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objective.  The use of the word “significant” enables people to look at ways to mitigate some of the 
effects.  

Policy 3.2:  This policy helps to give effect to the new policy in the New Zealand Coastal Policy 
Statement. 

Policy 3.3:   This policy relates to the potential for the diversification of species in the marine farming 
environment. 

Policy 3.4:  This policy deals with the fact that some species may have specific biophysical or 
infrastructural requirements that may in turn dictate the location of the activity.  

Policy 3.5: Historically marine farms have been located within a 50 – 250 meter band offshore.  Locating 
the farms within a 100 – 300 meter band will allow for expansion within areas already occupied by 
marine farming.  It will improve the near coastal strip for recreation and help to protect important 
ecologically values areas such as reefs.  

Policy 3.6:  This policy directs you to other relevant chapters and policies in the Resource Management 
Plans, e .g. the Indigenous Biodiversity Chapter.  This policy helps inform policy 3.7. 

Policy 3.8:   This policy came out of those mid bay (particularly Beatrix and Admiralty Bay) marine farm 
cases.  Where the edge of the bay is already developed in marine farms then the marine farms in the mid 
bay should be avoided. 

Policy 3.9:  This policy recognises that some marine farms have a need for associated infrastructure, 
i.e. roading and wharves.  Hans suggested the Plan identifies where such activities could take place and 
impose development levies to offset significant impact on infrastructure.  

Policy 3.10: This policy is for fin fish species and provides parameters for species that require artificial 
additives to coastal water.   

Objective 4:  This objective and policies deal with the management of marine farms.  

Policy 4.3:  This policy reflects a provision that has been introduced with the new aquaculture legislation 
that coastal permits are not to be a shorter duration than 20 years.  

Clr Oddie asked if the standards required the use of up to date technologies.  Linda replied that there was 
nothing to that extent.  Resource consent applications will capture current technology, although the 
opportunity to impose new technology regimes only occurs on expiry and then application of a new 
permit.  If technology became that advanced then a plan change could be appropriate.  Previously some 
short term consents have been granted to enable the testing of an adaptive management approach. Farms 
will be developed to a certain point to gauge the effects.  In practice however the farms were never 
established.  Policy 4.3 prevents this option in the future.  

Policy 4.4:  This policy resulted from a number of salmon farms applications processed by Council.  
Linda asked the Sub-Committee whether it wished to retain Policy 4.4(d) which dealt with the use of 
artificial therapeutics.  While this was not a current practice the Sub-Committee considered the policy to 
be appropriate in the event this practice changed during the life of the Plan.  The determining factor will 
be whether it was Council’s responsibility to regulate this matter.  Linda added that it was a principle of 
the Plan to avoid duplication of roles.  If another agency was responsible for a function then it would not 
be included in the Plan.  On that basis there may be no requirement for policy 4.4(d).  Alternatively 
retaining the policy will signal the decision maker that this is a matter for consideration.  

Policy 4.6:  This policy requires consent holder to remove their structures on expiry of consent without 
renewal or when the activity ceases on the site.  

Policy 4.7:  This policy encourages the beach clean ups undertaken by marine farms owner/occupiers that 
occurs on a regular basis.  

Exclusion Zones 

There are 65 marine farms that have had exclusion zones imposed by Ministry of Fisheries to protect 
sensitive areas.  There appears to be a disconnect between the fisheries permits and coastal permits in this 
regard.   
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Rule Framework for Existing Marine Farming – Current and Proposed   

Linda tabled an overview of the rule framework for marine farming in the Resource Management Plans.  
In it she summarised the existing rules and set out proposed changes to statuses for marine farming 
activities.   It is now proposed through the new Regional Policy Statement and Plan to have one coastal 
marine zone and in general the framework will be simpler and cleaner.  

Survey 

A targeted telephone survey approach to both local and national participants was suggested by the 
Environmental Policy Team.  This approach had been used for previous issues relating to activities in the 
Marlborough Sounds.  

Consultation 

Pere sought the Sub-Committee’s view on whether it was timely to take the draft chapter to focus groups.  
The concern was the timing in terms of the application from NZ King Salmon to the EPA.   The Sub-
Committee determined that the consultation should not be deferred.  Pere advised he would be meeting 
with consultants within 2 weeks and Pere will report back on that meeting to the Sub-Committee at the 
next meeting.  Linda offered to provide a copy of previous surveys for the Sub-Committee member’s 
information.   A copy of the proposed survey will be presented to the Sub-Committee to be ratified prior 
to the survey being undertaken. 

The Sub-Committee agreed to send the draft chapter to consultation.  

 
Record No:  126586 
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Notes of a Meeting of the RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN REVIEW 
SUB-COMMITTEE held in the Committee Room, District Administration 

Building, Seymour Street, Blenheim at 1.00pm on Tuesday, 13 December 2011 
Present 
Mayor Sowman, Clrs D W R Dew, P J S Jerram and G Taylor. 

In Attendance 
Clr G I T Evans, A Besley, Mayor Sowman, H Versteegh, P Hawes, L Craighead, S Bulfield-Johnston. 
and J Bentley (Boffa Miskell) 

Apologies 
Clr F D Maher. 

 
 

The following documents were distributed with the agenda to the attendees prior to the meeting.  

 Activity report - trim ref 11244272 

 Draft questionnaire from Corydon Consultants – trim ref 124125 

 Draft natural character provisions – trim ref 11249909 

 Draft natural hazard provisions – trim ref 11250823 

 Natural Character Assessment of the Coast Prepared for Marlborough District Council, Boffa 
Miskell September 2011– trim ref 11183196 

Copies of these documents are appended to this report. 

5. Matters Arising 

None 

6. Activity report 

Item 10 – Liquefaction Study 
The attendees discussed the technical aspects of the liquefaction study currently being undertaken by 
Opus Consultants Limited.  The consultants have also accessed historical soil data from bore logs. While 
Council is funding this report the Sub-Committee considered this cost should ultimately be returned by 
the receipt of development levies.   

Item 8 – Consultation on Significant Wetlands 
Clr Dew noted that Lew Metcalf reported positive feedback from the significant wetland consultation. 

Item 5 – Rules for residential and Commercial development 
Clr Evans quoted from the National Business Review dated November 18 2011, page 1 article Green 
Battle on Home Front by Owen McShane.  The article stated the view that “incorporating “urban design” 
into the Resource Management Act does as much for architecture as censorship does for literature and 
art”.   



 

 
 

Pere reminded the Sub-Committee that Council is going through a consultative exercise in terms of the 
Plan standards.  Pere recently had a meeting with the Surveyors Institute which is keen to test the 
proposed plan rules.  He informed the Institute of the Sub-Committee’s desire to have improved amenity 
outcomes.  

Item 4 – NaNb update  
The sequencing of development over the Blenheim North area has been revised to allow for development 
over the entire area up to a limit of 500 dwellings before an infrastructure upgrade is required.  The 
primary issue dictating the development of NaNb has always been infrastructural, specifically the 
capacity of the sewer.   It was recently determined to let market-directed development go ahead in this 
manner rather than to develop to a prescribed sequence. This will also avoid larger properties being 
dissected by development. The developers will still need to adhere to the structure plan framework.  

The public meeting held on 1 December was successful with progress made on some matters in 
contention.  

7. Marlborough Sounds Questionnaire 

Pere raised the opportunity of undertaking a survey of national perceptions of the Marlborough Sounds.  
This would build on an earlier survey undertaken in 2001 and the result will inform the review process.    

The Sub-Committee recognised the benefit of the survey in that it will also enlighten Council as to how 
the Sounds are viewed nationwide.  

The survey is likely to be done in mid February 2012. 

The Sub-Committee agreed to the survey.  

 

8. Draft natural character provisions 

Pere introduced James Bentley of Boffa Miskell who was in attendance to present the Natural Character 
Assessment of the Coast report to the Sub-Committee.  When the landscape study was completed in 2009 
it included a landscape assessment for the rivers, lakes and the coastal environment.  The new New 
Zealand Coastal Policy Statement (NZCPS) was then released in December 2010.  It contained a different 
policy position than the previous NZCPS and so necessitated an update to the 2009 natural character 
assessment document.  Marlborough District Council is the first council to do a natural character 
assessment post the 2010 NZCPS.  Of note, The Department of Conservation wants to use this Council’s 
example as a guide for other councils when assessing their natural character values.   

Environment 9 February 2012 - Page 61 



 

Environment 9 February 2012 - Page 62 

James Bentley spoke on the various aspects of the document and the relationship these had with the 
policies of the 2010 NZCPS.  The new NZCPS provided greater matters to consider as part of the coastal 
environment.  It introduced a number of new categories, e.g. outstanding natural character; and 
incorporated new concepts, e.g. scenic values and the darkness of the sky.   

Prior to updating the Marlborough Coastal study, Boffa Miskell held an internal workshop to resolve how 
the company will approach natural character in a consistent way.  James set out the method Boffa Miskell 
followed when incorporating the construct of the 2010 NZCPS into the Marlborough assessment.  The 
resulting approach undertaken in the coastal study remained mostly consistent to the approach taken for 
the original Marlborough study.  

Post the updating of the assessment a Department of Conservation workshop was held and critique of the 
document invited.  The feedback from the workshop is currently being evaluated and the natural character 
assessment methodology will be further refined as a result.   

Clr Jerram observed that the Marlborough Sounds was a complex environment.  The Sub-Committee 
noted that some bays held the same classification but were significantly different in their attributes.  
While one bay may be highly modified with built structures and modified vegetation another was still 
relatively wild in nature.    

Mr Bentley clarified that the assessment was a desktop exercise that had made use of a range of data to 
inform the plans.  Marlborough District Council had supplied data mined from the resource consents for 
activity in the coastal environment. Conservation Estate information was used and information regarding 
the marine environment will be incorporated.  While the output of such a study is only as good as the 
information available to be utilised, Mr Bentley found the information supplied to be very useful and so 
was confident with the quality of the document.  

The New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement does not give any guidance on scale and natural character is 
scale related.  The guidance and interpretation of the methodology is helpful to Council and applicable 
both on a regional scale and to specific projects that may occur within the coastal environment.  

The assessment of the environment covered the coast to the ridgeline.  Natural character is a snapshot in 
time.  Activity, structures and vegetation can come and go and can change the degree of natural character.  
The document provides guidance that would fit with the directions in the NZCPS for the CMA but also 
acknowledges there will be changes over time. 

Andrew added that the consultation process and submissions will identify any anomalies. 

Clr Dew suggested a change in the colour used to denote areas of outstanding value. The colour was 
similar to that used to describe roading on the map.    

Clr Evens queried whether the term “Outstanding Natural Character” appeared in the Resource 
Management Act 1991 and whether it would be applied to lakes and rivers. He asked what rules were 
envisaged to protect areas of Outstanding Natural Character.   

Pere clarified that it is not a requirement of the Resource Management Act 1991 but was a requirement of 
the NZCPS and so Council was obliged to identify and map areas of Outstanding Natural Character.  The 
classification has only been introduced for the coastal environment and there has not been a review of 
lakes and rivers.  It is not intended there will be any rules that will trigger consent requirements.   The 
plan will include policy considerations to be referred to when assessing and determining applications for 
resource consent in the coastal environment. 

Hans referred the attendees back to page 1 which sets out Policy 13.1. Specifically:- 

(1) To preserve the natural character of the coastal environment and to protect it from inappropriate 
subdivision, use and development: 

The entire construct of the Plan in terms of the rules and zones, etc, must give effect to this policy.  

Pere sought guidance from the Sub-Committee as to how it wanted to proceed.  The options were:- 

1) Include the proposed policies and maps in the notification of the proposed Plan with the 
assessment document incorporated into the section 32 process.  Feedback would be received 
through the submission phase; or  
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2) Utilise the landscape consultation process which will commence in February and will include 
the Marlborough Sounds.  The natural character assessment document can be incorporated into 
the consultation process at the same time.   

The Sounds Advisory Group is also a key focus group to present the document to.   

Pere also explained that if land in the Sounds is not administered by the Department of Conservation or 
within the Sounds Residential zone then it falls into the Rural 1 zone.  Based on the direction from the 
NZCPS it is proposed to change the Rural 1 zone to a Coastal zone.  While there are some pockets of 
agricultural activity in the Marlborough Sounds there is a lot of rurally zone land not used for this 
purpose anymore.   A change of zone will give improved effect to the provisions of the New Zealand 
Coastal Policy Statement, although current agricultural activity will have existing use rights.  

The Sub-Committee agreed to leave it to the first schedule process.  

Draft natural character provisions 

Pere explained that the draft provisions were completed some time ago and would be updated once James 
had completed his work on the natural character assessment of the coast.  

He provided an overview of the objectives and policies in the draft chapter. 

Objective 1 

Policies 1.2 and 1.3 reflect the criteria James has utilised in his assessment process. 

Policy 1.4 – relates to the regional assessment of lakes and rivers.   

Clr Dew suggested the rewording of the policy to remove the word “absence”  

Objective 2 – This policy restates the requirements of section 6a of the Resource Management Act 1991.  
The challenge lies in defining what appropriate development in terms of natural character is.  

Policy 2.1 – The stance in this policy reflects the New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement regarding 
avoiding adverse effect in areas that have high natural character. It requires any development in these 
areas to be undertaken in a more sensitive manner.  

Policy 2.2 – This policy seeks to avoid degradation of any natural character classification in areas 
assessed as high, moderate or low. 

Policy 2.3 – This policy ensure that applicants and decision makers cross reference other provisions 
within the Plan. 

Policy 2.4 – This policy backs up the policy 2.1 regarding the avoidance of adverse effects.  It encourages 
development in areas where natural character is already compromised. 

Policy 2.5 – This policy recognises the principle about restoration potential, it sends a signal to applicants 
to “sweeten their proposals” by restoring natural character on their property. Decision makers can explore 
options for restoration as well. 

Policy 2.6 – This policy comes from the existing Wairau/Awatere Resource Management Plan.  It came 
about from negotiations on appeal points particularly from the Department of Conservation.  

Policy 2.7 – This policy is a recent addition to the chapter and is the result of what happened at 
Springlands Green.  In the Springlands Green case the zone provided for a stream setback for flood 
protection only.  The applicant was entitled to apply for a dispensation and in this instance there was no 
associated flood hazard.  The policy will ensure that setbacks are required for a variety of reasons, 
e.g. natural character values. 

Linda suggested an amendment to the methods relating to regional and district rules in terms of deleting 
the reference to permitted activity subdivisions.  Historically there have been no permitted activity 
subdivisions and there are no rules in the Plan relating to such an activity. 

James Bentley left meeting at 2.15pm. 

9. Draft natural hazard provisions 

Pere provided an overview of the objectives and policies in the draft chapter. 
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Pere explained that there is still outstanding work that needs to occur before this chapter can be 
completed, particularly regarding the mapping of flood hazard and defining the river bed.  Brin Williman 
has collaborated with the Environmental Policy Team in developing these provisions.  

Policy 1.1.1 - Clr Dew considered the issue of liquefaction should be given more prominence in this 
chapter.  He suggested the inclusion of references to liquefaction in policy 1.1.1. 

Pere added that the rivers section has developed a flood atlas identifying the varying categories of flood 
risk in the region. The policy is designed around the hierarchy of flood risk.  Brin Williman has been 
tasked with providing accurate maps for the new Plan and so is currently refining the atlas and mapping it 
to serve as a replacement to the existing flood overlay. 

Clr Evans spoke of the importance of the integrity of waterways.  He cautioned that the drive to have 
vegetation along waterways may restrict the capacity of the drains, which will then have a detrimental 
hydraulic effect on the plains.  Pere explained that in the current Plan the rivers function of Council 
enables it to do certain activities for community benefit in order to mitigate flood risk and this will 
continue.  Clr Dew added that through policies 1.1.4 to 1.1.6 it is paramount in the Plan to maintain 
access and the integrity of the floodway’s.  Pere confirmed there is already a resource consent 
requirement for planting in a floodway although there is a distinction between floodway and riverbank. 

Policy 1.1.4 – The standards in 1.1.4.(a)-(c) are the standards previously adopted by rivers that are now to 
be documented in the new Plan.  The Sub-Committee discussed the option of increasing the existing 
rivers performance standards.   

Policies 1.1.5 and 1.1.6 - These are the enabling policies for Council to undertake river works. 

Policy 1.1.7 – There are currently instances of rivers having changed course and travelling over land 
planted in vineyard.  Pere suggested the option of including guidance relating to subdivision of land 
adjacent to a river.  A risk assessment should be made as to whether the 20 metre building setback from 
the river is sufficient.   

The Sub-Committee recognised that 20 metres may not be enough of a setback distance in every case.  
The Environmental Policy Team will follow up on this matter. 

Policy 1.1.8 – This policy defines the levels of flood risk hierarchy.   

Policy 1.1.9 – (a) - This policy sets a minimum floor level associated to the Level 1 flood risk to avoid 
future debate as to what is appropriate on a case by case basis. Additional this policy ensures the building 
footprint includes the on-site wastewater management system.   

(b) - Council does not hold sufficient information to be able to set a minimum floor level for buildings in 
Level 2 risk areas.  Applicants will have to undertake their own investigations and provide their findings 
to Council in order to define what the appropriate floor level will be.   

(c) - There are to be no houses or habitable structures in Level 3 risk areas. 

Policy 1.1.10 – This policy avoids intensive residential, commercial or industrial development in level 4 
areas. The term “intensive” requires a meaningful definition although the rivers section is not opposed to 
individual dwellings in these areas on properties for example greater than 1 hectare.   

Linda noted that this policy could appear to be inconsistent in that it seemed to be less stringent than 
Policy 1.1.9 (c) yet the associated level of risk was greater.  Pere explained that the Level 4 flood risk 
related to extraordinary and catastrophic events that exceed the annual recurrence intervals and were in 
effect beyond the Plan protection.  This policy is currently in the Wairau/Awatere Resource Management 
Plan. 

Policy 1.1.11 – This policy is a response to instances where resource consents have been granted on the 
basis of consent holders undertaking flood protection works.  Subsequently no works have been done and 
Council has received the criticism.  The policy assists Council to avoid having to then become involved in 
maintaining these flood defences.  

Policy 1.1.12 – This policy reflects an important principle and may need to be elevated in the policy 
framework.  It highlights the principle that the further one lives away from town the longer it takes to get 
a response to emergency events.  This may be an aspect to consider in when determining an application 
for resource consent  



 

Environment 9 February 2012 - Page 65 

Policy 1.1.13 – This policy is in response to previous instances where applicants for resource consent 
have not recognised the extent of the stormwater on their properties or have failed to deal with it 
effectively. 

Policy 1.1.14 – This is a new policy reflecting Brin’s practical experience through the consent process.  
Council is under constant pressure to subdivide in areas that are flood prone. The policy provided for a 
minimum area that should be flood free during flood events.  

Policy 1.1.15 – This policy recognises that change occurs and understanding evolves over time. 

Pere explained that currently the flood atlas has been developed independent of the flood hazard overlay 
in the Plan.  The incorporation of the flood atlas into the Plan will give it more status.  The Plan will be 
reviewed at 5 and 10 yearly intervals and the effectiveness of the Plan will be reported on at that time.  

The Sub-Committee sought that the flood atlas be able to remain a dynamic document so that it maintains 
its currency through the life of the Plan.   

Pere considered it a better strategy to ensure Council is more responsive in terms of updating the plan. 
The intent is to review the plan as needed and occurs on an annual basis; flood zoning can be included in 
that if required.  

Hans added that the flood atlas is a gis layer and will continue to be updated on an on-going basis.  

Policies 1.1.16, 1.1.17 – Central Government guidance on earthquakes will likely change as a result of the 
Christchurch earthquakes.  Central Government is currently reviewing sections 6 and 7 of the Resource 
Management Act 1991, specifically natural hazards. 

Policy 1.1.18 – Council is currently implementing this policy in terms of the liquefaction study for 
growth pockets.  The greatest risk previously identified is associated to the Dillon Point formation. 

Policy 1.1.19 – Part of liquefaction brief is to establish an acceptable threshold for development on the 
growth pockets. 

Policy 1.1.20, 1.1.21 – Currently the Sounds Plan identifies areas prone to land instability and triggers a 
resource consent requirement for residential development (erection and placement of structures) within 
them.  An analysis of consent applications for development in these areas showed that in almost all cases 
consent was granted having had the benefit of a geotechnical report.  Pere suggested that the resource 
consent requirement for these areas may not be the most effective management method given the same 
issue is also addressed through the building consent process. Discussions have occurred with Neil Morris 
and Graham Robert with a view to the building consent process providing the first level of assessment for 
the erection and placement of structures in these areas.   This represents a significant change in the 
Sounds context and reflects the principal of avoiding duplication of functions.  

Policy 1.1.22 – The Sub-Committee queried why it should not be the forestry industry required to set 
back their forests from houses and structures.  It recognised that it depended on which activity was 
present first.  Pere added that there were other reasons for setbacks, as demonstrated by recent flood 
events in Marlborough.  It recognised the difficulty in defining this rule.   

The Sub-Committee was concerned that fire safety setbacks in favour of forestry significantly penalised 
adjoining property owners in terms of development options.  It felt that forestry concerns should take on 
this risk themselves when (re) planting the forest. 

The Sub-Committee decided to remove the fire safety setback standard for new structures. 

Objective 2.1 – This objective and associated polices attempt to mitigate the effect of natural hazards and 
not increase the level of risk.  The policies also enable Council activities.  

Policy 2.1.1 – This policy is a continuation of an existing policy where Council floodways on the Wairau 
Plains are designated.  There is a further opportunity as a requiring authority to refuse development.  Any 
proposed activity requires the permission of the requiring authority which is Council.  

Policy 2.1.2 – This policy is an existing Plan standard designed to ensure the integrity of stop banks is 
retained.  The main concern is excavation in proximity to stop banks. 
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Policy 2.1.3. – This policy recognises that there may be privately initiated flood defences.  It is important 
these defence structures integrate with Council flood defences to ensure no adverse effects are incurred on 
down stream property owners. 

Policy 2.1.4 – This policy focuses on the taking of esplanade reserves and strips to mitigate the effects of 
natural hazards.  The Sub-Committee noted that property owners in the Onamalutu, etc, may consider 
they are affected by forestry for reasons of risk from natural hazards. Forestry activity in areas with 
residential development and in the vicinity of a flood hazard increases the level of risk, e.g. in high 
rainfall catchments forestry may increase the severity of existing hazards.  Pere advised that in terms of 
the effects of forestry on down stream users Council is still waiting on the outcome of the NES process.   

The Sub-Committee instructed the Environmental Policy Team to incorporate text regarding the risk 
associated with forestry activity located in proximity to areas of natural hazard.  

Policy 2.1.5 – This policy provides certainty about appropriate widths of esplanade reserves or strips.  
The objective is to avoid inconsistent distances applied through individual consent applications.  

Policy 2.1.6 – This policy is explicitly for where a consent is required for hazard mitigation works an 
provides criteria to consider when determining applications. 

Policy 2.1.7 – This policy establishes a threshold regarding storm water disposal into a surface water 
body or drainage channel. 

The Sub-Committee opted to retain the above policies pending the outcome of the consultation on the 
new Plan, subject to the above amendments. 

Methods 
Gravel permits – Pere is commencing discussion with the Rivers section  – currently Council delegates 
it’s Resource Management Act 1991 responsibilities to the Rivers section which issues gravel extraction  
permits for the Wairau River.   Pere was of the view this system should be extended to most of the other 
rivers in Marlborough.  

Other Matters 
Pere provided an update on the EPA process for the NZ King Salmon application.  

The NZ King Salmon application is now before the EPA although it is incomplete. The consents will be 
notified in early March 2012.  The Board is meeting for the first time this weekend and must decide 
whether to accept or reject application.  It is anticipated the EPA will write to Council in the near future 
seeking its views on the application including whether the application should be accepted or rejected for 
processing.  Council’s response is required mid January 2012 in time for the next Board meeting in early 
February.  Pere asked the Sub-Committee if it wanted Council to respond on its behalf.   

The Sub-Committee deferred this decision to Full Council to ensure the team had full authority to act on 
the Councils behalf.  

Going forwards  
There are four outstanding chapters for the Sub-Committee to consider in the New Year: -  

 Allocation of Public Resources 

 Use of the Coastal Environment 

 Use of the Rural Environment  

 Marlborough Townships and Small Settlements  

The programme for water allocation will be rolled out to the Sub-Committee over a series of meetings 
culminating in the release of a discussion document the Sub-Committee is comfortable with and a water 
forum to be held in Blenheim.  

The first two scheduled meeting times in 2012 are to be used to discuss the budget, Pere will advise 
alternative dates in New Year. 
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17. Information Package 
 

RECOMMENDED 
That the Regulatory Department Information Package dated 9 February 2012 be received and 
noted. 

 
 




