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INTRODUCTION 

1. Manawatu District Council hearing for Plan Change 65 (PC65) was undertaken on 23 and 24 

November 2020. The Plan Change relates to Outstanding Natural Features and Landscapes 

(ONFL) and also to Significant Amenity Features (SAF). Within the general ONFL category 

there are 15 Outstanding Natural Features (ONF) and 2 Outstanding Natural Landscapes 

(ONL). Four SAF’s are proposed in the District.  

2. Manawatu District’s Rural (R1 and R2) Zone covers 234,467ha. Within that zone, the 

proposed areas for the ONFL and SAF are: 

15 ONF total area 2,942 ha 

2 ONL total area 30,014 ha (this includes Ruahine ONL at 29,430ha) 

4 SAF total area 1,419ha 

3. In response to the Hearing Panel’s request for comment on a number of specific issues 

raised during the course of the hearing on proposed PC65), I address a number of matters 

below. 

SIGNIFICANT AMENITY FEATURES (SAF’s) 

4. Three SAF’s have been identified in PC65. All three are in incised river valleys. The question 

asked by the Panel was whether these areas should only have been determined by reference 

to section 7(c) of the Resource Management Act 1991 (Act), or whether additional 

provisions should have been used such as section 6(a) or possibly other parts of section 7 of 

the Act. 

Response 

5. SAF’s were assessed using the same method relied on to assess ONFL’s. The SAF’s were 

identified because they exhibited higher value characteristics than the adjacent Rural land in 

terms of Natural Science, Perceptual or Associational values. This is covered in more detail in 

the introduction to the Landscape Assessment. Natural Science includes geomorphology 

(incised valleys) and ecology (native vegetation) while Perceptual includes naturalness 

(perception of how natural an area is). These are three of the factors commonly contributing 

to ONF’s. The main difference between the valley ONF’s and the three valleys that comprise 

the SAF’s in the assessment is the lesser amount of native vegetation and the greater degree 

of pastoral land use in the SAF’s. Each of the identified SAF’s retain some extent of native 

vegetation but a less complete cover than the ONF valleys. However, the SAF’s retain more 

native vegetation than the general rural valleys.  

6. The lesser extent of native vegetation and grazing in the SAF’s reduces the naturalness and 

potentially the ecological values associated with the areas.  However, the extent of retained 

native vegetation readily distinguishes these features from similar rural valleys that are 

heavily grazed or planted in plantation forestry.  By way of explanation: 

7. While the geomorphological characteristic of being an incised valley remains a feature in the 

SAF’s and some other rural valleys, it is the combination of this characteristic with the native 

vegetation that contributes to the distinction from general rural areas. Retention of the 

native vegetation is therefore important for retention of one of the key characteristics that 

distinguish the SAF’s from the other rural valleys. 
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Figure 1 - SAF. Presence of native 

vegetation in incised valley distinguishes 

it from pastural valleys more common in 

rural areas  

Figure 2 - Rural. Plantation forestry planted in incised 

valleys 

 

Figure 3 - Grazed incised valley common in rural areas 

8. The SAF’s are also supported by Associational Values in some cases, with the Oroua River 

being recognised in the assessment for its cultural values and recognition in the Settlements 

process.   

9. As noted in my section 42A report, I consider that SAF’s “might still be considered 

conspicuous or eminent but they are not iconic or remarkable. They are significant for their 

visual amenity values as well as their natural landscape values” (at paragraph [34]).  

10. The assessment method to determine ONFL’s (and subsequently SAF’s) utilised One Plan 

Table 6.1, best practice as supported through case law and my expert experience. While 

these methods focus on determining ONFL’s, SAF’s are assessed as not reaching the 

standard required in terms of being Outstanding and Natural. I was therefore able to identify 

these areas as part of my ONFL assessment; being those areas on the cusp of outstanding 

and natural. As I have referred to already, the factor that was of a lesser standard in these 

particular SAF’s was typically the extent of native vegetation cover. The reduced extent of 
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native vegetation appeared to be due to clearance and/or under grazing, which was taking 

place where topography allowed in some parts of the mapped SAF’s. 

11. By contrast, section 6(a) requires: 

(a) The preservation of the natural character of the coastal environment (including the 

coastal marine area), wetlands, and lakes and rivers and their margins, and the protection of 

them from inappropriate subdivision, use, and development 

12. Each incised SAF valley contains a flowing stream with a margin, so in practice, section 6(a) 

could apply. However, while the method for assessing Natural Character has some 

similarities to that used for assessing ONFL’s, they are different assessments. This is 

illustrated by the separate policies 13 (Natural Character) and 15 (Landscape) of the NZCPS. 

(I note also that there are separate objectives and policies in the One Plan.) Policy 13 of the 

NZCPS includes the following: 

2. Recognise that natural character is not the same as natural features and landscapes or 

amenity values and may include matters such as:… 

13. I accept that there is a clear overlap between Natural Character and Landscape. This overlap 

is evident in the following diagrammatic representation of the two which has been prepared 

by Boffa Miskell Ltd and is used by the profession as a guide. 

 
Figure 4 - The Relationship Between Landscape and Natural Character 

14. One of the main differences between Natural Character and Landscape assessment 

technique relates to elements of Sensory/Perception, with Natural Character assessment 

focusing more on the condition of Naturalness and the elements, patterns and processes 

that reflect that naturalness. Landscape, on the other hand, includes consideration of the 

aesthetic aspect of the sensory/perceptual category. An example would be the appreciation 

of the picturesque as an aesthetic factor for Landscape as this would not be considered as 

part of a Natural Character assessment. 
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15. Another key difference between Natural Character and Landscape assessment technique 

relates to Associative values. These are considered when assessing Landscape but are not 

considered when assessing Natural Character, which is focused on the condition of 

naturalness.  

16. Therefore, while the additional statutory support of section 6(a) may elevate the status of 

SAF’s, it would need to be first supported by an assessment of the site’s natural character. 

All ONF’s located within incised river valleys would likely also qualify as having Outstanding 

Natural Character (except perhaps Rangitikei River due to its modified land use). The 

identified SAF’s may also possibly qualify, although they may fall short due to their reduced 

naturalness resulting from their modified land use. An assessment would need to be 

undertaken to determine this, and in doing so, regard would need to be had to the 

directions contained in the RPS regarding natural character. I understand that Council will be 

completing a natural character assessment as part of the Coastal Environment Chapter.  

17. Other aspects of section 7 may, however, be supportive of the SAF’s warranting support as 

an ‘other matter’ within Part 2. These are sections 7: 

(d) Intrinsic values of ecosystems: 

(f) Maintenance and enhancement of the quality of the environment: 

(g) Any finite characteristics of natural and physical resources 

18. All three factors would contribute positively to the policy framework that supports SAF’s. 

LAKE KAIKOKOPU - THE RISK OF ACTING OR NOT ACTING 

19. I consider the question of risk of acting or not acting to essentially be a planning or legal 

matter that is normally related to a section 32 analysis, but at the direction of the Panel, I 

have given further consideration to the landscape effects of the risk of acting or not acting in 

respect of Lake Kaikokopu as part of this plan change. In particular, when considering section 

32(2)(c) of the Act, which is discussed in further detail in Ms Harris’ reply, there is a 

requirement for assessment of the “risk or acting or not acting if there is uncertain or 

insufficient information about the subject matter of the provisions.” 

20. The original draft Landscape Assessment completed in 2013 did not include Lake Kaikokopu. 

However, following consultation and completing additional reviews of my report in 2019 

Lake Kaikokopu was included in my final Landscape Assessment Report. 

21. My original assessment noted that: 

‘To complete this assessment, additional information is needed from consultation to inform 
decision-makers on the views of land owners, the public, and cultural representatives. This 
information will be obtained during consultation with key stakeholders before notification or 
through submissions after notification. Without this information the assessment remains 
purely an expert based assessment and lacks the breadth and depth, particularly regarding 
Associational Factors, that comes from community input’. 

 
22. While the dune lakes were not included in the draft ONFL assessments, subsequent research 

for the updated assessment, along with consultation with Rangitāne o Manwatu and Ngati 

Apa, included investigation into the Claims and Settlement Acts regarding the Manawatu 

District. Information from these has been included in the assessment under many of the 

identified ONFL’s.  
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23. Specifically, for Lake Kaikokopu, the Statements of Association related to the Settlement Act 

for Rangitāne o Manawatū recognised the coastal lake network that included Pukepuke 

Lagoon and Lake Kaikokopu and their significance in terms of food source and physical and 

spiritual sustenance to the hapu. 

24. Attachments to the Rangitāne o Manawatu Deed of Settlement Act provide details of the 

cultural redress related to Pukepuke Lagoon, which is to be vested in the trustees (of the 

Rangitāne o Manawatu Settlement Trust) as a fee simple estate. Under the Rangitāne o 

Manawatu Statutory Acknowledgements it is sated that Lakes Omanuka, Pukepuke and 

Kaikokopu provided valuable mahinga kai and an abundance of tuna to Rangitāne o 

Manawatu in the early times. They are the places where Rangitāne o Manawatu would stop 

overnight to replenish food stocks and to rest while travelling between Rangitikei and 

Manawatu. It states that Lakes Omanuka and Kaikokopu remain in Māori ownership 

however the title of Lake Pukepuke is now vested in the Department of Conservation (since 

vested in the trustees by direction of the Settlement Act). 

25. Having reconsidered the ONFL assessment in light of the consultation, a review of the areas 

listed in Appendix 1A and 1B of the Operative District Plan and the Settlement Acts the 

coastal lakes were re-assessed and Pukepuke Lagoon and Lake Kaikokopu were included as 

ONF’s in my final Landscape Assessment Report.  

26. I am of the view that there remains an evidential basis for my assessment. I have relied on 

photography taken during a flight over the site in 2012 to inform my opinion, consultation 

undertaken to finalise my Landscape Assessment Report, and the Google Earth images since 

2005. These show a consistent lake or wetland, with water still present in September 2020 

(refer to the google photos overleaf). A review of earlier recorded history referred to by the 

submitter during prehearing discussions shows that there was always a lake there1. As I 

understand it from the prehearing meeting, the Lake was drained as part of a wider land 

drainage network, before being dammed by a weir to create a lake for game bird shooting. 

The lake then lost water a few years ago when a flood washed away the weir.  

27. The Google images overleaf illustrate Lake Kaikokopu at a range of dates over the last 15 

years. A lake and wetland has been present to varying levels over this time. 

 
1 Zoom consultation with submitters Mr Pedersen and Mr Wilson 9 September 2020 referred to publication by  
RA Wilson, Fifty years of Farming the Dune Country 1958 ISBN 3 4201 00909532 8.  
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28. Access to the site for the purpose of a site visit has been denied by the land owner.  

However, based on publicly available information it appears that there is still a lake, which 

(for reasons I have previously addressed) in my opinion can be considered an ONF. I accept 

that the owner disputes my opinion, however I have relied on the best information available 

to me. I set out my reasons below: 

-  Associational values as identified by the Deed of Settlement Act and identification 

through Statutory Acknowledgements as one of the significant sites for Rangitāne o 

Manawatu;2  

- Natural science values particularly biological and ecological values in relation to 

connectedness for native fish spawning and waterfowl habitat; 

- Natural science values of rarity and representativeness of dune lake ecosystem; 

- Expressive of legibility of formative process as a dune lake part of a linked wetland 

system;  

- Transient migratory values and aesthetic values of coherence and vividness (possibly 

limited); and 

- Shared and recognised values of cultural heritage, natural science and rarity. 

29. The s32 analysis considers the risk of acting or not acting on such matters. (Not acting 

includes not visiting the site). Consideration of this in relation to Lake Kaikokopu shows that 

there are potential consequences either of acting or not acting.  

30. The risks of not acting to retain the ONF classification of Lake Kaikokopu include: 

• Potential loss of one of the district’s 13 ONF’s and all the values and characteristics listed 

in my assessment; 

• Potential loss of spiritual associations for tangata whenua; 

• Failure to implement the requirements of the RMA section 6 and One Plan Chapter 65; 

• Potential loss of wetland habitat if the lake loses these characteristics; 

• Failure to comply with the newly enacted Freshwater NPS which includes a requirement 

to Avoid any further loss or degradation of wetlands and streams, map existing wetlands 

and encourage their restoration. While this is a Regional Council matter, there are 

effects in terms of natural science, perceptual and associational values if the wetland is 

lost.  This would affect the landscape and therefore the ONFL assessment. The NPS 

Freshwater does not result in the lake becoming an ONF but it is my opinion that the 

values recognised by the NPS contribute to the natural science values recognised in the 

landscape assessment. 

31. The risk of acting to retain the ONF classification is primarily the risk associated with the 

feature no longer retaining the ONF characteristics (if the submitter’s evidence was 

preferred) and there being a disproportionate impact on private property rights as a 

consequence (with limitations on land use).    

32. If ONF status is removed by the Hearing Panel, I recommend that Lake Kaikokopu is retained 

in Appendix 1A (currently of the operative District Plan), which was going to be deleted upon 

implementation of PC65. This is addressed in the reply evidence of Ms Harris]. 

33. Overall, I am of the view that there is sufficient information to act in this case. There is 

sufficient evidence available demonstrating a lake, or at the very least, a significant wetland 

 
2 https://www.horizons.govt.nz/HRC/media/Media/Iwi%20and%20Hapu/Rangitane-o-Manawatu-Statutory-
Acknowledgements-20170523.pdf  

https://www.horizons.govt.nz/HRC/media/Media/Iwi%20and%20Hapu/Rangitane-o-Manawatu-Statutory-Acknowledgements-20170523.pdf
https://www.horizons.govt.nz/HRC/media/Media/Iwi%20and%20Hapu/Rangitane-o-Manawatu-Statutory-Acknowledgements-20170523.pdf
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with historic features. Should this area not be protected there is a risk that the feature 

would be further diminished.  

MAPPING OF SAF1  

34. The area in question relates to the length of stream between the confluence of the 

Mangoira and Mangahuia Streams and the downstream confluence of this stream with the 

Ōroua River. 

35. The assessment for SAF1 is titled Mangoira Stream (downstream of Mangahuia confluence). 

However, the notified mapping identifies this same length as Mangahuia Stream. 

 

Figure 6 –Mangoira Stream Areas 

36. I have named the length of stream Mangoira Stream based on information supplied by a 

submitter during initial consultation on the draft ONFL assessment in 2016. This naming is 

supported by the description in the operative district plan Appendix 1b – Significant Areas of 

Indigenous Forest/Vegetation (Excluding Reserves) at SA10 Mangoira / Oroua Confluence 

Bush, which shows this reserve at the lower end of the disputed stretch of river adjacent to 

the Oroua River, as shown below. This all supports the proposition that the Mangahuia is the 

tributary to the Mangoira which then flows to join the Oroua. In my opinion no change is 

needed in my report but a change is needed in the notified map.  

TRACKS 

37. Following submissions Ms Harris recommended a permitted standard for farm and 

recreational tracks up to 1.5m wide. Ms McIntyre presented information during that hearing 

supporting a greater width, arguing that farm machinery of different types needed a greater 

width of track than had been recommended. Having heard this submission and considered 

the potential effect on the landscape, I accept that a greater width can be used for a 

permitted standard in the District Plan and support this as being 1.8m. This is the width the 
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submitter states is necessary to accommodate a one tonne digger, a quad bike (1.25m) and 

a side-by-side ATV (1.6m).  

38. Consideration was given to defining the length of track per year that can be constructed. In 

my view this is unnecessary as an extended length of track could be constructed by simply 

doing so over an extended period of time, with the same resultant effect. 

FARMING 

39. The matter of which activities were permitted within Rangitikei River ONF3 was raised 

during the hearing. I recommend that the definition of farming, as defined in the Operative 

District Plan, continues to be applied for farming activities in ONF3. 

IRRIGATION MACHINERY – PIVOT IRRIGATORS 

40. One of the submitters during the hearing asked whether pivot irrigators could be 

accommodated in any ONFL’s or SAF’s without adversely affecting the key landscape 

characteristics. In my view the only area an irrigation boom could be accommodated is in the 

Rangitikei River ONF. This is due to the area being highly modified and the key landscape 

characteristics being the bold cliffs and clearly legible formative processes. By their nature, 

such irrigators would need to go on the river flats or terraces. Provided they did not disturb 

the cliffs or legibility of the formative processes such as ox-bows, I am of the view that they 

could be acceptable as part of farming practice. I do not support enabling irrigation booms in 

other ONFLs. 

NGA TAMARIKI A TANE SOCIETY LNC 

41. The society owns land near Sixtus Lodge and want to build a lodge within the area mapped 

as Ruahine Ranges ONL. The society have requested that the boundary of the mapped ONL 

be moved west so that the area where the lodge would be located is excluded from the ONL.  

This would avoid the need for the Society to seek consent as a non-complying activity. I 

reviewed the Society’s submission in preparing my section 42A report and visited the site. As 

the area they want excluded from the ONL retained the characteristics applicable to the 

ONL, I rejected their request. The primary characteristic is the native vegetation that is 

contiguous with the Ruahine ONL native vegetation. However, I acknowledge that the 

landform of their preferred lodge site is a continuation of the adjacent flat land and sits right 

on the edge of a steep embankment to a stream below. Topography and vegetation are 

typically two the of the main characteristics contributing to the delineation of the ONF’s, 

most of which are incised river valleys with native vegetation. The other characteristics 

applicable to this site is the aesthetic coherence provided by the continuity of native 

vegetation and lack of modifying elements such as buildings. The consistency of vegetation 

cover provides a unity and diversity of colours within the green palette, while the vegetation 

within the site provides a varied canopy height indicative of the age of the regenerating 

trees.  These values are also shared and recognised. They have long been recognised by the 

Society, which was part of the reason for their original interest in the place. These values are 

also being recognised by the QEII National Trust by a covenant being placed on much of the 

Society’s land. These are values considered within the ONFL assessment of Associational 

Values   

42. The Panel has requested the parties investigate an option of moving the ONFL boundary to 

allow construction of the lodge on the basis that a private covenant would be registered on 
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the title. The covenant would have the effect of managing development of the lodge in a 

manner that meant that the ONL characteristics I identified as part of my assessment would 

remain protected. 

43. Subject to the terms of the covenant being sufficient to protect the ONL characteristics and 

values, I would be comfortable with this suggestion. In my view there is scope to 

accommodate the proposed lodge on the flat part of their site adjacent to existing farmland 

to the edge of the terrace. I do not support moving the ONL boundary beyond the edge of 

this flat area to coincide with the stream below the bank. The area that could be excluded 

from the ONL to accommodate their lodge is shown below in orange. This line follows the 

top of the terrace I observed on the site visit where there are pockets of open space.  The 

proposed boundary change is shown on the marked up aerial photograph below, with the 

area shown in yellow to be excluded from the ONL and any development within that area to 

comply with the restrictions of the covenant as listed below. 

Figure 7 – Marked Aerial Photograph of Proposed Boundary Change 

 

44. Discussions with the society to date have indicated that the covenant could potentially be 

acceptable. In my opinion, if a covenant is to be put in place, it would need to include a 

number of requirements which I consider necessary to protect the characteristics of the 

Ruahine ONL and the local area, which relate to colour, canopy height, building scale and 

site rehabilitation. In my opinion the covenant needs to include the following requirements: 

• Building height is limited to one storey no more than 6m high. 
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• Total building footprint must not to exceed 150m.2 This would allow a hut and a 

separate toilet block as long as the overall total of buildings did not exceed 150m2. 

• Recessive colours and natural building materials are to be used. 

• Painted colours for exterior vertical and roof elements to have a reflectivity value of 10% 

or less from the British Standard 5252 colour chart or equivalent. 

• Vegetation clearance is to comply with the requirement of Manawatū Whanganui 

Regional Council or National Environmental Standards in relation to indigenous 

vegetation clearance. 

• All buildings are screened from the public carpark and public viewing points. 

• Any lodge carparking is to be screened from the existing public carpark at the end of 

Limestone Road. 

• Earthworks are limited to 250m2 and disturbed area are to be revegetated when the 

building is complete. 

45. While the covenant arrangement may enable construction of the building outside of the 

ONL, the society will likely still need consent under the Rural Zone for the structure.  It does 

however provide a pathway for their development in the Rural zone, while providing for 

protection for the landscape charactertistics of the area. I am confident that the protection 

of the landscape characteristics can be achieved if the above crtieria are met. If agreement 

cannot be reached over these criteria, I do not support a change to ONL boundary. Ms Harris 

discusses this further in her reply.  

PHILLIPA WILLIAMS 

46. The submitter requested that the boundary line for ONF3 be moved slightly to allow for 

potential operation of a micro hydro facility that currently exists at the top of a side valley in 

her property west of Peka Road. A dam for the hydro currently exists beyond the boundary 

of the ONF which is defined by the edges of the incised valley and the presence of native 

vegetation. It is my recommendation that the boundary line does not change because there 

is no clear change in characteristics that would cause this to be the case as the  

characteristics remain consistent within the area of ONF below the dam. The proposed plan 

provisions include installation and operation of micro hydro facilities as a Restricted 

Discretionary activity, therefore enabling the potential reinstatement of the existing hydro 

generation within the ONF should the submitter choose to pursue this. Ms Harris discusses 

this further in her reply. 

JAMES MOAR 

47. The submitter requested that the proposed area of ONL within his land adjacent to the 

Ruahine ONL be deleted from the assessment. The land is contiguous with the Ruahine ONL 

and covered in regenerating native vegetation. It is my recommendation that the area 

identified in the assessment remains ONL as the topography and land cover are contiguous 

and have similar characteristics representative of the adjoining ONL. I note that the 

proposed plan provisions provide for ongoing farming activities which would allow the 

submitter to continue to graze the area as intended. Ms Harris discusses this further in her 

reply. 

NZDF 

48. The submitter tabled evidence seeking a new rule allowing Temporary Military Training 

Activities (TMTA) in ONFL’s, provided ‘No indigenous vegetation disturbance or clearance 
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will be undertaken’ and ‘Earthworks will comply with the relevant provisions in Chapter 

3D.4’. 

49. I recommend that TMTA can occur in ONFL’s where there is no disturbance or clearance of 

indigenous vegetation and no earthworks.  


