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INTRODUCTION

The Royal Forest and Bird Protection Society Incorporated (Forest & Bird) was set up in 1923 to
assist with the protection and preservation of native forest, birds and animals that inhabit them.
With over 8000 subscription holders and 70,000 donors, it has campaigned for over 90 years in order
to give nature a voice and secure the protection of New Zealand's remaining native species on land
and in the oceans that surround New Zealand.

The constitutional purpose of Forest & Bird is to “take all reosonable steps within the powers of the

society for the preservation and protection of the indigenous flora and feuna ond natural features of
New Zealand.”

Forest & Bird's vision is that Actearoa/New Zealand is a place where ecological resilience is at the
heart of everything we do. Forest & Bird’s goal, on behalf of its members and donors, is to give
nature a strong and independent voice.

Forest & Bird welcomes the opportunity to submit feedback on the Golden Bay Outstanding Natural
Features and Landscapes 2016 draft plan change prepared by Tasman District Council (TDC) as part
of a consultation process that was started in 2008. The goal of the project was to seek collaboration
from those with an interest in Golden Bay landscapes, including residents and landowners, so that



the final identification of Outstanding Natural Landscapes (ONLs) and Outstanding Natural Features
(ONFs) in Golden Bay enjoys wide support from the community and gives recognition to Section 32
requirements of the Resource Management Act (RMA) which requires the protection of outstanding
natural landscapes and features from inappropriate subdivision, use and development,

BACKGROUND

Understanding that the work spans decades, the latest process to identify Golden Bay's outstanding
natural features and landscapes (ONFLs) began in 2008 when Tasman District Council carried out
several landscape investigations and began to engage with community groups and stakeholders. In
2010 a larger working group was established with representatives from over 30 groups with diverse
community interests including Forest & Bird, Golden Bay Federated Farmers, Golden Bay Community
Board, Friends of Golden Bay, mussel farmers and DOC to discuss how the process might work. This
led to a small working group (SWG) using the expert information provided, and by undertaking a
site-led approach supported by the Pigeon Bay Factors, identified ONFLs in Golden Bay. Final
recommendations were presented to Tasman District Council in 2 workshop held in April 2015 and
the final report was lodged in July of that year.

After consultation and meetings with the SWG, Tasman District Council has adopted most of the
advice and has undertaken to prepare maps and draft policies and rules that will become part of the
Tasman Resource Management Plan (TRMP) Draft Plan Change.

GENERAL COMMENTS

In general, Forest & Bird supports the identification of ONFLs in the report of the SWG, and as
notified by Tasman District Council, with the following exceptions:

1. Three headlands at Puponga, Pakawau, and Parapara.
Sam’s Creek and Mt Burnett adjacent to the Parapara-Kahura ngi ONL

3. Te Tai Tapu Estate = NW Nelson Conservation Park adjacent to Southern North West Coast
ONL.

The July 2015 report of the SWG identified these six key sites where no consensus or agreement was
reached. In the draft plan prepared by Council, these sites have been omitted from the draft plan
released for feedback in July 2016.

Forest & Bird seeks that the sites are included in the draft plan change when it is publicly notified.

Three Headlands

The report of the SWG acknowledges the final settlement of Te Tau lhu and any Statutory
Acknowledgements is a relatively recent event (occurring within the lifespan of the SWG's
deliberations). Therefore we believed important conversations needed to be had by iwi where land
had been returned to them, to enable discussions about what might or might not constitute
appropriate activity within those sites. That, to Forest & Bird's thinking, is therefore relevant with
respect to what rules might be imposed at those sites to protect an ONEL status, rather than the
designation of the status per se.



Headlands at Puponga, Pakawau and Parapara were resolved through the settlement process and
land at both Pakawau and Parapara have been retained by iwi and titles transferred as part of the
treaty settlement. Part of Puponga Point headland is no longer part of the recreation reserve
(Puponga Farm Park) and is no longer crown land nor farmed.

However, in keeping with the work of the SWG, it should not preclude us fromn identifying them as
ONFLs in the first instance. In the Man o’ War High Court decision, summarised in the draft Section
32 Evaluation Report, it states “The process of identifying and delineating ON FLs must occur
separately from the process of developing policies and rules to protect them.”

In the deliberations of the SWG, we considered that prominent headlands that interfaced between
the sea and the estuary were an integral part of the marine ONL, and any use or development on
them could have a detrimental impact on the contiguity of this landscape where it interfaces with
the land. It is especially true that headlands are prominent visual features within that landscape,
and therefore their inclusion is warranted.

In conclusion, we seek that the headlands are included, but that discussions are held with iwi to
ensure that they are able to exercise manawhenua over these areas in accordance with the spirit of
the settlement. This would occur in the development of the policies, methods, rules, and other
means to ensure negative impacts on the Golden Bay — Mohua Coastal Marine ONL are avoided
whilst providing opportunities for iwi.

it Burnett

Mt Burnett is a part of the residual North West Nelson Forest Park and holds Conservation Park
status. It was considered to be worthy of inclusion in Kahurangi National Park, but was excluded
because of existing mining licences (mining is a prohibited activity in Kahurangi National Park under
Schedule 4 of the Crown Minerals Act).

Under the Resource Management Act, mining could occur in an ONFL, provided effects on the ONFL
values could be avoided, remedied or mitigated.

However, as with the Man O’ War decision outlined earlier, and as consistent with the SWG process,
an area should not be excluded because of activities or land ownership, but because it does not
mean the ONFL threshold. It is our argument that Mt Burnett as a whole meets that threshold.

In an ONFL case in the Mackenzie Country, J Jackson, ruled it was inappropriate to carve up
landscapes on the basis of an activity. Because the Wakamarama and Burnett Ranges are viewed as
a whole landscape, with Mt Burnett an integral part of it, it would be wrong to exclude the area of
Mt Burnett outside of Kahurangi National Park on that basis. It would create an ‘artificial hole’,
despite being on the edge because it would effectively remove part of the ranges skyline from within
the ONFL.

Forest & Bird notes that the draft section 32 report partially recommends this area for inclusion in
the Park. We note that the report incorrectly quotes Andrew Craig (2012). In Craig's 2012 report he
included the skyline of the Wakamarama Range (including Mt Burnett and the current dolomite
mine) within the North West Coast ONL, despite it being within the lower Aorere Valley Landscape
Unit. The report states: “There is a reasonable correlation between topography and land use and
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cover which also more or less corresponds with the National Park boun daries. As is the case
throughout much of Golden Bay and the Northwest Coast, the transition from one land use and
cover regime to another is abrupt and therefore highly apparent. In the mid and lower valley this is
particularly marked on its western side where it abuts the Wakamarama and Burnett Ranges,
including the very distinctive Mt Burnett and accompanying ‘Three Sisters’ peaks.” (Craig, pp71-72,
August 2012 revised report).

Forest & Bird were involved in the renewal of the permit for dolomite mining at Mt Burnett, by the
then permit holder, OMYA Ltd. In August 2005, the applicant prepared a report that accompanied
their application. In it they state (pp9-10):

“Visibility from the east: The quarry workings are concealed behind Three Sisters Ridge and the
proposed future workings will continue to be screened by the ridge. ... The quarry is visible in the
distance from parts of Golden Bay, but is unlikely to be noticed by anyone not already aware of its
existence. The part of the quarry that is visible at present is part of bench 2, and the haul road
within the quarry. If operations continue as proposed in the mine plan, this area will be lowered and
will then be screened by Three Sisters Ridge. The long term effect of continued quarry operation on
visibility from the east will be to further reduce the alrea dy modest visual impact of the quarry. ...
Visibility from the west: The quarry workings are located on a steep slope facing to the southwest,
and are therefore visible from that direction. However there are no roads or access tracks in this
area, which is steep and forest-covered. The quarry is not visible form the Mt Burn ett access road,
or from any other nearby road, track or accessible vantage point.”

This clearly evidences that practically it is possible for mining to occur in an ONFL as long as it
provides for the protection of those things that are valued, in this instance ensuring that the visual
impact of the site is minimized through sympathetic use of ridgelines, etc.

It is our contention that this area should be included for the following reasons:

1. Itisanintegral part of the Wakamarama and Burnett Ranges that are included in the draft
maps and its removal would be inconsistent with Case Law and the approach of the Small
Working Group.

2. The evidence provided clearly identifies it as an area of outsta nding natural landscape with
high community association.

3. It was recommended for inclusion in the draft maps of Andrew Craig with text identifying its
distinctiveness (2012).

Sam’s Creek

It is Forest & Bird's submission that parts of the area identified as Sam’s Creek should be included
within the Parapara/Kahurangi ONL. Sam’s Creek is a mix of stewardship land and Forest Park and is
subject to a mining permit.

The Small Working Group spent considerable time assessing areas to include/exclude along the
Upper Takaka Valley. On the western side of the valley, we agreed on a line 200 metres below the
ridgeline of the front ranges. Our rationale for that was the front ranges were the frontispiece of the
ONL that led your eye beyond the initial range into the peaks and valleys beyond. It was
acknowledged at the time that some of the lower slopes of the front ranges were modified, although



relatively natural. It was agreed that we would exclude areas from an ONL within the Upper Takaka
Valley where the native vegetation was clearly secondary vegetation, or under pine forest, or
quarried.

Some of the area excluded in the area known as Sam'’s Creek, but under guestion for inclusion by the
SWG, clearly has the same values as areas within Kahurangi National Park identified as ONFL, and is
indistinguishable on site. Once you enter the Takaka Valley gorge heading up towards the Cobb
Valley, the vegetation on your right hand side as you travel up the valley is identical in
outstandingness and naturalness to that of the Park beyond.

Many of our members have visited the site of the mining permit — a mix of deep gorge, steep sided
gullys and ridges covered in towering native vegetation and are of the view that the area has both
outstandingness and is highly natural.

The draft section 32 report partially recommends this are for inclusion as an ONL. It notes that it
was “deemed worthy for inclusion in national park”, and that in assessing the modification, it was
mainly due to the Cobb Reservoir and hydro scheme — neither of which have been excluded from the
present draft of maps on the ONL status of the land. The report notes that Andrew Craig identified
the area as: “"Upper Takaka Valley: naturalness = moderate, with some modification”. That
landscape unit is a very diverse unit, including pastoral land and forestry. Therefore the naturalness
of the overall unit is reduced. However, the landscape values are "high to outstanding”. The report
also notes that the Parapara/Kahurangi degree of naturalness is seen as “high, mostly unmodified”,
and the landscape is “very high to outstanding”.

As the area that we would seek inclusion is the areas that are indistinguishable from the surrounding
Kahurangi National Park, then we would suggest that according to Andrew Craig’s criteria, the area
has high naturalness, with very high to outstanding landscape characteristics, and thus worthy of
inclusion. It was partially recommended for inclusion by the draft section 32 report.

We therefore request Tasman District Council to delineate between the areas of modification as
with the remainder of the Takaka Valley, and those with the vegetation, the natural values, and the
outstandingness that are contiguous with the area included in the Parapara/Kahurangi ONL, rather
than the current arbitrary demarcation based upon land tenure and mining permits. Exclusion on
those reasons is flawed, is in violation of the principles of the rest of the analysis by the Small
Working Group, and against case law. Forest & Bird would be strongly opposed to that situation
continuing.

As before, mining activity would then have to be consented in an environment cognisant of the need
to protect the ONFL landscape characteristics.

Te Tai Tapu Estate

Much of the northern end of the Tai Tapu Estate is included in the Northern NW Coast ONL. The
remainder is situated between the Northern and Southern NW Coast ONL.

It was Forest & Bird’s opinion, and in support of the work done by previous Landscape Architects
including Frank Boffa and Andrew Craig, that the whole of the NW Coast was an ONL in its entirety.
In the negotiations within the Small Working Group, we isolated areas where pastoral farming was a
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dominant activity within the landscape, where the naturalness and outstandingvalues were not as
high as the surrounding land and where its removal would not be inconsistent with the work of the
Small Working Group. It was not an easy process for us, as we frequently fell back onto the opinion
that in this region, the whole of the area was clearly an ONFL. However, at the end of the
negotiations, there was no agreement as to the inclusion of the Te Tai Ta pu Estate.

Although having had a history of modification, the area now longer shows evidence of this, and
viewed from the coastline, consists of large slopes intersected by river valleys and covered in natural
vegetation. Its relatively low altitude, sloping terrain and contiguity of the mountains to the sea ina
number of places, make it a very important biophysical place.

Kahurangi National Park investigation deemed it worthy for inclusion, and apart from the effects of
some past forestry, the modification was seen as very small in comparison to the vast natural areas
of the site. Boffa (2004 and 2005) identified it as having high landscape and natural character and
included it as an ONL. Andrew Craig in 2012, similar noted the naturalness as high, mostly
unmodified, and the landscape as very high to outstanding. The draft section 32 report
recommended it for inclusion in the Southern NW Coast ONL.

The only reasons why it would be omitted are:

1. Because of iwi interests
2. Because of mining interests
3. Because it did not meet the Natural and Outstanding thresholds for inclusion.

To omit it for reasons 1 and 2 would be erroneous and inconsistent with the application of the SWG,
and of Case Law. We note that all of the land is currently classified as stewardship land and its
management is guided by the Nelson Marlborough Conservation Management Strategy for
conservation purposes. Any iwi interests would be explored through that mechanism, and as such it
does not stop it from being included as an ONL.

To omit it for reason 3 would be a valid reason, but the evidence of experts, and the support for its
inclusion by the wider community to which we have had discussions with over the years, is that it IS
worthy of inclusion as an ONL.

As a consequence, Forest & Bird seeks the inclusion of the remainder of the Te Tai Tapu Estate and
Department of Conservation managed lands, as identified by a question mark in the final report of
the SWG.

Wainui Ba

Wainui Bay is an ONF, adjoining the marine ONL on the seaward side. For Forest & Bird more
broadly, it remains an area of concern that the spat catching rafts set just north of the Abel Tasman
Memorial lie within the Golden Bay-Mohua Marine ONL in such close proximity to the ONF.

Although we have no judgement on the value of the spat catching site, we believe some long term
solution needs to be found within the rules and methaods so this site is either removed or modified in
such a way that it is no longer a highly intrusive structure given its current location close to the main



road and high visibility in what is otherwise a natural coastal setting with outsta nding feature and
landscape values, with Tata Islands as a stunning backdrop.

Our suggested amendments around rules relating to buffering against ONFs rmay well assist with
providing the scope needed to remove the degradation the spat catching infrastructure has on the
ONL and the adjoining ONF. Already used techniques such as submersible rafts are one option.

Scenic View Points and Lookouts

The draft plan has not identified the many scenic lookout points that currently exist within Golden
Bay that lie adjacent to main roads or other key stopovers and allow members of the public to
appreciate the landscape and scenery they are passing through. The first site is at the top of Takaka
Hill at Harwoods where visitors get an opportunity to stop and appreciate the scenic vistas of
Sylvester Range and the northwards to the wider Golden Bay/Mohua. Other scenic lookouts include
Onekaka, Abel Tasman Memorial, Pohara Beach, Tarakohe Marina, Wainui Hill, Totaranui Rd, North
West Coast road (various stops), Collingwood Wharf, Cobb Valley Rd and Cobb Lookout. These
vantage points provide an opportunity to explain the importance of scenery and landscape
appreciation through on-site interpretation and would help build an acceptance of landscape
features and what is being done by local authorities to protect them.

Land Information Memorandums (LIM reports)

Forest & Bird suggests that information on the location and extent of ONFLs be included in land
information memorandum reports provided to landowners and prospective buyers by Tasman
District Council as a service to ratepayers and a way of raising the awareness of special landscapes
and features that maybe of interest to owners and the wider community.

Resource Consent Fee Waiver

Forest & Bird suggests that TDC develop a policy giving some concession to landowners in the form
of some rating relief when a feature or landscape is protected and in some ways restricts the
neighbor from acting in a way they might have done so in the past.

COMMENTS ON DRAFT RULES

Forest & Bird agrees that the draft rule changes are generally adequate and address the major
requirements of protecting outstanding landscapes and features. Rule changes appear to protect
existing land uses where they have shown to be consistent with the protection of ONFL status, and
treat all new activities with a requirement to obtain a resource consent as a controlled or restricted
discretionary activity. Any new earthworks or land use activity not associated with an existing
activity, has stricter requirements and will be required to obtain a resource consent as a restricted
discretionary activity in future.

Forest & Bird are concerned about the rules providing buffers on ONFAs. We strongly support the
provision that needs to be made so that activities on the boundary or in close proximity of an ONF
do not have an adverse visual impact on the adjacent protected landscapes. This concern applies to
all of the planned ONFs as most are small discrete features where neighbou ring activities could have
an impact on their visual landscape characteristics and appreciation. It is suggested that buffers need

wJ




to be developed on a “case by case” basis. Customised buffers according to each landscape feature
would then limit subdivisions, land uses, buildings, roading, excavations, structures and
developments that might compromise the landscape values being protected.

Detailed submissions and relief sought.

Reference Forest and Bird submits Submission seeking change
Chapter 9 8.1.2 Issues and Objectives. Support and retain with the addition
Landscapes Forest and Bird support the of recognized view points and scenic

identification of important view point
and scenic lookouts in the Golden Bay
region as a way of building
appreciation of scenic beauty and
allow for its appreciation by visitors
and local communities. Harwoods
Lookout, Onekaka, Abel Tasman
Memorial and Wainui Hill are some
examples worthy of recognition.

lookouts so their visual appeal, visual
amenity and skylines are protected
as much as possible.

Chapter 9.1 Issues 9.1.2 Support and retain

Outstanding natural

Features and

Landscapes.

Chapter 9 Policies 9.1.3.4 A Amend to read....Enable the
Landscapes The sentence as currently written is maintenance of existing activities

not as clear as it could be.

within an outstanding natural
features and landscapes where they
are permitted activities or are
covered by a current resource
consent.

Policies 9.1.3.4D

Amend to read ....Restrict
subdivision, use and development
activities in ONF's and ONL's in the
coastal environment where
landscape characteristics could be
degraded or damaged.

Policies 9.1.3.4 E

Amend to read.....Allow (not
encourage as its too strong a term)
subdivision, use and development
activities in outstanding....etc.

Chapter 8 MOI 9.1.20 Methods of Implementation

Support and retain.

9.1.20.2 (c) in addition to ONL's and
ONF's identify key lookouts and
viewing points in Golden Bay and
develop methods to protect scenic
values and create opportunities to
explain and interpret these values to
the community and travelling public.

Include methods to identify ONFL
view points and develop educational
material and signage to build
appreciation of landscape values.

9.1.20.2C

Forest and Bird are concerned that if
changes to a landscape have




negative impacts then it could be
necessary to review the ONLF's
objectives, policies, methods and
rules.

9.1.20.4 (a) Add the word underlined....and
where other methods of protection
are appropriate,

9.1.20.4 (b) Consider the waiver of resource

consent fees if a resource consent is
required only because the activity is
within an ONLF and is not required
otherwise.

9.1.30 Principles Reasons and
Explanation

Support and retain....but add the
words..... allowed or encouraged.

Chapter 16 General
Rules

16.3A Assessment Criteria for
Subdivision

Support and retain with the addition
of

Add (2C).....In the Coastal
Environment the extent to which the
potential effects of subdivision on
the landscape characteristics of
putstanding natural features and
outstanding natural landscapes are

gvnided.

Chapter 18 Special
Area Rules

18.15 OLF's Areas and OML’'s Areas

18.15.2.1 Standards for Adjacent
Activities

Forest and Bird seeks that buffers
need to be mapped according to;
a) Sensitivity of the ONLF to the
planned activity
b) Visibility of the activity
against the ONLF.

18.15.2.1.1 Permitted Activities

Support and retain apart from (b)
and refer to buffering comments
above.

18.15.2.1.2 Restricted Discretionary
Activities

Support and retain

18.15.2.2 Earthworks

18.15.2.2.1 Permitted Activities

Forest and Bird seek the removal of
(b) due to our concern that the plan
permits a range of activities where
earthworks could have effects on an
ONLF and should be assessed.

18.15.2.2.2 Controlled Activities

Remove the words..."or in
connection with"”. This will clarify this
statement anﬂive more certainty.

18.15.2.3 Buildings and Structures

18.15.2.3.1 Permitted Activities

Support and retain.
Seek the removal of (c) statement is
too vague.
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18.15.2.4 Destruction or Removal of
"I.F'EEEtatiun

18.15.2.4.1 Permitted Activities

Forest and Bird strongly support (a)
and are keen to ensure that
vegetation removal must not extend
beyond the current footprint.

18.15.2.4.1 Permitted Activities
(Destruction or removal of
vegetation.) Forest and Bird are
concerned that this might lead to the
removal of too much vegetation.

Amend ( ¢ )... The purpose is for the
removing indigenous vegetation
(remove weeds) that has grown
naturally from cleared land.

Add (d) Oris not controlled by
another rule,

18.15.2.4.2 Controlled Activities

Add (c) is consistent with other rules
regarding indigenous vegetation
clearance.

Add (5) to resource consent
requirements...is consistent with
other vegetation clearance rules.

18.15.2.4.3 Restricted Discretionary
Activities.

Add (6) is consistent with vegetation
clearance rules.

18.15.2.5 Plantation Forestry

Support and retain

18.15.2.5.1 Restricted Discretionary
Activities

Support and retain.

Add (8) include the coastal
environment as a zone requiring
resource consent.

18.15.2.6 Quarrying

Support and retain

18.15.2.6.1 Restricted Discretionary
Activities,

Add (10) to include the coastal
environment as a zone requiring
resource consent.

18.15 Principle Reasons for Rules

Support and retain. Forest and Bird
prefer the term “human created” in
place of “man made”. This change
needs to be made in the remainder
of the plan as well.

Amend second paragraph ......
remove word they and insert
features

Schedule 18.15A

18.15A Grove Scenic Reserve

Add full name

18.15.A Hanson Winter Scenic
Heseg

Add full name

18.15A Tarakohe Cliffs

Add.... Extends down to the MHWS.

18.15A (1) Te Waikoropupu Springs

Amend.... native bush to native
vegetatiun_

1B8.15A (2) Parapara/Kahurangi

Add.... This area covers the southern
part of the Wakamarama Ranges

Chapter 19
Information
Required with Land
Use Consents or

19.2.1 Land Use

Forest and Bird seek to have this
amended to read...
a) Changes in land cover, such
as vegetation removal and




Subdivision

building construction.

Applications b) Changes in topography or
landfarm.
c) Introduction of unnatural
human created structures.
d) Changes to visual quality
e} Accumulative effects.
Chapter 25 Coastal Marine Area Rules Support and retain.

25.6.2.1.1 Controlled Activities Amend. [c) remove reference to

(Disturbance) indigenous weeds.

Also its confusing to refer to land in

the Coastal Marine Area CMA. Better

to call it foreshore or seabed.
25.6.2.1.2 Restricted Discretionary Support and retain

Activities (Disturbance)

25.6.2.2 Structures and Coastal Support and retain,

Occupations

25.6.2.3 Destruction or Removal of Support and retain.

Vegetation Forest and Bird seek clarification on
your list of indigenous weeds.

25.6.20 Principle Reasons for Rules. Para 2 remove “they” and replace
with “features” for clarity.

Schedule 25)

Big River Estuary Amend to read... the estuary and
catchment is surrounded by
indigenous forest.

Golden Bay/ Mohua Coastal Marine Amend to read ...Golden Bay
includes a working landscape.

Northwest Coastal Marine Replace word ...extends up to the
dune lands.....

Chapter 26 Information Required with | Support and Retain

Coastal Permit Applications

General 1) Forest and Bird would like to see

information on ONL's and ONF's
included on Land Information
Memorandums (LIM's) so that
landowners are aware of the
existence of these features and the
additional requirements they may
impose and any development plans.
2) Consideration is given to a
complete waiver or partial waiver of
resource consent applications fees as
a reflection of the public value of
landscapes being protected for both
private and public benefit.

Forest and Bird would like to be heard at any formal hearing that might be part of this process.

iy



RUDY TETTEROOQ
ACTING REGIONAL MANAGER

TOP OF THE SOUTH



Tom Chi

F

From: jane@staigsmith.co.nz

Sent: Monday 5 September 2016 3:06 p.m.
To: Tom Chi

Subject: GB Outstanding Landscapes

Tom

As per our earlier conversation, in terms of the Rules, we are concerned about the ‘planning by stealth” proposed re
the rules which pertain to land outside of the ONF maps but within 20m

Rule 18.15.2.1

A person unfamiliar with a RMP should be able to read a map and read the rules associated with those
zones/overlays

Why would a person unfamiliar with 2 RMP read rules pertaining to another zone/overlay expecting it to affect
them, when clearly a map does not show it

lane

(Had a few other things, but that was the main one)
J

Jane Bayley
Resource Management Consultant

STAIG & SMITH'™

Surveying, Planning, Engineering & Resource Management

P 0800 807 818 or DDI 03 545 6883 | E jane@staigsmith.co.nz | W www.slaigsmith.co.nz
81 Selwyn Place, PO Box 913, Nelson 7040 | 248 Monireal St, Christichurch 8013

. Ask us about how we can enhance your project with cutting edge technology, like 3D Laser nning or
Visualisation. Follow the links to find out more.

This information and sccompanying data in this email message is CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION and may also be LEGALLY PRIVILEGED, intended anly
for the above-named enlity. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby nofified thal any use, review, dissemination, distribution of copying of this
document is strictly prohibited. i you have received this document in error, please refurn 1o author and destroy the original message.
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FEEDBACK FORM

Let us know what you think of the locations identified

tstar

and draft rule changes for Golden Bay's Outstanding

Natural Features and Landscapes.
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FEEDBACK FORM

Let us knowwhat you think of the locations identified
and draft rule changes for Golden Bay's Outstanding

Natural Features and Landscapes.
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FEEDBACK FORM

Letus know what yvou thinkof the 1¢
and draftru

Natural Features and L
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Comment on the locations identified: = i |
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Comment on the draft rule changes: _ <5 €€ ’—O ?’ZI'Q{’ f "
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Please return this feedback form to any Council service centre by Tuesday 9 August 2016.
You can also submit feedback online: tasman.govt.nz/feedback.
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Golden Bay Outstanding Natural Landscapes and Features (ONLF)

The TDC has invited informal feedback on the Golden Bay ONLF reports by 30™ September 2016,
Comments are provided below on the Small Working Group (SWG) and Section 32 Evaluation
Reports.

Final report of the Small Group

The report refers to small areas like Sams Creek where consensus could not be reached. These
areas have been referred to as “Unconfirmed” on the maps and in the report. To use of the word
“Unconfirmed” for these areas is misleading and implies that they may be confirmed at some point.
It is proposed that "No Consensus” is used for these areas and all references in the report and maps
are changed.

Section 32 Draft Evaluation Report
Under section “4.2.1 Mapping the Outstanding Natural Features and Landscapes”

Comments on the Table attached to this section under Option 2 (see below)

¢ Under the Costs column under Environmental (see highlighted in yellow below); “but are
still valuable” This comment should be removed as it does not state on what basis they are
deemed valuable and who has decided that they are still valuable.

e Under Costs column under Economic (see highlighted in yellow below); it should be noted
that that heavier regulations may also make some operations or future operations or changes
to current operations untenable. This same comment occurs in a number of table entries and
they should all be modified.

Under Recommendation; the “several unresolved locations™ are not unresolved, they are areas
where there was no consensus amongst the SWG. The Council has resolved this by excluding these
areas from the ONLF's and the comment should be removed.

Page | 1
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Golden Bay Outstanding Natural Landscapes and Features (ONLF)

Option 2: Environmental Environmental
Adopt the ONFL Locations and landscapes deemed | There are some locations where
overlay ONFs and ONLs by the community- | the SWG did not reach consensus
recommandstions of led group are and protected. and so are not deemed ONFs or
the SWG July 2015 ONisTE MR TINRANG
Social
repad The community-led process is both | Social
validated and further supported by | Individual landowners and other
Council. Diverse considerstions parties have not been consulted
snd perspectives have contributed | directly during this process so far,
to the decisions. so their views have not been taken
into consideration st this stage.
Cuitural
Potentlal areas of importance to Lultursl
iwi are identified. The community- | Locations of importance to fwi
led process acknowledged that were no adequately addressed
direct consuitation with iwi ts now | within the community-led work.
required. There needs to be early and direct
consultation with hwi.
Economic
Communitles, industries and other | Economic
parties benefit from the continued | Potentially heavier regulations for
protection of ONFLs. These can landscape protection may Impose
include tourlsm operators, and greater financlal costs on those
many landowners and farmers. parties operating in affected areas,
These can Include some farmers,
landowners and businesses,
Recommendation This option Is fully recommended as it substantially Identifies those areas
and locations within Golden Bay which can be deemed ONFs and ONLs.
However, it does not adequately assess iwi associations and values and
also Includes several unresolved locations. This would be 3 step towards
resolving the resource management issue.
- | =

Under Option 3 (see extract from the table below)

Under Economic; remove the comment “There are no economic costs as the costs of the
landscape assessment has already been completed”. The Economics should be about the
economic impact of being included on the ONLF not the cost of the evaluation to the Council.
Under Costs column Economic ~ it should be noted that that heavier regulations may also
make some operations or future operations untenable.

Page | 2
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Golden Bay Outstanding Natural Landscapes and Features (ONLF)

Option 3!

Adopt the ONFL
overlay
recommendations of

Environmental
Locations and landscapes deemed
ONFs and ONLs by the landscape
assessments are protecied.

Social

——

Environmental

There are no environmental costs.

Social
There will be damage to the good
will and relationships developed

Page |12
previous landscape | There are some soclal benefits. over the years by the community-
architects The previous reparts have touched | led process if Council does not

on different perspectives and the | adequately consider their work.
values of local communities, but
not substantially. Cultural

Locations of importance to fwi are
Cultural not adequately assessed within the
There are no culturzl benefits. lwi | previous landscape assessments.
perspectives and values were not
considered, and locations of
importance were not Identified.

Economic
Economic There are no economic costs as the
Communities, industries and other | landscape assessments are already
parties benefit from the continued | completed.
protection of ONFLs. These can Potentlally heavier regulations for
include tourism operstors, and landscape protection may impose
many landowners and farmers. greater financlal costs on those

partles operating in affected areas,
These can include some farmers,
landowners and businesses.

Page | 3
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Golden Bay Outstanding Natural Landscapes and Features (ONLF)

Under the Summary Recommendations “a combination of 2 and 3 is recommended”. The small
working group had full access to the landscape reporis when they made their recommendation
(Option 2), so the consolidation has already occurred and the Council accepted their
recommendations. It's also stated that “the SWG recommendations were significantly consistent with
existing landscape character evidence”. So why has a combination of Option 2 and 3 been
recommended? The recommendation should be changed to Option 2 only.

Summary A combination of options 2 and 3 are recommended. Potential ONFLs
Recommendation have already been proposed by the Small Group, and previous landscape
architects have already made landscape assessments of Golden Bay. The
recommendations can be consolidated. There are still gaps, however,
around locations of Importance to iwi and select areas where the SWG
could not reach consensus,

Under Section “4.2.2 Managing Subdivision, Land Use and Development”
Comments on the Table attached to this section under Option 2 (see below).

It states under Social (see highlighted in yellow below); “Landscape areas and locations of

importance to communities that are not deemed ONF’ or ONLs are not protected” This is an incorrect
statement as;

¢ The process of using the SWG was to identify ONLFs that were important to the communities.

¢ Chapter 9 of the TRMP: has as its sole objective: “protection of the District's outstanding
landscapes and features from the adverse effects of subdivision, use or development of land
and management of other land, especially in the rural area and along the coast to mitigate
adverse and visual effects”.

=« Policy 8.1.3 encourages land use to be managed in a way that avoids or mitigates adverse
effects on natural landforms, surrounding natural features and visual amenity values; reguires
structures not to adversely affect skylines and ridgelines or unity of landform, vegetation and
views; promotes protection of landscapes values. Furthermore, Policy 9.3 protects significant
views from key public viewpoints on tourist routes.

This statement should be removed.

Page | 4
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Golden Bay Outstanding Natural Landscapes and Features (ONLF)

Option 2: Environmental Environmental

Propose strictly The landscape characteristics of There are no environmental costs.

ONFL-related ONFs and ONLs are protected.

amendments Social
Sodial Landscape areas and locations of
Landscape characteristics related | Importance to communities that
to social values and communities, | are not deemed ONFs or ONLs are
such as historical knowledge, are | not protected.
pro‘tected

Comments on the Table attached to this section under Option 3 (see below).

It states under Social and Cultural (see highlighted in yellow below); “don’'t reach that threshold yet

are slill regarded as valuable” The Council has spent over 10 years and numerous consultants and ' 1

working groups to define ONLF’s, What threshold do they need io meet and why haven’t they met
them during this process? Remove this comment.

Option 3: Environmental Environmental
Propose general The landscape characteristics of There are no environmental costs.
landscape both ONFLs and other landscape
SrHBIon M :::;;“dl"’::ﬁ""’ at‘: inology - ﬁ is a risk of Council bel
. andscape term a
clarlf-y ndscape wlil ma'i':-: landscape protection seen as operating outside ofn:'ae
terminology both easler and more effective. scope it promised the Golden Bay
communities, which was limited to
Soclal ONFLs.
Landscape areas and locations of
Importance to communities are Cultural
protected, both ONFLs and those | There Is a substantial risk of iwi
that don't reach that threshold yet | viewing Council as operating in a
are still regarded as valuable. heavy-handed manner, affecting
the lends returned recently by the
Cultural Treaty Settlement process.
Landscape areas and locations of
importance to iwl are protected, Economic

both ONFLs and those that don't
reach that threshold yet are still
regarded as valuable.

Potentielly heavler regulations for

landscape protection may impose
greater financial costs on those

narties onerating in affected areas.

Page | 5
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Golden Bay Outstanding Natural Landscapes and Features (ONLF)

Under Section “4.2.2 Managing Subdivision, Land Use and Development”
Comments on the Table attached to this section under Option 2 (see below).

It states under Social (see highlighted in yellow below); “Landscape areas and locations of
importance to communities that are not deemed ONF’ or ONLs are not protected” This is an incorrect
statement as;

e The process of using the SWG was to identify ONLFs that were important to the communities.

¢ Chapter 9 of the TRMP: has as its sole objective: “profection of the Disirict’s outstanding
landscapes and features from the adverse effects of subdivision, use or development of land
and management of other land, especially in the rural area and along the coast to mitigate
adverse and visual effects”,

» Palicy 9.1.3 encourages land use to be managed in a way that avoids or mitigates adverse
effects on natural landforms, surrounding natural features and visual amenity values; requires
structures not to adversely affect skylines and ridgelines or unity of landform, vegetation and
views; promotes protection of landscapes values. Furthermore, Policy 9.3 protects significant
views from key public viewpoints on tourist routes.

This statement should be removed,

Under Costs column Economic — it should be noted that that heavier regulations may also make
some operations or future operations untenable,

Page | 6
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Golden Bay Outstanding Natural Landscapes and Features (ONLF)

Option 2: mental Environments!

Propose strictly The landscape characteristics of There are no environmental costs,

ONFL-related ONFs and ONLs are protected.

amendments Social
Social Lendscape areas and locations of
Landscape characteristics related importance to communities that
to soclal values and communities, | are not deemed ONFs or ONLs are
such as historical knowledge, are not protected.
protected.
Protected locations are likely to Cultural
have been identified by members Landscape areas and locations of
of the Golden Bay community. Importance to iwi that are not

deemed ONFs or ONLs are not
Cultural protected.
Landscape characteristics related There is a substantial risk of lwi
to iwi values and perspectives, m&unﬂmoperathulna
such as historical and cultural heavy-handed manner, affecting
associations, are protected. the lands returned recently by the
Treaty Settlement process.

Economic
Communities, industries and other | Economic
parties benefit from the continued

M

Page |16

protection of ONFLs. These can
include tourism operators, and
meny landowners and farmers.

Potentially heavier regulations for
landscape protection may Impose
greater financlal costs on those
parties operating In affected areas.
These can include some farmers,
landowners and businesses,

Page | 7
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Golden Bay Outstanding Natural Landscapes and Features (ONLF)

It states under Soclal and Cultural (see highlighted in yellow below); “don't reach that threshold yet
are still regarded as valuable” The Council has spent over 10 years and numerous consultants and
working groups to define ONLF’s. What threshold do they need to meet and why haven't they met
them during this process? This comment should be removed.

Under “Appendix 1 Table 2.3"

Option 3: Environmental Environmental
Propose general The landscape characteristics of There are no environmental costs.
landscape hoth ONFLs and other landscape
amendments and areas and locations are protected. | Social
darity londcape Clarifying landscape terminology | There Is a risk of Council being
o will make landscape protection seen as operating outside of the
both easler and more effective. scope it promised the Golden Bay
communities, which was limited to
Social ONFLs.
Landscape areas and locations of
Iimportance to communities are Cudtwral
protected, both ONFLs and those | There is a substantial risk of iwi
that don’t reach that threshold yet | viewing Council as operating in a
are still regarded as valuable. heavy-handed manner, affecting
the lands returned recently by the
Cultural Treaty Settlement process.
Landscape areas and locations of
importance to Iwi are protected, Economic
both ONFLs and those that don’t Potentlally heavier regulations for
reach that threshold yet are still landscape protection may impose
regarded as valuable. grester financial costs on those
parties operating in affected areas.
Famm i Thaan ane inalide sanen fnremmnen

This table is misleading and does not add any value to the discussion as the majority of locations are
not covered specifically in the different reporls and direct comparisons cannot be made. Also the
observations in the various reports don’t lend themselves to a small comment in a table cell. This has
led to over simplification of out of context quoting. This table should be removed from the report.

Some specific comments;

Page | 8
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Golden Bay Outstanding Natural Landscapes and Features (ONLF)

¢ What does Supplementary and Primary mean in this context? Is implying that the DOC
1893 report is a "supplementary report”? The DOC report was the most substantial report
completed and is the only report that was based on detailed investigation and site visits.

« Staff recommendations should be removed as the aim of the table was to compare each
assessed location and the assessments of both the SWG and past landscape and natural
charactier reports.

¢ For the Sams Creek Area:

]

The DoC quote is totally taken out of context and incorrect (see explanation in Sams
Creek Gold — Briefing paper to the Small Working Group). The DOC 1993 report
states the following with regard to Sams Creek "The Department has carried out site
investigations for the prospecting application Min 31-2178. It was concluded that
there were no outstanding natural values in that area at present which would warrant
national park status for this area on its own. Therefore, this area was recommended
for exclusion”.

"Although there is currently little information on the specific natural values within the
prospecting application sites to the east of Min 31-2178 (Min 31-2661) it is considered
that this would not meet national park criteria on its own. Therefore, this area was
recommended for exclusion”.

Areas of Sams Creek thai DOC considered had natural values that warranted
National Park Status were removed from the pemit/s and included in the National
Park.

The first part of the “Craig” comment on Upper Takaka is a very general comment
and does not specifically apply to Sams Creek so is not relevant in this context. The
second part is referring to the whole Kahurangi / Parapara area and again not
relevant to Sams Creek.

Staff recommendations shouldnt be included. In any case what does parlially
recommend for inclusion mean? Which part? Why is this reporl recommending
inclusion when DOC recommended not too, the SWG couldn't reach consensus,
none of the landscape experis have visited the area and the Council accepied the
decision to exclude it?

mining krencet

Sam's Creek

NW Helson Comenmtion Park = | Nartural values — HfA WA Upper Takaka Valley | Hf& ¥~ Goklen Bay soht | 1~ Partislly
deemed worthy for Hatierainess — rock iertiary hills recommend fer
inchuslon In fatlone! moderate, some Inchusion o part of

park modiication

medificaiion from the caftitanding
Cobd redervoir and
Hydro installation Parapara/Eahurangs
Recommendation - Meturalness - high,
enchude lor mibning maesily unmedified
prospecling srees and Landutaps - viry
Boeners high te outstending
RO - e D

Modificetion - some Landscaps ~ high o Fnges OHL

Page | 9
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GIVING NATURE A VOICE
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Forest and Bird Golden Bay Branch,
clo Secretary,

Jo-Anne Vaughan,

20 Hiawatha Lane,

Takaka. 7110.

Email: javn@xira.co.nz

24.9.16

RESPONSE TO DRAFT OUTSTANDING FEATURES AND LANDSCAPES
IN GOLDEN BAY

The Golden Bay Branch of Forest and Bird welcomes the opportunity to respond to this draft
proposal for the locations and draft rules for the outstanding natural features and landscapes (ONFL).
We acknowledge the difficulties and hard work of all concerned, particularly the Small Working Group,
to bring the process this far in the absence of accepted methodology, and agree that all the ONFL
listed in the Discussion Document should be included, with none removed.

Forest and Bird is of the view that the ONFL should be decided on the basis of landscape reasons
alone. That they have not been, points to a flawed process. It is essential that the process, outcomes
and rules be fair and unassailable. The interface between the ONFL and private property has and will
be subject to the real or attempted influence of vested interests, some reasonable (see below to
suggested new rules, costs of consents), and some self serving. This tension has been played out in
the course of the ONFL process, and we do not have confidence that the decisions about ONFL so
far have not been influenced by vested interests. -

1.1.The foremost response is to urge the Council to return to deciding ONFL on the basis of
landscape alone and reinstate the three landscapes of Te Tai Tapu, Mt Burnett, and Sam's
Creek as outstanding landscapes. 2

It would appear that these three areas have been dropped from their places as ONL or within ONL
for potential and existing quarrying and mining considerations. The 2014 report of the small working
group explicitly stated that a place "needs to be included or excluded for landscape reasons alone”,
and included these places. In the 2015 report the three areas had become question marks. In the
discussion document they have disappeared. All are sites for current or potential mining or quarrying.

Sam’s Creek and Te Tai Tapu are not actively mined, the mining is only a potential in the future. Both
have already been determined to be worthy of inclusion as ONL by the small working group in its
2014 report.

Activities such as mining within a ONL should be dealt with through the normal process of an
application for resource consent rather than a justification to remove them from the ONFL decision.
We also make the point that the exclusion of the mining and quarrying areas of Sam's Creek. Mt
Burnett and TeTai Tapu will result in owners of these areas not incurring the increased resource
consent costs expected to be incurred by prope rty owners inside ONL who appear already to see
themselves as disadvantaged. This is another reason why the decision should be made on the basis
of landscape values alone

-— '
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2 The second response is to request that the Takaka Valley floor in whole or in part be an ONL.
The distinctive character of the Takaka Valley floor is defined by the winding river and the scattered
totara irees on the river flats which are appreciated both from views from the Takaka hill, and from tk
valley floor itself. When a large number of Totara trees were cleared from a property on the valley
floor some months ago there was a response from the Takaka community; an indication that the
unique character of the valley floor is valued as a landscape.

3. The third response is to include the following as Outstanding Natural Features

1. Devils Boots;

2. Ballroom Cave in the Aorere Goldfields.

There is a good case to be made to include spectacular accessible caves as Qutstanding Natural
Features. They are a recognised natural feature in Golden Bay. Caves are particularly prone 1o
damage of limestone formations and removal of moa bones etc.

DRAFT RULE CHANGES:

There are economic implications to ONL (see below) and vested interests now or in the future may try
to change the ONFL list. '

9.2.4.2. Include a rule to say that more ONFL may be added to the list decided by this process. i.e.
this list is not final.

Include a rule to say that ONFL may not be removed from the list some time in the future.

18.15.

Include mining along with quarrying wherever quarrying is referred to..

18.15.2.6.Quarrying_and mining
18.15.2.6.1.Restricted Discretionary Activities (Quarrying and mining)
18.15.Principle Reasons for Rules
Amend "Activities of specific concern are plantation forestry , quarrying, Add: and mining, _".
18.15A. (1) Golden Bay Outstanding Natural Features areas.
Include The Devils Boots and the Ballroom Cave
(2) Golden Bay Outstanding Natural Landscapes areas
Include Mt Burnett, Sams Creek, Te Tai Tapu, Takaka Valley Floor.

18.15.2.2.2 Controlled Activities (Earthworks)

(c)Bare earth areas are revegetated where possible to achieve 80% ground cover within 12 monthy
Add: using local endemic plants which would be the natural ground cover previous to the
commencement of the earthworks. '
Reason: to avoid the revegetation of bare earth areas with species which are not local or even nativ=

NEW RULES PROPOSED

1.Costs of Resource consents; .
Forest and Bird recognise that for those who are landowners in ONFL, there will be an increase in
costs in time and money due to more resource consents being required. This has been expressec

a real grievance by affected landowners both at the information session and in the media. There i€ .
risk that these landowners regard inclusion within an ONL as a misfortune compared with others
whose land is not in an ONL. One entire farm is within 2 ONL.  This may also affect the price if the
decide to sell their properties.

We ask that rules be added to allow for waiving of resource consent costs where a resource
consent is required for no other reason than the property being included in an ONL. This
would apply to current owners only and not future owners.

2 Protection of coastal/marine ONFL from damage via water catchments.

The proposed boundary of the coastal ONLF is the mean high water springs. Estuaries in particul -
are at risk of damage due to sediment and pollution washed in from rivers, streams and surface
flooding after logging and other land clearance activities. The recent logging behind Ligar Bay is a
case in point,



We ask that rules be added

1.
2.

to control land clearance or other activity which could result in contamination of the
coastal/marine ONFL, particularly estuaries, by sedimentation or pollution.
To adjust boundaries as sea levels rise

Celia Butler,

Chair, Golden Bay Branch,
Forest and Bird.

1800 Takaka Valley Highway,
RD1,

Takaka, 7183.
hangdog.camp@paradise.net.nz
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FEEDBACK FORM
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1anges forGolden Bay’s Outstan ding

TASMAN DISTRICT

Watural Features and Landscapes

Y M

[ Your name: M rﬁAﬂ e / R e&qu Your contact phone numbel O; 7 34% O Iy
Your address: 7?6 Am T/‘]IMAI\J Dfe;'vp ‘TPA k’ﬂk’g 7/ ?3 1

Comment on the locations identified:

- KEEP MT BURNETT OUT of the Golden Bay Outstanding Natural Features and Landscape

Mt Burnett is an existing active mining area and has been for approximately 100 years. It was decided when the

- Kahurangi National Park was created in 1996 that it would not be included subject to mining. Changing how this
area is able to be utilized will impact on the wider community and therefore should continue to be excluded from
the Golden Bay outstanding natural features and landscape for the following reasons:

| Dolomite rock from Mt Burnett is the only heavy density rock that qualifies in Golden Bay to be used for
protection from erosion. It is commeonly used in the community to protect against river erosion and for sea walls.

 With the rising sea levels this will continue to be a further problem, one that the Golden Bay could continue to
protect itself against with local dolomite rock.

i The fertilizer from Mt Burnett is New Zealand’s only source of magnesium calcium organic fertilizer. It is an
important necessity in farming for both soil and animal health. There is a future in organic farming as it has less

« impact on our waterways and will mean an overall better product for all consumers, New Zealand farming

| generates over $30 billion in exports per year, feeding over 40 million people, in 100 countries around the world.

Let’s ensure that spme of our best resources continue to be accessible to consumers by enabling Mt Burnett to ﬁ
| continue to be excluded from the Outstanding Natural Features and Landscape. ) ?

[ | Please return this feedback form to any Council service centre by Friday 30 September 2016. ;
You can also submit feedback online: tasman.govt.nz/feedback. :

district colnctl
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24/9/16

Elspeth Miller
347 Nguroa Rd
Kaihoka
Collingwood 7073

(Ph) 0279448554

SUBMISSION

Re: Outstanding Natural Landscapes in Golden Bay

Location of concern: The South-West Coast and North-West Coast of Golden Bay, in particular P.J.
and M.R. Miller’s farm at Nguroa (from Nguroa Bay to Puponga DOC Estate).

I am strongly opposed to the recommended ONLs for the South-West and North-West Coast,
particularly Peter and Marjorie Miller’s farm at Nguroa.

The ONL identified on Nguroa is largely grazed pasture area, and is no different on one side of the
line on the map, to the other. A lot of this pasture land is un-spectacular sandy hill country (i.e._not
outstanding). Most of these areas are already protected under the 200 metre Coastal Environment
Zone, and have been for many years, so to add another layer of regulation is totally unnecessary.
The 200m zone already protects these areas from inappropriate subdivision, etc. These landscapes
do not need to be “preserved and protected for future generations” under the ONL banner, because
they are already sufficiently protected.

Privately owned coastal land already has heavy regulations in place, therefore there is no need for
another layer of beaurocracy. TDC and environmental groups (who are un-affected but still applying
pressure) may not fully comprehend that the seemingly minor implications of the ONL restrictions |
have the potential in future to restrict normal farming activities.

My request: That the ONLs identified along the South-West and North-West Coast (from Big River
to Puponga DOC Estate) be removed from productive farmland.

Elspeth Miller.
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Map of Recommended Outstanding
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Golden Bay's Outstanding Natural Features and Landscapes
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FEEDBACK FORM

Lot us know what you think of the locations identified
and draft rule changes for Golden Bay's Outstanding
Natural Features and Landscapes.

Your contact phone number:

Your name:

Your address:

Comment on the locations identified:

Comment on the draft rule changes:

el

e

2E S =0
Please return this feedback form to any Council service centre by §

You can also submit feedback online: tasman.govt.nz/feedback.

Tasman Dis

Feel free Lo contacd €S:
Email inf

tasman

district council
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From: Nikki Shepherd on behalf of Reception Richmond
Sent: Tuesday 27 September 2016 8:39 a.m.

To: Tom Chi

Subject: FW: ONFLs submission

Reception Richmond |
Customer Services Team
DDI {03) 543 8400

From: Joyce Wyllie [mailto:kaihoka@xtra.co.nz)

Sent: Tuesday, 27 September 2016 8:28 a.m.

To: Reception Richmond <Reception.Richmo nd@tasman.govt.nz>
Subject: ONFLs submission

Hi
I don’t think this went through last night..internet coverage issues
Try again

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed Outstanding Natural Features and Landscapes
in Golden Bay

and Thank you for extending the deadline for submissions from 9th August to end of September
2016...this is a huge and important topic and not one to be rushed.

1) Firstly | commend the members of the Small Working Group for their work in discussing, negotiating
and trying to understand the issues they were faced with . It is an invidious job that they were assigned to
draw lines on maps on a very subjective subject like landscape. It would have been difficult and frustrating
process with many meetings and I thank them for their resilience.

2) As an affected landowner | feel let down by council in their lack of communication with the real
“stakeholders” in this process. The Small Working Group recommended that council talk to affe cted
landowners before the Discussion Document went public. That did not happen , there was not even

a letter sent out to people affected with an explanation of the process and mapping.We have been
treated no differently from any member of the public on whom there is no impact of changes in policies.
This is a very disappointing “oversight” and does not make us feel respected and valued ...

We appreciate the recent visit from TDC staff, Tome Chi and Steve Markham , and that was constructive.

3) I make this submission as a farmer with about 30% of our property within the proposed Northern
Northwest Coast ONL and boundered by the Wanganui Inlet ONF. | would appreciate that the following
comments are given serious consideration since they come from someone who is potentially affected by
changes in land use policies. This is our private property, our business, our livelihood, our future land use
and possibly QV of the property which we are talking about.

4) We acknowledge our place is beautiful and we value it. We enjoy it , have cared for it over 3
generations and will continue to do so. We are concerned that restrictive regulations will “freeze” our
operation as it is now and potential change in land use and other options for farming will not be possible.

1



Sheep farming at current prices is simply not sustainable ( unfortunately) and we don’t know what .
opportunities will arise in the next 10 or 20 years.

5) BUT we do not want to take all the regulations, responsibilities, and restrictions with no recognition,
relief and reimbursements....which is what | see this proposal is doing to affected landowners.

if the council and community value the landscape then they need to put some value in to “preserving and
protecting it for future generations” I

6) Recommendations on how to share the cost/value of ONFLs management.

a) Rate relief for landowners with ONFLs identified on their property. Some farms are 100 % included
and this must be recognised financially.

b) Differential cost/share structure for processing RMA consent processes. If landowners are required to
make more applications for activities in ONFLs then this should not be at their expense . In the discussion
document it states in the rule changes “introduce new information requirements “, “introduce new land
scape related assessment criteria” , require most other activities to be assessed through a restricted
discretionary status resource consent with new landscape related assessment criteria”

These extra “assessments” will cost and this must be shared.

7) The boundaries need to be defined specifically so on the map we can see where the lines go and what
land is within the proposed designated ONL and therefore impacted by draft policies ( which are, as yet,
not clear) . This is a practical issue so as farmers we have clarity about areas and activities affected.

8) Locations. TDC is required to identify all the outstanding landscapes in their area but have focussed
solely on Golden Bay .
| feel this has unreasonably targeted a small part of a big region ..

) Boundaries........are the right ones in?.

| will only talk about our property here as other landowners know more about their place..

a) We are OK with the boundary running along the ridge of Lunar and that area being in the proposed
Northern NW Coastal ONL.....BUT we still have concerns about what new restrictions will be put in place 2
draft regulations are not clear .We don’t know what it really means to have this proposed change in land
status.

b) The boundary along the Inlet side of our property takes in many hectares of grassed paddocks . It
seems that this line has been quite randomly drawn to go with the Wanganui Inlet ONF rather than due to
any outstanding natural character of the green hills. It is interesting that the photo on the front of the
Discussion document is of our farm . This picture shows nice farmland but not an Outstanding natural
landscape.

10) What policies /rules and other “provisions” are needed?

This is the crunch for us a landowners affected....what is “appropriate” and “inappropriate” as measured
against what we are “trying to protect”.

We need enabling policies with cooperation with landowners and not heaps more limitations.

See point 6 above as to how cost needs to be shared if further requirements for consents are put in place

11) | took notes at the drop in sessions | attended and these comments below are what the TDC staff said
they need feedback on.

#... There are activities which need to be done on a farm to keep it functioning and these must be
allowed to continue without any consent process...”normal” things farmers need to do like

weed control,.... manuka removal,...... ..... new vegetation clearance......constructing new
buildings.....maintaining existing buildings.....pasture establishment...

2 L



New tracks....... old tracks touched up......... plantation forestry and how .
big........ quarrying.....ditch digging......planting shelter belts....changing crop use..... higher fences....planting |
trees for carbon credits or even planting manuka for honey production. 2

WE don’t need “uncertainty” in being able to manage farms. o
The assurance we have been given is that “existing man made modification” is part of the landscape so
maintenance /alteration is OK and | would like to reinforce that statement

——

# ....There may be new things we want to do.... .......wind farms......subdivision .... Ostrich farms......new i
airstrip..........

Who knows what land use will be in the future and we need opportunity to consider change. [
New activities will “require scrutiny”.....which means applying for resource consent ...and as we know y
from our own tough experience that means lots of stress, money time and uncertainty... going into the -
process with no guarantee of outcome and adding cost and risk. '

# .......There are 6 areas that there are “no consensus”....... headlands at Puponga, Pakawau, Parapara. .. -
Sam’s Creek, Taitapu Estate and Mt Burnett. AL
These places are still being considered and in my opinion should be left out. -
Stick to the areas that the Small Working Group did agree on.

e W
: '

- Mount Burnett is specially important. The hill top is a familiar outline but it is not “outstanding”.
This is the only dolomite works in NZ and extraction has already altered the landscape.

#....Existing forestry blocks are art of a “working landscape” . These trees were planted to be harvested
and that must be allowed without a consent process .

#.....The proposal is that “removal of regrowth forest “ is OK....This is the way it should be and | would like
to affirm this.

Many of us on sheep farms have experienced low incomes for many years and some of these
maintenance activities have not been done due to budget constraints but will need to be done. i

#....Gravel should able to be removed from an ONL or ONF to protect land from flooding

Basically we want to be able to continue farming , operating our business, living in our rural area and still |
retain options to move into other activities ( tourism, trees,bees, wind turbines...who knows...) 11
without increased financial pressure and challenges from costly consent processes. I
We already function with layers of regulations.....Coastal, Cultural Heritage, Landscape , Priority and Maori
and we don't think more restrictions are required.

The majority of farmers are generous and considerate people , and we are part of that. Please give credit
where it is due.

Thank you for your consideration of this submission and | would like to part of any ongoing discussion. |

p——— E——
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Feedback to Golden Bay’s Outstanding Natural Features and Landscapes

From Jo-Anne Vaughan,
20 Hiawatha Lane,
Takaka 7110.

Phone: 03 5256031

29" September, 2016

I have been closely interested in Golden Bay’s landscape issues for the |ast 20+
years and have sadly observed the fear from the community that in allowing
their properties to be identified as outstanding natural features or landscapes
they would incur more cost and put a caveat on what they can do on their own
land. Maybe some years down the track community attitudes will mature and
this can be revisited. | was strongly of the opinion that all of Golden Bay should
be declared a region of outstanding natural features and landscapes and then
rules applying to everyone equally could be devised.

Outstanding Natural Landsca pes and Features should really not be isolated as
this process has devised. They are connected to the su rrounding areas that
influence and affect them and they really hold their outsta nding value as a
whole entity. So little of Golden Bay is not an outstanding la ndscape!

Having defined my disappointment | accept that we now have ‘consensus’ and
generally | accept the outcome of the process. There are three areas excluded
however that | am committed to see added. They are:-

1. The three headlands at Puponga, Pakawau, and Parapara.

2. Sam’s Creek and Mt Burnett adjacent to the Para para-Kahurangi ONL

3. Te Tai Tapu Estate — NW Nelson Conservation Park adjacent to Southern
North West Coast ONL,

Jo-Anne Vaughan.

Email: javn@xtra.co.nz
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