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Introduction 

1. Tena koe ki to Komihana.  Ko Coralee Matena toku ingoa. Kei te mahi ahau i tetahi roopu 

ahuwhenua.  

2. My name is Coralee Kahurangi Matena.  I am a Senior Policy Advisor with Federated 

Farmers of New Zealand (Federated Farmers).   

3. Federated Farmers is an independent multi sector rural advocacy organisation, with a 

long and proud history of representing the needs and interests of farmers.   

4. I have been with Federated Farmers for just over 6 years, and despite submitting to 

earlier Plan Change Proposals and being a party to the associated Environment Court 

proceedings, today is my first appearance in front of Commissioners to speak to matters 

regarding the Sectional District Plan Review for Manawatu District Council.    

5. In my role I work to provide policy support across a number of Provinces, primarily based 

around the central and lower north island.   Despite this geographical spread, I find 

myself supporting Manawatu farmers often, which I consider is directly relatable to the 

strong farming voice that this Community has.  The bush telegraph is often quick to 

inform me of issues that are brewing.    This context is significant when I discuss Plan 

Change consultation further in the Statement. 

6. Finally by way of background, I consider it is important for Commissioners to be 

reminded of the role the primary sector plays in the Manawatu District, and the wider 

region.   Post COVID economic assessments have in particular been helpful to illustrate 

the importance of the primary sector.  “The regions is performing well above average.  

Local economies with a strong primary sector, particularly in food production, have held 

up better as New Zealand’s exports continue to feed the world1”.   This is despite the 

significant disadvantage that our farmers face from many countries who retain a range 

                                                           
1 https://ceda.nz/economic-updates/manawatu-quarterly-economic-overview-june-2020/ 



 
 

 
 
 

3 
 

of barriers to agricultural imports such as high tariffs and tarrif quotas.  Barriers that I 

have seen first hand, are a lengthy and arduous process to undo.     

7. Given the complexity and costs our farmers face getting their product to market, and 

also having regard to the significance of the national regulatory changes that will impact 

farmers shortly, District Plan provisions in agricultural districts like the Manawatu, should 

in my opinion be as enabling as possible.   

8. However, as set out in my Statement today, Federated Farmers is concerned about 

aspects of Proposed Plan Change 65 and therefore seeks amendments to both the 

process and the proposed provisions to ensure the District Plan is sensible, practicable 

and achievable for landowners mapped within proposed Outstanding Natural Features 

and Landscapes (ONFLs) and Significant Amenity Features (SAFs).  

Outstanding Natural Landscapes 

9. Section 6(b) of the RMA places an obligation on us to protect outstanding natural 

features and landscapes from inappropriate subdivision, land use and development. 

Federated Farmers does not dispute this. 

10. We have two facets to our submission regarding ONFLs: that these are robustly 

identified; and that protection is from only inappropriate activities.  

11. Robust identification would ensure that farmland that is neither outstanding nor natural 

will not be identified as an ONFL.  ONLs in particular, are often identified over crown 

land, however they frequently extend over private land and rules that are intended to 

protect an ONL often end up preventing activities occurring on an existing farm.  

12. ONLs that extend on to the foothills, often take in land that is actively used for primary 

production purposes, including sheep, beef and deer farming. We therefore would 

expect that the process of identification is robust and this farmland truly does meet the 

criteria, and that rural and production values are acknowledged in this ONL and are 

recognised and provided for.     

Significant Amenity Features 
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13. While Council does have a responsibility to identify ONFLs, I understand there is no 

onus on Council to map Amenity Features.  Accordingly, a number of Councils have 

chosen to move away from including a second tier of landscapes. In our submission we 

provided examples of Councils nearby who had taken this approach, notably Kapiti 

District Council and Rangitikei District Council.   

14. Consistent with our submission, and the actions taken recently by other Territorial 

Authorities looking to provide for Features not covered by 6 b), Federated Farmers 

believes that the zoning provisions of the District Plan are best placed to provide the 

level of protection sought by Council.  We do not consider these are at risk of being lost 

therefore warranting their specific inclusion.   

15. Federated Farmers is also concerned that their inclusion could have the potential to 

create an unnecessary regulatory burden on Council and resource users, with little or no 

benefit.   

Sectional District Plan Review Considerations  

16. As set out by Council2, Plan Change 65 was decoupled from the Rural Zone District Plan 

Package in order to address the relationship of network utilities and ONFLs.  We 

appreciate that Council is under direction from the Environment Court to progress this 

Plan Change, with the next update to the Court due 18 December 2020.  We note in 

particular the comment “there is a desire to complete the PC65 process to provide 

certainty for landowners, appellant parties and the Court”.  As set out further in my 

statement, Federated Farmers does not consider that this Plan Change does indeed 

provide landowners certainty. 

17. Federated Farmers also notes that the intention was for the District Wide Rules Chapter 

provisions relating to ONFLs in terms of Network Utilities and Earthworks, to complement 

the future ONFL chapter, however following subsequent redrafts as provided below, 

                                                           
2 Statement of Evidence – Andrea Harris, paragraphs 2.2, 2.3, 2.4 
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Chapter 3A – Network Utilities and Chapter 3D are now proposed to prevail over the 

NFL Chapter.   

a. Appendix 2 – NFL Chapter showing officers recommendations. 

 

b. Appendix 3 – Chapter 3A showing officers recommendations. 

 
 

18. Federated Farmers therefore considers that to satisfy the Environment Court reporting 

deadline, Council could progress and confirm those provisions that regard Network 

Utilities specifically, to enable the wider provisions to be further consulted and refined.   

19. We note that Hearing Commissioners Decision report from Plan Change 55 identified 

the issues Council would face when progressing a Sectional District Plan Review, in 

particular the need to make subsequent amendments as unintended changes became 

apparent3.  

20. As identified by Ms Harris in her evidence, there are a number of issues that remain 

unsettled or in ‘dispute’4, specifically the extent of the ONFLs, provisions for grazing (as 

opposed to being more permissive of existing use perhaps by utilising a broader 

                                                           
3 Commissioners Decision – Plan Change 55.  22 February 2017. Paragraph 7.  
4 Statement of Evidence – Andrea Harris, paragraphs 6.2 and corresponding table. 
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definition such as primary production or farming), micro hydro activities, quarrying, 

inclusion of significant amenity features and the overall approach to the rule cascade.   

21. Federated Farmers therefore asks Commissioners to consider deferring those matters 

that regard farming to be reconsulted as part of the rural zone consultation Council is set 

to formally undertake in 2021.  Federated Farmers has appreciated the proactive 

informal early consultation Council is undertaking with this Plan Change.  In addition, we 

feel that if Council were able to undertake consultation with the ONFL chapter a in more 

considered manner like being progressed for the Rural Zone, many of the matters of 

contention would be remedied or addressed outside of the formal plan process.   

22. Federated Farmers also submits that by re-coupling the ONFL chapter with the Rural 

Zone chapter, as was originally intended, matters such as concerns with definitions will 

be addressed and remedied.     

Defining existing farming 

23. We note that Ms Harris has noted concerns in her Statement of Evidence about the 

definition sought by Federated Farmers given that the National Planning Standards 

definition includes Planation Forestry5.  Instead, the revised provisions reference 

grazing, cropping and horticulture.  

24. Federated Farmers considers ‘grazing’ to be overly restrictive and not able to provide for 

existing activities within features or landscapes.  If identified landscapes and features 

include pastoral farmland, we consider that the proposed plan provisions ought to 

account for the fact that farming is an appropriate use and development of that land or 

feature.  We thank Ms Harris for her amendment to provide for grazing across all 

ONFLs6, further noting that a more permissive or broader definition of farming would 

more appropriately provide for existing farming activities.    

25. We therefore continue to support the inclusion of a broader term such as primary 

production activities and note that this is consistent with the Rangitikei District Council 

                                                           
5 Statement of Evidence – Andrea Harris, paragraphs 6.17 
6 Statement of Evidence – Andrew Harris, paragraphs 6.23 
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District Plan.  We also support the rule framework in the Rangitikei District Plan, and in 

particular the approach of restricting new primary production activities in outstanding 

natural features and landscapes, which is also provided for as a definition in the Plan 

(along with existing primary production within an ONFL).   

26. A broader definition also recognises that farming practices are static and what is 

common practice today, may not be what is common practice in 10 years. We do not 

consider it appropriate for the Proposed District Plan to freeze landscape character by 

rendering farming land use and development as static in this context.   

27. Federated Farmers also considers that the definition of horticulture is significantly broad 

and is often used alongside agriculture or pastoral farming.     

Farm buildings 

28. Federated Farmers supports the provisions that provide for farm buildings but consider 

that the size and definition need to be further explored through Rural Zone discussions 

so that the approach is consistent. We are for example concerned that farming related 

buildings such as stock yards may be inadvertently captured.   

29. Federated Farmers also considers that rules that aim to protect ONLs should only restrict 

inappropriate activities, and enable appropriate ones. If a farm is identified as an ONL 

then it is necessary for the provisions to provide for activities ancillary to farming 

(including farm buildings).   Another factor to consider is the huge scale of many ONLs 

means their ability to absorb the visual aspect of activities, or position these out of view, 

sufficiently mitigate any impacts to the amenity of the landscape.  

Earthworks 

30. Federated Farmers notes that Rule 12 provides for earthworks associated with permitted 

activities, consistent with Rule 3D.4.2.  Referring to Rule 3D.4.2 – permissible volumes 

for earthworks are provided for all zone chapters with the exclusion of Rural Zone (as 

referenced in Guidance Note 1.).  Federated Farmers notes that the provisions regarding 
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earthworks in ONFLs will need to be considered and consulted during the Rural Zone 

chapter.  

31. Federated Farmers considers that where landscapes and features are identified over 

working farms, there needs to be an understanding that farm activities are acceptable. 

We therefore consider that earthworks within pastoral or farmed areas of overlays, 

should be a permitted activity without threshold limits.  We look forward to expanding on 

this further with Council during consideration of the Rural Zone provisions.  

Farm Tracks  

32. Farm tracks are important for the safety of our farmers, particularly on steep land and 

need to be adequately provided for as permitted in the District Plan.  We do not consider 

the provision proposed to adequately provide for farm vehicles which I understand 

farmers will talk to today.  A 1.5 m farm track will restrict the ability for the farmer to make 

practical decisions depending on variable factors often outside of their control (for 

example weather related events).    

33. For some comparisons: Rotorua permits maintenance of existing tracks and fences in 

ONLs with no limit; Otorohanga and South Waikato Districts both permit 1,000m3 

earthworks in ONLs, with South Waikato allowing maintenance of existing tracks with no 

limit. These comparisons are for ONL earthworks, normal Rural Zone earthworks are 

more generous.  

Process to map 

34. Federated Farmers also notes there has been significant concerns raised about the 

mapping undertaken.  We do not consider the submission process to be an appropriate 

time to ground truth or test the accuracy of the mapping with landowners.   

35. We appreciate the process to provide for ONFLs in the revised District Plan has been 

expediated, which has to some extent cut out opportunities to work directly with 

landowners.  Federated Farmers therefore asks that Council renotify the Plan Change 
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at a later date, allowing time to work with landowners one on one in considered and 

consultative manner.  

36. Drawing on a recent example from the Kapiti Coast District Plan.  A farm adjacent to 

Waikawa Beach, was one of thirteen properties desktop mapped by Council which 

subsequently were visited by an ecologist to ground truth the earlier assessment.  The 

ecologist were unable to find any evidence of exotic vegetation as had been claimed, 

suggesting therefore that the site be deleted.  This was much relief to the farmer who 

was adamant he had not seen the species despite being a keen conservationist and the 

fifth generation on the farm.  

37. Also to note from this example, the desktop analysis after being ground-truthed by the 

ecologist, was shared with the landowner for input prior to notification of the Plan 

Change.  This process ultimately ironed out a number of the issues that we are seeing 

with Plan Change 65.    

38. Federated Farmers understands that Waitomo District Council have recently been been 

working with landowners where there are concerns about the location of proposed 

amenity maps.  Waitomo District Council have committed to employ an ecologist to visit 

sites as necessary, and further, have also indicated that landowners would be provided 

with copies of reports and reassessments prior to finalisation of the mapping.     

District Plan relationship with other higher order documents  

39. Federated Farmers notes that while the proposed provisions give effect to a number of 

higher order documents, no reference is made to the National Policy Statement 

Freshwater Management 2020, despite the provisions included that regard matters such 

as Wetlands.   

40. Checking in with Regional Council, I understand that the Regional Council had not 

considered how the proposed provisions would give effect to the NPS, however work to 

progress the Plan Change to implement the NPS (and wider regulations) would 

commence in 2021 for notification before the end of 2024 as required.  Federated 

Farmers considers that by recoupling this Plan Change with the Rural Zone chapter, 
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Council will also be able to consider any likely impacts the Regional Council Plan 

Change will have on the District Plan provisions. 

41. Federated Farmers also notes that the NPS Biodiversity is due for release mid 2021.   

Non regulatory mechanisms and consideration of industry activities 

42. Federated Farmers notes that the provisions as proposed are silent on farm tree 

activities with regard to exotics.  This is problematic in that it does not allow landowners 

with stands of exotic trees with the ability to clear these trees in the future, nor does it 

allow landowners to plan exotics, for example as part of the Horizons Sustainable Land 

Use Initiative (SLUI).  

43. Recently Horizons have also been looking to support through the SLUI programme, 

landowners undertaking continuous cover forestry. Continuous canopy forestry is an 

alternative to felling forestry strands of the same age, rather the focus is on individual 

felling resulting in light wells encouraging regeneration of trees rather than requiring 

ongoing planting.    

44. In the Manawatu there has also been a groundswell of farmers interested in setting up 

catchment collectives to, among other things, address water quality issues.  Federated 

Farmers considers that where possible the District Plan should provide for these 

initiatives.  Again this could be a matter revisited during consideration of the Rural Zone 

provisions.   

Cost 

45. Federated Farmers notes that Council will be calling for submissions to the 2021 Long 

Term Plan in 2021, and ultimately could consider matters regarding the District Plan 

provisions at this time also – costs to Council and how this will be recovered from rates, 

also costs to the Landowner.   

46. We would be particularly interested in exploring with Council the possibility of providing 

rates relief, grants to make improvements, or in extreme cases, purchasing the site or 

feature concerned and manging it to ensure its protection and enhancement.   This is 
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consistent with Tararua District Council who considers each case through its Annual 

Plan process.  

47. I appreciate the opportunity to talk to you all today.   

48. Manaaki whenua, manaaki tangata, haere whakemua. Care for the land, care for the 

people, we will take care of our future.  
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Statement on behalf of Karen and Donald Fallaver 

Consultation with Landowners 

1. The Fallavers received letters with a link which outlined the proposed plan changes with 
maps delineating the areas affected and the proposed changes to the activities on their 
land 

2. On at least four occasions Donald phoned the council and requested someone get back 
to him to discuss. No one phoned back. 

3. Emails were sent requesting a meeting. 

4. Invitation were also sent via email, phone and in person by the Fallavers to other affected 
Landowners to attend the meeting with council. 

5. The Fallavers also organised a venue large enough to accommodate the group and that 
could allow council the ability to present to the group. 

Summary 

6. At no point did the council take any responsibility or assist the Landowners to meet with 
them or discuss the proposed plan changes. Donald and Karen Fallaver had to undertake 
the duty of council to consult. It must be noted council was negligent in their duties of 
consultation with Landowners.  

Areas proposed considered affected: 

7. The proposed changes have been presented to Landowners and this panel as a line on 
a map. These lines are inaccurate.  

8. It is intended that the proposed changes are to protect the unique Landscape values of 
the area. 

9. The proposed plan changes affect only one side of the Rangitikei River. 

Summary 

10. The Regional council is responsible for the area encompassing both sides of the 
Rangitikei River, are Landowners to understand that yet another process will be 
undertaken at a later date. As Landowners Donald and Karen Fallaver have obligations 
to pay rates on their Land, yet Regional and Local authorities can expend monies on a 
process twice and possibly allow different Land use restrictions to be put in place.  
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Donald and Karen Fallaver: 

11. Donald and Karen Fallaver currently farm their land as a beef and sheep farm and have 
done so for three generations.  

12. They have found this process very stressful and as Landowners and farmers; they have 
not had any experience with this type of process. They are not consent officers, Lawyers 
or Councillors and as such have put their trust in the local and regional councils to 
administer the Regional and Local plans in their best interests. 

Summary 

13. It is noted that the land owned by Donald and Karen Fallaver is free of invasive weeds 
and the intrinsic values have remained intact, the very values that this proposed plan 
change hopes to protect. Land vested in the Crown however continues to be a Nursery 
for Old Man’s Beard. As Landowners the Fallavers are perplexed at the lack of 
understanding and information or rather inaccurate information presented to a range of 
professional people to whom their livelihoods have been intrusted to yet feel they have 
been treated as idiots.  

Summary of key points  

14. The information presented to this panel is inaccurate and therefore difficult to understand 
how a decision can be made. 

15. This process needs to be a holistic view of both sides of the river to ensure all parties 
understand the ramifications of any decisions. Landowners are not concerned with 
boundaries of Local Authorities and power games. Landowners are concerned with their 
land and their activity of faming the land.  

16. Landowners need to be reassured that the monies spent on this and future processes 
are used in the best interests of Landowners. Not on consultants engages by the council 
to fly in a plane identifying areas to be protected that at the end of the day are wrong. 

17. Consultation needs to be a real event in real time not empty promises of “we will get 
someone to phone you back” Consultation is part of the process that has been ignored 
and the responsibility does not sit with the affected parties.  

18. When entering a process that affects the businesses of individuals Councils need to 
respect these people and understand the stresses that you place on Landowners and the 
social impacts that this causes. 

19. Donald and Karen Fallaver cannot understand with all the information provided how this 
process has continued. 

 


