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INTRODUCTION 

1. My name is John Robert Hudson. I am a landscape architect and principal of my own practice, 

Hudson Associates, and have been practicing in this field for over 30 years. I am a registered 

member, fellow and past president of the New Zealand Institute of Landscape Architects and 

have also held the roles of member and chairman of the Institute’s professional examination 

committee for ten years, as well as judge for the Institute’s biennial award. I have a Bachelor 

of Arts (Geography, Victoria University), graduate Diploma in Landscape Architecture (Lincoln 

College) and graduate Diploma in Business Administration (Victoria University) 

2. I have obtained the Making Good Decisions certificates from the Ministry for the Environment 

as both a Hearing Commissioner and Chair. I have sat as a hearings commissioner on several 

panels chaired by a retired Environment Court judge, the largest being an appointment by the 

Minister for the Environment to the Turitea Wind Farm Board of Inquiry, with the wind farm 

currently under construction. 

3. I confirm that I have read and am familiar with the Environment Court’s Code of Conduct 

Practice Note 2014. I agree to be bound by that Code of Conduct and confirm that I have not 

omitted to consider material facts known to me that might alter or detract from the opinions 

that I express in the following evidence. 

RELEVANT EXPERIENCE 

4. I am currently engaged by a number of local authorities throughout the country to provide 

specialist advice on consent applications and district plan assessments and provisions. Over 

recent years I have been engaged by a range of organisations undertaking large projects, 

including the following: 

• Auckland Unitary Plan Hearings Panel as a Mediator/Facilitator in the preparation of 

the Auckland Unitary Plan. This replaced the Regional Plan and seven individual 

District Plans for all the single Councils that were brought together to form the 

Auckland Council. I was engaged as a facilitator regarding the volcanic cones proposed 

Outstanding Natural Feature identification and provisions.  

• Palmerston North City Council (PNCC) for an Assessment to determine Outstanding 

Natural Features and Landscapes (ONFLs) in the District. 
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• PNCC for landscape advice on all relevant parts of their sectional District Plan review 

plus peer review of landscape assessments for many resource consent applications. 

• Whanganui District Council for an Assessment to determine ONFLs in the District. Now 

that the Whanganui River has been recognised as having legal personhood by the Te 

Awa Tupua (Whanganui River Claims Settlement) Act 2017, I have been re-engaged 

by Council to work with iwi to address how the ONFL world view can integrate with 

the iwi’s world view: “Ko au te awa. Ko te awa ko au” (I am the River, and the River is 

me).  

• Rangitikei District Council for an Assessment to determine Outstanding Natural 

Features and Landscapes (ONFLs) in the District. 

• Central Hawke’s Bay District Council for an Assessment to determine Outstanding 

Natural Features and Landscapes (ONFLs) in the District. 

• Western Bay of Plenty District Council as an expert witness for an Environment Court 

appeal determining Matakana Island as an ONFL. 

• Bay of Plenty Regional Council expert as an expert witness for an Environment Court 

appeal on the MV Rena shipwreck Landscape effects. 

• Marine Farmers Association and Aquaculture NZ for submissions on the landscape 

provisions of the Proposed Marlborough Environment Plan (2019). 

• NZ King Salmon for site selection of new salmon farms and for their submission on the 

Proposed Marlborough Environment Plan (2019). 

• Marine farmers in Coromandel for marine farm renewals and assessment against 

ONFL provisions and landscape provisions of the Thames Coromandel District Plan 

and Waikato Regional Policy Statement. 

• Marine farmers in Coromandel for new marine farm sites, appearing as expert witness 

at both Council and Environment Court hearings. 

• Commissioner hearing application for Te Uku wind farm. 

• Commissioner hearing application for Te Kuha coal mine. 
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• Commissioner Board of Inquiry Turitea Wind Farm. 

• Applicants, submitters, councils and decision makers for all aspects of wind farm 

consent applications throughout NZ. 

• Regular appearance as an expert witness at both Council hearings and Environment 

Court appeals.  

5. As part of my practice, I have worked in the field of landscape assessment for many years and 

was recognised for this when awarded a Fellow of the NZ Institute of Landscape Architects 

(NZILA), with the uncommon distinction of being recognised for my special contribution to the 

profession in both landscape design and landscape planning (assessment).  

6. My practice consults on projects throughout New Zealand, with particular focus on landscape 

assessment, subdivision, large scale design, and infrastructure. The expertise involved in 

landscape assessment is derived from my post graduate training as a landscape architect. 

Landscape assessment is a specialist field within landscape architecture and methods used are 

based on Practice Guidance from the NZILA and from extensive case law from the 

Environment Court under the Resource Management Act (the Act). Such case law had its 

origins in 1999 and subsequent decisionshave built on this regularly since (several examples 

footnoted but not an extensive list).1 Ongoing decisions further refine the parameters 

involved in landscape assessment, although the three basic tenets of Natural Science, Sensory 

qualities and Associative still remain (see below under methodology). 

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

7. The evidence has been structured so that the background context, methodology and 

conclusions are addressed prior to any specific submissions, which should allow greater clarity 

and understanding of the context behind individual submission points, and the reasoning 

behind my recommendations. The evidence covers 6 main topics: 

 

 
1 Pigeon Bay Aquaculture Ltd and Ors v Canterbury Regional Council [1999] NZRMA 209; Wakatipu 
Environmental Society Incorporated and Ors v Queenstown-Lakes District Council [2000] NZRMA 59; Long Bay-
Okura Great Park Society Inc v North Shore City Council NZEnvC A078/2008, 16 July 2008; Upper Clutha Tracks 
Trust v Queenstown Lakes District Council [2010] NZEnvC 432; Western Bay of Plenty District Council v Bay of 
Plenty Regional Council [2017] NZEnvC 147; Hawthenden Ltd v Queenstown Lakes District Council [2019] 
NZEnvC 160. 
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• Background; 

• Horizons One Plan Policy Framework; 

• Landscape Assessment Methodology; 

• Current and Proposed ONFLs (Operative DP, One Plan and Plan Change 65); 

• Landscape Assessment Results; 

• Submissions. 

BACKGROUND 

8. I have been engaged by Manawatū District Council to provide expert witness evidence in 

relation to Outstanding Natural Features (ONFs) and Outstanding Natural Landscapes (ONLs) 

(collectively ONFLs) for Plan Change 65. I have been engaged by Manawatū District Council 

since 2012 regarding preparation of a District Wide Landscape Assessment and identification 

and assessment of the coastal environment. My involvement in these matters over the years 

(including with respect to a number of resource consent applications) has informed my 

understanding of the Manawatū landscape context and the conclusions I have reached 

regarding these outstanding natural features and landscapes.  

9. I started the landscape assessment work in 2012; firstly undertaking a desktop study to 

determine areas of interest, then a flight in November 2012 to obtain aerial photos. After 

studying these findings/collated information, I undertook another flight in January 2013 to 

obtain further photos of areas of particular interest. I also completed field checking from 

public roads. This photography, along with other publicly available information, has been used 

as a reference for mapping for the landscape assessment. I produced my first assessment in 

2013. This was published as a draft for comment in 2015 as part of the Rural Zone bundle of 

topics put out for “clause 3” consultation under the Act. A number of public meetings took 

place, followed by site visits to attendees who requested it through Council officers. Feedback 

was received on this draft plan change. As a consequence of the consultation and further 

engagement with interested parties, some amendments and additions were made to the 

mapped areas and wording contained within my assessment.  
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10. Before this amended version of the landscape assessment could be finalised, the landscape 

assessment was revisited with regard had to the cultural information that had become 

available through the Settlements process. At that stage some finer-grain assessment was also 

completed regarding the values and characteristics of some of the ONFL mapped areas. This 

assessment was made available in 2018 as part of early consultation and feedback was 

received from a number of parties.  

11. The current version of the Landscape Assessment Report was notified as part of Proposed Plan 

Change 65 in 2019. I understand that the progression of the ONFL provisions outside the wider 

Rural Zone review was a result of appeal proceedings regarding rules applying to utilities in 

ONFL as part of the District Wide Rules proposed under PC55. Those aspects of PC55 could 

not be finalised without first addressing the wider ONFL review (and PC65) within the District 

Plan, with utility providers wanting certainty with respect to how the ONFL provisions would 

affect their business. Ms Harris expands on this in her evidence.  

HORIZONS ONE PLAN POLICY FRAMEWORK 

12. The ONFL assessment has been prepared in response to directions in the Regional Policy 

Statement (RPS) component of the consolidated Manawatū-Whanganui Regional Council One 

Plan (the One Plan). The RPS in turn is responding to direction under the Act regarding a range 

of section 6 matters, as matters of national importance, including section 6(b): 

In achieving the purpose of this Act, all persons exercising functions and powers under 
it, in relation to managing the use, development, and protection of natural and 
physical resources, shall recognise and provide for the following matters of national 
importance: 

(b) the protection of outstanding natural features and landscapes from inappropriate 
subdivision, use, and development: 

13. In order to protect outstanding natural features and landscapes, the One Plan has listed by 

description a number of these at Schedule G. A total of fifteen are described throughout the 

Manawatū-Whanganui region, with the following five falling within the Manawatū District: 

Rangitikei River and river valley from Mangarere Bridge to Putorino and from 
Mangarere Bridge to the confluence of Whakaurekou River and 
Ohutu Stream 

Ruahine Forest Park The series of highest ridges and highest hilltops along the full extent 
of the Ruahine and Tararua Ranges, including within the Forest 
Parks described in items (j) and (k) 
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Ruahine Ridges The series of highest ridges and highest hilltops along the full extent 
of the Ruahine and Tararua Ranges, including within the Forest 
Parks described in items (j) and (k) 

Manawatū Gorge from Ballance Bridge to the confluence of the Pohangina and 
Manawatū Rivers, including the adjacent scenic reserve 

Coastline Parts of the Coastline of the Region, particularly the Ākitio Shore 
Platform, Castlecliff to Nukumaru coastal cliffs, Foxtangi Dunes, 
Hōkio Beach South Dune Fields and Santoft parabolic dunes 

 

14. It is relevant to note that the One Plan does not map these areas, i.e. they are described rather 

than spatially defined. The One Plan states that these must be recognised as regionally 

outstanding and must be spatially defined in the review and development of district plans. 

The landscape assessment I have completed is intended to respond to the direction to 

spatially define these areas and recognise their importance regionally. 

15. The One Plan provides a list of criteria that Territorial Authorities must take into account (but 

not be limited to) when “considering adding to, deleting from, or otherwise altering, 

redefining or modifying the list of outstanding natural features or landscapes listed in Table 

G.1 of Schedule G”.2 

16. Policy 6-7c of the One Plan states that Territorial Authorities must also take account of these 

criteria when ”considering the inclusion of outstanding natural features or landscapes into 

any district plan”. These factors have been used in my assessment to determine whether 

other natural features in the district are “conspicuous, eminent, remarkable or otherwise 

outstanding” and therefore warrant inclusion in the District Plan.3 

17. Within the assessment I have undertaken, three of the areas described within Table G.1 of 

Schedule G of the One Plan have been refined in extent in the proposed ONFL mapping and 

two have been combined. These refinements relate to the Rangitikei River ONF, the Coastline 

ONL and the Manawatū Gorge ONF. The downstream extent of the Rangitikei River ONF has 

been reduced slightly, the extent of the MDC ONL within the Foxtangi Dunes has been defined 

within the Coastline ONL and the extent of ONF in MDC jurisdiction within the Manawatū 

 
2 Policy 6-7 and Table 6.1 Manawatu-Whanganui Regional Council One Plan. 
3 But not limited to (as provided for in policy 6-7), i.e. a slightly expanded list of attributes has been used in line 
with developing case law and practice. 



 Hudson PC 65 4 November 2020  9 

 

Gorge has been defined. The Ruahine Ridges within Ruahine Forest Park have been combined 

to form the Ruahine Range ONL within the assessment I have prepared. 

METHODOLOGY 

18. The methodology I have adopted in the landscape assessment is guided by Table 6-7 of the 

One Plan, which lists seven factors to be assessed. The NZILA has issued best practice 

guidelines regarding landscape assessment which considers landscapes under the three 

overall categories of Natural science, Sensory qualities, and Associational values. Within these 

three overall categories I have had regard to the Pigeon Bay Criteria, a common method for 

assessing the significance of a landscape and established and refined through case law, and 

the assessment factors within Chapter 6 of the One Plan. The Pigeon Bay and One Plan are 

similar/complementary to each other for assessment purposes. 

19. There is no scoring of factors, rather, it is an expert judgment as to whether that area reaches 

the standard necessary to be considered outstanding. In some cases, very high biophysical 

values may be a major contributor to an area being assessed as outstanding. In other areas it 

may be a combination of a number of factors such as geomorphological and biophysical values 

being highly valued as part of the ranking, while in other areas it may be high cultural 

associations in combination with natural science factors that contribute to the outstanding 

ranking. This is decided by expert judgement and the description of key characteristics gives 

an indication of which factors have influenced this decision. 

20. The methodology allows for recognition of tangata whenua cultural values as part of 

Associational Values. Some information on these has been gathered through my review of the 

Statements of Claim, Deeds of Settlement and Settlement Acts. Some information has also 

been gained from submissions and meetings with submitters representing iwi and hapū. Four 

enactments have been passed over the period within which I carried out the assessment 

within the Manawatū District.  I recognise (and have stated in the assessment) that expertise 

in this area lies with Māori and their further contribution to values is welcomed. Recognition 

of the holistic nature of the Māori world view and accommodating this within the structured 

partitioning of the assessment process is a challenge.  

21. While the best practice guidelines seek to overcome this dichotomy of different world views 

by recognising the consideration of associational values as part of landscape values, the 

interpretation of outstanding and natural may have different meaning when considered 

through the RMA lens as opposed to the tangata whenua lens. 
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22. When a person gives their pepeha (an introductory ‘speech’) this often involves sharing their 

whakapapa, which is about the recitation of genealogy – lineage or ancestry. It also literally 

means to ‘place in layers’ or ‘create a base’. It places a person in their wider context, linking 

them to a common ancestor, their ancestral land, their waterways and their tribal (and sub-

tribal) groupings. Hence, the literal translation fits with the broader meaning of ancestry and 

the expansive nature of its ‘layers’. 

23. In traditional Māori knowledge, as in many cultures, everything in the world is believed to be 

related. All is interconnected. The people are the land and relate to the features of the land 

as being of themselves and their ancestors.  

24. The RMA process of identifying ‘Outstanding’ areas of the landscape from the rest of the 

landscape does not necessarily sit comfortably in this interconnected view. Different value 

systems may apply, with Māori seeing an area of unmodified landscape or riverscape as 

offering a means of livelihood, whereas others may see it as warranting protection and 

requiring exclusion of any activities at all. In the Māori world view, all the landscape is relevant 

to who a person is, not just the ‘outstanding’ part. Similarly, separating out ‘natural’ areas 

from other areas has the same issues, and that is without allowing for holistic views of 

ancestry forming part of the layering. This is a factor when dealing within the section 6(b) 

structure. 

25. I have observed similar parallels with farmers’ attitudes towards the land. Consultation has 

highlighted an alternative lens, whereby some areas are not necessarily seen as divisible from 

other areas simply because of their landscape characteristics. All areas might be seen as 

available to assist production, and any attempt to separate them from other productive areas 

of the farm fails to see the land as capable of accommodating different intensities of farming 

e.g. densely vegetated native gullies might be seen as winter shelter if viewed through a 

productivity lens. If viewed through an ecological regeneration lens, however, the attitude 

may be different. 

26. Another aspect that consultation has reiterated is that vegetation within ONF areas only 

remains by virtue of farmers’ land management over many years, and these areas may or may 

not (depending on the area) be used as an intrinsic part of the farm’s management regime. 

Different world views exist in our community. 

27. There is an intrinsic dilemma in this world view. On the one hand the remaining vegetation 

might only be remaining due to farmers past conservation practices. But on the other hand, it 
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is this remaining vegetation that contributes to its identification as an ONF. Some farmers feel 

aggrieved at perceived restraints being put on parts of their land which is only being valued 

because of their own past practices. There is a perception of being penalised for their own 

good work. Yet it is the features they have retained that are now being recognised for their 

landscape importance.  

28. It appears to me after many visits and meetings that it is more the perceived imposition of 

control that is objected to by farmers, rather than what the control is seeking to achieve. This 

is not universal, but in many cases the landowners are very proud of their land management 

and results of their past conservation works as evidenced through preserved vegetation and 

areas of bush. However, they do not want to be told to continue to do this or to have any 

perceived controls placed on them. They are concerned at ‘over-regulation’. 

29. The dilemma is that such areas are not always protected, and these attributes can be gradually 

lost. Significant Amenity Features (SAFs) are an example of areas that would once have been 

more densely covered in vegetation and likely classed as ONFs but are now more devoted to 

production and consequent loss of vegetation cover. Pasture predominates or Production 

forestry has been planted in areas that would once have been incised valleys filled with native 

vegetation (figure 1 below). Those areas that are considered to be SAFs therefore retain values 

that are higher than typical rural land. I discuss these areas later in my evidence. I am of the 

opinion that the three areas identified in my assessment warrant protection to ensure that 

those values are protected over the longer term.  

 

 

30. The Act is intended to protect outstanding landscapes and features and the attributes that 

make them outstanding. My role is to identify the areas that are outstanding. The planning 

(management) framework follows once the areas themselves are identified. I acknowledge 

that this may involve more formally protecting what is already protected through current farm 

Figure 1 - Loss of native vegetation and Plantation Forestry in incised valleys that once would 
likely have had ONF values 
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management, but it can also involve protecting what may otherwise be lost. While some 

parties object to the process, it appears that most parties agree with the intended outcome. 

As I note above my assessment focuses on the landscape/features themselves and the values 

and characteristics, not how they are being managed or utilised by the landowner. 

31. Case law recognises that it is not every individual element, pattern or process that should be 

protected within any ONFL. Rather, it is the key characteristics and values that cause the area 

to be outstanding that need to be protected. The assessment therefore seeks to identify these 

key characteristics and values and then to identify the activities that may threaten their 

protection. However, by referring to these characteristics and values, the area (the ONF or 

ONL) is still being protected – protecting the characteristics and values, protects the area (that 

is, the reasons it is a ONF or ONL are considered to be outstanding).  

32. Planning provisions are subsequently developed that allow some activities to occur while still 

protecting these key characteristics. For example, the key characteristics of the Rangitikei 

River ONF are the dynamic incised geomorphology, natural processes and striking aesthetics 

of the exposed mudstone cliff. These are unlikely to be threatened by ongoing pastural 

farming but the aesthetic coherence could be affected pine plantations, which are permitted 

in standard rural areas by the National Environmental Standards for Plantation Forestry 

(NESPF).4 Therefore, I have recommended planning provisions that seek to control pine 

plantations (and the NESPF provides for this control),5 but to continue with ongoing pastural 

farming and cropping in the current manner as these do not threaten the key characteristics. 

Outstanding Natural Features and Landscapes 

33. ONFLs have been identified in my assessment. These are natural landscapes or features that 

are particularly notable at a local, district, regional or national scale. Case law has described 

them as “conspicuous, eminent, remarkable or iconic”.6 The Act does not define them but 

states that the protection of outstanding natural features and landscapes is a matter of 

national importance.7 A landscape or feature does not need to be a nationally outstanding 

natural landscape to be protected.   

 
4 Resource Management (National Environmental Standards for Plantation Forestry) Regulations 2017 (NESPF). 
5 NESPF, regs 12 & 13. 
6 Wakatipu Environmental Society Incorporated and Ors v Queenstown-Lakes District Council [2000] NZRMA 59 
at [82]. 
7 Resource Management Act 1991, s 6(b). 
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Significant Amenity Features 

34. When assessing the district for ONFLs, it was apparent that some areas had similar attributes 

but were of a lesser standard in terms of some characteristics e.g. native vegetation might 

have been partially cleared and grazing introduced into an incised gully that would otherwise 

be assessed as outstanding. These areas have high amenity values but are not sufficiently 

natural to be considered outstanding. I have identified these areas as SAFs. They might still be 

considered conspicuous, but they are not necessarily eminent, iconic or remarkable. These are 

significant for their visual amenity value as well as their natural landscape values. Terminology 

varies for such areas, with Visual Amenity Landscapes being used in some cases,8 Special 

Amenity Landscapes in others,9 and Significant Amenity Landscapes yet other places. 10 The 

key (common) factor is that the method used to identify the SAF is the three attributes relied 

on with ONFLs (natural science, sensory qualities, associative) and they have high visual 

amenity. Some submitters sought that a definition of SAF be included in the District Plan. Ms 

Harris discusses this further in her evidence. However, I recommend that there is clear 

reference to those areas which would normally rate as outstanding but are insufficiently 

natural to do so.  

35. It is relevant to note that the NESPF defines ‘Visual Amenity Landscape’. In that case it refers 

to a landscape or landscape feature that is: 11 

(a) identified in a district plan as having visual amenity values, however described; and  

(b) is identified in the policy statement or plan by its location, including by a map, a 
schedule, or a description of the area. 

 

36. The SAFs identified in my landscape assessment are consistent with this 

interpretation/approach. 

37. Identification of SAFs falls under section 7(c) of the Act, which provides that all persons 

exercising functions and powers under it, in relation to managing the use, development, and 

protection of natural and physical resources, shall have particular regard to the maintenance 

and enhancement of amenity values. 

 
8 Wakatipu Environmental Society Incorporated and Ors v Queenstown-Lakes District Council [2000] NZRMA 
59. 
9 Wellington Regional Policy Statement. 
10 Whakatane District Plan, Central Otago District Plan. 
11 NESPF, reg 3, definition of ‘visual amenity landscape’. 
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38. Amenity values are defined as “those natural or physical qualities and characteristics of an 

area that contribute to people's appreciation of its pleasantness, aesthetic coherence, and 

cultural and recreational attributes”.12 

39. Three instances of SAFs have been identified in this assessment. A key point of difference was 

that they had less native vegetation cover than similar areas that had been assessed at ONFLs. 

However, while they are modified in nature the SAFs also warrant recognition (and protection) 

for the remaining landscape values that prevail. 

CURRENT DISTRICT PLAN HERITAGE PLACES (carried over to proposed ONFLs, SAFs) 

40. The Manawatū Operative District Plan (2002) (operative District Plan) identifies eight 

Outstanding Landscapes in Objective LU 9) at section 4.3.3 and two Outstanding Natural 

Features (at Appendix 1C). These landscapes are not mapped and rely on descriptions in a 

similar way to the One Plan. The eight Operative District Plan areas include: 

Outstanding Landscapes (listed in Objective LU 9): 

(a) Pohangina River and river valley. 

(b) Oroua River and river valley upstream of the Mangoira Stream confluence. 

(c) Rangitikei River and river valley upstream of Putorino. 

(d) The ridgeline of the Ruahine ranges. 

(e) The Ruahine State Forest Park. 

(f) Pukepuke lagoon. 

(g) The coastline of the District, including the dune areas immediately adjacent to the 

sea. 

(h) The vistas from Stormy Point lookout and the Mt Stewart Memorial. 

Outstanding Natural Features (listed in Appendix 1C): 

(a) Concretion Terrace, Peka Road. 

 
12 Resource Management Act 1991, s 2, definition of ‘amenity values’. 
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(b)  Glow Worm Caves, Limestone Road, Āpiti. 

41. Of the eight Outstanding Landscapes (listed in Objective LU 9), all except one has been carried 

through into the current landscape assessment as either an ONFL or SAF, with some of these 

areas being further refined through the current assessment (reflecting the passage of time 

and also the addition of more up to date information). The only one that has not been carried 

forward is the vista from Stormy Point lookout and Mt Stewart Memorial. Being a view rather 

than a landscape this area is not considered appropriate for inclusion in the new assessment. 

Both Outstanding Natural Features (listed in Appendix 1C) have been carried through into the 

landscape assessment as part of the ONFLs (refer to my table in paragraph 43 below).  

42. Additionally, the Operative District Plan includes Appendix 1 Heritage Places, with Appendices 

1A, 1B, and 1C. These appendices have been considered in this assessment by covering the 

following topics:  

(a) Appendix 1A Wetlands, Lakes, Rivers and their Margins;  

(b) Appendix 1B Significant Areas of Indigenous Forest/Vegetation (Excluding Reserves); 

(c) Appendix 1C Outstanding Natural Features. 

43. Of the areas listed in Appendix 1, ten have been incorporated into the ONFLs or SAFs within 

this assessment, as listed below. 

Within 
Appendix 1 

Ref # Name ONFL/SAF 

Appendix 1A: W1 Lake Kaikokopu and the 
Kaikokopu Stream 

Partially incorporated within Lake 
Kaikokopu (ONF) 

 W3 Tangimoana Dump Dunes 
and Fernbird Area 

Incorporated within Manawatū 
Coastline (ONL) 

 W11 Foxtangi Dunes Partially incorporated within 
Manawatū Coastline (ONL) 

Supplementary 
List 

18 East Pukepuke Lagoon Pukepuke Lagoon (ONF) 
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Appendix 1B: SA10 Mangoira/Oroua 
Confluence Bush 

Incorporated within Mangoira 
Stream (SAF) 

 SA37 Hopkins Property (In Oroua 
River SAF) 

Partially incorporated within 
Upper Oroua River and River 
Valley (SAF) 

 SA40 Nitschke’s Bush Nitschke’s/Gorton’s Bush 
(Waitapu Stream Bush) (ONF) 

 SA41 Mangamako Gorge Mangamako Gorge (ONF) 

Appendix 1C: OF1 Concretion Terrace Incorporated within Rangitikei 
River (ONF) 

 OF2 Glow Worm Caves Incorporated within Makiekie and 
Limestone Creeks (ONF) 

 

LANDSCAPE ASSESSMENT RESULTS 

44. All five ONFLs described in the One Plan have now been spatially defined for the purpose of 

the District Plan review. 

45. Of the ten ONFLs described in the operative District Plan (which includes all five of the ONFLs 

in the One Plan), nine have now been spatially defined and included in the landscape 

assessment and one has been removed. Of the nine ONFLs in the operative District Plan, eight 

are identified as ONFLs and one as an SAF in the landscape assessment. 

46. Fifteen ONFLs and three SAFs are identified in the assessment, as listed below. They are 

spatially defined by mapping in the assessment.13 Of these fifteen ONFLs, six are new (not 

having been identified in the One Plan previously) or carried forward from the Operative 

District Plan, while one SAF is new, having not been part of the Operative District Plan 

Appendix 1. 

OUTSTANDING NATURAL FEATURES AND LANDSCAPES  

 
13 Manawatu District Landscape Assessment 27 November 2019, Hudson Associates. 
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ONFL 1 Outstanding Natural 
Landscape 

Ruahine Range (Including forest park & ridges) 

ONFL 2 Outstanding Natural 
Landscape 

Manawatū Coastline  

ONFL 3 Outstanding Natural 
Feature 

Rangitikei River  

ONFL 4 Outstanding Natural 
Feature 

Mangamako Gorge 

ONFL 5 Outstanding Natural 
Feature 

Titirangi (Including Scenic Reserve) * 

ONFL 6 Outstanding Natural 
Feature 

Dress Circle (Including Scenic Reserve) * 

ONFL 7 Outstanding Natural 
Feature 

Mangoira Stream and Mangahuia Stream * 

ONFL 8 Outstanding Natural 
Feature 

Makiekie and Limestone Creeks 

ONFL 9 Outstanding Natural 
Feature 

Upper Pohangina River * 

ONFL 10 Outstanding Natural 
Feature 

Totara Reserve (Including Regional Park) * 

ONFL 11 Outstanding Natural 
Feature 

Rangiwahia (Including Scenic Reserve) * 

ONFL 12 Outstanding Natural 
Feature 

Nitschke’s/Gorton’s Bush (Waitapu Stream Bush) 

ONFL 13 Outstanding Natural 
Feature 

Manawatū Gorge 

ONFL 14 Outstanding Natural 
Feature 

Pukepuke Lagoon 
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ONFL 15 Outstanding Natural 
Feature 

Lake Kaikokopu 

 

 SIGNIFICANT AMENITY FEATURES 

SAF 1 Significant Amenity 
Feature 

Mangoira Stream (downstream of Mangahuia 
confluence) 

SAF 2 Significant Amenity 
Feature 

Upper Oroua River and River Valley 

SAF 3 Significant Amenity 
Feature 

Makiekie Creek * 

*Areas added by the assessment 

SUBMISSIONS 

47. As I referred to earlier, the assessment was first publicised as a draft in 2015 as part of the 

Rural Plan Change 53, following which several public meetings were held. I attended one of 

these meetings and a member of my staff attended the other. Following this, a number of 

people requested that I visit their farms, which I did, along with Council officers. Some 

amendments were made to the assessment mapping or wording as a result of these 

discussions.  

48. The assessment was again made available for public comment as part of the Draft PC65 

consultation. Submissions were received from nine parties in August 2019. I met with those 

that requested it and made minor amendments as a result of information gained. 

49. Submissions were also received in early 2020 through the public notification of PC65. Thirty 

three submissions were received. Two planning staff and I have met with, or visited, many of 

the submitters. These meetings have assisted in my understanding of the issues raised in 

submissions and have been considered in my response to key submissions.  

50. The submission points that are relevant to my evidence can be grouped into the following key 

themes, which I discuss below. 

(a) Process of identification of ONFLs and SAFs.  
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(b) Definition of ONFLs and SAFs.  

(c) Farming practices in ONFLs, including plantation forestry. 

(d) Micro-hydro activities within ONFLs.  

(e) Tracking in ONFLs. 1.5m new walking track.  

(f) Quarrying. 

(g) Temporary Military Training Activities.  

(h) Cultural and spiritual landscapes. 

Process of identification of ONFLs and SAFs 

51. The following submissions have raised concerns regarding the process of identification, or the 

extent of areas mapped as ONFLs or SAFs: 

(a) Forest and Bird submissions S9/11, S9/29. 

(b) Angela and Alexander McIntyre submissions S16/1, S16/4, S16/5, S16/8, S16/43. 

(c) Lynette Worsfold submission S1/1. 

(d) Braemoar Farms submission S33/1. 

(e) Nga Tamariki a Tane Society Inc submission S15/1. 

(f) Bryan Rendle submission S18/1. 

(g) Phillip McKinnon submission S30/1. 

(h) Black Burn Farms submissions S29/1, S29/2. 

(i) NZTA submission S28/15. 

(j) Pederson/Wilson submission S5/1. 

(k) Jack Baker submission S4/1. 

(l) Bronwyn and Jason Robb submission S11/1. 
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(m) Phillipa Williams submission S19/1. 

52. I have outlined the method used to identify the ONFLs and SAFs earlier in my evidence, and in 

particular application of the One Plan criteria, NZILA process and case law. All areas are 

assessed in terms of Natural Science, Sensory Qualities and Associative Values. The  ONFLs 

and SAFs generally fall into three landscape character types:14 

- Incised valleys 

- Mountain range  

- Coastal edge 

Incised valleys 

53. The majority of ONFs or SAFs fall within the Incised Valley character type. The most obvious 

example is the Rangitikei River, as it is the largest and most prominent incised valley identified 

as an ONF within the district.  

54. I have defined the boundary of the Rangitikei ONF by taking the edge of the landform that 

creates the escarpments or incised character. This may be a terrace edge, or it may be a rising 

edge along an eroded cliff. It may also include lower terraces towards the river that lie within 

the overall incised character, or it may pass across pastural paddocks to link some of these 

characteristics. An example is shown below in Figure 2 with the green overlay, where it climbs 

up and down to follow the terrace or escarpment edge. Lower pastural terraces are included 

as they lie within the incised character of the wider area.  

 
14 Rangiwahia and Titirangi are exceptions to this general characterisation. 
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55. It is the dramatic expression of meandering river erosion, exposed rock type and terraced 

landform that are the key factors contributing to this ONFs characterisation. Pastural farming 

does not detract from this, nor does cropping which is an integral part of pastural farming 

operations. For this reason, I recommend that both existing grazing and cropping continue 

within this ONF as part of ongoing current farming practice. I do not support any expansion or 

intensification of these activities within this ONF or any of the other ONFLs. I am of the view 

that this would diminish the values and characteristics associated with the feature.   

56. Some areas of native vegetation remain within the Rangitikei ONF. They fall within the incised 

character of the ONF. They are representative of the biotic processes that would have once 

prevailed, while adding biodiversity and naturalness to the area. These occur on several 

submitters’ properties (Figure 3 below). 

 

 

  

Figure 2 - Green overlay illustrates ONF area defined by topography of incised river. 

Figure 3 - Vegetated escarpment 

with areas of exposed mudstone 

mapped as ONF on submitter’s 

property 
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57. The same identification principle has been applied to the many other ONFs in smaller incised 

valleys, with the edges generally defined by topography and the ONF stretching from terrace 

edge across to terrace edge. The land cover has also been considered, with the remnant 

vegetation generally confined to the incised valley due to the steep sided banks and difficulty 

of fencing and farming. Occasionally the top edge is smoother and pasture melds with 

vegetation, so the line has been drawn from point to point where the topography/vegetation 

suggest an edge. The alternative is to draw around each tree, which is impractical and will 

become incorrect with time as vegetation changes. Or the line could have been drawn down 

the bank beyond any occasional pasture, but this would be excluding representative 

vegetation. The selected location for the line represents the combined expression of 

biophysical and sensory qualities, as per the landscape assessment methodology. An example 

of one of the smaller ONF valleys is shown below in Figure 4 where the vegetation generally 

fills the incised valley then ends in a recognisable line where it abuts the pasture.  

  

Figure 4 - Example of ONF defined by incised valley topography and vegetation cover 

(Nitschke Bush) 
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Mountain range  

58. The Ruahine Range (Including forest park and ridges) is the largest ONL in the district. It 

generally coincides with the Ruahine Forest Park, but as my assessment maps areas according 

to attributes and characteristics rather than ownership, the boundaries do not always follow 

the DOC boundary. The landscape is notable for all of the attributes normally considered in a 

landscape assessment including natural science, sensory qualities and associative 

characteristics. It is a dominant reference point for all of Manawatū due it its extensive 

covering of indigenous vegetation, dominance of large scale landforms, feeling of isolation, 

wilderness, and lack of human modification. 

59. A number of submitters have properties that are adjacent to the mapped area, or within the 

mapped area. The principle that has been applied is to map areas where both the landform 

and land cover is contiguous in terms of landscape character (refer Figure 5). Land ownership 

or public access will not change in any way and future land use within the areas of private land 

that are assessed as ONL will be able to continue as present. This assumes significance to those 

submissions where concerns are raised around public access. Access remains a landowner 

decision at all times. The only area where changes are recommended to the proposed 

mapping after submissions relates to ONF 13, as discussed in the following paragraph. 

 

Figure 5 – Maps showing area of Braemoar Farm included in ONL mapping. Illustrating 
application of the principle of contiguous topography and vegetation with adjacent 
Ruahine Forest Park 

60. A small area of MDC land at the southern end of the Ruahine Ranges abuts the Manawatū 

Gorge Scenic Reserve and was proposed for inclusion as an ONF that was contiguous with the 

Reserve. However, the Railway designation and new highway designation for Te Ahu a 

Turanga breaks up this ONF and eliminates its connectedness with the Reserve, rendering it 

disjointed and lacking the continuity necessary to extend the Reserve’s ONFL rating. For these 
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reasons, it is recommended that this small southern portion (ONF 13) of the Ruahine Range 

ONL is removed from the ONF areas proposed under PC65. 

Coastal 

61. The coastal edge that has been mapped as an ONL is the unbuilt dunes generally lying between 

the pine plantation and the beach. Although most vegetation is exotic (acacia) and marram 

grass, the landform, sensory qualities and associational values are high. Subject to coastal 

processes of sea and wind erosion throughout the entire ONL, the western end is also subject 

to river processes as the Rangitikei River reaches the sea. Pukepuke Lagoon and Lake 

Kaikokopu lie inland of the coastal dunes and are both proposed as ONFs under PC65. The 

area was originally part of an extensive inland water system, with Pukepuke Lagoon still 

remaining. Excavated drains caused Lake Kaikokopu to be drained, and this was controlled 

with installation of a weir to create a lake again for recreational shooting. Based on the original 

photography I used and research about its high natural science and cultural associational 

values, I assessed it as an ONF. The owner submits this should be removed, as the lake was 

drained with the loss of the weir in a 2015 flood. I have not been able to visit the site to assess 

the area since this information was provided to the Council through submissions. Access to 

the site has been declined. If the lake is no longer there and is not going to be restored, then 

it has likely lost one of the key characteristics contributing to its outstanding rating. Only a site 

visit could confirm this. Until then I remain informed by my original assessment, as well as 

more recent aerial imagery which shows that the outline of Lake Kaikokopu is still there. Based 

on Google Maps Lake Kaikokopu ‘reads’ similar to that of Pukepuke Lagoon (ONF 14). There 

may also still be high associational values associated with the area (with or without the Lake), 

but tangata whenua would be best to advise on these matters. I return to the specific 

submissions on this issue later in my evidence. 

Responses to submissions 

62. I provide the specific responses to those submissions seeking a change in the extent of the 

areas identified as ONFLs in my landscape assessment. My responses should be considered 

alongside the wider context/explanation I have provided earlier in my evidence. 

63. In response to the submission from Angela and Alexander McIntyre, I confirm that the area 

identified for the Mangamako Gorge follows the line of the incised river valley. I do not 

support any change to the area mapped for the reasons I outline above, nor the removal of 

the area from identification as an ONF. In terms of submissions regarding the Rangitikei River 
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I have outlined in my para 55 above why this area has been mapped and that farming practices 

should continue in the manner they presently are (except for plantation forestry). 

64. Braemoar Farms’ submission sought their land to be excluded as the surrounding land in 

public ownership is considered to be sufficient. As I have discussed above, I have approached 

the landscape and feature identification on the basis that the landform and land cover is 

contiguous in terms of landscape character. I therefore do not support the exclusion of 

Braemoar Farms land from the Ruahine Range ONF. 

65. Nga Tamariki a Tane Society Inc also requested that their land be excluded from the extent of 

the Ruahine Ranges ONF. While their land is not fully vegetated (as noted on my site visit), I 

have used the overall landcover as the demarcation for the ONF. As discussed above, I do not 

consider it appropriate to draw lines around individual trees or areas. Therefore, I do not 

support the change requested by the submitter. 

66. Phillipa Williams seeks that the Tuha Stream be excluded from the Rangitikei River ONF. The 

river valley for the Tuha Stream is a small tributary and part of the Rangitikei River landscape 

and shows what the wider area of the Rangitikei may once have looked like before the land 

was farmed. The stream flows through an incised bush clad valley and has been identified 

using the method outlined above in this evidence. I do not recommend that it is removed from 

the ONF mapping but do accept the submitters point regarding cropping. I recommend that 

cropping should be permitted at its current levels/intensification as it is part of ongoing 

current farming practice. I do not support expansion or intensification of the activity. The only 

other rural activity that I recommend against is plantation forestry within the ONFs or ONLs.  

67. Pederson and Wilson made a submission about Lake Kaikokopu, which I discuss in my para 61 

above. I cannot verify the accuracy of their submission without a site visit, which has (as I note 

earlier) been denied by the landowner to date. I would also be interested in whether there is 

any cultural submission on this issue. At the time I prepared my landscape assessment I relied 

on the best available information to me. If the submitters now say the environment has 

changed, I need to be able to verify the information. I am otherwise left with the information 

I had previously relied on which appears to remain valid when considering more recent aerial 

imagery which shows that the outline of Lake Kaikokopu is still there. As I have noted above, 

when reviewing Google Maps Lake Kaikokopu ‘reads’ similar to that of Pukepuke Lagoon (ONF 

14). I am therefore not convinced that there has been physical loss at the site. I would be 

prepared to revisit this assessment with further information obtained through a site visit, at 
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which time I could confirm not only the alleged physical loss, but also the related natural 

science and experiential aspects of the assessment. I note that the cultural values may still 

remain and the panel may exercise its decision making judgement to give weight to these and 

retain or remove the ONF ranking.15 I would be very happy to work with the submitters on 

providing further information to the Panel.  

68. As discussed above in para 60, I recommend that the Manawatū Gorge ONF 13 be deleted 

from the list of ONFLs on the basis that when the road and rail designations are excluded from 

the extent of the ONF (to be consistent with other areas), the Feature lacks the connectedness 

and continuity with the rest of the Manawatū Gorge Scenic Reserve ONFL.16 

Definition of SAFs and activities within them 

69. The following submissions have raised that Significant Amenity Features need to be defined 

and activities within them: 

(a) Forest and Bird submissions S9/1, S9/30, S9/12, S9/29, S9/23; 

(b) Federated Farmers submission S27/2. 

70. I have already discussed the meaning of ONFL at paragraph 33 above. Significant Amenity 

Features might still be considered conspicuous but are not eminent, iconic or remarkable. 

These are significant for their visual amenity value as well as their natural landscape values 

(natural science, sensory qualities, associative). They are assessed against the criteria of Table 

6.7 of the One Plan but are not considered to meet that standard in terms of naturalness in 

one or more of the three tenets of landscape assessment.  

71. I agreed with the submission of Forest and Bird that a definition of SAF would be helpful. I 

support the definition of SAF for inclusion in the District Plan.  

 
15 The role of the expert compared to the decision-maker when defining ONFLs is articulated by Lake McKay 
Station Ltd v Queenstown Lakes District Council [2019] NZEnvC 206 at [252] (citing Hawthenden v Queenstown 
Lakes District Council [2019] NZEnvC 160). 
16 One Plan Schedule G Regionally Outstanding Natural Features and Landscapes Table G1 (m) Manawatū 
Gorge - from Ballance Bridge to the confluence of the Pohangina and Manawatū Rivers, including the adjacent 
scenic reserve. 
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72. Federated Farmers seek SAFs to be deleted. I have explained how these have been identified. 

They are important in terms of section 7(c) of the Act and I support retention of the areas for 

the reasons I have discussed in para 29 and 34-39 above.  

Farming practices in ONFLs, including plantation forestry 

73. The NESPF makes plantation forestry a permitted activity in rural zones. However, 

afforestation must not occur within a significant natural area or an outstanding natural feature 

or landscape. Additionally, afforestation must not occur within a visual amenity landscape 

(SAF) if rules in the relevant plan restrict plantation forestry activities within that landscape. I 

recommend that the rules do not allow plantation forestry in SAFs. 

74. The following submissions have raised concerns about farming practices in ONFLs: 

(a) Angela and Alexander McIntyre submissions S16/17, S16/26.  

(b) Federated Farmers submissions 27/3, S27/4, S27/5, S27/6. 

(c) Nick and Annaliese Berry submission S20/1. 

(d) Mark and Anna Clements submission S23/1. 

(e) Forest and Bird submission S9/38. 

75. As outlined in the original landscape assessment and in further response to all submissions on 

this topic, I have recommended that current farming practices continue in the Rangitikei River 

ONF. The current farming practices do not adversely affect the key characteristics that I have 

identified and these should be able to continue. Additionally, small farm buildings (60m2) will 

not adversely affect the identified key characteristics and I recommend that these are 

permitted in the Rangitikei River ONF. No ownership of land is affected by PC 65 and there are 

no changes proposed to any existing public access provisions.  

76. Grazing currently occurs on the fringes of some other areas of ONF or ONL. While this activity 

has not prevented the areas being recognised as Outstanding, I am, however, concerned that 

unlimited grazing within these areas would be detrimental to the regeneration of native 

vegetation and consequent landscape natural science and experiential values. While I 

recommended that existing grazing in the Rangitikei and SAFs continue given the level of 

modification that already exists, I am of the view that the other ONFLs should not be subject 

to wider grazing. While the existing activities have not prevented the areas being recognised 
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as outstanding, there is considerable difficulty in exercising any type of control on this. My 

concern is that allowing existing grazing in other areas may gradually lead to ONFs being 

reduced to SAFs, particularly if areas are not fenced. Many steep gullies are already fenced to 

prevent stock loss down steep banks and fencing is encouraged (but not required). Ms Harris 

addresses this her evidence. 

Micro-hydro Activities within ONFLs 

77. The following submissions have raised concerns about enabling micro hydro activities within 

ONFLs: 

(a) Angela and Alexander McIntyre submission S16/7, S16/13. 

(b) Shain Hainsworth submission S6/11. 

(c) Phillipa Williams submission S19/1, 

78. Based on the discussions I have had with some submitters and the research I have reviewed, 

I understand the benefits that in-stream micro hydro could have when undertaken on rural 

properties. However, adverse effects on the landscape characteristics could occur if dam 

construction were required within the ONF or SAF, or for generator installation.17 Such effects 

could potentially occur from earthworks or vegetation clearance. For this reason, it is 

recommended an aspect of control be retained over activities in these areas, so as to ensure 

that effects are considered as part of consenting. Any review should however be restricted to 

consideration of effects on key characteristics that cause the area to be an ONFL or SAF.   

Tracking in ONFLs 

79. The following submissions have raised concerns about tracking in ONFLs: 

(a) Horizons Regional Council submission S13/16, S13/17. 

(b) Stephanie Holloway submission S25/1. 

80. In my view, earthworks for tracking up to 1.5m wide should be permitted within ONFs and 

ONLs. This is intended to be large enough to allow a small machine (such as a small bobcat) to 

operate. This will allow construction of a walking/biking track as a permitted activity. 

 
17 Depending on design, I understand that dam construction may not be needed, but earthworks for 
generation equipment may (or may not) be necessary. 



 Hudson PC 65 4 November 2020  29 

 

Observation of these existing tracks suggests that their effects would be no more than minor 

due to the width of earthworks involved and the small scale of the machine that can carry out 

these earthworks. Controls are recommended for tracks wider than 1.5m so that the effect 

on the key characteristics can be managed. Effects on vegetation from an ecological 

perspective would also be considered under the provisions of the One Plan. 

Quarrying 

81. The following submissions have raised concerns about quarrying activities: 

(a) Byfords submission S7/1. 

(b) Aggregate and Quarrying Association of NZ submission S21/3, S21/2. 

82. Gravel extraction from the Riverbed and beaches already exists in the Rangitikei River ONF, 

without adversely affecting the key characteristics. It also occurs in specific locations in the 

lowest portions of the incised river valley, with the wider area already modified by farming 

practices. The assessment notes the following as a potential threat: Earthworks and/or 

quarrying that may affect the integrity of the mudstone cliffs and scallops (including roading 

across the escarpments). The existing quarrying is undertaken through a One Plan consent in 

the Rangitikei River. It is important that neither activity adversely affect the key characteristics 

and do not threaten the integrity of the mudstone cliffs and scallops (including roading across 

the escarpments). Any consent application should include consideration of the effects against 

these factors. 

 

83. Temporary storage of metal on the lowest flats adjacent to the river currently occurs and also 

does not adversely affect these key characteristics within the Rangitikei River. An example at 

Otara Road (Figure 6 above) illustrates gravel storage on the lowest terrace. I recommend 

Figure 6 - Otara Road. Existing small 

scale gravel extraction and short term 

stockpiling is recommended to 

continue. 
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continuation of current activities, which are restricted to the lowest terrace in specific 

locations near road access. I am aware of cultural concerns around some potential quarry sites 

within the Rangitikei ONF and these may be relevant for consideration of new operations. Iwi 

feedback should be obtained if changes were to be made to reflect the requests of submitters.  

Temporary Military Training Activities 

84. The following submissions have raised concerns about enabling temporary military training 

activities in ONFLs: NZDF submission S22/11. 

85. The landscape effects on ONFLs that may occur from temporary military training activities are 

anticipated to relate to earthworks and vegetation clearance. Vegetation clearance is guided 

by standards within the One Plan. Many of the activities listed in the submission have 

earthworks associated with them, such as explosive training, field hospital establishment, field 

kitchens and ablutions, use of powered machinery, helicopter landing areas. It is my view that 

the proposed limits on earthworks within ONFLs are appropriate and greater disturbance such 

as may occur from the above activities should not be permitted. The effects of larger scale 

activities would need to be considered in the context of a specific application. 

 

John Hudson 

FNZILA 

4 November 2020 

  


