted activity is not appropriate nor is it sound resource 

management.  

 2. FWr.10.1(b) (i) does not provide any restriction nor a time frame within which the schedule is to be provided. 

 3. FWr.10.4 refers to Rule 11.3 

 Reasons 1. NCC extraction should be a discretionary activity in conformity with all users of aggregate. 

 2. There is nothing in this rule to restrict the Council’s activities as it requires advice to be given only. Nor is there 

any indication as to the time frame for advance notice of the schedule. 

 3. It would be more user friendly to set out the provisions of Rule 11.3 which set out matters of control. 

 Remedy 1. NCC extraction to be a discretionary activity 

 2. Specific timing requirements are needed for issue of the schedule to give adequate time for review. There should 

be provisions enabling those entities to place restrictions on the timing of work.  

 3. Reiterate the provisions of Rule 11.3 

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 68 

 For the reasons set out in Transit’s original submission (25/28). 

 Support X 8 Sarah Ayre 8 

 All people wishing to take gravel from river beds should have to apply for a resource consent.  All 

people taking gravel should be restricted to a maximum quantity of gravel.  Gravel extraction 

should only be allowed where proven to have an overall positive effect. 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 64 

 Details The rule is inappropriate, unreasonable, inequitable, and not effects based. 

  



 It is inappropriate and unreasonable to retain permitted activity status for Council gravel extraction while forcing all 

other land owners through a discretionary consent.  If the general conditions of the permitted activity are met then 

the effects are the same regardless of who undertakes the activity. 

  

 River aggregate is a useful and often convenient material for engineering works especially when installing, repairing, 

or maintaining culverts.  However, if consent is required to use even relatively small amounts of this material, it will 

be cheaper to import aggregate from other sources. 

  

 If aggregate build up around existing structures or in river beds causing bank erosion or increased flood risk is an 

issue in the Nelson district, requiring resource consent to extract the aggregate will exacerbate the issue as land 

owners and/or managers will only incur the cost of consent if there is no alternative.   

  

 The general conditions in Rule FWr.1.1 fail to provide effective environmental performance standards for gravel 

extraction. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy 1.Amend Rule FWr.10.1 to read: 

 "The excavation and disturbance of the bed of a river associated with the extraction of aggregate by a landowner for 

use on the land, provided that: 

 (a) The Consents Manager, Nelson City Council, is advised of the amount and area from which the aggregate is 

taken at least 5 working days prior to work being carried out. 

 (b) No activity shall affect the seasonal or annual range in water level, to an extent that may adversely affect the 

natural ecosystem of any indigenous wetland.                                                                                                                                       

[c] 

  The activity shall not take place within any indigenous wetland, nor shall it cause any change to the seasonal or 

annual range in the water level of any indigenous wetland to an extent that may adversely affect the wetland's natural 

ecosystem. 

 (d) The volume extracted does not exceed 100 cubic metres in any 12 month period. 

 (e) The material is extracted from an area of the river bed not covered by water at the time of the extraction. 

 (f) There is no machinery within the area of the river bed covered by water while the activity is taking place. 

 (g) No refuelling or maintenance of equipment takes place on any area of the bed of a river, lake, drain or other 

artificial watercourse. 

 (h) The bed is graded on completion of the activity so that there are no barriers to water movement within the 

channel. 

 Or words of like effect. 

  

 2. Amend Rule FWr.10.1 by adding the following new permitted activity rule: 

  

 The excavation and disturbance of the bed of a lake or river associated with the extraction of material deposited 

behind any in-stream structure, provided that: 

 (a) Both the extraction of material and the disturbance of the bed shall be limited to that depositional area directly 

impounded by the structure. 

 (b) The disturbance of the bed must be completed within 48 hours of the work commencing. (This time constraint 

does not apply in cases where no water flows through the area of extraction). 

 [c] There is no damage to, or restrictions to the use of, any existing lake or river protection works, or any other 

lawfully established structure as a result of this activity. 

 (d) There is no significant erosion of the bed of the lake or river (outside the extraction site) as a result of this 

activity. 

 (e) No extracted material is placed in a position where it may readily enter water. 

 (f) No contaminants (including but not limited to oil, petrol, diesel, paint or solvent) are released to water or to the 

bed of the river from equipment being used for the activity and no refuelling of equipment takes place on any area of 

the river bed. 

 (g) The short-term visual clarity of any permanent flowing river or wetland shall not be reduced by more than 40%, 

after reasonable mixing, due to sediment or sediment-laden discharge originating from the site of the disturbance 

activity. 

 (h) No activity shall affect the seasonal or annual range in water levels concentrations, to an extent that may 

adversely affect the natural ecosystem of any indigenous wetland. 

 (i) The volume removed or disturbed is less than 100 m³ in any 12-month period. 

 Or words of like effect. 

 Support X 19 Anderson, Keith and Jill 5 

 Gravel extraction is necessary to allow water flow in the Lower Wakapuaka.  1998 flood and 

others created high gravel beaches, choking water flow and eroding opposite banks.  We endorse 

most of CHH's ideas but agree with Fed Farmer's proposition to use global consent system.  We 

do not agree with the need to get DoC, Iwi and Fish & Game permission. 

 Support in Part X 20 Transit New Zealand 47 



 Transit’s original submission (25/28) seeks amendments to Rule 10.  Transit opposes the 

limitation of FWr.10.1 to landowners, and requests that FWr.10.1 be broadened only to include 

extraction by Transit New Zealand for roading purposes. 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 68 

 Details Supported. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy No change. 

 Support X 13 Department of Conservation 37 

 Gravel extraction has effects on instream habitat values, water quality, bank erosion and on 

natural functioning that need to be appropriately managed.  Rule FWr.10.1 is supported as an 

appropriate means of managing these effects. 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 84 

 Details It is not clear what assessment criterion a) is trying to achieve.  A more detailed listing would be clearer. 

 Some of the matters for discretion in Rule FWr.10.3 can be included as assessment criteria. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Delete assessment criterion a). 

 Add new assessment criteria based on those in FWr.6.4, and add the following: "cumulative volume of aggregate 

taken and cumulative effects" 

 

 Support in Part X 20 Transit New Zealand 83 

  The amendments sought are appropriate in so far as they do not conflict with the amendments 

sought in Transit’s original submission (25/28). 

FWr.10.3 discretionary activities - aggregate extraction 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 83 

 Details Restricted discretionary 

 An amendment is suggested to condition b) to clarify the extent of aggregate extraction allowed per consent. 

 The first two matters to which Council has restricted its discretion are actually assessment criteria. 

 Non-notification and no need to get written approval of affected parties is opposed. This activity can have more than 

minor adverse effects and other parties, such as the Department of Conservation, Fish & Game, and iwi, should be 

able to consider any such proposed activity under the ‘limited notification’ provisions of section 94 of the RMA. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend condition b) of restricted discretionary category as follows: "no more than 20m3 is extracted over the term of 

the consent, and" 

 Amend the matters for discretion as follows: 

 "Discretion is restricted to: 

 i) the volume of aggregate that can be taken, and" (and delete i and ii as currently written) 

 Amend the 3rd paragraph as follows: 

 "In this rule applications for restricted discretionary activities need not be notified in terms of section 93(1) of the 

RMA. However, limited notification of applications under section 94(1), to the Department of Conservation, the 

New Zealand Fish & Game Council, and iwi, will be required unless the written approval of those affected persons 

has been received." 

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 82 

 In addition to the reasons stated in our original submission (25/28), Transit considers that the 

modifications requested are inappropriate.  In particular, it is unreasonable in the circumstances to 

seek the written approval of the parties specified where adverse effects are minor. 

 

FWr.11 Rule - deposition of material 

Sub#: 15 Hollyman, Bruce and Carol Statement#: 6 

 Details A lot of logs and branches from upstream forestry operations came downstream and caused a lot of damage during 

floods a few years ago. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy There need to be controls on harvesting practices to ensure debris is kept clear of waterways. 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 14 

 Details This activity should be permitted in urban areas to ensure erosion does not increase in accordance with Policy 



NA6.6.3, Nelson Regional Policy Statement (RPS):   "The Act (Section 13) restricts the disturbance of or erection of 

structures on, the beds of lakes or rivers unless expressly allowed be a rule in a regional plan or resource consent.  

Council believes that in order to provide certainty and to minimise the need for resource consent applications, 

preparation of a regional plan should be considered" implies that this should be done to provide certainty that 

maintenance is carried out and to minimise the need for unnecessary resource consents costs.   

  

 Furthermore the explanation given in FWr.11.5 paragraph 2 addresses the issues for rural rivers but takes no account 

for the proximity of structures and private property boundaries immediately adjacent to the City's rivers. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Provide for limited rock lining as a permitted activity (with a total of no more than 30m per any 100m stretch of 

waterway to avoid cumulative effects of rock lining). 

  

 Add paragraph to FWr.11.5 recognising the proximity of structures and private boundaries immediately adjacent to 

waterbodies in the urban area, and the consequent implications relating to rock lining. 

  

 Add definition of bed disturbance to the Meaning of Words, and make clear that it excludes rock lining. 

Sub#: 28 Federated Farmers Statement#: 26 

 Details The rules provide rural land users with the ability and flexibility to manage natural and physical resources in a 

sustainable way while still being able to undertake their farming and rural activities efficiently and effectively. 

 Reasons The rural sector of the region provides a significant contribution to the economy as well as ensuring Nelson City has 

a pleasant rural backdrop.  It is important that the wellbeing of the rural community is provided a sensible and 

balanced management regime to work within. 

 Remedy Retain. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 53 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 26 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The 

submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

 Support X 5 Stuart, IA and BF 43 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

Sub#: 25 Transit New Zealand Statement#: 29 

 Details Road controlling authorities such as Transit should be allowed to deposit materials for stabilising structures in water 

bodies.  The requirement in Rule FWr.11.3e) which requires that riverbed disturbance be avoided where possible, is 

too onerous, and should be reworded to refer to the need for the effects of riverbed disturbance to be avoided, 

remedied or mitigated. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend Rule FWr.11.1 to provide for the deposition of material in the beds and banks of rivers and lakes, and on 

wetlands, as a permitted activity, where such deposition is for the stabilisation of structures, or for repair and 

maintenance of existing structures. 

 Amend Rule FWr.11.3 condition e) to read:  

 "Associated effects of riverbed disturbance is avoided, remedied or mitigated." 

Sub#: 14 Weyerhaeuser New Zealand Statement#: 38 

 Details 1.Rule FWr.1.1 is too onerous - see our Submission statement 29 (FWr.1.1). 

 2. This Rule may encompass forestry slash. 

 Reasons 1. FWr.1-related: 

 a) 1. 1.1(a) The requirement that this rule relates to areas within 5 metres of riverbeds is onerous and appears to have 

little justification. 

 B) 1.1(f)   The 20 working day period is too long a period and will impact on the viability of commercial operations. 

Likewise the number of persons/ entities required to be contacted. 

 C) 1.1(g)(ii) "up stream catchments" is very wide and it is submitted that the relevant water bodies should be named 

as in (g) (i). 



 D) 1.1(n) There may be public safety reasons why access needs to be impeded and this needs to be an exemption to 

this rule.  

  

 Remedy  1. 

 a) 1.  1.1(a)  Remove the words "within 5 m of beds associated with". 

 B) 1.1 (f) change the 20 working day requirement for notification to 7 working days and limit such notification to the 

Manager of Planning & Consents.  

 C) 1.1(g) (ii) name the upstream catchments to which this rule applies. 

 D) 1.1(n) provide an exception to this rule for public safety measures. 

  

 2.  An exemption for forestry slash is required. 

 Support X 20 Transit New Zealand 69 

 In addition to the original submission 14/29 (FWr.1.1), this submission is supported for the 

reasons set out in Transit’s original submission (25/29). 

Sub#: 32 Royal Forest & Bird Protection Society Statement#: 38 

 Details Support restricted discretionary status for these activities. 

 Reasons Some deposition such as rock walling can have considerable adverse visual and amenity impacts. 

 Remedy Retain. 

 Oppose X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 68 

 The submitter seeks remedies and amendments that impose unduly onerous and unreasonable 

costs on landowners, either financially or in terms of additional assessment and information 

requirements and lack practical understanding and knowledge.  These combine to generate 

outcomes that are contrary to the principles and purposes of the RMA. 

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 155 

 For the reasons stated in Transit’s original submission (25/29). 
 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 65 

 Details The Plan makes no provision for the deposition of rock or aggregate for the purposes of installing or maintaining 

existing or new structures, existing or new vehicle crossings, or for the purposes of restoring the bed following the 

removal of a structure.  Such activities should be provided for as a permitted activity subject to performance 

standards. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend Rule FWr.11.1 to read: 

 "The deposition of material on the bed of a river for the purpose of bank protection or reinstatement, and any 

associated bed disturbance, provided that: 

 (i) The length of the bank protection works situated on the bed of a river is the minimum necessary, and in any case 

is not more than 50 metres in length cumulatively over any 200 metre stretch of the river bank. 

 (ii) The structure, or the material deposited, does not extend beyond the original bank position. 

 (iii) The deposition shall not cause change to the seasonal or annual range in water level of any indigenous wetland 

to an extent that may adversely affect the wetland’s natural ecosystem. 

 (iv) The deposition does not cause the diversion, damming or blockage of any river or stream. 

 (v) The short-term visual clarity of any permanently flowing river or wetland shall not be reduced by more than 

40%, after reasonable mixing, due to sediment or sediment laden discharge originating from the site of the land 

disturbance activity. 

 (vi) There is no damage to, or restriction of the use of, any existing river or lake protection works, or any other 

lawfully established structure as a result of this activity. 

 (vii) There is no significant erosion of the bed of the river or lake as a result of the activity. 

 (viii) Any associated embankments are maintained to prevent sediment entering the river or lake. 

 (ix) No contaminants (including but not limited to oil, petrol, diesel, paint or solvent) are released into the water or to 

the bed of the river or lake from equipment being used for the activity, and no refuelling of equipment takes place on 

any area of the river or lake bed. 

(x) All unused material is removed from the site. 

(xi) Existing lawful public access rights to and along rivers and lakes are not restricted. 

Or words of like effect, or in the alternative amend FWr.5, FWr.6 and FWr.9 as outlined in submission statements 66, 

67 and 68. 

 Support in Part X 20 Transit New Zealand 48 

 Transit considers that road controlling authorities such as Transit should be allowed to deposit 

materials for stabilising structures in waterbodies, provided that river and bed disturbance be 



avoided, remedied or mitigated as per its original submission (25/29). 

 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 69 
 Details 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Inclusion of the placement of material for the purposes of habitat enhancement, subject to natural hazard mitigation, 

should be a controlled activity in the Maitai River. 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 85 

 Details A minor amendment to the rule title is suggested for clarity. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend Rule FWr.11 as follows: 

 "Deposition of material in the beds and on the banks of .." 

FWr.11.3 discretionary activities - deposition of material 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 86 

 Details Restricted discretionary 

 Another condition is required to ensure that river flows or water volume is not affected by the deposition i.e. that a 

river, lake or wetland is not filled in. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add the following condition: 

 "g) there is no reduction in the ability of the river to accommodate flood flows, or in a lake or wetland to store flood 

volumes." 

 

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 84 

   The condition sought is too onerous.  

 

FWr.11.4 assessment criteria - deposition of material 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 38 

 Details Clarification is required in FWr.11.4 [c] - assessment criteria, deposition of material in the beds and banks of rivers 

and lakes, and in wetlands. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add the following words to FWr.11.4[c]: "a site assessment by a suitably qualified and experienced person approved 

by the Council will be required for discretionary activities." 

FWr.12 Rule - realignment and reclamation of beds of rivers and lakes, and 

wetlands 

Sub#: 28 Federated Farmers Statement#: 27 

 Details The rules provide rural land users with the ability and flexibility to manage natural and physical resources in a 

sustainable way while still being able to undertake their farming and rural activities efficiently and effectively. 

 Reasons The rural sector of the region provides a significant contribution to the economy as well as ensuring Nelson City has 

a pleasant rural backdrop.  It is important that the wellbeing of the rural community is provided a sensible and 

balanced management regime to work within. 

 Remedy Retain. 

 Support X 5 Stuart, IA and BF 44 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 27 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The  

 submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 



principles of the RMA. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 54 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

Sub#: 14 Weyerhaeuser New Zealand Statement#: 39 

 Details 1. FWr.12.3 (ii)  is too onerous and would therefore make the activity non complying. 

 2. FWr.12.5 - this practice is also good practice in rural areas" 

 Reasons 1. See Submission statement 29 (FWr.1.1) 

 2. We support the first paragraph of this Rule and consider that piping of intermittent streams in rural areas can also 

be of benefit. 

 Remedy a) 1.1(a)  Remove the words "within 5 m of beds associated with". 

 B) 1.1 (f) change the 20 working day requirement for notification to 7 working days and limit such notification to the 

Manager of Planning & Consents.  

 C) 1.1(g) (ii) name the upstream catchments to which this rule applies. 

 D) 1.1(n) provide an exception to this rule for public safety measures. 

  

 2.     Delete the words "in built up areas" from the first line of the second paragraph. 

 Support X 20 Transit New Zealand 70 

 The modifications requested are appropriate and meet Transit's concerns. 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 40 

 Details Clarification required. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Indicate that the Council prefers streams to be retained  in their natural state where possible.  However, realigned 

streams are preferred to piped streams.  Include in FWr.12.5 explanation that how a stream is re-installed after 

subdivision/earthworks is even more important than whether it is in the same place as it was prior to 

subdivision/earthworks. 

 Support X 12 Nelson City Council 12 

 Further clarification is required.  Reword FWr.12.1 as follows: 

 "(i) it is necessary to avoid flooding risk to downstream properties [with flooding risk defined as 

less than a Q15 flow capacity - consideration should also be given to the secondary flow path], 

and  

 (ii) it is not undertaken as part of any subdivision or land use consent approved after 9 October 

2004." 

 Change FWr.12.3 to read: "The realignment or reclamation of the bed of a river is discretionary if: 

 (i) it does not have a continuous base flow and does not comply with the conditions in FWr.12.1, 

or 

 (ii) it has a continuous base flow." 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 70 

 Details "Realignment and reclamation" are not defined and could mean very different things to different people.  These need 

to be specified and justified.  Furthermore, it does not appear that the permitted activity rule is phrased in a way 

which only permits the activity during dry periods, but could be undertaken at any time.  In any event, critical 

periods such as trout or whitebait spawning times should not allow this activity as permitted during such times. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Realignment or reclamation are defined as recontouring activities undertaken, in dry river and lake beds wherever 

possible, for the purpose of natural hazard mitigation or for habitat enhancement.  Such activities should be non-

complying activities in trout spawning areas during the months of May to September inclusive, and non-complying 

in whitebait spawning areas during the months of February to May inclusive. 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 87 

 Details It is not clear why reclamation is included in this rule as this implies the total infilling of a waterbody. This activity is 

opposed. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Delete all references to "reclamation" in the FWr.12 rules. 

FWr.12.1 permitted activities - realignment and reclamation 

Sub#: 32 Royal Forest & Bird Protection Society Statement#: 14 

 Details Support for recognition of the effects of realignment of rivers and reclamation of beds of rivers. 



 Reasons  Straightening of rivers leads to increase of energy in flood events. 

 Remedy Delete FWr.12.1 because the effects of flood events are the same in rivers that do not have a continuous flow as in 

rivers that do. 

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 151 

 Decision sought is too onerous. 

 Oppose X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 44 

 The submitter seeks remedies and amendments that impose unduly onerous and unreasonable 

costs on landowners, either financially or in terms of additional assessment and information 

requirements and lack practical understanding and knowledge.  These combine to generate 

outcomes that are contrary to the principles and purposes of the RMA. 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 88 

 Details Three additional conditions are suggested to minimise the adverse effects of this permitted activity. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add the following two conditions to this permitted activity rule: 

 "iii) no more than 20m in length is realigned, and 

 iv) it is carried out when there is no water in the bed, and 

iv) the overall cross-section of the river bed is not changed." 

 

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 85 

 The amendments requested are unworkable and inappropriate. 

 

FWr.13 Rule - activities on the surface of water bodies 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 71 

 Details Generally supported, although another assessment criterion is the effect of the proposal on existing or potential non- 

 commercial public recreational activities. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Include the effect of the proposal on existing or potential non-commercial public recreational activities as another 

assessment criterion. 

FWr.14 Rule - take, use or diversion of surface water 

Sub#: 33 Richardson, Denis Statement#: 1 

 Details The taking of water (not owned by Council) for animals and domestic use is a non-negotiable right. 

 Reasons Streams from bush are very small and disappear under the gravel, emerging at sea level.  There are no other people 

affected in any way. 

 Remedy There should be no meters on rural water (irrigation is a separate issue that does not apply here). 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 109 

 The submitter has had many years experience working and living on the land, and we agree with 

his rationale. 

 Support X 21 Rosemary Callaghan 7 

 I believe it is our right as owners, and caretakers of native bush, to take water for our needs.  Our 

effect is negligible.  The rule is more like a punishment than anything else. 

Sub#: 19 Hollyman, Les and Jan Statement#: 2 

 Details We oppose water metering for domestic abstractions, and the 1 cubic metre limit. 

 Reasons No other council is placing such an imposition on its farming community. 

 Remedy Requirements for water metering should be assessed on an individual basis, with the development of zones or 

population densities triggering the requirement to monitor or restrict water use. 

  

 The Rural Liaison Officer should have the authority to decide if metering specific waterways will contribute to 

improving water quality, and is therefore necessary, before a meter is installed. 

 Support X 11 Gladys Murdoch 4 



 

Sub#: 36 Nightingale, Mark and Joanne Statement#: 2 

 Details Oppose this rule. 

 Reasons 1. We are far away from Nelson City and shouldn't be lumped in with Nelson City management approach to creeks 

and rivers. 

 2. There are many creeks and streams feeding the Whangamoa and very few households drawing water, so the 

effects of water takes from the Whangamoa River are negligible. 

 3. We do not waste water and we only take what we need. 

 4. Water meters would serve no use.  The only reason we can see for it is to one day charge us for the water. 

 Remedy Delete this rule 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 112 

 The submitters have made pragmatic comments and the remedies are appropriate. 

 Support X 24 Warne, Phillip and Pauline 1 

 As stated by Mark and Joanne Nightingale. 

Sub#: 29 Anderson, Keith Statement#: 4 
 Details 

 Reasons There is too much restriction and compliance costs - which the Government has said must be reduced. 

 Remedy This rule is too restrictive.  The Happy Valley site is completely different from Lud or Todd Valley etc, with lots of 

water available from the Wakapuaka. 

 Support X 19 Anderson, Keith and Jill 6 

 There is no need at present to restrict water take from the Lower Wakapuaka catchment.  

Minimum summer flows need to be protected.  Water metering is unnecessary.  A limit of 1 cubic 

metre per day per household is unrealistic.  There also seems to be good underground aquifer 

water potential in this area, which is at present completely untapped. 

Sub#: 18 Shell, BP, Caltex and Mobil oil companies Statement#: 6 

 Details It is understood that the intent of condition FWr.14.1[a] is to promote rainwater storage. However the condition is 

likely to have a different effect and consequence and make other rain interception activities technically require an 

unnecessary consent. 

 Reasons It is not clear if rainwater is "surface water" as it is not defined in the Plan. If it is, then runoff from a buildings roof 

via guttering into a stormwater system, or any impermeable surface, can be interpreted as requiring consent because 

it is not permitted where there is no storage. Any regulation of rainwater interception is considered unnecessary and 

inappropriate. It would be more appropriate to ensure the rule as a whole only applied to "water bodies" as defined in 

the RMA and the Plan. If it is Council's intention to promote the use of rainwater storage then that can be 

accommodated through other methods. 

 Remedy Delete condition a) of FWr.14.1 and include as a footnote and/or explanation to a rule (or include elsewhere in the 

Plan as a method) that the Council wishes to encourage the storage and collection of rainwater.  

 - Ensure that rule FWr.14 only applies to the take, use and diversion of surface water from waterbodies. 

Sub#: 15 Hollyman, Bruce and Carol Statement#: 9 

 Details We do not support Council specifying a 1 cubic metre permitted water allocation for all rural residents, or the 

associated water metering. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Protect the status quo access to water of existing residents, and require 1 cubic metre allocation limit for new 

residential units. 

Sub#: 11 Transpower New Zealand Statement#: 13 

 Details It is understood that the intent of condition [a] of the permitted activity rule is to effectively seek to promote 

rainwater storage. However the condition is likely to result in other rain interception activities requiring consent.  

This is reinforced in FWr 14.3. 

  

 It is not clear if that rainwater is "surface water" as this is not defined in the Plan. If it is runoff from a building’s 

roof, via guttering into a stormwater system, or any impermeable surface, then this can be interpreted as requiring 

consent because it is not permitted where there is no storage.  

 If it is Council’s intention to promote the use of rainwater storage then that can be accommodated through other 

methods. Any regulation of rainwater interception is considered unnecessary and inappropriate. It would be more 

appropriate to ensure the rule as a whole only applied to "water bodies" as defined in the RMA and the Plan. 

 Reasons 



 Remedy Delete condition a) of FWr.14.1 and include as a footnote and/or explanation to a rule (or include elsewhere in the 

Plan as a method) that the Council wishes to encourage the storage and collection of rainwater.  

  

 Ensure that rule FWr.14 only applies to the take, use and diversion of surface water from waterbodies. 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 27 

 Details Clarification required. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend Rule FWr.14 to make it clear that stock access and essential domestic use need to be provided by storage  

 tanks/tankering of water once minimum flow is reached. 

 Support X 12 Nelson City Council 13 

 The numbering of the relevant policies is incorrect in the explanation to the rule.  These should 

be:  

 DO18.3.1 (water permits), DO18.3.2 (monitoring water abstraction), DO18.3.3 (expiry and 

duration of water permits), DO18.3.5 - DO18.3.8 (allocation limits), DO18.3.9 (water 

restrictions), DO18.3.12 (monitoring fee), DO18.4.1 (diversion of water).  Policy DO18.3.10 

(permitted abstractions) should also be listed as it is relevant to this rule. 

Sub#: 25 Transit New Zealand Statement#: 30 

 Details The new rule does not make any provision for temporary taking or diversion of water for purposes other than 

domestic use, stock water and fire fighting (eg use during earthworks, for dust suppression). 

  

 There is also no provision for the damming of water in the rule.   This means that, for example, Transit could not 

temporarily dam a water course as a means of avoiding or mitigating effects of activities in or near that water course. 
  

 The diversion of water from wetlands as a non-complying activity is too onerous, as diversion may be necessary as 

an integral part of roading works. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend Rule FWr.14 to provide for the temporary taking of water by road controlling authorities, including for 

earthworks and dust suppression.  Provide for the diversion of water from wetlands and the drainage of wetlands as a 

discretionary activity, and not a non-complying activity in Rule FWr.14.4. 

Sub#: 28 Federated Farmers Statement#: 32 

 Details The Federation is strongly opposed to the need for metering of water in rural areas.  The limit of 1 cubic metre for 

domestic takes fails to recognise the needs of rural living and attempts to manage water without sufficient data, 

information on existing values or knowledge of the numerous ways in which rural people access and manage water.  

  

 The policies, methods and rules relating to surface and ground water use or take fail to adequately manage the water 

resource and impose unjustified costs on rural people.  

  

 Overall the Council has failed to comprehensively investigate the cost and benefits (s32 RMA) of all management 

options for rural domestic and other water uses. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend FWr.14 by deleting the 1m3 /residential unit rule and/or replace it with a rule that allows at least 5m3/day for  

 reasonable domestic purposes. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 32 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The 

submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 59 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 Support X 5 Stuart, IA and BF 49 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

Sub#: 14 Weyerhaeuser New Zealand Statement#: 40 



 Details The filling of fire ponds should be a permitted activity. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend Rule FWr.14.1.(d) to read as follows:  

 "The take or use of surface water for fire fighting or the filling of fire ponds is permitted." 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 54 

 Details Oppose in Part - water allocation provisions: FWr.14 and FWr.15 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add a policy along the lines of: 

 "The rate of take should be as low as possible for permitted and consented water takes.  Where feasible, the take 

should be uniformly distributed over 24 hours." 

  

 Change the rate of water take to 0.5 l/s in FWr.14.1 c)  

  

 Amend assessment matter (a) of both FWr.14.4 to read: 

 a) the volume of the water take 

 b) how  the rate of take can be as low as possible at any time; and the feasibility of the take being uniformly 

distributed over 24 hours.  

  

 Renumber accordingly. 

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 110 

 Transit considers that setting the rate of water take to the lowest possible limit would be contrary 

to the RMA. 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 69 

 Details Rules FWr.14 and FWr.16 provide for the take and use of water as a permitted activity.  It is not clear why two 

separate rules are required but Carter Holt Harvey supports the provision of the taking and use of surface water 

subject to performance standards. 
  

Reasons Carter Holt Harvey specifically supports the recognition of the need to take water for fire fighting purposes. 

 Remedy 1) Amalgamate FWr.14 and FWr.16; 

 2) Retain as a permitted activity the take and use water from any lawfully constructed pond, reservoir, or dam 

whether in-stream or out-of-stream. 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 72 

 Details Supported. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy No change. 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 90 

 Details Restricted Discretionary Activity 

 An amendment is suggested to the activity description for clarification. 

 The diversion of water between water bodies should not be a restricted discretionary activity. 

 Additions are suggested to the matters for discretion for clarification and to improve the matters that can be 

considered. 

 The non-notification provision appears to include unnecessary information from another rule. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the restricted discretionary activity description as follows: 

 "Any take, use, or diversion of surface water that .." 

 Add the following condition: 

 "v) the diversion of water is not from one waterbody to another." 

 Add the following to the matters for discretion: 

 "i) the design and location of the intake structure, and .. 

 v) effects on water source and values (as identified in Appendix 28.4), and .. 

 vii) the quality of water returned to a river by a diversion." 

 Amend the non-notification provision by deleting everything after ".. Served on any person". 

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 86 

 It is not clear what is proposed to be meant by "from one waterbody to another".  Such diversion 

may be required in the circumstances and should be provided for in the Rule, provided any 



adverse effects are avoided, remedied or mitigated. 

 

FWr.14.1 permitted activities - take, use or diversion of surface water 

Sub#: 23 Burton, Andrew and Baker, Mary-Anne Statement#: 8 

 Details The Plan attempts a level of water management that is not supported by the data available. 

 The Plan does not adequately provide for existing and reasonable domestic water supplies. 

 The Plan does not contain sufficient information to give any certainty to existing or potential water users. 

 The Plan contains methods that will result in significant costs to residents for benefits that are minimal at best. 

 The Plan does not reasonably recognise the human health needs for domestic water. 

 The Plan does not reflect the provisions of the RMA. 

 Reasons Detail of actual flows (in litres per second) is not included in the plan in relation to minimum and trigger flows.  This 

is too uncertain. 

 It would be better to collect more general flow data than meter each household.  This would provide better 

justification for a flow regime. 

 Nelson North takes are mostly for domestic and stock supply, which has not been shown to be causing adverse 

effects. 

 Cost of water meters will be significant to residents and Council. 

 The cease of takes at minimum flow should be reconsidered as ecosystems do recover after extreme low flow. 

 The one cubic metre per day limit is too small. 

 Reasonable domestic use is better described as water taken for an individual household, including the needs of 

domesticated animals and watering a household garden where the produce from the garden is for that household's 

own use.  Any limits on that should relate to requiring maintenance of such systems to prevent leaks, and that it does 

not include irrigation of amenity plantings or lawns during periods of water rationing as notified by the Council. 

 Remedy Delete Rule FWr.14.1 

 Support X 5 Stuart, IA and BF 8 

 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies and they will deliver more 

sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change currently provides, within the principles and 

purposes of the RMA. 

 Support X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 8 

 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies and they will deliver more 

sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change currently provides, within the principles and 

purposes of the RMA. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 18 

 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies and they will deliver more 

sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change currently provides, within the principles and 

purposes of the RMA. 

 Support X 1 Thomas, Ian and Anne 7 

 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 83 

   The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The 

submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

 

Sub#: 24 Vegfed Statement#: 23 

 Details Changes have been sought elsewhere in this submission to polices and methods to delete the restriction of rural 

domestic water takes to 1m3 a day.  FWr.14.1 b) ii) needs to be deleted to be consistent with the changes sought to 

the policies. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Delete FWr.14.1 b) ii) 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 67 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The 

submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 



 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 89 

 Details Condition iv) is inconsistent with Appendix 28.3.ii.c). 

 The intent of condition v) is not clear. Domestic takes from the Council’s reticulated water supply do not require a 

consent. 

 The "Note" after condition v) is not needed as the activity description clearly states "for reasonable domestic use" 

and activity description c) covers stock drinking water. However, reference to Appendix 28.3 is appropriate. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Delete permitted activity conditions iv) and v). 

 Delete the "Note" after condition v). 

 Amend activity description c) as follows: 

 "c) The take or use of surface water for stock drinking water is permitted if: 

 i) the relevant conditions in Appendix 28.3.ii are met, and 

 ii) the rate of take does not exceed 1.5 litres per second." 

FWr.14.3 discretionary activities - take, use or diversion of surface water 

Sub#: 22 Tasman District Council Statement#: 2 

 Details This plan does not recognise any cross boundary water management issues. 

 Reasons TDC is also responsible for managing the Roding River. 

 The TDC water management provisions indicate a desire for a combined, consultative approach to water 

management. 

 TDC has established a water allocation limit for takes from the Roding River for that part of the river that is within 

the TDC boundary. 

 Remedy Amend Rule FWr.14.3 to clarify that the status of takes from the Roding River only relates to that part of the river 

that is within the NCC boundary. 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 91 

 Details The take and use of water from a wetland, as well as diversions, should also be a non-complying activity. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add the following to the non-complying activity description: "c) The take, use or diversion of water from wetlands 

.." 

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 87 

 The take and use of water from a wetland may be required in some circumstances, and should be  

 allowed, provided any adverse effects are avoided, removed or mitigated.  Transit requests that the 

diversion of water from wetlands and the draining of wetlands be provided for as a discretionary 

activity, and not a non-complying activity. 

 

FWr.14.4 assessment criteria - take, use or diversion of surface water 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 16 

 Details Assessment criteria does not include consideration of "physical resources relating to a previous water permit 

provided water is needed and is being used efficiently" as stated in Policy DO18.3.1c) 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add the following: "g) Physical resources relating to a previous water permit provided water is needed and is being 

used efficiently.” 

 Support in Part X 20 Transit New Zealand 103 

 The inclusion of a reference to existing infrastructure is appropriate.  However, it should not 

include reference to whether the water is needed or being used efficiently. 

 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 92 

 Details An additional assessment criterion is suggested to cover the effects of diversions. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add the following to the assessment criteria: 

 "g) the distance between the intake and the outlet of any diversion, and the intermediate flow of the water body." 

 



FWr.15 Rule - take, use or diversion of groundwater 

Sub#: 15 Hollyman, Bruce and Carol Statement#: 1 

 Details We need to keep the status quo regarding our water take to supply our subdivision on Hollyman Road, at Hira. 

 Reasons As part of our resource consent for the subdivision we were to supply 1000 litres of potable water per lot per day. 

Any reduction on the allowable amount would leave us in breach of our consent. 

 Remedy Do not change the conditions on our existing water permit. 

Sub#: 36 Nightingale, Mark and Joanne Statement#: 3 

 Details Oppose this rule. 

 Reasons 1. We are far away from Nelson City and shouldn't be lumped in with Nelson city management approach to creeks 

and rivers. 

 2. There are many creeks and streams feeding the Whangamoa and very few households drawing water, so the 

effects of water takes from the Whangamoa River are negligible. 

 3. We do not waste water and we only take what we need. 

 4. Water meters would serve no use.  The only reason we can see for it is to one day charge us for the water. 

 Remedy Delete this rule. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 113 

 The submitters have made pragmatic comments and the remedies are appropriate. 

 Support X 24 Warne, Phillip and Pauline 2 

 As stated by Mark and Joanne Nightingale. 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 41 

 Details Groundwater takes should be subject to the relevant requirements in Appendix 28.3, in the same way as applies for 

FWr.14 (take, use or diversion of surface water) 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add FWr.15.1(a): "if the relevant conditions in Appendix 28.3 are met." 

 Support X 13 Department of Conservation 38 

 Appendix 28.3 includes requirements that could usefully be applied to water takes from ground 

water as well as surface water takes. 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 55 

 Details Oppose in Part - water allocation provisions: FWr.14 and FWr.15 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add a policy along the lines of: 

 "The rate of take should be as low as possible for permitted and consented water takes.  Where feasible, the take 

should be uniformly distributed over 24 hours." 

  

 Change the rate of water take to 0.5 l/s in FWr.15.1 c) (ii).  

  

 Amend assessment matter (a) of FWr.15.4 to read: 

 a) the volume of the water take 

 b)  how  the rate of take can be as low as possible at any time; and the feasibility of the take being uniformly 

distributed over 24 hours.  

  

 Renumber accordingly. 

 Support X 12 Nelson City Council 14 

 The numbering of the relevant policies is incorrect in the explanation to the rule.  These should 

be:  

 DO18.3.1 (water permits), DO18.3.2 (monitoring water abstraction), DO18.3.3 (expiry and 

duration of water permits), DO18.3.5 - DO18.3.8 (allocation limits), DO18.3.9 (water 

restrictions), DO18.3.12 (monitoring fee), DO18.4.1 (diversion of water).  Policy DO18.3.10 

(permitted abstractions) should also be listed as it is relevant to this rule. 

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 111 

 Transit considers that setting the rate of water take to the lowest possible limit would be contrary 

to the RMA. 

 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 73 

 Details Supported. 



 Reasons 

 Remedy No change. 

FWr.15.1 permitted activities - take, use or diversion of groundwater 

Sub#: 24 Vegfed Statement#: 24 

 Details Changes have been sought elsewhere in this submission to polices and methods to delete the restriction of rural 

domestic water takes to 1m3 a day.  FWr.14.1 b) ii) needs to be deleted to be consistent with the changes sought to 

the policies. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Delete FWr.15.1 c) i) 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 68 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The 

submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

Sub#: 28 Federated Farmers Statement#: 33 

 Details The Federation is strongly opposed to the need for metering of water in rural areas.  The limit of 1 cubic metre for 

domestic takes fails to recognise the needs of rural living and attempts to manage water without sufficient data, 

information on existing values or knowledge of the numerous ways in which rural people access and manage water.  

  

 The policies, methods and rules relating to surface and ground water use or take fail to adequately manage the water 

resource and impose unjustified costs on rural people.  

  

 Overall the Council has failed to comprehensively investigate the cost and benefits (s32 RMA) of all management 

options for rural domestic and other water uses. 

 Reasons When taking water from underground there should be limits placed only in relation to the known resource in the 

aquifer.  The Council has no knowledge of any aquifers in the region and the amount taken from bores or wells for 

domestic purposes are unlikely to impact on the resource based on current and future projected intensity of rural 

activities. 

  

 Restricting bores to >500m from the coastal marine area is unjustified.  The Council has no identified aquifers and 

the risks to the aquifer are dependent on the hydraulics of the area.  Council is obliged to have this information and 

the precautionary approach is far too draconian. 

 Remedy 1. Amend FWr.15 by deleting the 1m3 /residential unit rule and or replace it with a rule that allows at least 5m3/day 

for reasonable domestic purposes. 

 2. Amend FWr.15 by deleting (c) (ii) and (iii) or reducing the distance from 500m to 50m in (c)(iii) 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 60 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 Support X 5 Stuart, IA and BF 50 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 33 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The 

submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 93 

 Details The three different permitted activity descriptions need to be clearly identified. 

 A minor amendment is required to the end of activity description 1.c). 

 The intent of condition vi) is not clear. Domestic takes from the Council’s reticulated water supply do not require a 

consent.  When taking groundwater for dewatering a construction site, this water is normally discharged into a 

surface waterbody via a stormwater system. Therefore this rule needs to be clear that the discharge activity is 

covered by rules FWr.20 and FWr.21 or FWr.22. 

 Reasons 



 Remedy Add identifying numbers to the three different permitted activity descriptions. 

 Delete the "or" at the end of activity description 1.c). 

 Delete condition vi). 

 Add a note to the activity description for dewatering to identify that the discharge needs to meet the requirements of 

rules FWr.20, FWr.21 or FWr.22. 

FWr.15.3 discretionary activities - take, use or diversion of groundwater 

Sub#: 22 Tasman District Council Statement#: 3 

 Details This plan does not recognise any cross boundary water management issues. 

 Reasons TDC is also responsible for managing the Roding River. 

 The TDC water management provisions indicate a desire for a combined, consultative approach to water 

management. 

 TDC has established a water allocation limit for takes from the Roding River for that part of the river that is within 

the TDC boundary. 

 Remedy Amend Rule FWr.15.3 to clarify that the status of groundwater takes associated with the Roding River only relates to 

that part of the river that is within the NCC boundary. 

Sub#: 24 Vegfed Statement#: 25 

 Details Rule FWr.15.3 is currently a Discretionary Activity.  It would be appropriate for this rule to be Restricted 

Discretionary with Council listing a clear set of criteria against which the take could be measured.  There is 

provision for restricted discretionary for surface water which is under greater pressure than groundwater in the 

Nelson Region. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend FWr.15.3 to be a Restricted Discretionary Activity with specified criteria and provisions for non notification 

or written party approvals. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 69 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The  

 submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

 Support in Part X 20 Transit New Zealand 131 

 It is too onerous for activities other than those listed to be discretionary activities.  For example,  

 temporary groundwater takes and diversions for road water should be a permitted activity. 

 Oppose X 13 Department of Conservation 39 

 Full discretionary activity status is appropriate to effectively manage the effects of ground water 

takes that are not specified in Rules 15.1 as permitted activities.  It is unclear how this submission 

affects the status of water takes in the Maitai and Roding River catchments. 

FWr.15.4 assessment criteria - take, use or diversion of groundwater 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 94 

 Details The assessment of groundwater takes also needs to take into account effects on springs and wetlands. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add the following to assessment criterion b):  the likely depletion effect on nearby streams, springs and wetlands." 

FWr.16 Rule - take or use of water from ponds, reservoirs or dams 

Sub#: 28 Federated Farmers Statement#: 28 

 Details The rules provide rural land users with the ability and flexibility to manage natural and physical resources in a 

sustainable way while still being able to undertake their farming and rural activities efficiently and effectively. 

 Reasons The rural sector of the region provides a significant contribution to the economy as well as ensuring Nelson City has 

a pleasant rural backdrop.  It is important that the wellbeing of the rural community is provided a sensible and 

balanced management regime to work within. 

 Remedy Retain. 

 Support X 5 Stuart, IA and BF 45 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 



and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 55 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 28 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The  

 submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 70 

 Details Rules FWr.14 and FWr.16 provide for the take and use of water as a permitted activity.  It is not clear why two 

separate rules are required but Carter Holt Harvey supports the provision of the taking and use of surface water subject to 

performance standards. 
   

 Reasons 

 Remedy 1) Amalgamate FWr.14 and FWr.16; 

 2) Retain as a permitted activity the take and use water from any lawfully constructed pond, reservoir, or dam 

whether in-stream or out-of-stream. 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 74 

 Details The permitted activity definitions are somewhat vague and do not address cumulative effects. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Reword FWr.16.1 as follows: "The take or use of water, by itself or in combination with any other takes, does not 

cause " 

FWr.16.5 explanation - take or use of water from ponds, reservoirs or dams 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 95 

 Details The use of out of stream dams should also be encouraged. This is in keeping with DO17.1.7.i. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add the following to the 1st sentence of the explanation: "Rainwater storage and use, or out of stream dams, should 

be encouraged." 

FWr.17 Rule - transfer of water permits 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 71 

 Details Rule FWr.17 makes the transfer of a water permit from one site to another a restricted discretionary activity.  While 

this is consistent with the provisions of section 136 of the Resource Management Act, Rule FWr.17 is unclear in that 

it makes no provision for the permitted transfer of water permits between owners and/or occupiers of the same site. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend FWr.17.1 to provide for the transfer of water permits between owners or occupiers of the same site 

consistent with the provisions of section 136 of the Act. 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 75 

 Details On this occasion the plan specified that such applications will be notified, in contrast to FWr.2.  This is supported. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy No change. 

FWr.17.3 discretionary activities - transfer of water permits 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 96 

 Details Two other matters for discretion are suggested to allow for better management of water resources. In particular, 

where a water body may be over-allocated, this is an opportunity to reduce the volume of take. 



 The transfer of a water permit from one catchment to another should be a prohibited activity. Any new take 

application should be dealt with under the provisions of rules FWr.14 to FWr.16. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add the following to the matters for discretion: 

 "iv) water metering requirements, and 

 v) the volume of water allocated." 

 Add a prohibited activity rule for the transfer of water permits from one catchment to another. 

 

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 88 

 Transit considers that the amendments requested go beyond the scope of Section 136 RMA.  

Transit submits that the transfer process should not be used to reduce the volume of water able to 

be taken. 

 

FWr.18 Rule - drilling of a bore or well 

Sub#: 15 Hollyman, Bruce and Carol Statement#: 2 

 Details Oppose: FWr.18 

 Reasons Pipes driven into the ground to access groundwater will not generate a bore log. 

 Remedy Provide definition of ‘bore’ that excludes these small scale situations (one domestic water supply).  These should be 

a permitted activity. 

Sub#: 25 Transit New Zealand Statement#: 5 

 Details This rule should not relate to investigative bores, and either a definition of "bore and well" should be included so as 

to exclude any investigative bore, or the rules should be amended. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Insert a new definition of "Bore and Well": 

 "Bores and wells means bores and wells excluding any investigative bore". 

Sub#: 18 Shell, BP, Caltex and Mobil oil companies Statement#: 7 

 Details Rule FWr 18 makes the drilling of a bore or well a controlled or discretionary activity.  This is of concern to the 

Companies as neither bore nor well is defined in the Plan. Consequently the rule has the potential to apply to all 

geotechnical investigations  (e.g. contaminated site investigations and monitoring). Furthermore the conditions of the 

controlled activity appear (and it is understood that is the intent) to only be relevant to water supply bores or wells. 

 Reasons This could be achieved by a definition of bore or well only relating to water supply. Alternatively there could be a 

new permitted activity rule that permits the drilling of geotechnical wells/bores for investigative and monitoring 

purposes. It is not considered that it is necessary to impose any conditions on such drilling. For example it is not 

considered appropriate to require the recording and forwarding of any information to Council as this is likely to be 

an impediment to encouraging some investigatory work (e.g. contaminated sites). 

 Remedy Amend rule FWr.18 to exclude geotechnical, monitoring and investigatory drilling from compliance with the rules. 

This can be achieved by either including in the Plan a definition of well/bore so that it only applies to water supply 

bores/wells.  

 Alternatively include a permitted activity rule that permits geotechnical, monitoring and investigatory drilling and  

 abandonment without conditions. 

 Support X 20 Transit New Zealand 97 

 The decision requested is consistent with Transit’s original submission (25/31). 
 

Sub#: 11 Transpower New Zealand Statement#: 14 

 Details Rule FWr 18 makes the drilling of a bore or well a controlled or discretionary activity. This is of concern to 

Transpower as neither bore nor well is defined in the Plan. Consequently the rule has the potential to apply to all 

geotechnical investigations  (e.g. assessment of ground conditions or even tower foundation drilling). Furthermore 

the conditions of the controlled activity appear (and it is understood that is the intent) to only be relevant to water 

supply bore or wells.  

  

 This could be addressed by including a definition of bore or well as only relating to water supply. Alternatively there 

could be a new permitted activity rule that permits the drilling of geotechnical wells/bores for investigative, 

foundation and monitoring purposes. It is not considered that it is necessary to impose any conditions on such 



drilling. For example it is not considered appropriate to require the recording and forwarding of any information to 

Council as this is likely to be an impediment to encouraging some investigatory work (e.g. contaminated sites). 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend rule FWr.18 to exclude geotechnical, monitoring, investigatory and tower foundation drilling from 

compliance with the rules. This can be achieved by including in the Plan a definition of well/bore so that it only 

applies to water supply bores/wells. 

  Alternatively include a permitted activity rule that permits geotechnical, monitoring, investigatory and foundation 

and any other drilling and the abandonment of such holes without conditions. 

 Support X 20 Transit New Zealand 22 

 This submission is consistent with Transit’s original submission (25/31 and 25/32). 

 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 17 

 Details These rules should exclude temporary bores drilled for geotechnical investigations and monitoring bores, especially 

where these are required by condition of consent. 

  

 The explanations given in Rule FWr.18.5 imply that the effects of bores are a lot greater than they really are.  The 

impacts on levels of contamination, and change in ground water pressure gradients are extremely marginal, if any for 

temporary geotechnical investigation bores and monitoring bores.  Several monitoring bores are actually designed to 

measure the ground water pressure gradients, not change them. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Rule FWr.18 should relate to drilling for water abstraction purposes only, and should exclude geotechnical 

investigation and monitoring bores. 

  

 Add new rule relating to drilling related to geotechnical investigations, along the following lines: 

 "The construction of any exploratory drill hole to obtain geotechnical information, or for geotechnical monitoring, is 

permitted if: 

 a) the drill hole is secured and backflow prevention measures are provided to ensure that no foreign material is 

allowed to enter the ground and in particular any aquifer, or the drill hole is backfilled with material of similar 

composition and properties to the surrounding land, and 

 b)   the driller and/or the supervising engineer or geologist forwards to the Nelson City Council a location plan of the 

drill hole  

 Support X 18 Shell NZ Ltd, BP Oil NZ Ltd, Caltex NZ Ltd, Mobil Oil NZ Ltd 6 

 The Oil Companies sought a similar outcome through its submissions. 

 Support X 13 Department of Conservation 40 

 Drilling for purposes other than water abstraction has different effects and so a separate rule as is 

proposed is justified by the scale and significance of the effects that are likely to result.  The 

conditions proposed are reasonable and necessary to manage these effects. 

 Support X 3 Transpower New Zealand Ltd 10 

 Transpower sought a similar outcome through its submissions. 

 Support in Part X 20 Transit New Zealand 104 

 The decision requested is consistent with Transit’s original submission (25/31).  However, 

conditions a) and b) should not be included in any new permitted activity rule. 

 Support X 12 Nelson City Council 17 

 The proposed new rule regarding drilling for geotechnical investigations should be broadened to 

cover monitoring for reasons other than geotechnical, such as monitoring for groundwater 

contamination. 

 

Sub#: 25 Transit New Zealand Statement#: 31 

 Details The drilling of bores for investigation purposes and/or the installation of piezometers should not be restricted by the 

rule, and should be a permitted activity, as they do not cause the adverse effects that permanent bores and wells 

potentially may cause. 

 Reasons  

 Remedy Provide for drilling of investigation bore holes and the installation of piezometers as a permitted activity; orinclude a 

definition of "bore" and "well" which excludes investigation bores and the installation of piezometers. 



Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 76 

 Details Generally supported. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Retain. 

FWr.19 Rule - abandonment or decommissioning of a bore or well 

Sub#: 25 Transit New Zealand Statement#: 6 

 Details This rule should not relate to investigative bores, and either a definition of "bore and well" should be included so as 

to exclude any investigative bore, or the rules should be amended. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Insert a new definition of "Bore and Well" 

 "Bores and wells means Bores and wells excluding any investigative bore". 

 Support X 3 Transpower New Zealand Ltd 14 

 Same reasons as in Transpower's original submission (sub 11/15). 

 Support X 18 Shell NZ Ltd, BP Oil NZ Ltd, Caltex NZ Ltd, Mobil Oil NZ Ltd 7 

 The reason for the support is given in the Oil Companies' original submission. 
 

Sub#: 18 Shell, BP, Caltex and Mobil oil companies Statement#: 8 

 Details FWr 19 applies to the abandonment or decommissioning of a bore or well.  This is of concern to the Companies as 

neither bore nor well is defined in the Plan. Consequently the rule has the potential to apply to all geotechnical 

investigations  (e.g. contaminated site investigations and monitoring). Furthermore the conditions of the controlled 

activity appear (and it is understood that is the intent) to only be relevant to water supply bore or wells. 

 Reasons This could be achieved by a definition of bore or well only relating to water supply. Alternatively there could be a 

new permitted activity rule that permits the drilling of geotechnical wells/bores for investigative and monitoring 

purposes. It is not considered that it is necessary to impose any conditions on such drilling. For example it is not 

considered appropriate to require the recording and forwarding of any information to Council as this is likely to be 

an impediment to encouraging some investigatory work (e.g. contaminated sites). 

 Remedy Amend rule FWr.19 to exclude geotechnical, monitoring and investigatory drilling from compliance with the rules. 

This can be achieved by either including in the Plan a definition of well/bore so that it only applies to water supply 

bores/wells. Alternatively include a permitted activity rule that permits geotechnical, monitoring and investigatory 

drilling and abandonment without conditions. 

 Support X 20 Transit New Zealand 98 

 Transit supports the amendment sought for the same reasons it supports the amendment to Rule 

18.  (Refer Transit further submission 20/97 on FWr.18.) 

 

Sub#: 11 Transpower New Zealand Statement#: 15 

 Details FWr.19 applies to the abandonment or decommissioning of a bore or well. This is of concern to Transpower as 

neither bore nor well is defined in the Plan. Consequently the rule has the potential to apply to all geotechnical 

investigations  (e.g. assessment of ground conditions or even tower foundation drilling). Furthermore the conditions 

of the controlled activity appear (and it is understood that is the intent) to only be relevant to water supply bore or 

wells.  

  

 This could be addressed by including a definition of bore or well as only relating to water supply. Alternatively there 

could be a new permitted activity rule that permits the drilling of geotechnical wells/bores for investigative, 

foundation and monitoring purposes. It is not considered that it is necessary to impose any conditions on such 

drilling. For example it is not considered appropriate to require the recording and forwarding of any information to 

Council as this is likely to be an impediment to encouraging some investigatory work (e.g. contaminated sites). 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend rule FWr.19 to exclude geotechnical, monitoring, investigatory and tower foundation drilling from 

compliance with the rules. This can be achieved by including in the Plan a definition of well/bore so that it only 

applies to water supply bores/wells. 

  Alternatively include a permitted activity rule that permits geotechnical, monitoring, investigatory and foundation 

and any other drilling and the abandonment of such holes without conditions. 

 Support X 20 Transit New Zealand 23 

 This submission is consistent with Transit’s original submission (25/31 and 25/32). 
 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 77 



 Details Generally supported. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Retain. 

FWr.20 Rule - point source discharges to freshwater bodies (other than 

stormwater) 

 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 18 

 Details Oppose: FWr.20.3 - that any reasonably foreseeable annual discharge from the sewerage system, as outlined in the 

most recent version of the NCC Wastewater Asset Management plan is non-complying. 

 Reasons Controlled activity status (with significant conditions) provides greater guidance to consent officers and applicant 

(than non-complying activity status) on how to deal with these discharges, recognises their inevitability in the short 

to medium term, and requires the discharges to be avoided or their effects to be addressed. 

 Remedy Delete reference to discharges from the sewerage system from FWr.20.3 and include a new rule, as shown in 

Attachment 1 (which makes these discharges a controlled activity]. 

Sub#: 25 Transit New Zealand Statement#: 33 

 Details The rule is unclear as to whether stormwater containing sediment (such as run off from an earthworks site) is 

considered to be the discharge of stormwater under Rule FWr.21 or FWr.22, or whether the discharge of sediment is 

to be assessed separately from a discharge of stormwater under this rule.  This needs to be clarified. 

  

 The permitted activity Rule FWr.20.2 should recognise ambient water quality conditions.  As provided for in the 

Plan Change, a discharge is only permitted if the receiving water meets class A water quality standards after 

discharge, irrespective of whether the receiving water meets this standard prior to the discharge.  This effectively 

means that any discharge to receiving waters of lesser quality than class A would breach the permitted activity 

standard a), even if the quality of the effluent is higher.  Transit submits that the rule should be amended to take 

account of the ambient water quality. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend Rule FWr.20.1 to provide for temporary discharges containing minor concentrations of sediment.  Amend 

Rule FWr.20.1(a)  to take account of ambient water conditions, eg by specifying limits to the amount of change, due 

to the discharge which would be permitted, as compared to the upstream ambient quality of the receiving 

waters.Clarify the Rules to make it certain whether discharge of stormwater from earthworks sites is addressed in 

Rule FWr.20 or whether all stormwater discharges are addressed under Rules FWr.21 and 22. 

 Support X 18 Shell NZ Ltd, BP Oil NZ Ltd, Caltex NZ Ltd, Mobil Oil NZ Ltd 8 

 The reason for the support is as given in the original Transit submission. 

 Support X 3 Transpower New Zealand Ltd 15 

 Same reasons as original submitter. 

 Support X 17 Carter Holt Harvey Forests 10 

 There is a lack of certainty regarding which rules apply to the discharge of stormwater.  The relief 

sought seeks to clarify that uncertainty. 

 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 78 

 Details Generally supported. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Retain. 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 97 

 Details Some minor amendments are suggested to improve the activity description. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the activity description as follows: "(see Appendices 28.5 to 28.7), or .." 

FWr.20.3 discretionary activities - point source discharges 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 98 



 Details The descriptions for the discretionary and non-complying activities are quite broad and general. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the description for the discretionary activity as follows: 

 "a) Any point source discharge not complying with the conditions/standards/terms for permitted rule FWr.20.1 or 

controlled rule FWr.20.2 or restricted discretionary rule FWr.20.3, and .." 

  

 Amend the description for the non-complying activity as follows: 

 "a) Any point source discharge not complying with the conditions/standards/terms for the permitted, controlled, 

restricted discretionary or discretionary rules, or not specified as prohibited, and .." 

FWr.21 Rule - public stormwater discharges 

Sub#: 8 Royal Forest & Bird Protection Society Statement#: 7 

 Details There is a great deal of careless and thoughtless pollution of stormwater arising from activities on and around 

houses. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the rules to make it clear that household activities such as car washing should not discharge to stormwater. 

Sub#: 18 Shell, BP, Caltex and Mobil oil companies Statement#: 9 

 Details The discussion and policy in the Plan implies that discharges into stormwater systems are going to be addressed via 

an extension to the trade waste bylaws and after further work has been undertaken in terms of preparation of a 

Reticulated Stormwater Quality Improvement Plan.  

  

 The Companies are not opposed to the use of a tradewaste bylaw for controlling inputs into Council infrastructure 

providing the promulgation of those bylaws relates to addressing the adverse effects of discharges and does not seek 

to impose best practice for all such discharges. However at this stage the Companies have not noted any s32 analysis, 

which identifies that the promulgation of bylaws in the best method of addressing the adverse effects of stormwater 

discharges. The Companies consider that compliance with the MfE Guideline Environmental Guidelines for water 

discharges from Petroleum Industry Sites in New Zealand (1998) should be an appropriate means of compliance. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy - Provide appropriate s32 analysis, which identifies that the promulgation of a tradewaste bylaw is the best method 

for addressing stormwater discharges to existing infrastructure.  

 - Adopt the approach and regulatory regime taken by Environment Waikato for managing stormwater discharges into 

existing stormwater networks and introduce this via Variation. 

 - Adopt the approach and regulatory regime taken by Environment Waikato for managing stormwater discharges into 

existing stormwater networks and introduce this via Variation. 

Sub#: 11 Transpower New Zealand Statement#: 16 

 Details The stormwater rules in the Freshwater section of the Plan make public stormwater discharges (i.e. from a Council 

pipe) a controlled activity (FWr.21). 

  

 The discussion and policy in the Plan implies that discharges into stormwater systems are going to be addressed via 

an extension to the tradewaste bylaws and after further work has been undertaken in terms of preparation of a 

Reticulated Stormwater Quality Improvement Plan.  

  

 Transpower is not opposed to the use of a tradewaste bylaw for controlling inputs into Council infrastructure 

providing the promulgation of those bylaws relates to addressing the adverse effects of discharges and does not seek 

to impose best practice for all such discharges. However at this stage the Company has not noted any s32 analysis 

which identifies that bylaws are the best method of addressing the adverse effects of stormwater discharges.  

  

 Compliance with the MfE Guideline Environmental Guidelines for water discharges from Petroleum Industry Sites 

in New Zealand (1998) should be considered to be an appropriate means of compliance for inputs into such systems. 

An alternative is to adopt the regulatory approach taken by Environment Waikato in terms of inputs/connections into 

existing stormwater systems. To take that approach will require Council to initiate a Variation. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Provide appropriate s32 analysis, which identifies that the promulgation of a tradewaste bylaw is the best method for  

 addressing stormwater discharges into existing infrastructure.  

  

 Adopt the approach and regulatory regime taken by Environment Waikato for managing stormwater discharges into 

existing stormwater networks and introduce this via Variation. 



Sub#: 25 Transit New Zealand Statement#: 34 

 Details Public stormwater discharges (which should also include discharges through pipes and channels owned and managed 

by Transit) should be provided for as permitted activities, subject to conditions. 

  

 Rule FWr.21 makes no provision for the discharge of stormwater and/or sediment that results in the temporary and 

minor discolouration of the receiving water body.  Provision should be made for Transit's temporary discharges of 

stormwater. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Provide for public stormwater discharges (which also should include discharges of stormwater through Transit-

controlled pipes and channels), as a permitted activity, subject to conditions. 

 Include in the permitted activity Rule FWr.21.1 a rule providing for the temporary discharge of stormwater with 

minor concentrations of sediment, including from earthworks sites. 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 42 

 Details Barry Robertson (Cawthron), who developed the discharge standards, has advised that Appendix 28.7, and 

reasonable mixing calculations, should not apply to stormwater discharges. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Delete references to Appendix 28.7, and reasonable mixing in FWr.21. 

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 109 

 Transit opposes the amendments sought for the reasons set out in its original submission (25/34). 

 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 60 

 Details The definition for reasonable mixing is only suited to meeting discharge standards, and cannot be applied to water 

quality conditions related to bed disturbance. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Delete reference to Appendix 28.7 in FWr.21 

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 113 

 The Regional Plan should include provision for a reasonable mixing zone in respect of stormwater 

discharges and bed disturbances.  However, Transit submits that the reasonable mixing zone 

provisions in Appendix 28.7 should also apply to stormwater discharges and bed disturbance. 

 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 76 

 Details Clarify that this relates to stormwater discharges TO WATER 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the title of these rules to "stormwater discharges to water" and any consequential amendments as required. 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 79 

 Details Generally supported, although the rationale for treating stormwater discharges differently from the same 

contamination from other sources, and depending upon whether it is from a public or private source, appears to be 

debatable.  The standards should apply to all, equally. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Remove the distinction between public and private stormwater discharges, and stormwater discharges and other 

sources of the same contamination.  If appropriate, consider whether different phase-out periods should be used and 

encouragement or requirement to achieve the standards within specified time frames in different catchments. 

 Oppose X 18 Shell NZ Ltd, BP Oil NZ Ltd, Caltex NZ Ltd, Mobil Oil NZ Ltd 4 

 The reason for the opposition by the Oil Companies is that the present approach to stormwater is 

based on the Best Practicable Option.  The approach being advocated in terms of this amendment 

is substantially different and needs considerable investigation and consideration before changing 

the approach to stormwater to such an extent (e.g. the practicality of retrofitting stormwater 

treatment systems within existing developed catchments). 

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 172 

 Different considerations apply to public and private entities.  Accordingly, they must each have 

their own rules which strike an appropriate balance between these different considerations, eg in 

terms of public need and quantity of output. 

 Oppose X 12 Nelson City Council 9 

 Distinction between public and private stormwater discharges is required as different measures, 



and therefore different rules, are necessary to minimise contamination.  Private should be easier to 

control at source whereas public is from several sources, not all of which are controllable. 

 Oppose X 3 Transpower New Zealand Ltd 8 

 The approach in the Plan Change to stormwater is based on the Best Practicable Option (BPO).  

Transpower generally supports this approach. The approach being advocated in the primary 

submission is substantially different to BPO and needs considerable investigation and 

consideration before the approach could be accepted in relation to stormwater to such an extent 

(e.g. the practicality of retrofitting stormwater treatment systems within existing developed 

catchments). 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#: 99 

 Details The rule description is somewhat misleading as this rule covers stormwater discharges from the stormwater system 

managed by the Council. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the rule description as follows: 

 "Stormwater discharges managed by the Nelson City Council" 

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 89 

 Transit considers that the rule description is appropriate, but that the definition should be amended 

to also include discharges through pipes and channels owned by Transit.  (Transit’s original 

submission (25/34) also seeks this amendment.) 

 

FWr.21.2 controlled activities - public stormwater discharges 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#:100 

 Details Some minor amendments are suggested to this rule, partly to make it consistent with rule FWr.22.2. 

 It is not clear why this rule refers to Appendix 28.7 regarding reasonable mixing, when AP28.7.i clearly states that 

stormwater is excluded. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend this rule as follows: 

 "Stormwater discharges managed by the Nelson City Council are .. 

 A) after reasonable mixing (in accordance with Appendix 28.7.ia)), they do not cause: 

 Support in Part X 20 Transit New Zealand 90 

 Transit supports the amendment sought in so far as the amendment is consistent with Transit’s 

original submission (25/34 - as relates to FWr.21.2).  However, Transit opposes the addition of the 

words "managed by the Nelson City Council" as Transit considers such discharges should not be 

limited to these or the Council. 

 

FWr.21.3 discretionary activities - public stormwater discharges 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#:101 

 Details A minor amendment is suggested to this rule. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend this rule as follows: "Stormwater discharges managed by the Nelson City Council that .." 

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 91 

 Transit opposes the addition of the words "managed by the Nelson City Council" as Transit 

considers such discharges should not be limited to these or the Council. 

 

FWr.21.5 explanation - public stormwater discharges 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#:102 

 Details The information in FWr.22.5 regarding contaminants that can enter stormwater drains should be included in this 

explanation. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add the first paragraph from FWr.22.5 to the explanation. 



FWr.22 Rule - private stormwater discharges 

Sub#: 8 Royal Forest & Bird Protection Society Statement#: 8 

 Details There is a great deal of careless and thoughtless pollution of stormwater arising from activities on and around houses. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the rules to make it clear that household activities such as car washing should not discharge to stormwater. 

 Oppose X 3 Transpower New Zealand Ltd 16 

 While Transpower accepts that there is potential for a variety of inadvertent discharges in and 

around households that could cause pollution, the relief sought is unclear and uncertain. Any 

amendment could have significant ramifications for the way the stormwater provisions are 

interpreted and applied and therefore any such amendment should only occur through the Plan 

Change or Variation process. 

 Oppose X 18 Shell NZ Ltd, BP Oil NZ Ltd, Caltex NZ Ltd, Mobil Oil NZ Ltd 9 

 While the Oil Companies accept that there is potential for a variety of inadvertent discharges in 

and around households that could cause pollution, the relief sought is unclear and uncertain. Any 

amendment could have significant ramifications for the way the stormwater provisions are 

interpreted and applied and therefore any such amendment should only occur through the Plan 

Change or Variation process. 

Sub#: 18 Shell, BP, Caltex and Mobil oil companies Statement#: 10 

 Details The discussion and policy in the Plan implies that discharges into stormwater systems are going to be addressed via 

an extension to the trade waste bylaws and after further work has been undertaken in terms of preparation of a 

Reticulated Stormwater Quality Improvement Plan.  

  

 The Companies are not opposed to the use of a tradewaste bylaw for controlling inputs into Council infrastructure 

providing the promulgation of those bylaws relates to addressing the adverse effects of discharges and does not seek 

to impose best practice for all such discharges. However at this stage the Companies have not noted any s32 analysis, 
which identifies that the promulgation of bylaws in the best method of addressing the adverse effects of stormwater 

discharges. The Companies consider that compliance with the MfE Guideline Environmental Guidelines for water 

discharges from Petroleum Industry Sites in New Zealand (1998) should be an appropriate means of compliance. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy - Provide appropriate s32 analysis, which identifies that the promulgation of a tradewaste bylaw is the best method 

for addressing stormwater discharges to existing infrastructure.  

 - Adopt the approach and regulatory regime taken by Environment Waikato for managing stormwater discharges into 

existing stormwater networks and introduce this via Variation. 

 - Adopt the approach and regulatory regime taken by Environment Waikato for managing stormwater discharges into 

existing stormwater networks and introduce this via Variation. 

Sub#: 11 Transpower New Zealand Statement#: 17 

 Details Discharges from private networks are a controlled activity (FWr.22). 

  

 For its Nelson substation site Transpower currently has a discharge consent for stormwater discharges. It is noted 

that FWr.22 applies to private stormwater discharges and that they will be generally controlled activities subject to a 

number of matters, including:  

 b) all practicable measures (e.g. oil separation, screening, filtering or settlement devices, or diversion to the sewerage 

system), are taken at source to ensure that the contamination of stormwater is avoided.  

  

 The provision goes on to reserve control over the discharge method and the provision of equipment. It is considered  

 inappropriate that Council wishes to be in a situation to determine the methodology by which discharges are to take 

place rather than specifying the quality of the discharge. Retaining and specifying the quality of discharge should be 

sufficient. If necessary it may be sufficient to reserve control over the BPO, but as a matter of principle, Council 

should not be specifying the means by which a certain level of quality is achieved. Similar concerns apply in terms 

of the assessment criteria where in FWr.22.4 (d) it refers to the application of technical publications on stormwater 

treatment devices and low impact design, including Appendix 14A.  This implies that Council will be looking to 

impose conditions specifying the application of certain methods from various guidelines. This provision effectively 

changes the status of those documents from one of guidelines to de facto standards. Transpower opposes this. 

However, Transpower is not opposed to having "deemed to comply" provisions relating to various water guidelines.  

It is considered inappropriate to have a condition, which involves such a significant degree of discretion as a means 

of determining one's activity status. It is not clear how it will be determined whether all practicable measures have 

been taken.. 
 Reasons 

 Remedy Delete condition FWr.22.2 (b) and replace with a provision that both specifies the quality to be met and includes a 

"deemed to comply" provision relating to that. This can be achieved by introducing wording along the following 



lines:  

  

 b) The discharge shall not contain concentrations of hazardous substances that may cause significant adverse effects 

on aquatic life or the suitability of the water for human consumption after treatment. 

 For the purposes of condition b) of this rule, the levels of hazardous substances in stormwater or sediments that 

comply with the following guidelines and standards, in relation to the substances that they address, will be deemed to 

be complying with the condition: 

 i. Licences under the Hazardous Substances and New Organisms Act 1996 for the use of the substance in New 

Zealand specifying discharge and receiving water standards for the substance. 

 Ii. Health and Environmental Guidelines for Selected Timber Treatment Chemicals (Ministry for the Environment, 

Ministry of Health 1997). 

 iii. Environmental Guidelines for Water Discharges from Petroleum Industry Sites in New Zealand (Ministry for the 

Environment, 1998). 

 iv. Guidelines for Assessing and Managing Contaminated Gasworks Sites in New Zealand (Ministry for the 

Environment, August 1997). 

 V. Australian/New Zealand Water Quality Guidelines For Fresh And Marine Waters, (Australian & New Zealand 

Environment & Conservation Council) 2001.  

  

 Delete FWr.22.4 (d). 

Sub#: 14 Weyerhaeuser New Zealand Statement#: 41 

 Details At present the term "private stormwater" is too wide and needs to be defined to ensure it does not capture diffuse 

source discharges. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Definition of private stormwater is required which excludes diffuse source discharges. 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 43 

 Details Barry Robertson (Cawthron), who developed the discharge standards, has advised that Appendix 28.7, and 

reasonable mixing calculations, should not apply to stormwater discharges. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Delete references to Appendix 28.7, and reasonable mixing in FWr.22 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 61 

 Details The definition for reasonable mixing is only suited to meeting discharge standards, and cannot be applied to water 

quality conditions related to bed disturbance. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Delete reference to Appendix 28.7 in FWr.22. 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 65 

 Details - It is not clear whether or not this rule applies to stormwater discharges into the public stormwater system. 

 - Discharges from residential house roofs should be permitted because contaminants are unlikely. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy - Amend the rule to read: "Any private stormwater discharge directly to a river is controlled if" 

 - Change the status of private stormwater discharges from residential buildings from a controlled to a permitted 

activity. 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 72 

 Details The rule is unreasonable, uncertain, not effects based, and could render an interest in land incapable of reasonable 

use. 

  

 The rule will capture all rural properties despite being targeted at urban and industrial stormwater systems that are 

likely to be contaminated.  The lack of a clear definition of ‘channels’ means that any natural stormwater path on any 

property that has a river running through it will become a "private stormwater discharge". 

  

 The Plan should focus on the effect it is seeking to avoid remedy or mitigate.  It is clear from the explanation that it 

is seeking to control contaminated stormwater.  The rule should focus on the contaminants not the stormwater itself.  

  

 It is also not clear how this rule relates to the provisions of FWr.25. 



 Reasons 

 Remedy 1. Amend FWr.22.1 to read: 

 "Any private stormwater discharge by way of an open constructed stormwater collection system or piped stormwater 

collection system into water or onto or into land where it may enter water, provided that the stormwater collection 

system does not drain an industrial area or facility storing hazardous substances, and: 

 (a) For discharges to water, the discharge does not: 

      (d) Increase the natural temperature of the receiving water by more than 3° Celsius at or beyond a 20 metre radius 

from the discharge point. 

      (e) Cause the pH of the receiving water to fall outside of the range of 6.5 to 9 at or beyond a 20 metre radius of 

the discharge point. 

      (f) Cause the production of any conspicuous oil or grease films, scums or foams, or floatable or suspended 

materials in the receiving water at or beyond a 20 metre radius of the discharge point. 

      (g) Cause any emission of objectionable odour in the receiving water at or beyond a 20 metre radius of the 

discharge point. 

  

      (h) Contain more than: 

 - 20 g/m³ of total petroleum hydrocarbons 

 - 10 mg/m³ of total copper 

 - 10 mg/m³ of total lead 

 - 100 mg/m³ of total zinc 

 - 100 g/m³ of suspended solids. 

 (b) The discharge does not cause scour or erosion of the beds or banks of the receiving water body. 

 [c] For diversion and/or discharges onto or into land, stormwater quality control measures or treatment systems such 

as silt, oil and grease traps are incorporated to minimise the level of contaminants prior to final disposal. 

 (d) The stormwater management or treatment systems, and any associated works or equipment shall be operated and  

 maintained in an effective operating condition. 

 (e) The diversion and/or discharge does not cause flooding of adjacent properties. 

  

 Or words of like effect and; 

  

 2. Amend FWr.22.2 to be restricted to industrial sites and sites storing hazardous substances; 

  

 Or in the alternative; 

  

 3 Amend FWr.22.1 to read: 

 "Any private stormwater discharge from a site within the rural zone by way of an open constructed stormwater 

collection system or piped stormwater collection system into water or onto or into land where it may enter water, 

provided that: 

 (f) For discharges to water, the discharge does not: 

      (i) Increase the natural temperature of the receiving water by more than 3° Celsius at or beyond a 20 metre radius 

from the discharge point. 

      (j) Cause the pH of the receiving water to fall outside of the range 6.5 to 9 at or beyond a 20 metre radius of the 

discharge point. 

      (k) Cause the production of any conspicuous oil or grease films, scums or foams, or floatable or suspended 

materials in the receiving water at or beyond a 20 metre radius of the discharge point. 

      (l) Cause any emission of objectionable odour in the receiving water at or beyond a 20 metre radius of the 

discharge point. 

      (m) contain more than 100 g/m³ of suspended solids. 

 (g) The discharge does not cause scour or erosion of the beds or banks of the receiving water body. 

 (h) For diversion and/or discharges onto or into land, stormwater quality control measures or treatment systems such 

as silt, oil and grease traps are incorporated to minimise the level of contaminants prior to final disposal. 

 (i) The stormwater management or treatment systems, and any associated works or equipment shall be operated and  

 maintained in an effective operating condition. 

 (j) The diversion and/or discharge does not cause flooding of adjacent properties.  

  

 Oppose X 3 Transpower New Zealand Ltd 17 

 The proposed amendment introduces a potential interpretative difficulty and has potentially 

significant consequences in terms of the regulatory approach taken in the Plan. The intention of 

the Plan is not to regulate inputs into Council infrastructure. The amendment to the rule as 

proposed could (e.g. on the basis that it is a discharge to land) result in an interpretation that all 

"connections" into Council infrastructure constitute a private stormwater network and therefore 

require a controlled activity consent. Council’s intention appears to deal with the "connections" 

issue via bylaw. 

 Oppose X 18 Shell NZ Ltd, BP Oil NZ Ltd, Caltex NZ Ltd, Mobil Oil NZ Ltd 10 

 The amendment introduces a potential interpretative difficulty and has potential significant  

 consequences in terms of the regulatory approach taken in the Plan. The intention of the Plan is 



not to regulate inputs into Council infrastructure. The amendment to the rule as proposed could 

(e.g. on the basis that it is a discharge to land) result in an interpretation that all "connections" into 

Council infrastructure constitute a private stormwater network and therefore require a controlled 

activity consent.  

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 74 

 Details REr.136 (private stormwater discharges in the Residential Zone): These should be permitted provided they do not 

discharge heavy metals or other contaminants into water bodies.  This condition will allow the Council to exert 

control, for example, over roofs which are contaminating stormwater. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Make private residential stormwater discharges permitted if they do not discharge heavy metals into water bodies. 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 77 

 Details Clarify that this relates to stormwater discharges TO WATER 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the title of these rules to "stormwater discharges to water" and any consequential amendments as required. 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 80 

 Details Generally supported, although the rationale for treating stormwater discharges differently from the same 

contamination from other sources, and depending upon whether it is from a public or private source, appears to be 

debatable.  The standards should apply to all, equally. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Remove the distinction between public and private stormwater discharges, and stormwater discharges and other 

sources of the same contamination.  If appropriate, consider whether different phase-out periods should be used and 

encouragement or requirement to achieve the standards within specified time frames in different catchments. 

 Oppose X 18 Shell NZ Ltd, BP Oil NZ Ltd, Caltex NZ Ltd, Mobil Oil NZ Ltd 5 

 The reason for the opposition by the Oil Companies is that the present approach to stormwater is 

based on the Best Practicable Option.  The approach being advocated in terms of this amendment 

is substantially different and needs considerable investigation and consideration before changing 

the approach to stormwater to such an extent (e.g. the practicality of retrofitting stormwater 

treatment systems within existing developed catchments). 

 Oppose X 3 Transpower New Zealand Ltd 9 

 The approach in the Plan Change to stormwater is based on the Best Practicable Option (BPO). 

Transpower generally supports this approach. The approach being advocated in the primary 

submission is substantially different to BPO and needs considerable investigation and 

consideration before the approach could be accepted in relation to stormwater to such an extent 

(e.g. the practicality of retrofitting stormwater treatment systems within existing developed 

catchments). 

 Oppose X 12 Nelson City Council 10 

 Distinction between public and private stormwater discharges is required as different measures, 

and therefore different rules, are necessary to minimise contamination.  Private should be easier to 

control at source whereas public is from several sources, not all of which are controllable. 

 

FWr.22.2 controlled activities - private stormwater discharges 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#:103 

 Details Some minor amendments are suggested to this rule. 

 It is not clear why this rule refers to Appendix 28.7 regarding reasonable mixing, when AP28.7.i clearly states that 

stormwater is excluded. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend this rule as follows: 

 "a) after reasonable mixing (in accordance with Appendix 28.7.ia)) it does not cause: 

 i) suspended material, or 

 ii) visual clarity, or 

 iii) any objectionable odour, or .." 



FWr.23 Rule - discharge of agrichemicals in and near waterbodies 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 19 
 Details Oppose: FWr.23.1 a) Discharge of agrichemicals in and near waterbodies 

 Reasons Herbicide labels do not always state when they are "specifically formulated" for use in or near waterways. 

 Remedy Amend FWr.23.1a) to read: "the herbicide is certified by the manufacturers as safe for use in or near waterways" 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 20 

 Details Oppose FWr.23.3 - Discharge of agrichemicals in and near waterbodies 

 Reasons There is a gap in FWr.23 rule as currently read, for discharges not meeting the permitted activity standards. 

 Remedy Amend FWr.23.3 b) to read: 

 "any discharge not listed as permitted or controlled, or not meeting the standards for permitted or controlled 

activities, is discretionary" 

Sub#: 24 Vegfed Statement#: 26 

 Details The use of agrichemicals for any purpose other than use in water for aquatic purposes should be classed as a 

discharge to air and be managed by the provisions of the Air Plan. 

  

 The inclusion of provisions relating to use of agrichemicals within 5 metres of a water body means that users will 

have two sets of requirements to comply with.  To assist plan users all relevant parts should be located together.  The 

Freshwater Plan does not include an adequate policy framework for including discharges to air. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Delete ‘or near’ from the title of FWr.23 and include provisions relating to water in the Air Plan. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 70 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The 

submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

Sub#: 24 Vegfed Statement#: 27 

 Details The use of aquatic herbicides by an appropriately qualified person should be able to be undertaken as a permitted 

activity. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Change FWr.23.2 to Permitted Activity  

 Amend the training requirement in FWr.23.2 iii) to read ‘Registered Chemical Applicator’ as this is the name of the 

appropriate qualification. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 71 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The 

submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

Sub#: 14 Weyerhaeuser New Zealand Statement#: 42 

 Details 1. The definition of water body is too broad to be used in this Rule. 

 2. Rule 23.1 appears to only relate to herbicides not agrichemicals. 

 3. The controlled activity standard does not follow on from the permitted use nor into the discretionary use category. 

 Reasons 1. The permitted activity should only relate to designated water bodies, rather than all water bodies, for certainty. 

 2. The word "herbicide" has been used in 23.1 when the Rule should be referring to agrichemicals. 

 3. This Rule should be redrafted so that controlled activities allow for non compliance with the permitted activity 

standards. 

 Remedy 1. Define the reference to "water body" so that it only refers to designated water bodies. 

 2. Change the reference to the word "herbicide"  to "agrichemical" for consistency within the Rule. 

 3. Redraft the controlled section to allow for non compliance with the permitted activities. 

Sub#: 28 Federated Farmers Statement#: 42 

 Details The restrictive nature of the rule actively discourages management of margins for weeds and to enhance survival of 

plantings and therefore is contrary to the desire to have margins fenced off and planted to improve water quality. 

  

 The rule does not reflect current legislation proposals. 



  

 The rule unnecessarily restricts use of hebicides to those that are specifically formulated for use near waterways. 

 Reasons A key focus of the Plan is to improve water quality.  To achieve this, planting of margins and better margin 

management is being encouraged.  This rule fails to assist this to occur because in order to establish shrubs and other 

plantings there is a need to use herbicides to control weeds and grass.  It is more efficient to do this with spraying 

than by regular hand methods especially in a rural setting.  Failure to be able to control weeds in the margins also 

diminishes access. 

  

 The margin of 5m is excessive.  This is a large area and will include pastureland and areas where woody weeds such 

as gorse, blackberry and broom as well as pest plants may occur.  Restricting the permitted use to herbicides 

specifically formulated to use in or near water seriously jeopardises the ability for landowners to use their land and to 

control pests and weeds.  A 5m margin is excessive in order to manage the potential effects of agrichemical use 

especially when the areas that need to be managed are the whole margin. 

  

 The rule does not reflect the latest legislation under HSNO and regulated by ERMA.  This legislation requires 

interim measures to occur and in the future will require applicators to have an Approved Handler Certificate for most 

agrichemicals.  The Plan should reflect current legislation and not attempt to over-ride it or make application more 

restrictive.  The legislation will not refer to specific courses such as the Growsafe course as there may be other 

approved courses developed in the future.  The Plan should not restrict agrichemical users to a specific course when 

another course might be equally as suitable. 

 Remedy 1. Amend FWr.23.1 by deleting the words "within 5m of a waterbody" and replace with "within the bed of a river, 

lake or wetland" 

 2. Amend FWr.23.1 by deleting (a). 

 3. Amend FWr23.1 by deleting "..and is carried out ..Certificate" and replace with the following: 

 "A) From January 2005 to January 2007 the use of agrichemicals is a permitted activity provided they are used in 
accordance with NZS 8409:2004.  

 B) After January 2007 the use of agrichemicals is a permitted activity subject to the following conditions: 

   a) that agrichemical use be in accordance with NZS 8409:2004 

   b) that any person using agrichemicals holds an Approved Handler Certificate or be under the supervision of a 

person with an Approved handler Certificate 

  c) that any person using the agrichemical must know and be able to demonstrate a working knowledge of the 

operating equipment (including protective clothing and equipment) necessary to manage the agrichemicals being 

used." 

 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 69 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 Support X 5 Stuart, IA and BF 59 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 42 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The 

submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 44 

 Details As the rule is currently written, there is no indication of the activity status of discharges of herbicides within 5m of a 

water body which do not meet the permitted conditions. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend FWr.23.3 b) to read: 

 "any discharge not listed as permitted or controlled, or not meeting the standards for permitted or controlled 

activities, [is discretionary]." 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 73 

 Details The rule is unnecessary, inappropriate, not effects based, and could render an interest in land incapable of reasonable 

use. 

  

 The issue, according to the explanation, is the discharge of herbicides into water.  The rule should restrict itself to the 

discharge of herbicides into water.  If the herbicide is formulated for aquatic use and it is used in accordance with 

manufacturer's instructions and applied by a trained applicator, it should be permitted.  If the chemical is not going to 

enter the watercourse, it should be permitted. 



 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend FWr.23.1 to read: 

 "Discharge of herbicides into water or onto land where it may enter water if: 

 (i) for the discharge of the herbicide to water: 

      (i) the herbicide is specifically formulated for and approved aquatic use by the Environmental Risk Management 

Authority.  

  

      (ii) the discharge is carried out in accordance with any manufacturer’s directions and is carried out by a person 

who holds, as a minimum, a current Growsafe Introductory Certificate, or be under the direct supervision of a person 

holding a current Growsafe Applied Certificate. 

 (ii) For the discharge of the herbicide within 5m of a waterbody: 

      (i) the discharge is carried out in accordance with any manufacturer’s directions and is carried out by a person 

who holds, as a minimum, a current Growsafe Introductory Certificate, or be under the direct supervision of a person 

holding a current Growsafe Applied Certificate." 

 Or words of like effect. 

 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 9 

 These statements are valid, about the use of herbicides as opposed to agrichemicals (one of the 

most common being lime which can be used to enhance water quality) and the suggested solution 

is sensible. 

 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 81 

 Details It appears that for controlled activities there is a distinction between the use of the same pesticide in the same way 

depending upon the purpose for which it is to be used, rather than the effects.  Elimination of pest fish is no more or 

less important than the removal of pest vegetation, except that the latter are usually more widespread.  These are 

otherwise supported. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Make use of pesticides a controlled activity for both vegetation or pest fish. 

FWr.23.1 permitted activities - discharge of agrichemicals in and near 

waterbodies 

Sub#: 27 Nelson Environment Centre Statement#: 31 

 Details FWr.23.1 a] is too vague.  What herbicides are specifically formulated for use in or near waterways?  All have a 

detrimental effect on waterway organisms, including Round Up. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Regular use of herbicides within 5m of a waterbody should be discouraged, and alternative methods encouraged 

through education and Council support, eg one off spray of noxious weeds, then planting natives to shade out weeds. 

 Oppose X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 97 

 We refer to the original submission of Carter Holt Harvey (12/73) which we support. 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#:104 

 Details A minor amendment is suggested to condition b). 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend condition b) as follows: ".. Or is under the direct supervision .." 

FWr.23.2 controlled activities - discharge of agrichemicals in and near 

waterbodies 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#:105 

 Details There are no matters for control listed under this rule. It is noted that FWr.23.4 (Assessment Criteria) refers to those 

matters listed in Rule FWr.25.2. However, there is no controlled activity FWr.25.2 and therefore no matters for 

control. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add the following matters for control: 

 "Control is reserved over the following matters: 

 (i) location and area of discharge, 



 (ii) timing of discharge, 

 (iii) signage requirements 

 (iv) steps to be taken if non-pest freshwater organisms are affected." 

FWr.23.4 assessment criteria - discharge of agrichemicals in and near 

waterbodies 

Sub#: 24 Vegfed Statement#: 28 

 Details FWr.23.4 refers to the NZS8409.  The Standard has recently been reviewed and the Plan should reference the latest 

version. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend FWr.23.4 c) to refer to NZS8409: 2004 Management of Agrichemicals and any consequential amendments 

consistent with this decision. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 85 

 Vegfed consulted with the wider agricultural community, looked at past and present land use, and 

applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 72 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The 

submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#:106 

 Details The reference to matters for control in the assessment criteria is inappropriate. In addition, the reference to rule 25.2 

is meaningless. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Delete the first sentence in the assessment criteria. 

FWr.23.5 explanation - discharge of agrichemicals in and near waterbodies 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#:107 

 Details Agrichemicals can also be toxic to non-target indigenous aquatic plants. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add the following to the first sentence: 

 "Agrichemicals can be toxic to aquatic animals and indigenous plants, and .." 

FWr.24 Rule - fertiliser discharges to land and air where it may enter water 

Sub#: 10 Stuart, Ian and Barbara Statement#: 3 

 Details This rule is not workable, and is far too tough. 

 Reasons Fertiliser is only applied in small quantities on one or two days on hill country and is not an issue for Nelson City.  

We cannot guarantee it will not find its way into small gullies either by drift or run off. 

 Remedy Delete this rule 

 Support X 1 Thomas, Ian and Anne 1 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 5 

 The submitters' approach is environmentally aware and pragmatic.  The suggested remedies will 

achieve outcomes that can be sustained over time. 

Sub#: 30 Raine, Julian Statement#: 4 

 Details This rule has been drafted without any consultation with the few farmers within Nelson likely to undertake fertiliser 

application by air, and is consequently not practical.  In the Submitter’s experience, fertiliser drop by air is 

undertaken in accordance with Health and Safety regulations and Civil Aviation Authority requirements of pilots.  

The actual drop is undertaken with as much precision as possible using GPS. 

 Reasons The requirements of this rule do not take into account current regulations (Health & Safety and CAA) nor do they 

account for topographical issues, such as steep and rolling hillsides, high voltage power lines and the location of 

these features which affect the pilot's ability to precisely control aerial drops in relation to waterways.  The drop of 



fertiliser is an issue for the pilot and while every practical means is taken under current regulations to ensure 

fertiliser does not land in, on or near waterways, topographical restrictions such as pylons crossing waterways will 

result in a resource consent being required every time aerial discharges of fertiliser are proposed.  This is not 

practical considering the level of effects created by the activity, nor is it an efficient use of resources.  The small 

number of farmers in Nelson provides the Council with the ability to pursue non-regulatory methods with farmers in 

relation to this activity, to avoid over regulation and unnecessary consent applications. 

 Remedy Delete the rule and use non-regulatory methods to ensure that best practice methods are used in undertaking the 

application of fertiliser by air.  This could include establishing agreements with pilots and/or farmers through the 

implementation of a management plan that covers the whole region. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 101 

 The submitter's opinion is based on many years of experience of needing to protect the natural 

environment while actively farming.  He raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies 

and they will deliver more sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change currently 

provides, within the principles and purposes of the RMA. 

Sub#: 24 Vegfed Statement#: 29 

 Details Fertiliser discharges to land and air where it may enter water. 

 As with agrichemical applications, fertiliser applications should be classed as a discharge to air and be addressed in 

the Air Plan.  The Freshwater Plan does not include an adequate policy framework for including discharges to air. 

Provisions in the Air Plan should ensure that there is no discharge to water. 

  

 The Code of Practice for Fertiliser Use has been updated and the reference should be to the 2002 version. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Delete FWr.24 and address fertiliser discharges in the Air Plan.  Refer to the 2002 version of the Code of Practice for 

Fertiliser Use. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 73 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The 

submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

Sub#: 28 Federated Farmers Statement#: 43 

 Details The rules FWr.24.1 (b) and (d) impose unreasonable and impractical levels of control on the use of fertiliser and 

establishing standards that will require expensive, sophisticated equipment and testing measures to monitor.  The 

rule FWr.24.1 (d) is an "Air" Plan rule and should not be included in this Plan.  It is impossible to comply with when 

fertiliser is applied by aerial means. 

 Reasons FWr.24(b) requires ground-spread fertiliser to be spread in a way that ensures it will not enter water by overland run-

off.  This is difficult to measure and only possible by using expensive water and soil analysis.  It is unreasonable to 

expect landowners to undertake this level of analysis or monitoring because it lacks practical application and is 

onerous.   

  

 FWr.24(d) is impossible to comply with.  Hill country has to be fertilised using planes or helicopters.  Given that 

many small streams naturally meander down hill-slopes under pasture in the region and under forests it is impossible 

for even the most accurate of application methods (helicopter) to not discharge fertiliser into rivers.  The effect of 

that is to make all aerial application of fertiliser a discretionary consent activity and even then no condition is going 

to prevent fertiliser being discharged into water.  This rule fails to take into account the practicalities of fertiliser 

application from the air, the implications for forestry and farming, the inability for consent processes to prevent 

discharges to water and the overall onerous and unduly restrictive nature of the rule.   

  

 FWr.24(d) refers to applying fertiliser by air and allowing no drift over adjacent properties.  This is not a discharge 

to water matter but a discharge to air.  Introduction of such rules requires a Plan Change to the NCC Air Plan. 

 Remedy 1. Amend FWr.24(b) by deleting the words "either directly or via overland runoff" and include the word "directly" 

into the text after the word "not" 

 2. Delete FWr.24(d) and undertake a Plan change in the Air Plan to incorporate rules relating to drift. 

 3. Include in the appropriate Policies and/or Methods that Council will monitor fertiliser discharges and their effects 

on the environment, assess application methods and options, and work with landowners and applicators to improve 

application techniques where appropriate. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 43 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The 

submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 



 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 70 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 Support X 5 Stuart, IA and BF 60 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 74 

 Details Support the provision for the discharge of fertiliser to land and air as a permitted activity subject to performance 

standards. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Retain. 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 82 

 Details The whole issue of permitting use of fertilisers in such a way that the associated land use intensification affects water 

bodies is the subject of a recent investigation by the Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment.  This report 

concludes that regulation is required to avoid the adverse effects on freshwater communities.  Fish and Game 

submits that control is needed on the likely diffuse sources of nutrient from fertiliser use, such that any discharges 

which would be expected to produce discharges should meet the same water quality criteria as those emanating from 

point source discharges. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Require the use of, and adherence to, farm scale nutrient budgets, with the same effluent standards required of these 

as those from point source discharges into the same receiving environment, with the rules re-written accordingly. 

FWr.24.1 permitted activities - fertiliser discharges 

Sub#: 19 Hollyman, Les and Jan Statement#: 3 

 Details FWr.24.1(d) - points (i), (ii) and (iii) seem to be more relevant to air quality than water quality, and should therefore 

be addressed in the Air Quality Plan. 
 FWr.24.1(b) - the meaning of the term "overland runoff" is not clear.  Who would determine that a "runoff" situation 

had occurred and what would be done about it? 

 FWr.24.1(d) - no one can guarantee that air applications of fertiliser will not enter waterways - so farmers will be 

burdened with the requirement to obtain a consent to topdress. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend FWr.1[b) to read: "when  fertiliser is applied by ground-based methods every precaution will be taken to 

prevent fertiliser entry into any river or lake, or the bed of any river or lake, either directly or via overland runoff."  

Amend FWr.21.1[c] to read: "when fertiliser is applied by air-based methods every precaution will be taken to 

prevent fertiliser entry into any river or lake, or the bed of any river or lake, either directly or via overland runoff or 

air drift. 

 Steps to reduce run-off include: 

 - check the weather forecast for wind, rainfall and temperature prior to applications of fertiliser. 

 - use only the amount of fertiliser required by the crop.  Test soils on a regular basis to monitor soil conditions and 

crop needs, allowing adjustment and reduction of fertiliser use when possible.  Using commercial fertilisers is 

effective, as they closely match the amount of fertiliser to soil and crop needs, without a lot of waste. 

 - use cultivation practices that reduce runoff, such as contour farming, inter-seeding, growing winter cover crops and 

using crop residues to protect bare surfaces. 

 - avoid tilling, harvesting or grazing when soils are wet and most vulnerable to compaction, which decreases 

infiltration and thus increases runoff and water erosion. 

 - rotate crops where feasible or necessary to use excess nutrient, nitrogen or phosphorous that may build up in soils. 

 - minimum tillage and no-till farming keeps little or no soil 'uncovered' so fertiliser stays where it can do crops the 

most good. 

 - use systems such as Global Positioning Satellites to help avoid problems. 

Sub#: 27 Nelson Environment Centre Statement#: 32 

 Details FWr.24.1[d] 

 Support controls on discharges of fertiliser to air near organic properties. 

 Reasons Aerial spraying of herbicide  is a prohibited activity overseas. 

 The risk of spray drift is high even on calm days and at present there is no liability on any party for damage caused 

to vegetation or harm to human health. 

 Remedy Council should lobby central Government to prohibit aerial spraying of any herbicide in any part of NZ. 



Sub#: 14 Weyerhaeuser New Zealand Statement#: 43 

 Details We support the permitted activity standard. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Retain FWr.24.1 

FWr.24.2 controlled activities - fertiliser discharges 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#:108 

 Details Amendments are suggested to the activity description to improve its clarity. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the activity description as follows: 

 "Discharge of fertiliser onto land by air application that does not comply with permitted conditions d) ii) and d) ii) is 

controlled." 

FWr.24.4 assessment criteria - fertiliser discharges 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#:109 

 Details The information included as assessment criteria is unnecessary as it is already stated under the rules FWr.24.2 and 

FWr.24.3. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Delete the information under assessment criteria. 

FWr.24.5 explanation - fertiliser discharges 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#:110 

 Details Additions are suggested to the first paragraph to expand on the effects of fertiliser use. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add the following to the 1st paragraph of the explanation: ".. Can increase growth of algae and other harmful 

organisms, and decrease oxygen levels in water. At high levels, fertiliser can be toxic to all freshwater organisms." 

FWr.25 Rule - general discharges to land where it may enter water 

Sub#: 18 Shell, BP, Caltex and Mobil oil companies Statement#: 11 

 Details Rule FWr.25 deals with general discharges to land where it may enter water. Condition (e) states: "Discharge of 

stormwater to land is permitted if it meets above conditions (iv) and (v)". 

  

 The Companies are concerned that the above provision could be interpreted as a means to control inputs into 

stormwater infrastructure (as a discharge to land)  and not, as apparently intended, as a general discharge to "land" in 

the broader sense of the word. In such circumstances requiring compliance with conditions (iv) and (v) would make 

most stormwater connections a discretionary activity.  Clearly this is not appropriate. The Companies wish to see a 

clearer explanation in the Plan that no controls on stormwater discharges into Council systems are proposed in the 

Plan. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend condition e) of rule FWr.25 along the following lines:  

 "Discharge of stormwater to land (not being a discharge to an existing stormwater network which is not controlled 

by this plan) is permitted if it meets above conditions (iv) and (v)" 

 Support X 20 Transit New Zealand 99 

 The clarification requested is appropriate and meets Transit’s concerns. 
 

Sub#: 11 Transpower New Zealand Statement#: 18 

 Details Rule FWr.25 deals with general discharges to land where it may enter water. Condition (e) states: "Discharge of 

stormwater to land is permitted if it meets above conditions (iv) and (v)".  

  

 Transpower is concerned that the above provision could be interpreted as a means to control inputs into stormwater  

 infrastructure (as a discharge to land) and not, as apparently intended, as a general discharge to "land" in the broader 

sense of the word. In such circumstances requiring compliance with conditions (iv) and (v) would make most 



stormwater connections a discretionary activity.  Clearly this is not appropriate. Transpower wishes to see a clearer 

explanation in the Plan that no controls on stormwater discharges into Council systems are proposed in the Plan. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend condition e) of Rule FWr.25.1 along the following lines:  

 "Discharge of stormwater to land (not being a discharge to an existing stormwater network which is not controlled 

by this plan) is permitted if it meets above conditions (iv) and (v]" 

 Support X 20 Transit New Zealand 24 

 Provides a practical solution which meets Transit’s concerns. 

Sub#: 28 Federated Farmers Statement#: 29 

 Details The rules provide rural land users with the ability and flexibility to manage natural and physical resources in a 

sustainable way while still being able to undertake their farming and rural activities efficiently and effectively. 

 Reasons The rural sector of the region provides a significant contribution to the economy as well as ensuring Nelson City has 

a pleasant rural backdrop.  It is important that the wellbeing of the rural community is provided a sensible and 

balanced management  

 Remedy Retain. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 56 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 29 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The 

submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

 Support X 5 Stuart, IA and BF 46 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

Sub#: 25 Transit New Zealand Statement#: 36 

 Details Condition d) of Rule FWr.25.1 provides for "ponding of water, for the purposes of sediment separation or where 

weather or soil conditions do not allow a sufficient level of infiltration" as a permitted activity, subject to conditions.  

However, this would only allow the impoundment of water, and not its discharge (even though the conditions of the 

rule imply that such discharge is envisaged). 

  

 The provision of the discharge of hazardous substances as a prohibited activity in Rule FWr.25.3 is too onerous, as 

the definition of "hazardous substances" in the Resource Management Plan is wide (including anything "toxic").  

This rule would prevent Transit from applying for a consent to discharge any water containing toxic materials (eg 

paint from road surfaces).   

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend condition d) of Rule FWr.25.1 to read: 

 "discharges of ponding of water, for the purpose of sediment separation, or where weather or soil conditions do not 

allow a sufficient level of infiltration". 

  

 Delete Prohibited Activity Rule FWr.25.3b). 

Sub#: 14 Weyerhaeuser New Zealand Statement#: 44 

 Details 1. The definition of water body is too broad. 

 2. The definition of contaminant is very wide. 

 Reasons 1. This Rule should apply to designated water bodies only for certainty. 

 2. The definition of contaminant is very wide and could include a substance with positive properties which would be 

beneficial to the water body. 

 Remedy 1. Remove the term "water body" and replace with designated water bodies for clarity and certainty. 

 2. Redraft this Rule to allow for substances that have a beneficial effect on the designated water body. 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 45 

 Details Septic tank systems can have a significant effect on water quality. 



 Reasons 

 Remedy Increase controls on domestic wastewater treatment systems (existing and new) in line with Marlborough District 

Council’s new plan change, as shown in Attachment 2. 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 46 

 Details Discharges of grey water from laundries etc. in the Rural Zone is not addressed in discharges to land that may enter 

water.  Plus, definition is needed to clarify whether grey water discharges are caught by FWr.25.1(b]. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add discharges of grey water as a permitted activity in the Rural Zone, with conditions.  Add definition of on-site 

domestic wastewater treatment system to MW Chapter. 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 66 

 Details Effluent disposal in the Rural Zone should be more rigorously controlled because it has the potential for significant 

effects. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Delete (b) from rule FWr.25.1 

 Delete RUr.30 

 Add new rule dealing with establishment of, and discharges to, effluent disposal fields in the Rural Zone (see 

Attachment 2 of the NCC submission). 

 Amend Appendix 14.3 to provide a greater level of control of the adverse effects of effluent disposal fields as shown 

in the new rule, attached to this submission. 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 75 

 Details The rule is uncertain, unreasonable, and inappropriate. 

  

 The conditions ofor the permitted activities are virtually impossible to achieve or are in direct conflict of the 

category of activity.  Specifically: 

 - The ponding of water for sediment separation is provided for so long as surface ponding does not occur; and 

 - No contaminant can be discharged to any surface water body.  Given the meaning of contaminant, no surface 

‘runoff’ can be allowed to enter a surface waterbody. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend FWr.25.1 establishing separate environmental performance standards for activities d] and e) to read: 

 "(d) the discharge of water from a sediment treatment pond or impoundment area onto land where it may enter a 

surface water body is permitted if: 

 (i) there is no direct discharge of any contaminant into any surface water body,  

 (ii) The short-term visual clarity of any permanently flowing river or wetland shall not be reduced by more than 

40%, after reasonable mixing, due to sediment or sediment laden discharge originating from the site of the land 

disturbance activity 

 e) Discharge of stormwater to land is permitted if: 

 (i) the discharge is not within 50m of any bore, well or spring used for water supply, and  

 (ii) the discharge is not noxious, dangerous, offensive or objectionable to such an extent that it has or is likely to 

have a significant adverse effect on the environment." 

 Or words of like effect. 

 Support in Part X 20 Transit New Zealand 51 

 The clarification requested is consistent with Transit’s original submission (25/36).  Transit also 

requests that prohibited Rule FWr.25.3(b) be deleted, for the reasons stated in submission 25/36. 

 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 83 

 Details The permitted activity rule will require a great deal of monitoring to ensure compliance.  This is particularly so 

where there are numerous parties seeking to follow this rule, such as in the Lud River catchment.  Once again the 

critical threshold of effects to the environment should delete the word "significant". 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Those seeking to use this permitted activity rule should not be able to do so without first advising the Council that 

they wish to do so.  The Council must keep a register of all those using this rule and advise how they would monitor 

its effectiveness.  If such monitoring showed making such activities permitted was not achieving the Council’s 

policies, a plan change requiring more stringent controls and effective application of the plan would be undertaken 

by the Council. 



 Oppose X 18 Shell NZ Ltd, BP Oil NZ Ltd, Caltex NZ Ltd, Mobil Oil NZ Ltd 11 

 The Oil Companies oppose unnecessary reporting requirements for permitted activities. Any such 

requirement is inappropriate and potentially creates an array of consent and monitoring 

requirements for a technical breach of a lack of reporting for what is otherwise a level of effects 

that is considered  

 Oppose X 3 Transpower New Zealand Ltd 18 

 Transpower opposes unnecessary reporting requirements for permitted activities. Any such 

requirement is inappropriate and potentially creates an array of consent and monitoring 

requirements for a technical breach of a lack of reporting for what is otherwise a level of effects 

that is considered acceptable. 

 

FWr.25.1 permitted activities - general discharges to land 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 31 

 Details FWr.25.1 (b) should be limited to the Rural Zone (not permitted in urban areas). 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Retain FWr.25.1 (b) in the Rural Zone [RUr.107.1(b)] but delete it from the other zones (REr.139.1 (b); 

ICr.107.1(b); SCr.97.1(b); INr.99.1(b); OSr.98.1(b); and COr.56.1(b). 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#:111 

 Details Permitted activity conditions b) i) and b) ii) need to be inclusive when referring to separation distances. 

 Other minor amendments are suggested to condition b) to improve clarity. 

 The discharge of stormwater to land should also comply with the condition requiring no direct discharge to a water 

body. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the conditions to activity description b) as follows: 

 "i) 50m separation upgradient, and 30m separation in any other direction, between the sewage disposal system .. 

Intake, or 

 ii) upgradient, and 300m separation in any other direction, between any sewage disposal system .. 

 v) 100m upgradient, and 50m in any other direction .." 

  

 Add the following to activity description e): 

 ".. Above conditions (ii), (iv) and (v)." 

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 92 

 The requested amendments to Rule 25.1(e) are inappropriate as they are too onerous. 

 

FWr.25.3 discretionary activities - general discharges to land 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#:112 

 Details Non-complying - The distance from a river or lake in the Rural Zone is insufficient to avoid contaminants entering 

the waterbody. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the distance requirement for non-complying activities as follows: 

 "ii) 25m of a river or lake in the Rural Zone .." 

FWr.25.4 assessment criteria - general discharges to land 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#:113 

 Details Note difference between "sewage" and "sewerage". 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend assessment criterion b) as follows: 

 "b) .. Maintenance of sewage storage, .." 

FWr.26 Rule - stock access to the beds of rivers and lakes, and to wetlands 

Sub#: 19 Hollyman, Les and Jan Statement#: 1 



 Details Restrictions on stock access to water for drinking, and stock crossings, is unnecessary and onerous. 

 Reasons What evidence is there that stock are adversely affected by 'D' classified rivers?  Within our own farming community 

we are not aware of any health/failure to meet optimum market target issues that have been attributed to water 

quality. 

  

 The rural area managed by Nelson City Council is not intensively farmed: approximately 3,200 sheep, 846 cattle and 

400 goats.  This represents a very light stocking rate. 

  

 Todds Valley (Upper is C, lower is D) has approximately 350 sheep and 40 cattle and the Whangamoa (upper B, mid 

and lower C) has approximately 200 sheep and 150 cattle, Wakapuaka (upper and mid B, lower C) has 

approximately 1400 sheep and 80 cattle.  We believe the Lud has D quality due to forestry and housing, not the 100 

catttle and 100 sheep grazing there. 

  

 Hillwood (D) has about 15 sheep.  Oldham Creek (D) might have 10 cattle, and as far as we know, no one is farming 

near Jenkins Creek (D), York Stream (D) or Arapiki Stream (E).  These facts suggest that something other than the 

light stock rate is affecting water quality. 

  

 Water contamination levels rise immediately after rainfall and rapidly subside.  Recreational use of water bodies 

during and immediately after rain is low, therefore the risks must also be low.  Fencing materials washed into 

waterways after significant rains may increase risk. 

 Remedy Delete the rule. 

 Instead, the Rural Liaison Officer should visit those grazing stock in the identified areas and establish what regimes 

would effectively reduce the amount of time stock spend near water.  The Officer could also address debris build up, 

weed control, waterways as fire breaks, riparian planting, construction of stock crossing points etc. 

 The Plan should reflect the authority of the Rural Liaison Officer to inspect properties and require certain mitigation 
or remedial actions to be undertaken within specified timeframes, where appropriate. 

 Support X 11 Gladys Murdoch 3 

 Support X 19 Anderson, Keith and Jill 3 

 Low stock numbers in region.  Maintenance - weed and gorse control impossible.  It will destroy 

unique features of local operators.  No evidence that present access is detrimental to river health.  

Delete rule. 

 

Sub#: 36 Nightingale, Mark and Joanne Statement#: 1 

 Details I oppose this rule restricting stock crossings in the Whangamoa catchment. 

 Reasons Our paddocks along the river bank are 100% fenced.  We have three permanent crossings which are used 

infrequently, as we run beef cattle and sheep, which don't need daily movements across the river.  If we can't get 

across using our existing fords it would mean driving our stock extensive distances. 

  

 Each area has differing numbers of people, stock and rainfall.  In a low populated area such as ours there is only 

minor disturbance if any at all. 

 Remedy Allow for stock crossings in areas where effects are minor or non-existent. 

 Allow us to continue stock crossings as we have in the past, without any restrictions. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 111 

 The submitters have made pragmatic comments and the remdies are appropriate. 

Sub#: 33 Richardson, Denis Statement#: 2 
 Details 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Fencing of small creeks is very fraught as they can be raging torrents once in a while. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 110 

 The submitter has had many years experience working and living on the land, and we agree with 

his rationale. 

Sub#: 26 North, Michael Statement#: 3 

 Details Support, but with changes. 

 Reasons Large areas of riparian margins will remain unfenced if the process is entirely voluntary. 

 Remedy Unrestricted stock access, and crossings of water bodies, should be a prohibited activity within a set time frame (eg 

10 years) rather than a weak "should be avoided". 

 Oppose X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 89 

 This proposed remedy is excessively punitive towards those with stock.  We suggest instead that 

the Rural Liaison Officer become involved (as outlined in our original submission 19/1). 



 

Sub#: 30 Raine, Julian Statement#: 3 

 Details While this does allow a time period for farmers to provide reticulation for stock water over time and to apply for 

crossing places, the criteria against which a permitted activity is evaluated are impractical.  The criteria require that 

stock do not stand or congregate in water, and that the passage of stock does not exceed two crossings per day. 

 Reasons This raises the following practicality issues, which the rule does not cater for: 

 (i) The environmental effects of stock crossing at any point in the river are defined by: the numbers of stock in the 

herd, the type of river bed, the width of the river, the amount of flow, the nature of the stock (sheep or cattle), and the 

nature of the river bank. 

 (ii) Sheep do not stand in water.  Cattle and dairy herds are much more likely to wade. 

 (iii) Who is going to control whether stock congregate or stand within the river bed, banks or margins? 

 (iv) Who is going to count how many times a sheep crosses a river to ensure compliance with this rule? 

 (v) How is Council going to assist the few farmers in Nelson with the fencing off and establishment of approved 

crossing places, reticulation for stock water, and the costs of compliance and consent processes? 

Remedy Delete the rule and provide a proactive approach through the creation of a Rural Liaison Officer, or use of the 

existing goodwill established with Council’s Community Coordinator, Sarah Clarke, to assist farmers with the 

fencing of waterways and the creation of low impact stock watering/crossing places within the few farms that are left 

in Nelson. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 100 

 The submitter's opinion is based on many years of experience of needing to protect the natural 

environment while actively farming.  He raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies 

and they will deliver more sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change currently 

provides, within the principles and purposes of the RMA. 

Sub#: 23 Burton, Andrew and Baker, Mary-Anne Statement#: 6 

 Details The plan does not address effects of stock in an equitable or defensible manner. 

 Reasons The plan ignores the good practice guide for dealing with adverse effects of stock in rivers, prepared by MfE. 

  

 The provisions are much more stringent than those agreed to by Fonterra, MfE and regional councils for areas where 

stock pressure really is an issue for water quality. 

  

 The plan treats all classes of stock the same, without evidence that they all cause significant adverse effects. 

  

 The Plan assumes research related to intensively farmed areas also applies to lightly stocked Nelson.  The Plan 

ignores research that grazing regimes in some circumstances enhances the ability of riparian land to filter nutrients 

and bacteria in a way that is superior to woody vegetation. 

  

 The Plan results in significant costs to land owners that are excessive and inequitable in relation to the significance 

of adverse effects. 

  

 The Plan ignores the contribution of birds, wild animals and septic tanks discharges to elevated bacteria levels. 

  

 Stock drinking is not listed as a value in Ap28.4 but is the sole reason for improving water quality in Ap28.9. 

  

 The Plan ignores community initiatives to improve water quality. 

  

 Reducing stock access will not remove the risk of bacterial contamination for residents taking surface water for 

domestic use.  Therefore, the costs of fencing and providing alternative water supplies for stock is not justified for 

this reason. 

 Remedy Delete rule FWr.26 regulating stock access to rivers. 

 Support X 5 Stuart, IA and BF 6 

 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies and they will deliver more  

 sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change currently provides, within the principles and  

 purposes of the RMA. 

 Support X 1 Thomas, Ian and Anne 6 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 16 

 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies and they will deliver more  

 sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change currently provides, within the principles and  

 purposes of the RMA. 

 Support X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 6 

 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies and they will deliver more 

sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change currently provides, within the principles and 



purposes of the RMA. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 81 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The 

submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

Sub#: 28 Federated Farmers Statement#: 15 

 Details The Plan fails to justify the need to impose excessive management regimes on stock access to drinking water and 

crossings or to manage the activity or effects of stock on water quality in a reasonable, efficient and effective manner 

or within the principles and purposes of the RMA.   The Federation strongly opposes the inclusion of this Policy, 

Rule and associated appendices in the Plan. 

 Reasons The practicality of complying with the rule has no consideration for the costs, the damage to fences from floods and 

the long term cost of weed control in margins, the negative impact on access and the loss of production for 

individuals and the region. 

  

 The rule is confusing and difficult to interpret.  In some parts (the rule in relation to Ap28.4) is clearly deficient and 

unworkable. 

  

 The offer to consider a 30% subsidy looks good on the surface but in reality it leaves the landowner with the 

remaining 70% of the construction costs and 100% of the maintenance costs.  This is considered a waste of 

ratepayers' money when a much lesser amount of funding could be used to monitor the rivers in more detail, identify 

places of contamination and sources and use the recently appointed Rural Liaison person to link with existing 

community groups and landowners to remedy the effects in a cooperative rather than regulatory manner.  We suggest 

this will achieve quicker, more pragmatic and overall better outcomes than the proposed rules and policy. 

  

 The rules are totally unworkable and result in farmers having no choice but to fence off all stock access to those 

rivers listed in the Appendices.  An example of how ridiculous the rules are is FWr.26.1.(i)  - "stock are not allowed 

to stand or congregate within the bed or margins".  In practice this means that in relation to FWr.26.1 (b) that stock 

can only drink from a river if they do not stop on their way to the river and when they return and that they cannot 

stand in the margin which is 5m from the edge of the river "bed" at any time. 

  

 The Plan wrongly treats all stock as if they have similar impacts on water quality.  This imposes onerous 

management restrictions on landowners. 

  

 The rule FWr26.3 prohibits the use of "beds" for "stock runoff".  The meaning of "stock runoff" from a farmer’s 

perspective is a place to graze stock that is not on the main part of the farm or in modern dairy farming terms "not on 

the main grazing/milking platform" - it might be a riverbank or another farm.  There is no meaning in the Plan and 

effectively it means management of riverbanks cannot be undertaken in the future using stock.  There is no 

justification (s32) for this. 

 Remedy Delete the entire rule FWr.26 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 15 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The 

submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

 Support X 2 Exton, John 2 

 To have to obtain consents for cattle to drink from rivers and cross waterways seems a little 

draconian.  I wonder how difficult it would be, and how much it would cost the farmer, to obtain 

such consent. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 42 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 Support X 5 Stuart, IA and BF 32 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 53 

 Details 1. Prohibited activities listed in FWr.26.3 should also be reflected in RUr.2  

 2. Some parts of this rule are only relevant to the Rural Zone. 

 Reasons 



 Remedy 1. Add prohibited activities to REr.2, ICr.2, SCr.2, INr.2, OSr.2, RUr.2, COr.2 

 2. Adapt this rule to reflect that some of it is only relevant to the Rural Zone. 

 Oppose X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 80 

 Refer to our original submission (19/1) and Fed Farmers (28/15). 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 76 

 Details The rule is inequitable, inappropriate, and not effects based. 

  

 Carter Holt Harvey supports the need to recognise and provide for the social and economic wellbeing of the district.  

However, this rule is inconsistent with the approach taken in the rest of the Plan where activities that have less of an 

environmental effect than the now well documented effects of stock around watercourse are required to go through 

the cost and uncertainty of a consent process.  Such an approach is inequitable and inappropriate. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy 1) Amend FWr.26 to make all access to and across any river, lake, or wetland by stock a controlled activity, or in the 

alternative; 

  

 2) Amend the Plan to provide for existing activities that disturb the bed of a watercourse or discharge a contaminant  

to the same or lesser degree than stock access as a permitted activity under the same regime as established under 

FWr.26.1. 

 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council     Statement#: 84 

 Details Supported, although it is noted that stock access to water is seldom a desirable activity, even as an interim measure.   

Note that this sanctions what has been shown in many circumstances to be unacceptable discharges to freshwater 

bodies. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy No change, except that assessment criteria must include likelihood of adverse effects to the aquatic environment. 

 Support X 8 Sarah Ayre 7 

 Stock access should be stopped for some rivers, and all of them, if possible. 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#:114 

 Details All references to [NOTIFICATION DATE] can be replaced with the actual date. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Replace all references to [NOTIFICATION DATE] with 9 October 2004. 

FWr.26.1 permitted activities -  stock access 

Sub#: 32 Royal Forest & Bird Protection Society Statement#: 18 

 Details There should be no unrestricted access of stock to water bodies. 

 Reasons 1. Research shows stock (cattle) are 50 times more likely to defecate in running water than on land. 

 2. No practical mitigation method is available. 

 Remedy Delete FWr.26.1 and require restricted discretionary activities in relation to stock crossing. 

 Oppose X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 48 

 The submitter seeks remedies and amendments that impose unduly onerous and unreasonable 

costs on landowners, either financially or in terms of additional assessment and information 

requirements and lack practical understanding and knowledge.  These combine to generate 

outcomes that are contrary to the principles and purposes of the RMA. 

 Oppose X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 107 

 The submitter's research is not cross-referenced, therefore we cannot check the validity of their 

claim.  If incorrect, this statement sensationalises the risks associated with stock crossings. 

 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 63 

 Details It is not clear for how long passage of stock across rivers is to be a permitted activity. 

 - the three conditions can only realistically apply to a). 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend a) by adding "to five years" after [NOTIFICATION DATE]. 

 - Move the stock passage activity to become c), and clearly show that the conditions only apply to that. 

 Oppose X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 82 

 This proposed remedy is excessively punitive towards those with stock.  We suggest instead that 



the Rural Liaison Officer become involved (as outlined in our original submission 19/1). 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#:115 

 Details It is not considered appropriate to continue to allow existing stock crossings, without being required to get consent in 

the future. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend permitted activity condition a) as follows: 

 "a) from 9 October 2004 to 9 October 2014 the passage of stock across rivers listed in Appendix 28.4 and lake beds 

where the stock crossing existed at 9 October 2004, and .." 

 Delete condition iii). 

 Oppose X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 73 

 This proposed remedy is excessively punitive towards those with stock.  We suggest instead that 

the Rural Liaison Officer become involved (as outlined in our original submission 19/1). 

 

FWr.26.3 discretionary activities -  stock access 

Sub#: 15 Hollyman, Bruce and Carol Statement#: 3 

 Details We have a letter from the Council explicitly permitting our stock to access the Wakapuaka River for drinking 

purposes while we own the land. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add to FWr.26.3 a) "which is not lawfully established." 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 64 

 Details Oppose in Part: FWr.26.3 

 Reasons It is not clear what is meant by ‘stock runoff’ in FWr.26.3 

 Remedy Delete ‘stock runoff’ from the list of prohibited activities. 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#:116 

 Details Restricted discretionary - Add another activity for stock crossings after 10 years from the notification date, in 

accordance with our submission 115 (FWr.26.1) 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add the following restricted discretionary activity description: "e) as of 9 October 2004, stock passage across the 

rivers listed in Appendix 28.4" 

 Oppose X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 74 

 This proposed remedy is excessively punitive towards those with stock.  We suggest instead that 

the Rural Liaison Officer become involved (as outlined in our original submission 19/1). 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#:117 

 Details An amendment is suggested to this activity description to improve its clarity. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the activity description as follows: "Any stock access which cannot comply with the permitted or restricted 

discretionary rules is a non-complying activity." 

 Oppose X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 75 

 This proposed remedy is excessively punitive towards those with stock.  We suggest instead that 

the Rural Liaison Officer become involved (as outlined in our original submission 19/1). 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#:118 

 Details Prohibited - Wetlands need to be added to the list of waterbodies in this rule. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the prohibited activity description as follows: "The use of beds of rivers, lakes and wetlands for .." 

FWr.27 Rule - discharges of farm effluent onto or into land 

Sub#: 28 Federated Farmers Statement#: 30 

 Details The rules provide rural land users with the ability and flexibility to manage natural and physical resources in a 

sustainable way while still being able to undertake their farming and rural activities efficiently and effectively. 

 Reasons The rural sector of the region provides a significant contribution to the economy as well as ensuring Nelson City has 



a pleasant rural backdrop.  It is important that the wellbeing of the rural community is provided a sensible and 

balanced management regime to work within. 

 Remedy Retain. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 30 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The 

submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

 Support X 5 Stuart, IA and BF 47 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 57 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 47 

 Details Permitted activity status offers no opportunity for monitoring to be established, or for controls on storage of effluent. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Change the status of discharges of farm effluent onto or into land from permitted to restricted discretionary. 

 Oppose X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 79 

 This proposal will place unnecessary costs onto NCC's three dairy farmers, for minimal benefit. 

 

FWr.27.1 permitted activities - discharges of farm effluent onto or into land 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#:119 

 Details Some additions to this permitted activity rule are suggested to ensure that the discharge of farm effluent onto land 

does not cause any adverse effects. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add the following to the permitted activity rule: 

 "[vii) exceed a nitrogen loading rate of 200 kg of nitrogen per hectare per year by itself or in combination with any 

other applied fertiliser, and .. 

 viii) create an offensive or objectionable odour discernible beyond the property boundary 

 c) contingency measures are in place to avoid discharges to water in the event of a power or system failure, 

 d) any effluent storage facilities are sealed so as to prevent any contamination of water by seepage, 

 e) discharge of effluent is only onto land with a vegetative cover over 90 percent of the ground surface or 

immediately prior to sowing a crop, 

 f) the application of effluent is not at a rate which results in ponding on the land surface." 

FWr.27.4 assessment criteria - discharges of farm effluent onto or into land 

Sub#: 32 Royal Forest & Bird Protection Society Statement#: 39 

 Details Insufficient assessment criteria. 

 Reasons While the location and area of disposal are to be identified, no details have been given. 

 Remedy Add to [a]: "with distance from any bore, well or spring, waterbodies including streams, rivers, lakes and wetlands" 

 Add [f]: "potential for effects on ecosystems and species." 

 Oppose X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 69 

 The submitter seeks remedies and amendments that impose unduly onerous and unreasonable 

costs on landowners, either financially or in terms of additional assessment and information 

requirements and lack practical understanding and knowledge.  These combine to generate 

outcomes that are contrary to the principles and purposes of the RMA. 

Volume 3 Changes to Volume 3 of the RM Plan (blue pages) 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 21 

 Details Oppose: 

 App13.10.ii - trade waste 

 App14.2.v - stormwater 



 Reasons Ap13.10.ii - The Plan Change should clarify that the NCC trade waste bylaw will be extended by April 2006 to 

cover stormwater discharges from industrial and commercial activities only. 

  

 Ap14.2.v - The Plan Change should clarify that the low impact stormwater design requirements that become 

mandatory will be as a result of the Reticulated Stormwater Quality Improvement Plan (RSQIP) being completed, 

rather than Appendix 14A as it currently stands. 

 Remedy Amend wording of Ap13.10.ii to indicate that the NCC trade waste bylaw will be extended by April 2006 to cover 

stormwater discharges from industrial and commercial activities only. 

  

 Amend wording of Appendix 14.2, to refer to specific standards developed as a result of the RSQIP being 

completed.  Cross reference to DO19.1.9 and method DO19.1.9.iv 

Sub#: 24 Vegfed Statement#: 30 

 Details Ap14.4 i)  

 The provision is ‘For irrigation a sufficient supply is considered to be the specific crop requirement.’  It is unclear 

how Council may determine what a ‘specific crop requirement’ may be.  It does not provide for any rotational crops 

where the requirements vary or for uses of water for irrigation other than crops - i.e. watering of paddocks to assist 

cultivation. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend Ap14.4 i) to read "For irrigation a sufficient supply is considered to be the crop requirements taking into 

account factors that influence requirements such as appropriate scheduling, rate of application, crop type, soil and 

site characteristics and application method." 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 74 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The  

 submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 86 

 Vegfed consulted with the wider agricultural community, looked at past and present land use, and  

 applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 85 

 Details This amendment is generally supported, although it should be noted that in some circumstances, the USEPA 

recommends water velocities of not more than 0.15 m/sec to prevent entrapment by juvenile fish. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend Ap14.4 so that the maximum water velocity in any fish pass to be no greater than 0.15 m/sec. 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#:121 

 Details AP13.1.ii (pg A13-1), AP13.8.viii (pg A13-5), & AP14.2.v (pg A14-1) 

 An addition is suggested to clarify that appendix 14A covers stormwater management. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy AP13.1.ii (pg A13-1), AP13.8.viii (pg A13-5), & AP14.2.v (pg A14-1) - Add the following to the 1st proposed new 

sentence:"..on low impact design options for stormwater management endorsed by the Council." 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#:122 

 Details AP13.10.ii (pg A13-6) 

 An amendment is suggested to improve the clarity of the proposed new sentence. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy AP13.10.ii (pg A13-6) - Amend the sentence as follows: 

 "By April 2006, the NCC trade waste bylaw will be extended to cover stormwater discharges." 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#:123 

 Details AP14.4.ii (new) - All water intake structures should be designed to prevent the entry of fish, regardless of the 

purpose of the take. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the 1st sentence of Ap14.4.ii as follows: 



 "Water intake structures for water takes shall be designed .." 

Appendix 14A design guide for low impact stormwater management 

Sub#: 31 Staig & Smith Ltd Statement#: 3 

 Details Sustainable standards for subdivision and development in Nelson City are certainly important.  Low Impact 

Stormwater Design is but one method in improving the standard, sustainability and liveability of subdivision and 

development within Nelson.  However, as with all environmental issues, aspects of sustainable design cannot be 

separated from others.  The first principle of sustainable design is integration. 

  

 It cannot be expected that the introduction of low impact stormwater guidelines by themselves will enable 

subdivision and development to become more sustainable.  It is not even possible to achieve a low impact 

stormwater development, when it is considered in the context of the current rules and standards for subdivision, the 

current engineering standards and the separated departmental approach taken to the administration of subdivision 

and land development within Council.  Nor can it be expected to work efficiently without appropriate training for all 

those working in design and approval of developments. 

  

 By introducing the low impact stormwater guidelines in isolation of the remaining design factors that determine 

sustainable subdivision, Council may create barriers to the implementation of sustainable design, and barriers to the 

implementation of low impact stormwater solutions themselves.  This may result in conflict and delays. 

 Reasons The introduction of low impact stormwater design is dependant upon a number of other design solutions also being  

 incorporated within subdivision and development.  These other design solutions extend well beyond the Freshwater 

Plan.  It is a whole change in the way of thinking regarding land subdivision and development.  The change from 

traditional hard engineering approaches to land development to sustainable low impact approaches needs to be 

addressed through the hierarchy of Council planning instruments and tools in an integrated and interdepartmental 

manner (see diagram attached to the Staig & Smith submission, page 4). 

  

 The approach with the Freshwater Plan Change appears to be one of ‘put in part of the solution’ into this plan.  It 

requires community support, education and development of local knowledge regarding not only low impact 

stormwater design methods but also of the other design considerations within subdivision both within Council and 

externally, changes in consent processing procedures, interdepartmental dialogue and support from developers' 

representatives.   

  

 The change from traditional hard engineering approaches to land development to sustainable low impact approaches 

needs to be addressed through the hierarchy of Council planning instruments and tools in an integrated and 

interdepartmental manner (see diagram on page 4 of the Staig & Smith submission). 

  

 In addition to the statutory framework considerations, structures and process within Council operations would also 

require significant and integrated changes in order to support the new approach advocated by the Low Impact 

Stormwater Guidelines.  These include: 

  

 (i) Workshops with developers' representatives to introduce the new approach and for Council to be proactive in 

encouraging the use of it. 

  

 (ii) Training programmes for staff.  The implementation of a new sustainable approach can only work if staff have 

knowledge gained through training on the new design requirements as well as the overall package of design 

considerations within subdivision and development. 

  

 (iii) The set-up of a multi disciplinary and multi departmental team of staff who are available for pre-application 

consultation as well as to work as a team on processing an application.  The approach whereby parts of an 

application are sent to different departments within Council to be assessed independently will not work for 

sustainable approaches to subdivision and development because each consideration needs to be considered in 

conjunction with each other and compromises made on some standards in order to achieve others - ie. A balanced 

and sustainable decision.  The applicant should not have to be in the business of resolving conflicts between 

departments. 

  

 (iv) Demonstration by Council of the practical implementation of low impact stormwater systems within their own 

developments - street upgrades, parks etc.  The use of low impact stormwater systems and other sustainable 

technologies within subdivision and development has not had a long history in New Zealand.  Knowledge regarding 

the long term operation, maintenance and success of some approaches is not available, particularly locally.  What 

works in Auckland may not work in Nelson due to the local environment being entirely different.  Addressing 

knowledge gaps requires, at least initially, that Council accept some risk and take a trial and error approach to testing 

alternative designs so that we can build up our experience to the level where some degree of certainty regarding the 

selection and application of low impact methods can be gained. 

  



 The low impact stormwater design guidelines in the Freshwater Plan also contains a number of provisions that 

require reconsideration and unanswered issues that have the potential to cause problems at the time engineering sign 

off is required, as follows: 

  

 (i) The Guideline appears to be based on the ARC version which was developed with specific reference to the 

Auckland region and environments.  The environment, rivers and streams are very different in Nelson.  The 

Guideline needs to be Nelson specific with examples of low impact designs that work in Nelson.  

 (ii) The guideline needs to address who will own these alternative assets.  Is the swale, rain garden, or wetland 

detention pond to be vested as a Council asset?  And if so, is Councils asset management system capable of 

incorporating natural values and life cycle costing?  If life cycle costing is to be required as part of the design then 

there needs to be some provisions requiring this, and directing attention to its contents. 

 (iii) Is the swale, rain garden, or wetland to be located in private land within a development?  If so how is it 

anticipated that future land owners will be responsible for maintenance and upkeep?  Who will enforce this? 

 (iv) Since there is very little local experience with low impact stormwater designs how is a developer, consultant or 

Council Officer going to determine when a maintenance schedule is long enough?  When should the responsibilities 

be devolved from the developer to the Council or the property owner? 

  

 There are many design issues which are not addressed in the design guide which will, in reality, cause significant 

time and cost delays at the consent and completion sign off stages of the subdivision.  There is no point in getting a 

local stormwater engineer to report on these issues if there is little knowledge and experience of the designs in the 

local context.  Likewise, Council Engineers will take a conservative approach to taking on responsibility of low 

impact stormwater devices where they are unsure, due to lack of knowledge and experience, when is the appropriate 

time for the developer's responsibilities to be resolved.  This conflict provoking process will lead to a reversion back 

to traditional techniques that offer maximum certainty for developers and Council Engineering Staff and will erode 

the whole purpose of introducing the stormwater guidelines. 

  

 All of the above issues, as well as a review of the Engineering Standards, will need to be addressed before a change 

in approach from hard engineering to low impact subdivision designs can be successfully implemented.  This 

change, including the change to the Engineering Standards, needs to be a public process involving consultation (in 

the form of developers' representatives meetings) in order for the new approach to gain support and be effective.  

One such method of achieving this would be to create a working party consisting of Council staff and representatives 

from consultant subdivision and land development firms who work together to draft new standards for public 

notification.  Not only does this create buy-in and support from the development community, but it also ensures that 

ownership and subsequent use of the standards in a proactive manner will be achieved.  It also fulfils Councils 

responsibilities to provide governance and partnerships with the local community and would easily fit within the 

Community Planning process. 

  

 Staig & Smith Ltd supports Councils initiative towards Low Impact Stormwater design and would support further 

training for our staff to increase knowledge and expertise in this area, but if we are able to encourage clients down 

this pathway we need to be certain of consent outcomes including engineering plan consent.  If the change in 

approach is not integrated across all policy and regulatory documents then we do not have any certainty with which 

to advise our clients or undertake design.  Our Company would welcome the opportunity to be involved in a working 

party to assist with the review of all documents and bring together an integrated approach through the regulatory 

documents, the departments within Council, and for that matter an integrated approach to design within our 

company. 

 

 Given that Council does not appear to intend Appendix 14A to be effective until 2006 (although it is included as an 

assessment criteria as at 9 October 2004 for discretionary subdivision), it would seem to be an efficient use of this 

time to address the issue across the board.  It would allow the formulation of more comprehensive guidelines, the up 

skilling of staff both within Council and the private sector, and would allow some pilot projects to be undertaken to 

provide examples of low impact stormwater designs in a local context. 
Remedy Withdraw Appendix 14 and combine with an integrated review, plan change, and Engineering Standards change to 

address the concerns raised above.  This review could have Appendix 14a become effective in 2006 along with 

Council's Internal Stormwater Discharge Assessment and would allow for community support and buy-in to be 

developed. 

Sub#: 21 Smith, D & J and Others Statement#: 10 

 Details The Guideline for Low Impact Design for Stormwater Management is supported in principle however Appendix 14a 

is considered to be more appropriately incorporated into the NCC Engineering Standards as an ‘alternative solution’ 

whereby this can be proactively encouraged. The inclusion of this Guideline as an ‘assessment criteria’ is likely to 

add uncertainly and confusion of the consistent administration of the Nelson Resource Management Plan.  

 Reasons 

 Remedy Delete the above clauses and incorporate Appendix 14a into the NCC Engineering Standards as an ‘alternative 

solution’. 



Sub#: 11 Transpower New Zealand Statement#: 19 

 Details Transpower would like to see Appendix 14a amended to remove references to best practice and replace that with 

BPO. Furthermore it is noted that AP14a.1.iv makes reference to ARC’s TP10. Transpower would like to see 

reference to the MfE Guideline for Petroleum sites being identified as a means of compliance for sites involved in 

petroleum and oil storage and use. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Delete from Appendix 14a reference to "best practice" and replace with BPO.  

  

 Add a provision in Appendix 14a that compliance with MfE Guideline Environmental Guidelines for water 

discharges from sites involved in oil storage (i.e. Petroleum Industry Sites in New Zealand (1998)), and discharge 

quality that meets the guidelines specified in that document,  will be deemed to comply with the Appendix. 

Sub#: 32 Royal Forest & Bird Protection Society Statement#: 40 

 Details We support the inclusion of "soft engineering solutions" to design of stormwater. 

 Reasons These designs are likely to have lower environmental effects including their impacts on visual and amenity effects. 

 Remedy Ensure the Engineering Standards offer low impact solutions such as swales and detention ponds as first options. 

 Oppose X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 70 

 The submitter seeks remedies and amendments that impose unduly onerous and unreasonable 

costs on landowners, either financially or in terms of additional assessment and information 

requirements and lack practical understanding and knowledge.  These combine to generate 

outcomes that are contrary to the principles and purposes of the RMA. 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 68 

 Details Currently the design guide has a far greater focus on residential subdivisions than commercial and industrial 

developments. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend Appendix 14A to address commercial and industrial developments in greater detail. 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 86 

 Details This and its supporting provisions are supported. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy No change. 

Ap14a overview 

Sub#: 18 Shell, BP, Caltex and Mobil oil companies Statement#: 12 

 Details The Companies would like to see Appendix 14a amended to remove references to best practice and replace that with 

BPO.  Furthermore it is noted that AP14a.1.iv makes reference to ARC’s TP10. The Companies would like to see 

reference to the MfE Guideline for Petroleum sites be identified as a means of compliance. An alternative is to adopt 

the regulatory approach taken by Environment Waikato in terms of inputs/connections into existing to stormwater 

systems. To take that approach will require Council to initiate a Variation. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy - Delete from Appendix 14a reference to "best practice" and replace with BPO.  

 - Add a provision in Appendix 14a that compliance with MfE Guideline Environmental Guidelines for water 

discharges from Petroleum Industry Sites in New Zealand (1998) will be a deemed to comply with the Appendix. 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 67 

 Details Commercial and industrial developments often consist of considerable areas of impervious surface, and consist of 

activities with potential for stormwater contamination.  In some cases large scale developments occur in a series of 

stages covering areas of less than 2500m2. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Require the design guide to be used as a best practice tool when considering applications and the imposition of 

conditions for commercial and industrial developments on sites less than 2500m2. 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 77 

 Details It is clear from the appendix that the guide is designed for the built environment and it is appropriate that the 



appendix be limited to the residential and urban environment. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Retain AP14a.i as worded. 

 Oppose X 12 Nelson City Council 15 

 Ap14a.i should be amended so that Appendix 14 also applies to rural residential developments 

and to commercial developments. 

 

Ap14a.1 introduction 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 78 

 Details AP14a.1.iv refers to guidelines developed by other Councils and in particular ARC’s TP10.  It is inappropriate to 

make use of such a document without a full review of its applicability in the Nelson situation.  Reference to any 

external document should be deleted. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Delete AP14a.1.iv. 

Ap14a.2 process 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#:124 

 Details AP14a.2.ii.b) 

 An addition is suggested to the site analysis list a developer needs to consider. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add the following to the Ap14a.2.iib - matters for consideration: " - climate patterns (frequency and severity of 

storm events)" 

Ap14a.3 low impact methods 

Sub#: 27 Nelson Environment Centre Statement#: 33 

 Details Support. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Retain. 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#:125 

 Details AP14a.3.v.c) 

 A minor amendment is suggested. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the 2nd sentence of the 3rd paragraph as follows: " .. will take to establish, .." 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#:126 

 Details AP14a.3.vi.b) 

 Natural wetlands do not always have a permanent layer of water (refer to the definition of "wetland"). 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the 1st sentence of the 2nd paragraph as follows: 

 "Natural wetlands are usually permanently wet, and may have a layer of surface water, from a few mm to 300mm 

deep." 

Ap28.1 NCC aggregate extraction sites 

Sub#: 28 Federated Farmers Statement#: 22 

 Details The rule only allows for Nelson City Council to extract gravel as a permitted activity from listed sites in App 28.1.  

We suggest this is ultra vires. 

 There are insufficient sites in Appendix 28.1 on the Wakapuaka River and there should be at least one site on the 

Whangamoa River. 

 The permitted activity rule refers to "Urban Area" but the App 28.1 refers to urban and rural rivers. 



 Reasons The Wakapuaka River is significantly longer and larger than some of the other rivers listed in App 28.1 that have 

many extraction sites.  It appears that different management is occurring on different rivers for no understandable 

reason resulting in rural gravel availability being unduly restricted.  More sites need to be made available in rural 

areas and on the Wakapuaka and Whangamoa rivers in particular. 

 Remedy Include more sites for extraction on the Wakapuaka River and list sites on the Whangamoa River in App 28.1. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 22 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The  

 submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

 

 Support in Part X 20 Transit New Zealand 147 

 There should be more gravel extraction points in Appendix 28.1.  Transit also considers that the 

title or the Appendix should be amended to reflect the amendments sought by Transit to FWr.10. 

 Support X 5 Stuart, IA and BF 39 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 Oppose X 12 Nelson City Council 11 

 Council does not accept responsibility for maintenance of rural rivers.   Council has alternative  

 management processes for controlling activities in these rivers which are administered by the 

Planning and Consents department.  Council extracts aggregate from the Maori Pa road bridge to 

comply with the resource consent. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 49 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 87 

 Details The site of the first concrete ford on the Maitai, referred to in this table, is unclear.  Spelling mistake "Note 

excavation".  No gravel extraction should occur in the Maitai River and the Brook during June to August.  Fords 

should be clear of sediment by May, however, to ensure access to spawning areas. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Correct spelling and clarify the location of the first concrete ford on the Maitai, as referred to in this Appendix.  Do 

not allow gravel extraction to occur in the Maitai River and the Brook during June to August.  Clear fords of 

sediment by May. 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#:127 

 Details It is not clear what is meant by a "high flood event" as there is no definition of this term. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Provide a definition of "high flood event" e.g. "a flood event that exceeds X% of the mean annual flow". 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#:128 

 Details Maitai River - the note in the activity description is incomplete. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the activity description note regarding the Maitai River, possibly to include reference to requiring an 

excavator in the river bed. 

Ap28.2 Flow regime for specific rivers 

Sub#: 16 Sutton, Stephen Statement#: 3 

 Details The low flow of this creek is zero. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Do not list a minimum flow, trigger flow or allocation limit for the two users of Saxton Creek water. 

Sub#: 21 Smith, D & J and Others Statement#: 6 



 Details Ap28.2 includes the "Flow regime for specific rivers".  This regime identifies water management catchments.  A 

planning map should be created to assist in the interpretation and administration of this regime.  Such a planning 

map, or maps, should identify the listed water management zones.  (Refer to Tasman Resource Management Plan). 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add a new planning map or maps that identifies water management areas for the purpose of supporting AP28.2. 

Sub#: 23 Burton, Andrew and Baker, Mary-Anne Statement#: 7 

 Details The Plan attempts a level of water management that is not supported by the data available. 

 The Plan does not adequately provide for existing and reasonable domestic water supplies. 

 The Plan does not contain sufficient information to give any certainty to existing or potential water users. 

 The Plan contains methods that will result in significant costs to residents for benefits that are minimal at best. 

 The Plan does not reasonably recognise the human health needs for domestic water. 

 The Plan does not reflect the provisions of the RMA. 

 Reasons Detail of actual flows (in litres per second) is not included in the plan in relation to minimum and trigger flows.  This 

is too uncertain. 

 It would be better to collect more general flow data than meter each household.  This would provide better 

justification for a flow regime. 

 Nelson North takes are mostly for domestic and stock supply, which has not been shown to be causing adverse 

effects. 

 Cost of water meters will be significant to residents and Council. 

 The cease of takes at minimum flow should be reconsidered as ecosystems do recover after extreme low flow. 

 The one cubic metre per day limit is too small. 

 Reasonable domestic use is better described as water taken for an individual household, including the needs of 

domesticated animals and watering a household garden where the produce from the garden is for that household's 

own use.  Any limits on that should relate to requiring maintenance of such systems to prevent leaks, and that it does 

not include irrigation of amenity plantings or lawns during periods of water rationing as notified by the Council. 

  
Remedy Delete Appendix 28.2 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 82 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The 

submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

 Support X 5 Stuart, IA and BF 7 

 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies and they will deliver more 

sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change currently provides, within the principles and 

purposes of the RMA. 

 Support X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 7 

 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies and they will deliver more 

sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change currently provides, within the principles and 

purposes of the RMA. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 17 

 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies and they will deliver more 

sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change currently provides, within the principles and 

purposes of the RMA. 

Sub#: 26 North, Michael Statement#: 22 

 Details Todd Valley Stream. 

 Support, particularly the reference to riparian enhancement of Little Todd and Biggsburn Way streams. 

 Reasons I live here.  The imminent residential subdivision of Lower Biggsburn Way will have a dramatic effect on this 

tributary stream, which must be fully mitigated, with stream recontouring and revegetation. 

 Riparian remnants up Biggsburn Way are grazed in places, so it is good to see this area having such a focus in this 

Appendix. 

 Remedy Retain, but add native riparian revegetation as one of the mechanisms. 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 51 

 Details Some of the grid references are incorrect. 

 Reasons 



 Remedy Change the following grid references (and site descriptions) to the following: 

 Whangamoa River - Lower - Kokoroa -  027:554085 

 Hillwood - Upper - Unique Creek - 027: 409987 

 Hillwood - Lower - Water supply intake 027: 409987 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 88 

 Details Allocation limit should be no more than 20% of the 1 in 5 year low flow. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend allocation limit to no more than 20% of the 1 in 5 year low flow. 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#:129 

 Details A number of suggested amendments are made to the information in this table, including lowering the allocation limit 

for some of the rivers where 33% is considered too low for adult trout. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Change the allocation limit from 33% to 10% for the Wakapuaka River (main stem), the Teal and the Lud. 

 Add the following to the management objectives in the "reason for minimum flow" for Poormans Valley Stream:  

"ecological values, including threatened native fish species" 

  

 Add the following to the management objectives in the "reason for minimum flow" for Saxton Creek, Oldham Creek 

and the default for unspecified rivers: "enhancement of ecological values" 

Ap28.3 Water allocation rules 

Sub#: 23 Burton, Andrew and Baker, Mary-Anne Statement#: 13 

 Details The Plan attempts a level of water management that is not supported by the data available. 

 The Plan does not adequately provide for existing and reasonable domestic water supplies. 

 The Plan does not contain sufficient information to give any certainty to existing or potential water users. 

 The Plan contains methods that will result in significant costs to residents for benefits that are minimal at best. 

 The Plan does not reasonably recognise the human health needs for domestic water. 

 The Plan does not reflect the provisions of the RMA. 

 Reasons Detail of actual flows (in litres per second) is not included in the plan in relation to minimum and trigger flows.  This 

is too uncertain. 

 It would be better to collect more general flow data than meter each household.  This would provide better 

justification for a flow regime. 

 Nelson North takes are mostly for domestic and stock supply, which has not been shown to be causing adverse 

effects. 

 Cost of water meters will be significant to residents and Council. 

 The cease of takes at minimum flow should be reconsidered as ecosystems do recover after extreme low flow. 

 The one cubic metre per day limit is too small. 

 Reasonable domestic use is better described as water taken for an individual household, including the needs of 

domesticated animals and watering a household garden where the produce from the garden is for that household's 

own use.  Any limits on that should relate to requiring maintenance of such systems to prevent leaks, and that it does 

not include irrigation of amenity plantings or lawns during periods of water rationing as notified by the Council. 

 Remedy Delete Ap28.3 in respect of requiring water meters for existing permitted domestic takes. 

 Support X 11 Gladys Murdoch 5 

 Support X 5 Stuart, IA and BF 13 

 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies and they will deliver more 

sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change currently provides, within the principles and 

purposes of the RMA. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 23 

 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies and they will deliver more 

sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change currently provides, within the principles and 

purposes of the RMA. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 88 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The 

submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 



 Support X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 13 

 The submitter raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies and they will deliver more 

sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change currently provides, within the principles and 

purposes of the RMA. 

Sub#: 26 North, Michael Statement#: 13 

 Details Support. 

 However, NCC needs to state very clearly what these meters will and won't be used for, and that no one will ever be 

charged for their permitted water abstraction. 

 Metering must also apply to springs. 

 Reasons Springs are often the main headwater sources of river flow, so should not be excluded. 

 Remedy Commit to never charging for this water use. 

 Include springs in the metering requirements. 

 Oppose in Part X 20 Transit New Zealand 135 

 Transit does not agree that all water takes other than permitted takes should be metered.  For 

example, consent holders should not be required to install meters for temporary water takes. 

 Oppose X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 92 

 The submitter hasn't given reasons why metering for domestic and stock water is necessary, nor 

how it will enhance water quality. 

 Oppose X 21 Rosemary Callaghan 5 

 I don't agree that springs should be metered. 

 

Sub#: 24 Vegfed Statement#: 31 

 Details It is unclear why there are rules located in the Appendix as they would be more appropriately located in the rules 

section of the Plan. 

  

 The requirement for water meters for domestic water abstractions is not supported. 

  

 The provision for a monitoring fee should only apply to consented takes and not to permitted activities.  It is 

anticipated that provision for a monitoring fee would be a condition of consent. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Delete requirements in AP28.3.i) b) for domestic abstraction to require meters. 

  

 Amend AP28.3.i) c) by adding: ‘This does not apply to permitted takes.’" 

 Support in Part X 20 Transit New Zealand 132 

 Monitoring fees should not be imposed in respect of permitted activities. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 87 

 Vegfed consulted with the wider agricultural community, looked at past and present land use, and 

applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 75 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The 

submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

Sub#: 28 Federated Farmers Statement#: 34 

 Details The Federation is strongly opposed to the need for metering of water in rural areas.  The limit of 1 cubic metre for 

domestic takes fails to recognise the needs of rural living and attempts to manage water without sufficient data, 

information on existing values or knowledge of the numerous ways in which rural people access and manage water.  

  

 The policies, methods and rules relating to surface and ground water use or take fail to adequately manage the water 

resource and impose unjustified costs on rural people.  

  

 Overall the Council has failed to comprehensively investigate the cost and benefits (s32 RMA) of all management 

options for rural domestic and other water uses. 

 Reasons It is not uncommon for several homes to be supplied from a single source.  AP 28.3.i (a) imposes unreasonable and 

unjustified additional restrictions on these households that simply add cost and achieve no greater or improved 

management of water values.  The number of takes will simply be adjusted to avoid the rule. 

 Remedy Delete AP28.3.i (a)-[c] 



 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 61 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 Support X 5 Stuart, IA and BF 51 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 34 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  

Thesubmissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 89 

 Details Water velocities for juvenile fish should not exceed 0.15 m/sec.   Water allocation from springs is excluded, for 

unstated reasons. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Delete the exception for springs.  Reduce water velocities for intake structures to 0.15 cubic metres per second. 

Ap28.3.i Water allocation - general rules 

Sub#: 27 Nelson Environment Centre Statement#: 23 

 Details This rule should include springs which feed into streams, rivers and wetlands. 

 Reasons [Re springs): in the headwaters of Biggsburn Way, Todd Valley, a number of residents are allocated take from a 

system of springs.  In the dry season when use is high and the water table is low, the main stream flow often 

decreases to nothing in the evenings when everyone is using water.  This must impact on the stream biota.  

Education to over-users of water could lessen this impact. 

 Remedy Do not exclude springs from this rule. 

 Oppose X 21 Rosemary Callaghan 9 

 I don't agree that springs should be metered. 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#:130 

 Details AP28.3.i.a) 

 All water intake structures should be designed to prevent the entry of fish, regardless of the purpose of the take. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the 1st sentence as follows: 

 "The water intake structures for water takes in the Rural Zone .." 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#:131 

 Details AP28.3.i.b) 

 The use of water meters is supported, however these requirements may not be suitable for a pumped system using a 

PTO on a tractor, or where the take is gravity fed (not pumped). 

 Amend the numbering of the conditions to avoid confusion. 

 The note to this section states that water takes from springs are excluded. No reason is given for this. Spring fed 

systems are likely to have high ecological values and therefore this provision is opposed. 

 Additions are suggested to the Explanation to be more inclusive. Also, the Council will need to be more explicit 

about the exceptions that might be relevant to not requiring metering. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Provide an alternative means of determining the volume of water taken if a tractor PTO or gravity fed system is used. 

 Amend the numbering of the conditions as follows: 

 "i) the meter .. 

 Ii) a quarterly return .. 

 Iii) the water meter .. 

 Iv) the water meter .." 

 Delete the last sentence of the note (in the box), regarding water takes from springs. 

 Add the following to the Explanation: 

 ".. Total abstraction from rivers and groundwater. .. How much water remains in the river or aquifer for either 

instream uses ..  

 Hydraulic linkages between rivers, aquifers, wetlands and springs .. through the resource consent process, where 

relevant. Such exceptions include: .." 



 

 Support in Part X 20 Transit New Zealand 93 

 Transit considers that water meters should not be required in all circumstances, especially where 

abstractions are temporary. 

Ap28.3.ii Basis and methods for water rationing 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#:132 

 Details A minor amendment is suggested to the first sentence. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the 1st sentence as follows: ".. will be restricted using the .." 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#:133 

 Details The sentence before the table, and the information in the table under "Basis for rationing/requirement" and 

"Minimum flow and below", appear to refer to the wrong rules. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the sentence before the table as follows: 

 ".. Is not permitted (rules FWr.14.1 and FWr.15.1) will be .." 

  

 Amend the information in the table under "Basis for rationing/requirement" and "Minimum flow and below" as 

follows:  "All takes that are not permitted (rules FWr.14.1 and FWR.15.1 - take, use, or diversion of surface water or 

groundwater) must cease." 

Ap28.3.iii Expiry and duration of water permits 

Sub#: 30 Raine, Julian Statement#: 6 

 Details The Submitter’s property contains a large dam which was established with Nelson Catchment Board consent in 

1980.  The water from the dam is essentially for the dairy operation of the lower lying parts of the farm.  The issue of 

resource consent RM995372 has since extended the original permit, which is now due to expire on 15 June 2010.  

The Submitter undertakes all monitoring, management and control of the dam, which has over the last 24 years not 

created any adverse environmental effects.  The dam riparian areas have been extensively planted and fenced off by 

the Submitter. 

  

 The Submitter objects to the restricted term of water permits being 10 years for the Raine Farm when Council has 

provided itself with a 20-year term for the Maitai and Roding Rivers.  The Submitter’s water supply created by the 

dam solely maintained by the Submitter is an essential part of farm operations and has been legally established at 

some expense for a number of years without creating any adverse environmental effects.  The Submitter therefore 

believes he is entitled to as much security of consent term as is consistent with sustainable management and the term 

of up to 35 years offered by the Resource Management Act 1991. 
 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the freshwater plan provisions in Appendix 28.3.iii to provide the established dam on the Raine Farm with a 

term of at least 20 years. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 103 

 The submitter's opinion is based on many years of experience of needing to protect the natural 

environment while actively farming.  He raises sensible, practical and sound reasons and remedies 

and they will deliver more sustainable outcomes than the Proposed Plan Change currently 

provides, within the principles and purposes of the RMA. 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 22 

 Details Oppose:  

 AP28.3.iii a) Expiry and duration of water permits 

 Reasons The current water permits for the Maitai and Roding expire on 1/2/2017 and 1/10/2017 respectively.  Four consents 

for the operation of the Maitai Dam were renewed in 2002 for a period of 15 years only.  These dates were 

established to ensure that all Council's water supply consents expired in the same year.  Further shortening of all of 

these permits by approximately 1½ years places unnecessary and unjustifiable costs upon the applicant and the 

community. 

 Remedy That the proposed permit expiry dates are aligned to the existing resource consents for the Maitai (1/2/2017) and 



Roding (1/10/2017) catchments. 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 23 

 Details Oppose: AP28.3.iii a) - Expiry and duration of water permits 

 Reasons A twenty year permit duration does not allow for efficient strategic planning of the community’s water supply assets.   

  

 A 35 year consent would avoid the cost of a more frequent consent hearing, but would also provide for a 

precautionary approach in terms of dealing with environmental effects. 

 Remedy Provide for water permits for the urban water supply of 35 year duration with a 10 yearly review of conditions, such 

as: 

 - new requirements in legislation 

 - any changes in the physical and biological environment 

 - changes in the erosion and deposition patterns  

 - changes in technology and knowledge/best practicable option 

 - flow regimes 

 Support X 20 Transit New Zealand 105 

 Transit considers that the Regional Plan should not limit the duration of resource consents as it 

should be inconsistent with the RMA, which provides for a period of up to 35 years. 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 90 

 Details It is unclear what happens to the holders of existing water permits without expiry dates.  It is submitted that these 

should be included in this regime, such that all such permits would adhere to the first stated permit expiry date in the 

table. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Include existing water permits without expiry dates within this regime. 

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 173 

 The amendment sought would make Appendix 28.3.iii too onerous in as far as it relates to existing 

consent holders. 

 

Ap28.4 Classification of Nelson water bodies 

Sub#: 1 Ngatiawa Trust Statement#: 5 

 Details Support. For so long this is an area that has been neglected. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Publicly admit that the water is carrying potentially harmful contents and accept that not all is healthy as it should be. 

 Support X 8 Sarah Ayre 1 

 I am concerned at the state of the water in the lower tidal sections of the Maitai River, from 

Riverside Pool seaward.  It appears extremely polluted with what often looks like a mixture of oil 

and/or sewage coming in with the tides, and the situation seems to have deteriorated markedly 

over the 19 years I have lived here.  The oil and sewage may be from boats, or other sources.  

Therefore outfall from boats/ships needs to be much more closely monitored and regulated.  The 

source could also be from sewerage/stormwater/effluent discharged or otherwise entering the sea 

at points along the coastline such as Bells Island or Sewerside Drive or whatever.  As far as I 

know, no attention has been given to this matter that is a crossover between coastal waters and 

freshwater which is inevitable because of tides. 

Sub#: 1 Ngatiawa Trust Statement#: 13 
 Details 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Of 51 stretches of water, only one is safe to drink, 10 are safe to swim in, therefore 40 stretches of water have been 

identified as unsafe for swimming in. 

Sub#: 28 Federated Farmers Statement#: 16 

 Details The Plan fails to justify the need to impose excessive management regimes on stock access to drinking water and 

crossings or to manage the activity or effects of stock on water quality in a reasonable, efficient and effective manner 

or within the principles and purposes of the RMA.   The Federation strongly opposes the inclusion of this Policy, 

Rule and associated appendices in the Plan. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Ap 28.4 classifies water in the Collins River as "C" and in the Graham as "B".  Both rivers have no stock on them.  



They both provide an indicator of the background level of water quality.  Many other rivers including the 

Wakapuaka and Whangamoa have similar levels (C) which suggests that stock are not having a significant impact on 

water quality. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 16 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The 

submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 43 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 Support X 5 Stuart, IA and BF 33 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 52 

 Details Unless the upper limits of streams listed in Appendix 28.4 are defined it is unclear which tributaries are affected by 

the stock exclusion (and any other rules which link to this appendix) 

 Reasons 

 Remedy State where the physical upper boundary is of streams listed in Appendix 28.4.  Align it with Appendix 6 of the RM 

Plan if possible. 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 91 

 Details It is unclear what the reference to pest fish in Saxton Creek is intended to achieve.  Presumably this is to recognise 

the undesirability of the gambusia population and therefore the desirability of its eradication.  Trout fisheries and 

spawning should be noted as existing in the Brook. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Note as a footnote that the inclusion of pest fish is for the purpose of facilitating the eradication of unwanted aquatic 

organisms such as koi carp and gambusia. 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 92 

 Details For the Maitai River, the fishing in the lower river includes for trout, whitebait and eels.  Inanga spawning and take 

occurs only downstream of Riverside; upstream of this only trout and eel fishing occurs.  The highest priority for 

action in the Maitai River is supported, but the water classification should reflect the desirability of achieving the B 

standard as soon as possible. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Correct errors. 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 93 

 Details In the Whangamoa, trout fishing should be included in the mid and lower sections and Collins River and spawning in 

the upper section, Graham and Collins Rivers. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Include trout fishing in the mid and lower sections and Collins River and spawning in the upper section, Graham and 

Collins Rivers. 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#:134 

 Details "Native fishery" needs to be added to a number of rivers regarding their values. 

 An explanation is needed as to what is meant by the First, Second and Third classes for "Priority for improvement" 

for water quality i.e. what are the timeframes for improvement? (Refer to submission on DO19.1.6) 

 Reasons Provide information on the timeframes for achieving the improvements identified by the different priorities. 

 Remedy Add "native fishery" to the values for Orphanage Creek, Orchard Creek, Poorman Valley Stream (Seaview Road to 

Christian Academy), Arapiki Stream, Jenkins Creek (lower reaches), Brook Stream (lower), Maitai River (mid), 

Oldham Creek (lower and upper), and Wakapuaka River (Delaware Inlet to Hira township). 



Ap28.5 Water quality standards - freshwater 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 94 

 Details Supported. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy No change. 

Ap28.6 Surface water and sediment quality standards for toxicants - 

freshwater 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 95 

 Details Supported. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy No change. 

Ap28.7 Reasonable mixing zone 

Sub#: 25 Transit New Zealand Statement#: 35 

 Details Rule FWr.21.2 refers to "reasonable mixing" and references Appendix 28.7.  However, Appendix 28.7 expressly 

excludes stormwater discharges from the "reasonable mixing zone" provisions in that Appendix.  Appendix 28.7 

should be amended to include stormwater discharges. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Include a reasonable mixing zone provision for stormwater discharges in Appendix 28.7. 

Sub#: 25 Transit New Zealand Statement#: 37 

 Details A reasonable mixing zone should also be provided in respect of stormwater, and it is unclear why stormwater has 

been excluded from the reasonable mixing zone provisions. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Insert an appropriate mixing zone for stormwater discharges. 

Sub#: 20 Nelson City Council Statement#: 59 

 Details The definition is only suited to meeting discharge standards, and cannot be applied to water quality conditions 

related to bed disturbance. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Separate the existing definition out as applying to point source discharges; and add the following definition for a 

reasonable mixing zone related to bed disturbance:  "in relation to stormwater discharges and bed disturbance, means 

a zone 20 metres downstream of the bed disturbance or stormwater discharge unless otherwise specified in a 

resource consent." 

 Oppose X 20 Transit New Zealand 112 

 The Regional Plan should include provision for a reasonable mixing zone in respect of stormwater 

discharges and bed disturbances.  However, Transit submits that the reasonable mixing zone 

provisions in Appendix 28.7 should also apply to stormwater discharges and bed disturbance. 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 79 

 Details The requirements are overly complicated, unreasonable, and potentially onerous.  Specifically: 

 a) The Resource Management requires that the standards of sections 70 and 107 apply after "reasonable mixing".  

Reasonable mixing is an arbitrary point somewhere between complete mixing and the point of discharge.   The 

definition of reasonable mixing should recognise that: 

 - no two watercourse or even points on a watercourse will be the same.  Fixed arbitrary distances are not appropriate; 

 - the flow and, therefore, width of a watercourse vary over time.  Reasonable mixing zones based on flow rate and/or 

width will change by day and time of year; 

 - The aim is to easily and readily determine the point of ‘reasonable mixing’, not establish a restrictive regime. 

  

 B) Reasonable mixing has nothing to do with the treatment that has gone before.  Clause b) is onerous in that it 

requires all known, available, and reasonable treatments to be applied whether necessary or not. 

  

 C) and E) The rules should establish the water quality standards that apply in each case. 



  

 D) The mixing zone is fixed by the definition and does not need to be minimised as it is an arbitrary point at which 

compliance with the rule is determined. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Delete Appendix AP28.7 

 Support in Part X 20 Transit New Zealand 52 

 Support in as far as it is consistent with Transit’s original submission (25/37, 25/38 and 25/39). 

 Oppose X 13 Department of Conservation 42 

 The description of "reasonable mixing" set out in Appendix 28.7 is reasonable and appropriate. 

 Oppose X 13 Department of Conservation 7 

 The description of "reasonable mixing" set out in Appendix 28.7 is reasonable and appropriate. 
 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 96 

 Details Generally this is supported, while noting that it does not address the cumulative effect of a multitude of discharges, 

particularly from diffuse sources, or the relative importance of, or priority for, special receiving environments, such 

as the Maitai River. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Note and provide for cumulative effects and for minimising mixing zones where these may affect high priority/value 

receiving environments. 

Ap28.7.i 

Sub#: 12 Carter Holt Harvey Statement#: 81 

 Details The requirements are overly complicated, unreasonable, and potentially onerous.  Specifically: 

 a) The Resource Management requires that the standards of sections 70 and 107 apply after "reasonable mixing".  

Reasonable mixing is an arbitrary point somewhere between complete mixing and the point of discharge.   The 

definition of reasonable mixing should recognise that: 

 - no two watercourse or even points on a watercourse will be the same.  Fixed arbitrary distances are not appropriate; 
 - the flow and, therefore, width of a watercourse vary over time.  Reasonable mixing zones based on flow rate and/or 

width will change by day and time of year; 

 - The aim is to easily and readily determine the point of ‘reasonable mixing’, not establish a restrictive regime. 

  

 B) Reasonable mixing has nothing to do with the treatment that has gone before.  Clause b) is onerous in that it 

requires all known, available, and reasonable treatments to be applied whether necessary or not. 

  

 C) and E) The rules should establish the water quality standards that apply in each case. 

  

 D) The mixing zone is fixed by the definition and does not need to be minimised as it is an arbitrary point at which 

compliance with the rule is determined. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend AP28.7.i to read: 

 "For all discharges to a watercourse the point of reasonable mixing will be considered to be that point downstream of 

the discharge which is: 

 - 30 times the receiving water channel's width at the point of discharge; and  

 - one third the width across." 

  

 Or words of like effect. 

 Support in Part X 20 Transit New Zealand 53 

 Support insofar as it is consistent with Transit’s original submission (25/37, 25/38 and 25/39). 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#:135 

 Details AP28.7.i.c) 

 It is not considered necessary to refer to the "proposed" mixing zone. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Delete "proposed" from AP28.7.i.c). 

Ap28.7.ii 

Sub#: 25 Transit New Zealand Statement#: 38 

 Details Appendix 28.7 contains matters that are associated with the effluent prior to its discharge, and circumstances where 



the standards or limits in Appendices 28.6 and 28.7 may be exceeded.  It would be more appropriate for these 

matters to be included in the rules for discharges. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Delete AP28.7.ii which is more appropriately addressed in the discharge rules. 

Ap28.7.iii 

Sub#: 25 Transit New Zealand Statement#: 39 

 Details Appendix 28.7 contains matters that are associated with the effluent prior to its discharge, and circumstances where 

the standards or limits in Appendices 28.6 and 28.7 may be exceeded.  It would be more appropriate for these 

matters to be included in the rules for discharges. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Delete AP28.7.iii, which is more appropriately addressed in the discharge rules. 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 97 

 Details This appears to have been written to apply to certain major Council infrastructure, especially d). 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Cases for exceedance should only be contemplated where the adverse effects are able to be avoided, remedied or 

mitigated, including off-site mitigation. 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#:136 

 Details Another case is suggested for cases for exceedance. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add the following exceedance case: 

 "e) the discharge does not contribute to a water body continuing to have a Class D or E water quality standard" 

Ap28.8 Obsolete structures - rules 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 98 

 Details Supported, although it is unclear what defines an obsolete structure. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy No change. 

Ap28.8.i Removal of obsolete structures in the beds of rivers and lakes 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#:137 

 Details An amendment is suggested to the first sentence of the explanation to make it more in keeping with the purpose of 

this Appendix i.e. the removal of obsolete structures. 

 The second sentence of the explanation is not required. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Amend the 1st sentence of the explanation as follows: "The removal of obsolete instream structures.." 

  

 Delete the 2nd sentence of the explanation. 

Ap28.9 Priority rivers for exclusion of stock 

Sub#: 28 Federated Farmers Statement#: 17 

 Details The Plan fails to justify the need to impose excessive management regimes on stock access to drinking water and 

crossings or to manage the activity or effects of stock on water quality in a reasonable, efficient and effective manner 

or within the principles and purposes of the RMA.   The Federation strongly opposes the inclusion of this Policy, 

Rule and associated appendices in the Plan. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy App 28.9 uses the "C" classification as the measure the community should aim for but it fails to link this with the 

rules which are aimed at preventing stock from having access to the water for drinking.  If stock are not allowed 



access to waterways then landowners will generally use gravity fed spring systems or groundwater to fill troughs 

which makes the basis for App 28.9 redundant.  The water in the Wakapuaka River is already rated "C" under the 

current stock access regime which suggests that there is no need for the policy and rules.   In addition there is no 

evidence to suggest that current water quality is having an effect on the health of animals. 

 Support X 22 Julian Raine 17 

 The submitters have direct experience of freshwater management in the rural environment.  The 

submissions provide reasonable, efficient and practical tools and options for enhancing the 

Freshwater Plan provisions to ensure they result in the desired environmental outcomes and the 

sustainable management of our freshwater resources in accordance with the purposes and 

principles of the RMA. 

 Support X 5 Stuart, IA and BF 34 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 Support X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 44 

 Fed Farmers consulted with the wider farming community, looked at past and present land use, 

and applied local knowledge.  People who live in the area know what will and won't work. 

 

Sub#: 35 Nelson Marlborough Fish & Game Council Statement#: 99 

 Details A slightly lower priority river would be the Brook, which should be included. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Include the Brook. 

Sub#: 17 Department of Conservation Statement#:138 

 Details Further additions are suggested for rivers where stock should be excluded to improve water quality. 

 Reasons 

 Remedy Add the following to the list: Upper Maitai River, Wakapuaka River, Whangamoa River, and Poormans Stream. 

 Oppose X 4 Federated Farmers of New Zealand 73 

 We have strongly opposed the rule and policy relating to excluding stock from waterways in the 

region for a range of reasons.  The Dept of Conservation is seeking more waterways be added to 

Appendix 28.9 without adequate evidence, analysis or good reason that stock are polluting these 

waterways to a level that requires such unreasonable cost and impractical remedial actions (s5, 32 

RMA). 

 Support X 12 Nelson City Council 19 

 Consider whether the Wakapuaka River should be included in this list.  One reason to include it is 

that people swim in the river at Paramatta flats area. 

 Oppose X 15 Hollyman, Les and Jan 76 

 This suggestion seems incongruent with the actual stock numbers within these areas (see our 

original submission 19/1). 


