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The specific provisions of the Plan that my submission relates to are: 

SUB-S1 Minimum allotment sizes – Rural Production Zone 

Confirm your position:      Support  Support In-part   Oppose 

(please tick relevant box) 

My submission is: 

The new subdivision rules, requiring a minimum lot size of 8ha (without a Management Plan) will severely 

restrict the ability to create small rural lots in the rural production zone. The effects of this restriction 

include: 

• a reduction in vitality for rural communities,

• no longer allowing farmers to retire in their existing homes with a small area of land,

• the creation of 8ha blocks, which are too large for lifestyle blocks and too small to be productive,

• no longer allowing for the creation of appropriately sized and desirable lifestyle blocks,

• reduce the ability for rural landowners to provide small blocks for young family members to build

on and enter the property market (this is contrary to Council policies in relation to affordable

housing),

• reduced capacity for farmers to decrease their debt burdens by subdividing off small blocks of land

that do not significantly add to the productivity of their farm. Where it is necessary to reduce debt

by subdivision, subdividing off 8ha will diminish the productive capacity of the farm more than a

smaller block.

The reason given for this rule is to protect the productive potential of the rural area, in particular, highly 

productive land. However, the majority of land in the Far North District does not come under this category, 

and the PDP does not distinguish between highly productive land and less productive land when it comes 

to subdivision. 

With Council struggling to provide urban amenities (sewerage, water supply and stormwater) and people 

wanting to live independent of these services in the rural areas without too much land to care for, it makes 

sense to allow small rural blocks. 

It is correct to protect rural productive potential, but this can be achieved without imposing a total 

restriction on rural lifestyle properties. 

I seek the following decision from the Council: 

Previously blocks down to 4000sqm were allowed under the Operative District Plan. Perhaps the new 

District Plan could reconsider allotment sizes, perhaps with a limited number of allotments of a minimum 

of 8000sqm or 1ha, then 4ha generally after that. Smaller lot sizes should apply for properties (or parts 

thereof) that do not consist of highly productive land. This would give effect to Policy SUB-P8. 

Perhaps there should be more focus on the size of the balance parcel – subdividing off 4ha to leave a 10ha 

balance parcel does not protect productivity, while subdividing 1ha off a 200ha block has next to no effect, 

especially if the smaller block consists of bush. 

This would provide vitality in rural areas, opportunities for farmers to develop their land, relief for urban 

services, continued local jobs, lifestyle blocks for those that want them, and all while still protecting the 

productive capacity of the land. 

This will also affect other related rules, such as: 

• RPROZ-R3 Residential activity

• SUB-R7 Management plan subdivision
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The specific provisions of the Plan that my submission relates to are: 

GRZ-R9 Residential activity (multi-unit development) 

Confirm your position:      Support   Support In-part  Oppose

(please tick relevant box) 

My submission is: 

Rule GRZ-R9 enacts the following policy: “GRZ-P3: Enable multi-unit developments within the General 

Residential zone, including terraced housing and apartments, where there is adequacy and capacity of 

available or programmed development infrastructure.” The rule allows for up to 3 residential units to be 

placed on urban sections. 

Rule GRZ-R9 does not take into consideration the capacity of existing infrastructure, namely water supply, 

stormwater and wastewater, as required under Policy GRZ-P3. These systems already appear to be at 

capacity in some areas, for example, wastewater and water supplies in Paihia and Taipa-Mangonui.  

This rule could result in extra loadings on already straining infrastructure, which could result in discharges 

of untreated sewage to waterways or the sea, reductions in quality or shortages of drinking water, or 

exacerbated damage during stormwater events. These effects are already being seen in some of our 

communities, so it seems irresponsible to make them worse. 

While the infilling does limit the need to extend infrastructure, this is better achieved through appropriate 

zoning. 

I seek the following decision from the Council:  

This rule should only be allowed in areas where all infrastructure has been upgraded and maintained to 

allow for the maximum development potential under this rule and subdivision rules. 

These areas could be shown on one of the FNDC GIS Maps. 

The specific provisions of the Plan that my submission relates to are: 

Objectives IB-O1, SUB-O2 

Policies IB-P1, SUB-P8 

IB-R4 Indigenous vegetation clearance and any associated land disturbance outside a SNA. 

SUB-R17 Subdivision of a site containing a scheduled SNA 

Others associated with these provisions, where appropriate. 

Confirm your position:  Support  Support In-part   Oppose 

My submission is: 

After consultation with landowners, the FNDC withdrew the SNA maps from the PDP. Despite this clear 

opposition to the concept, the above provisions have retained the essence of the SNA mapping, but with 

the added expense to landowner to have to engage an ecologist to prove that the bush on their property is 

NOT an SNA. Under this method, ALL bush is subject to SNA rules unless the owner (at their own expense) 

can prove that it is not an SNA. Because the ratepayer-funded SNA mapping is no longer publicly available, 

these rules will now not only affect landowners who had bush previously mapped as SNA in the 1990s, but 

also owners whose bush was NOT mapped as SNA. 

Despite policy IB-P6(a,) which recommends Council’s consideration of “assisting landowners with physical 

assessments by suitably qualified ecologists to determine whether an area is a SNA”, any financial 

assistance will still be at ratepayer’s expense, having already footed the bill for the original SNA mapping. 

In fact, none of the methods in policy IB-P6 have been given effect under the PDP. 

Is the Council using these rules to get the ratepayers to submit to the SNA mapping?? 
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According to a quote from John Carter on the FNDC website, there has been “an increase from around 30 

per cent when the district was last mapped for a similar purpose in the 1990s”. This tells us that over the 

last 30 years, indigenous bush/forest has increased by some 30% without much control by the Council. 

This means that, overall, the rural landowners of the Far North have, of their own volition, increased, not 

decreased these areas. There are many examples of farmers and landowners fencing off and restoring 

wetlands, waterways and bush areas, and the Council are now creating rules in relation to these areas that 

create a disincentive for landowners to do this work, not an incentive. 

So, by looking at historical performance and by the Council’s own admittance, these “stick” methods are 

unnecessary to achieve the protection and enhancement of SNAs. Therefore, why is Council’s involvement 

necessary? Especially given the two following objectives which are not reflected in the PDP: 

“IB-O4 The role of tangata whenua as kaitiaki and landowners as stewards in protecting and restoring 

significant natural areas and indigenous biodiversity is provided for. 

IB-O5 Restoration and enhancement of indigenous biodiversity is promoted and enabled.” 

Then under SUB-P8 and SUB-R6 we start to see the protection of SNAs “in perpetuity” coming in. While 

previously covenants were done by consent notice and constituted “bush protection covenants”, 

covenanting under the Reserves Act or QEII constitutes a loss of ownership to the former, and a loss of 

control in the latter. This is significantly more than a simple bush protection covenant. This is a loss of 

property or property rights. 

SUB-R17 requires that a subdivision does not divide an SNA. This rule does not protect SNAs but just makes 

it easier for Council to commandeer them, since they only need to deal with one land owner. 

I seek the following decision from the Council: 

Acknowledge that the ratepayers have managed to enhance the SNA’s in the District, and instead of forcing 

them to do this, facilitate and assist them in what they are already doing. By setting strict and harsh rules 

that deny landowners the right to remain as stewards to their land, you are in breach of your own policies 

IB-04 & -05. 

Given that Council is required to undertake mapping and identification of SNA’s under the Draft National 

Policy Statement for Indigenous Biodiversity, I suggest that the approach be modified. Under the Draft NPS, 

Section 8.2 (2)(a) Partnership, the Council has failed to do this by coercing landowners into Scheduling their 

SNAs, and as a result I hold the Council in breach of the Draft NPS. 

Provide incentives, not disincentives, for landowners to enhance the natural biodiversity of their land. 

Provide support and resources for landowners. If you do not do this, you will exacerbate the current issue 

you have with a severe lack of community support and compliance. Human nature means that in being 

MADE to do something, people will often resist doing something that they would otherwise have happily 

done. 

If owners wish to protect their bush, the option of a simple bush protection covenant by consent notice 

should be available, not just the Reserves Act and QEII covenants. 

Make the SNA mapping available publicly, even if it is not part of the PDP. 

Delete SUB-R17as this does not protect SNAs. 

The specific provisions of the Plan that my submission relates to are: 

SUB-S8 Esplanades 

Confirm your position:      Support   Support In-part  Oppose

(please tick relevant box) 

My submission is: 

S439.003 to 
S439.007

S439.008



Pg 5 of 8 

Section 77 of the RMA 1991 allows Council to create a rule that allows for an esplanade strip, but the PDP 

only has allowance for esplanade reserves. In some instances, esplanade strips are more suitable, so this 

option should be available.  

Council already has enough reserves around that they are unable to maintain, so by vesting the land in 

Council via an esplanade reserve removes it from the care and stewardship of the adjacent landowner. At 

least with esplanade strips there is a duty (or at least the opportunity) for the landowner to look after the 

area, since it is still included in his/her title.  

I seek the following decision from the Council:  

Include the option of creating an esplanade strip in this rule. 

The specific provisions of the Plan that my submission relates to are: 

IB-P9 Require landowners to manage pets and pest species, including dogs, cats, possums, rats and 

mustelids, to avoid risks to threatened indigenous species, including avoiding the introduction of pets and 

pest species into kiwi present or high-density kiwi areas. 

Confirm your position:  Support   Support In-part  Oppose

My submission is: 

DOC, who own the majority of Kiwi areas in the Far North, should be the first “landowner” to be “required” 

to do this under this rule. It is unreasonable to put this responsibility on all ratepayers in these zones, 

especially those adjacent to DOC lands which are usually (unless managed by community groups) a 

significant source of these pests. 

Given that a lot of people carry out pest control of their own volition, and setting up pest control 

programmes in DOC areas is a very difficult and convoluted process, there are better ways to achieve the 

outcome of Kiwi protection than “making” landowners (except DOC, lets face it) carry out pest control. 

I seek the following decision from the Council: 

Remove the word “require” from this rule and replace it with “assist”. If you want to leave the “require” 

word in there, then you will either have to enforce this with DOC or help facilitate community groups to 

easily set up trapping programmes on DOC land. 

The specific provisions of the Plan that my submission relates to are: 

The whole PDP, in general. 

Confirm your position:  Support   Support In-part  Oppose

My submission is: 

While I know that the Council is required by the government to give effect to higher policy documents, in 

essence they are also supposed to represent the needs and wants of ratepayers and the community back 

up to government.  

I seek the following decision from the Council:  

Stop telling your community what the government has said they have to do, and start fighting for your 

community. Otherwise, you are just puppets of the government, and not our representatives. 

Get out of the way of your community and let us achieve desirable outcomes the way we do it, not in a way 

dictated to us by a bunch of bureaucrats in Wellington who have probably never been here, experienced 

the way our community works, and certainly not walked on our land. 

Facilitate, don’t force. Maybe then your community might actually start to value and respect you. 

S439.009
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The specific provisions of the Plan that my submission relates to are: MUZ-P8, LIZ-P6, HIZ-P7, 

. 

Confirm your position:  Support  Support In-part  Oppose 

My submission is: I’m told that the FNDC has aligned itself with 30 other councils in New Zealand that are 

opposed to the “Water Services Entities Bill: Three Waters” (the Bill) and yet the PDP  commits to developing 

it without caveat. The PDP is consistent in its support of the Bill with the narrative about the Bill in the Pre-

election report issued over Blair King’s signature in July 2022. Has the FNDC decided to break away from 

the other 30 councils and cave in after all? 

In my 45-year career as an engineer I have served on many projects in the billion US dollar range where the 

client required a construction contractor to build and commission facilities, for example the platforms for 

an offshore oil field. In every case, the client strove to protect itself from the misadventures of an 

incompetent contracting company by requiring many things from them before contract award, including 

for example a strong reference list of similar projects successfully completed with their proposed workforce, 

a detailed proposal of how they were going to manage their part in the project, CVs of all design and 

construction personnel and interviewing them, cost estimates and many other items. Many meetings of 

clarification took place between the Contractor and Client before award, with the Client often questioning 

the competence of personnel proposed for key positions. 

Contrary to my experience, the councils, including the FNDC, seem to have been set up for failure. Instead 

of the above robust practice, the successful Contractor, (“Entity A” in our case – it doesn’t even have a 

name, yet!) has already been awarded the work before its company has been launched and its staff hired. 

The Government claims that hiring 6000 staff (from among the unemployed?) for the four entities will 

reduce national unemployment and that the entities will perform their work with high security, accuracy 

and cost-effectively compared to the performance of the FNDC, who have managed three waters for many 

decades. If Central Government is manning the entities from the unemployed, then I suggest that their 

performance might fall short of this claim. Will they require training? (All people who are experienced in 

three waters management are likely currently working for a council.) Such high performers would not likely 

be unemployed. 

The pre-election report states that the Bill will “improve the safety, quality and environmental performance 

of three waters services” … giving “access to affordable three waters services that are financially 

sustainable with improved transparency and accountability”. This is wishful thinking of the most 

irresponsible order and I urge the FNDC to resist even though it might cost us. 

Speaking of the cost, which will inevitably be carried by the ratepayer, Bruce Smith, mayor of Westland, 

has reported that currently, average water rates for Westland ratepayers are $571 annually, and has 

estimated that this will increase to over $1500 (or by a factor of more than 2.6). Presumably, that estimate 

is based on the extra payroll burden of the entities. If and when things go terribly wrong, as I believe they 

surely must, the real cost will exceed that estimate substantially. 

The pre-election report also states that The entities will be “able to borrow significantly more than councils 

have collectively done to meet upgraded standards.” What a shame that Central Government has chosen 

not to make that finance available to councils as it has in the past. Doing so would turn out to be far cheaper 

than implementing the Bill. 

The Bill was a brainchild of He Puapua in their striving to transfer power to Māori. If the Bill were 

demonstrably advantageous to the FNDC community, I’d actually have no problem with that. Sadly though, 

it looks like being an unmitigated disaster for all concerned, and not least for the Māori who will be saddled 

with, and blamed for, its failure.  

https://www.parliament.nz/en/get-involved/topics/all-current-topics/water-services-entities-bill-begins-three-waters-reform/
https://www.fndc.govt.nz/files/assets/public/objectivedocuments/corporate-management-cor/communications-and-public-relations/external-communications/fndc_pre-election_report_2022_25072022_wv.pdf
https://www.fndc.govt.nz/files/assets/public/objectivedocuments/corporate-management-cor/communications-and-public-relations/external-communications/fndc_pre-election_report_2022_25072022_wv.pdf
https://www.fndc.govt.nz/files/assets/public/objectivedocuments/corporate-management-cor/communications-and-public-relations/external-communications/fndc_pre-election_report_2022_25072022_wv.pdf
https://www.fndc.govt.nz/files/assets/public/objectivedocuments/corporate-management-cor/communications-and-public-relations/external-communications/fndc_pre-election_report_2022_25072022_wv.pdf
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I seek the following decision from the Council: I urge FNDC to avoid stating any support for the Bill in its 

PDP (and any other published document) and instead to be much more prominent in its opposition to it, 

including in the above cited provisions in the PDP. I understand that FNDC has received $7.8 million from 

LGNZ without any reference to the Bill. If Central Government and/or LGNZ later apply any such conditions 

to that money, I further urge FNDC to resist any such conditions that have been applied after the fact. As a 

last resort, FNDC should return the $7.8m, resign from LGNZ and re-emphasise its opposition to the Bill. 

FNDC needs to fight for its ongoing management of three waters and to seek the funding that Central 

Government has currently ear-marked for implementing the Bill. A successful outcome is much much more 

likely for the same, or even reduced, cost if councils were to receive that funding. 

In talking to many Te Hiku ratepayers in my campaign to be elected as councillor, these sentiments were 

commonly agreed with. 

The specific provisions of the Plan that my submission relates to are: Note 2 just below RPROZ-07 

Confirm your position:  Support  Support In-part  Oppose

My submission is: 

The final sentence reads “The Natural Character chapter should …”. Something has been omitted from 

this rule and needs to be completed. 

I seek the following decision from the Council: 

Please complete that sentence. 

The specific provisions of the Plan that my submission relates to are: 

The mention of “wetland” in many rules throughout the entire PDP 

Confirm your position:  Support  Support In-part  Oppose

My submission is: 

I could not find any definition of wetland in the PDP. It is therefore impossible to figure out how those rules 

apply from the PDP itself. 

I seek the following decision from the Council:  

Please either define wetland or cite a document that defines it in the definitions section. 

 I wish to be heard in support of my submission 

      I do not wish to be heard in support of my submission 

(Please tick relevant box) 

If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing 

 Yes                  No 

Do you wish to present your submission via Microsoft Teams? 

 Yes                  No 

Signature of submitter: (or person authorised to sign on behalf of submitter) 

Date: 

(A signature is not required if you are making your submission by electronic means) 

Important information: 
1. The Council must receive this submission before the closing date and time for submissions (5pm 21 October 2022)

S439.012 

S439.015

S439.016



Pg 8 of 8 

2. Please note that submissions, including your name and contact details are treated as public documents and will be
made available on council’s website. Your submission will only be used for the purpose of the District Plan Review.

3. Submitters who indicate they wish to speak at the hearing will be emailed a copy of the planning officers report
(please ensure you include an email address on this submission form).

Send your submission to: 

Post to: Proposed District Plan 
Strategic Planning and Policy, Far North District Council 
Far North District Council, 
Private Bag 752 
KAIKOHE 0400 

Email to: pdp@fndc.govt.nz 

Or you can also deliver this submission form to any Far North District Council service centre or library, from 
8am – 5pm Monday to Friday.  

Submissions close 5pm, 21 October 2022  

Please refer to pdp.fndc.govt.nz for further information and updates. 

Please note that original documents will not be returned.  Please retain copies for your file. 

Note to person making submission 

Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is satisfied that at least 
one of the following applies to the submission (or part of the submission): 

• It is frivolous or vexatious

• It discloses no reasonable or relevant case

• It would be an abuse of the hearing process to allow the submission (or the part) to be taken further

• It contains offensive language

• It is supported only by material that purports to be independent expert evidence but has been prepared by a
person who is not independent or who does not have sufficient specialised knowledge or skill to give expert
advice on the matter.

 SUBMISSION NO 

SUBMISSION NUMBER 
(Council use only)

SUBMISSION NUMBER 
(Council use only)

SUBMISSION NUMBER 
(Council use only)439
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