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MINUTES OF A RESUMED MEETING OF THE HEARINGS COMMITTEE 
SITTING TO HEAR AND CONSIDER SUBMISSIONS ON PLAN CHANGE 04/01 
(FRESHWATER) TO THE NELSON RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN HELD IN 
THE COUNCIL CHAMBER, CIVIC HOUSE, TRAFALGAR STREET, NELSON ON 
THURSDAY 30 MARCH 2006 COMMENCING AT 9:04AM 

PRESENT: His Worship the Mayor (P Matheson - Chairperson), Councillors  
I Barker, G Collingwood, J Fryer and D Shaw, Mr M Stephens (Iwi 
Representative) and Mr M Bowden (Independent Commissioner). 

IN ATTENDANCE: M Workman (Manager Environmental Policy), D Bradley (Senior 
Policy Planner), Dr R Young (Consultant Scientist) and R Palmer 
(Administration Advisor). 

1.0 TASMAN DISTRICT COUNCIL SUBMISSION 

His Worship the Mayor advised the meeting that in order to avoid any doubt which 
may have been raised by his comments in respect of the Tasman District Council 
submission heard the previous day, that there was no question other than that the 
submission had been accepted and would be considered with all the others. 

2.0 SUBMISSIONS CONTINUED 

2.1 Nelson Marlborough Fish and Game Council 

Refer pages 260, 261, 263, 266, 268, 271, 274, 281, 283, 284, 285, 290, 292, 296, 
299, 301, 302, 304, 308, 316, 321, 327, 334, 342, 348, 349, 360, 369, 375, 396, 404, 
409, 412, 418, 424 and 429 of the Hearings Report and pages 17A-17D of the 
Documents Tabled. 

Appearance: Neil Deans. 

The Committee’s attention was drawn to the revised recommendations relating to 
Policy DO19.1.5 and Rule FWr.25. 

Mr Deans explained that the Fish and Game Council would like to see a limit placed 
on the number of permitted crossings of water courses by stock to no more than two 
crossings per day or four crossings per week, which ever was the lesser. 

He acknowledged that while this would cover dry stock farming this was likely to 
cause dairy farmers to build appropriate solid crossings, i.e. bridges. 

The meeting was advised that there were no existing dairy crossings in relation to 
main waterways in Nelson and that future crossings would be caught by the proposed 
Rule FWr.26A. 

Mr Deans stressed that the Committee needed to remember that stock crossings were 
a discharge which had an effect on the water quality and this was something that the 
rules should not permit. 
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2.2 Rosalie Higgins (Submission Number 7) 

Sharon Higgins and Tony Singleton (Submission Number 2) 

Refer pages 356 and 357 of the Hearings Report. 

Appearance: Rosalie and Sharon Higgins. 

The submitters stressed the concerns which they had regarding the requirement to 
fence Jenkins Stream. 

The meeting was advised that the staff recommendation was to remove this 
requirement. 

2.3 Andrew Newton (Cross Submission Number 16) 

Refer page 357 of the Hearings Report. 

Appearance: Andrew Newton. 

Mr Newton explained that in his opinion some of the rules did not seem to be 
relevant to the Nelson situation and the small number of stock in the Matai 
catchment could not be said to pose a significant problem. 

He also advised that to his knowledge there were no dairy herds regularly crossing 
rivers in Nelson and in a number of cases it was impractical and costly to fence 
waterways to keep stock away. 

2.4 Royal Forest and Bird Protection Society (Submission Numbers  8 and 32) 

Refer pages 287, 300, 302, 306, 312, 339, 342, 360, 362, 365, 370, 379, 380, 390, 
395, 397, 405, 408 and 417 of the Hearings Report and pages 18A-18C of the 
Documents Tabled. 

Appearance: Helen Campbell and Peter Ballance. 

The submitters stressed that while concerns had been expressed regarding weed 
control on esplanade reserves, or on strips which had been retired from grazing it was 
their contention that there was no need to develop such reserves immediately, 
however, it was important that they be provided for the future.  Alternatively, if 
retired from grazing, community interest groups or even the adjoining farmer might 
well accept responsibility for their maintenance. 

Mrs Campbell explained that the society wished to see stock access to all waterways 
prohibited. 

Mr Ballance in supporting the submission expressed the opinion that the rules should 
be available in the plan now to cover future eventualities even if they were not 
frequently used as this was far better than having to rely on introducing controls once 
problems had arisen in the future. 
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2.5 Jill and Keith Anderson (Submission Number 29 and Cross Submission Number 
19) 

Refer pages 366 and 401 of the Hearings Report and pages 19A and 19B of the 
Documents Tabled. 

Appearance: Jill and Keith Anderson. 

Mr Anderson stressed that if the Council moved to retire land from grazing it needed 
to accept responsibility for its maintenance as the farmers would not. 

Mr Anderson also expressed the opinion that dairying would never be a problem for 
Nelson. 

2.6 Staig & Smith Limited (Submission Number 31) 

Refer pages 118, 340 and 428 of the Hearings Report and pages 20A-20H of the 
Documents Tabled. 

Appearance: Lisa Gibellini. 

2.7 Transpower New Zealand Limited (Submission Number 11 and Cross 
Submission Number 3) 

Shell, BP, Caltex and Mobil Oil Companies (Submission Number 18 and Cross 
Submission Number 18) 

Refer pages 11, 19, 70, 73, 112, 115, 120, 123, 141, 142, 195, 196, 199, 200, 235, 
236, 289, 290, 292, 293, 294, 304, 306, 308, 312, 313, 315, 332, 334, 335, 342, 391, 
394, 396, 397, 416, 417, 427 and 428 of the Hearings Report and pages 21A-21Z of 
the Documents Tabled. 

Appearance: David le Marquand. 

The meeting discussed the definition of “water” and the decisions by the 
Environment Court which seemed to indicate discharges into reticulated stormwater 
systems could be regarded as a discharge to land under section 15(1)(b) of the 
Resource Management Act 1991 and therefore controlled via Rule FWr.25 rather 
than by the bylaw which the Council was considering. 

The meeting also discussed the submitters’ requests in relation to a definition of 
“replacement” and whether or not it would be more appropriate to use “modern 
equivalent” rather than the word “similar”. 

2.8 Department of Conservation (Submission 7 and Cross Submission 13) 

Refer pages 153, 157, 159, 161, 168, 172, 177, 179, 180, 185, 190, 194, 196, 206, 
207, 216, 217, 221, 226, 227, 228, 229, 230, 232, 238, 241, 243, 245, 247, 249, 250, 
260, 262, 264, 265, 266, 269, 275, 278, 281, 287, 290, 291, 296, 299, 300, 304, 305, 
308, 309, 312, 318, 323, 324, 325, 328, 331, 336, 337, 338, 345, 346, 347, 348, 349, 
360, 362, 364, 370, 371, 375, 379, 381, 382, 384, 385, 387, 388, 389, 390, 393, 395, 
396, 397, 398, 405, 406, 410, 413, 416, 418, 421, 425, 427 and 431 of the Hearings 
Report and pages 22A-22X of the Documents Tabled. 
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Appearance: Lionel Solly. 

Mr Solly drew the meeting’s attention to the Waikato Regional Plan Provisions 
relating to stock and waterways which had recently been the subject of a Consent 
Order at the Environment Court as an example of ways that the provisions of Rule 
FWr.26 might be strengthened. 

2.9 Andrew Burton and Mary-Ann Baker 

Refer pages 153, 160, 164, 200, 216, 218, 231, 240, 295, 358, 367, 392 and 420 of 
the Hearings Report and pages 23A-23G of the Documents Tabled. 

Appearance: Andrew Burton and Mary-Ann Baker. 

The submitters requested that the Council also consider adding Grey Willow to the 
list of plants which were not permitted to be planted in riverbeds. 

They also suggested that reference to the “Rural Liaison Officer” under Topic 
Decision FW30(DO17.1.5) should perhaps be “Council”.   

Andrew Burton explained what he saw as the pressures on water quality and the way 
judicious controlled grazing could maintain wetlands and small stream bottoms to 
prevent sediment movement, and expressed the opinion that it was more appropriate 
to look at the concentration of grazing rather than the type of stock being grazed. 

Mr Burton also explained that there were a large number of initiatives already being 
carried out without regulation, for example, the Trees for Survival group and the 
various other community groups who were taking an interest in their local streams. 

Mary-Ann Baker expressed the opinion that the Council should establish water 
quality standards in relation to the various streams and use this to apply an effects 
based regime to control water usage. 

2.10 Carter Holt Harvey (Submission Number 12 and Cross Submission Number 17) 

Refer pages 260, 261, 263, 266, 268, 271, 274, 278, 286, 289, 290, 296, 298, 304, 
314, 320, 327, 334, 343, 345, 347, 348, 360, 369, 380, 381, 382, 383, 384, 388, 389, 
391, 393, 394, 395, 397, 405, 407, 408, 411, 412, 413, 417, 418, 421, 427, 429 and 
431 of the Hearings Report and pages 24A-24H of the Documents Tabled. 

Appearance: Julie Aitken and David Robinson. 

The representatives stressed that from the evidence available there was nothing to 
show that forestry harvest operations gave rise to sedimentation of water courses. 

2.11 Weyerhaeuser New Zealand Inc. (Cross Submission Number 23) 

Refer pages 261 262 266 268 269 270 271 290 296 300 314 319 328 333 389 395 
396 405 408 411 412 413 415 427 429 and 430 of the Hearings Report and pages 
25A-25R of the Documents Tabled. 

Appearance: Jenny Beale and Heather Arnold. 
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The representatives stressed that in their opinion the inclusion of the change to the 
Resource Management Plan to impose controls on forest harvesting due to 
sedimentation concerns was ultra vires and should not be proceeded with. 

The representatives stressed that in any event evidence clearly showed that there 
were no adverse effects to be dealt with in relation to water quality from forestry 
harvesting per se. 

2.12 Nelson City Council 

Refer pages 270, 273, 275, 277, 281, 289, 290, 293, 294, 300, 303, 307, 308, 314, 
316, 318, 320, 333, 334, 336, 338, 342, 343, 347, 363, 369, 370, 371, 376, 392, 417, 
418, 420, 421, 424 and 431 of the Hearings Report and pages 26A-26C of the 
Documents Tabled. 

Appearance: Andrew James (Engineer Stormwater/Waste Minimisation). 

Mr James tabled photographs to illustrate the practical meaning of 30m and 50m.  
(Refer pages 26D-26F of the Documents Tabled) 

Mr James explained that in his opinion the 50m suggested as a maximum limit in 
relation to the temporary diversion of water could be deleted and it may be more 
appropriate to reference a section or property boundary. 

The meeting’s attention was drawn to the revised recommendation in DO19.1.5, 
relating to the improvement of water bodies. 

Other points which Mr James made were: 

i. The wording in relation to DO19.1.5 should refer to “where practicable”. 

ii. Proposed Rule FWr.A tabled should be inserted to control discharges from the 
public sewer system to make provision for the occasions when stormwater 
infiltration occurs during storm events causing overflow from sewage stations. 

iii. As a consequence of the above mentioned rule a change needed to be made to 
Rule FWr.25.3 to make it clear that discharge of untreated sewage from a 
public sewer system was not prohibited. 

The meeting discussed whether there should be a limit on the number of such 
discharges, acknowledging that under the Council’s Asset Management Plan 
the level of service was no more than five events and this might well be an 
appropriate control. 

Attendance:  Councillor Fryer left the meeting at this point. 

iv. Stormwater Discharges to Water 

It was noted that the staff recommendation was to delete the proposed rule 
relating to private stormwater discharges and redraft FWr.21 to cover 
stormwater discharges in general. 

v. A new Rule FWr.28 should be inserted to cover the establishment of discharge 
to effluent disposal fields within the Rural Zone. 
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vi. The bylaw proposed to cover stormwater discharges would not be a Tradewaste 

bylaw but a separate Stormwater bylaw and it would not be available by April 
2006, so the date should be changed or removed. 

vii. The design guide for low impact stormwater management should be extended 
to cover commercial and industrial developments. 

viii. As some rules are only appropriate for the Rural Zone these should only be 
included in the Rural Zone chapter of the Resource Management Plan. 

2.13 Sarah Ayre 

Refer pages 44, 54, 75, 189, 191, 271, 280, 369 and 428 of the Hearings Report and 
pages 27A-27E of the Documents Tabled. 

The submitter neither appeared nor was represented at the hearing. 

2.14 New Zealand Vegetable and Potato Growers Federation and the New Zealand 
Fruitgrowers Federation 

Refer pages 19, 21, 69, 103, 107, 155, 164, 186, 220, 392, 427 and 431 of the 
Hearings Report and pages 28A-28D of the Documents Tabled. 

The submitter neither appeared nor was represented at the hearing. 
 

The meeting closed at 3:37pm. 
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