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Tena koutou katoa,
National Direction Package Submission

Hawke's Bay Regional Council (HBRC) welcomes the opportunity to provide feedback on
Packages 1 (Infrastructure), 2 (Primary Production), and 3 (Freshwater) of the National Direction
Package.

The Hawke’s Bay regional council is thoroughly involved in the practical delivery of New
Zealand’s resource management system. Our work is grounded in the unique environmental,
cultural, and economic context of Te Matau-a-Maui, and informed by strong relationships with
tangata whenua, local communities, and sector partners.

This submission reflects our regional perspective and draws on the expertise across our
organisation. While we contribute to national conversations through collective forums, this
submission is made independently to reflect the specific needs and priorities of Hawke's Bay.
Our feedback builds on previous input into RM Reform processes and aims to support the
Government’s goals of improving system efficiency, reducing regulatory burden, and unlocking
development capacity. We see this phase of reform as an opportunity to better align national
direction with regional implementation, particularly in areas such as climate resilience, hazard
planning, and freshwater management.

We also note the importance of clarity and simplicity in the regulatory framework. While we
support improvements to the current system, we are mindful of the risk of introducing additional
complexity or uncertainty for both regulators and resource users.

Hawke's Bay Regional Council is committed to working constructively with central government
to ensure that the provisions of the National Direction Package are practical, effective, and
deliverable. Our submission is intended to help shape a system that works for our region and
contributes to better outcomes
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For further information or to discuss any aspect of this submission, please contact:

Nichola Nicholson
Manager Policy & Planning
nichola.nicholson@hbrc.govt.nz

Yours sincerely

Katrina Brunton
Group Manager Policy and Regulation
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Introduction

Hawke's Bay Regional Council welcomes the release of the proposed national direction under
Phase 2 of the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) reform programme. We appreciate the
opportunity to provide feedback on these proposals, which aim to improve the implementation
of the resource management system.

Our submission reflects HBRC’s regional perspective and draws on the practical experience of
our staff with input from our Councillors. Our submission is also informed by recent events in
the region, particularly the impacts of Cyclone Gabrielle and the Havelock North water
contamination incident, which have shaped our understanding of the challenges and priorities
in resource management.

HBRC has chosen to focus its submission on the proposals of greatest relevance to our region
and responsibilities. These include:

Package 1: Infrastructure and Development
« National Policy Statement (NPS) - Infrastructure
e NPS-Natural Hazards
¢ National Environmental Standard (NES) - Papakainga
o NES-Granny Flats

Package 2: Primary Sector
o NES-Commercial Forestry
* NPS-Highly Productive Land
e Stock Exclusion Regulations

Package 3: Freshwater
e All proposals

Where Hawke’s Bay Regional Council has not submitted directly, feedback has been provided
to Te Uru Kahika for consideration and inclusion in the sector-wide submission.

Our feedback is focused on ensuring the proposals are workable, regionally responsive, and
capable of delivering better outcomes for our communities and environment. As a regional
council, HBRC plays a critical role in implementing the resource management system. We bring
deep knowledge of our region’s environment, communities, and challenges.

We also reaffirm our commitment to Te Tiriti o Waitangi and to working in partnership with mana
whenua. We encourage the Crown to continue engaging with iwi, hapt, and councils to ensure
the resource management system gives effect to Treaty obligations and supports enduring
relationships.
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HBRC remains committed to supporting a resource management system that is efficient,
equitable, and environmentally responsible. We believe these goals can and should be
achieved together.

Executive Summary

We recognise that this package sits within a broader three-phase reform programme and
understand that Phase 2 is intended to deliver timely improvements—particularly in areas
affecting infrastructure, primary production, and freshwater management. We also
acknowledge that Phase 3 will address more systemic issues through the development of
replacement legislation.

As a council with statutory responsibilities for environmental management and regional
development, we are committed to contributing constructively to the refinement of these
proposals. Our feedback draws on the practical experience and technical expertise of our staff,
who work daily at the interface between national policy and local implementation.

Our submission is guided by several key principles:
« System Integration: National direction must be designed to integrate smoothly with
future legislation. Sequencing and alignment across reforms are critical to avoid
duplication and confusion.

e Partnership with Maori: HBRC is committed to upholding Te Tiriti o Waitangi and working
in partnership with tangata whenua. We support reforms that enable meaningful
participation by iwi and hapda, including those not yet party to settlements.

* Evidence-Based Policy: Effective resource management must be underpinned by sound
science, robust data, and matauranga Maori. This includes investment in monitoring
systems, modelling tools, and capability development.

* Regional Expertise: Councils bring deep knowledge of local conditions and community
needs. We are well-placed to support the practical design and implementation of
national direction and welcome opportunities to collaborate with central government.

We broadly support the intent of the Infrastructure and Development package and agree that
addressing the infrastructure deficit is essential. We welcome clearer national direction but
recommend refinements to better support flood risk management and ensure environmental
safeguards are maintained.

We also acknowledge the goals of the Primary Production package but raise concerns about
proposals that may limit councils’ ability to manage environmental effects—particularly in
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relation to commercial forestry and marine aquaculture. It is important that reforms do not
compromise environmental integrity or create unintended consequences.

Finally, we support efforts to simplify freshwater management and welcome greater flexibility
for councils to respond to regional challenges. HBRC remains committed to protecting
freshwater health in a way that balances diverse values and uses.

Summary of Submission
1: Package 1: Infrastructure and Development

1.1 NPS - Infrastructure

Hawke's Bay Regional Council (HBRC) supports the intent of the proposed NPS-1 to streamline
infrastructure delivery and address the infrastructure deficit, subject to refinements to ensure
regional relevance and alignment with other national direction, particularly the NPS-NH and
spatial planning reforms. We recommend explicitly including flood protection works such as
stopbanks in the definition of infrastructure, given their critical role in hazard mitigation and
urban development. While we support the objective and general policy direction, clarity is
needed around resilience, functional need in hazard-prone areas, and the use of subjective
terms like “where practicable.” We also seek stronger recognition of tangata whenua
involvement and clearer integration with the Land Transport Management Act. Including public
transport in the definition of social infrastructure would further support regional planning
outcomes.

1.2 NPS - Natural Hazards

HBRC broadly supports the proposed national direction for managing natural hazards,
recognising the increasing frequency and severity of climate-related events and their impacts
on communities, infrastructure, and the environment. We agree with the scope covering seven
key hazards while allowing councils to manage others and support the risk-based framework
and matrix for consistent hazard assessment. However, we strongly recommend that
infrastructure be included within the NPS-NH, given its vulnerability and critical role in
community resilience—excluding it risks fragmented approaches and undermines the intent of
comprehensive hazard management. A nuanced policy is needed to reflect infrastructure’s
functional needs in high-risk areas, such as flood protection infrastructure, roads, or bridges.
We support the use of best available information, though guidance is needed to define this and
ensure equitable access to quality data. The proposed provisions strengthen councils’ ability to
make defensible decisions, but clearer direction on managing development across risk levels
would enhance implementation. We also support alignment with the NZCPS and recommend
further on clarity matrix settings (too low for catastrophic events), climate change scenarios
and cascading hazard effects within the matrix.
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1.3 NPS - Renewable Electricity Generation

HBRC supports Te Uru Kahika's submission points on renewable energy and acknowledges the
importance of enabling a low-emissions future. We recommend that further consideration be
given to the servicing of remote communities, recognising this is a vital component of regional
resilience and equitable energy access.

However, HBRC does not support the omission of protection of areas not covered under
section 6 of the RMA, as this may leave ecologically and culturally significant sites vulnerable to
development pressure. We also remain concemed about the management of cumulative
effects and the potential impacts arising from the cumulative expansion of existing operator
footprints. These issues warrant closer attention to ensure that environmental integrity is
maintained alongside the enablement of renewable energy development.

1.4 NES - Granny Flats

HBRC supports the intent of the NES-GF to enable more diverse and flexible housing options,
including multi-generational living and elder care. HBRC recognises the value of reducing
regulatory inconsistencies and costs for homeowners, while supporting housing adaptability
and resilience. However, HBRC recommends revising the proposed setbacks for rural zones as
they may create reverse sensitivity issues with surrounding productive land uses.

HBRC remains concerned about the risks of ad hoc intensification, particularly in areas lacking
adequate infrastructure or subject to significant natural hazards. We recommend clearer
mechanisms for infrastructure servicing and monitoring compliance, given the potential for
cumulative impacts and limited oversight where consents are not required.

1.5 NES - Papakainga

HBRC supports the intent of the NES-Papakainga to reduce regulatory barriers and enable
Maori to develop housing on Maori land. This initiative presents an opportunity to address long-
standing inequities in the planning system and support Maori housing aspirations. We
recommend that communal non-residential facilities such as shared kitchens and bathrooms
be permitted, and that natural hazard risk assessments be included in permitted activity
standards to ensure safe and resilient development.

However, HBRC does not support the exclusion of general land owned by Maori without a
detailed historical connection, as this limits opportunities for Maori landowners, including
those with Treaty settlement land. We recommend that Treaty settlement land be treated the
same as Mdori ancestral land and elevated to permitted status for small-scale papakainga.
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HBRC also recommends reviewing setback requirements to avoid reverse sensitivity issues,
particularly in productive rural zones, and applying natural hazard rules in high-risk areas. This
includes considering setbacks from flood protection infrastructure such as stopbanks.

HBRC recommend further clarity on subdivision restrictions and infrastructure access,
including water, wastewater, and roading, to ensure practical implementation. The proposed
limit of 10 dwellings per site may be too restrictive for larger or multi-generational whanau, and
we recommend reconsidering this threshold to better reflect the needs of Maori communities.

2: Package 2: Primary Sector

2.1 NES - Marine Aquaculture

HBRC has provided feedback to Te Uru Kahika and support their submission, particularly in
relation to the caution advised for research trial areas and biosecurity, and the importance of
upholding tangata whenua rights and interests.

HBRC recommends a precautionary approach be adopted in risk management and encourages
further consideration of the potential for unintended or perverse outcomes arising from
proposed changes to reconsenting rules.

2.2 NES - Commercial Forestry

HBRC supports improving the NES-CF's clarity and workability, particularly around slash
management and risk assessment. We recommend retaining Regulation 6(4A) with clearer
criteria to reflect community concerns and are cautious about narrowing Regulation 6{1)(a),
which may limit freshwater integration. A site-specific, risk-based approach to slash is
preferred over prescriptive thresholds, though the draft assessment template is overly complex
and needs simplification. Resource consent for high-risk sites is supported to ensure
accountability. ESC accuracy issues mean green/yellow zones may still warrant assessment.
We support the proposed definition of “cutover,” removal of afforestation/replanting plans with
mapping retained, and minor text amendments.

2.3 New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement

HBRC has provided feedback through Te Uru Kahika and supports their submission. In addition,
HBRC recommends that clarity is provided in relation to “specified infrastructure.

Specified infrastructure appears to exclude coastal hazard works while the NPS-FM and NPS-
HPL definitions include flood protection works. The proposed NPS-NH states that in cases of
inconsistency regarding the management of natural hazard risk in the coastal environment, the

NZCPS prevails.
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This raises a question about the relative status and importance of coastal protection works
compared to flood protection, and whether this reflects a national-level preference for
adaptation over protection in coastal hazard management. If this interpretation is correct,
HBRC would welcome greater clarity on the national policy position regarding the role of
protection works in the coastal environment, particularly in the context of increasing climate-
related risks.

2.4 NPS - Highly Productive land

HBRC supports the intent to improve housing supply and urban development outcomes
through targeted amendments to the NPS-HPL. We agree that LUC 3 land may be exempted
from urban development restrictions where it aligns with strategic growth objectives, but rural
lifestyle development should remain restricted to avoid undermining housing goals. Private
plan changes should be permitted where they demonstrably support housing supply and urban
form.

HBRC recommends retaining the ability to map ‘large and geographically cohesive’ areas,
including small pockets of LUC 3 within LUC 1 and 2, to ensure comprehensive protection of
land important for food and fibre production. Councils should retain discretion to map
additional productive land outside LUC 1 and 2, particularly in regions like Hawke's Bay where
viticulture and horticulture thrive on non-LUC 1-2 soils. While we generally support retaining
site-specific mapping provisions and oppose changes to the definitions of LUC 1 and 2 we seek
that other matters can be considered when determining HPL in addition to LUC categories.
While we acknowledge the intent behind Special Agricultural Areas, we recommend central
government lead their identification to ensure consistency. Mapping timeframes, if extended,
should allow HBRC to complete RPS updates early enough for territorial authorities to
incorporate maps into district plans before transition to the new RM system.

2.5 Stock Exclusion Regulations

HBRC recognises that while the cost of fencing in remote or rugged terrain can be high—
particularly for low-intensity farming—the environmental and public health benefits of stock
exclusion from wetlands and waterways are often significant. These include improved water
quality, reduced nutrient loading, and protection of biodiversity. The Havelock North drinking
water contamination event highlighted the critical importance of source water protection,
reinforcing that exclusion is sometimes essential to prevent faecal contamination and
safeguard drinking water. HBRC supports a targeted, risk-based approach that considers
wetland sensitivity, stock intensity, and practical feasibility, rather than blanket rules and we
suggest whether this is something that could be considered in a farm plan.
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3. Package 3: Freshwater

3. 1 Rebalancing the NPS- FM

HBRC generally supports a rebalanced objective in freshwater management that give councils
greater flexibility to deliver outcomes that reflect community priorities. An integrated approach,
where environmental, human health, and socio-economic wellbeing are all considered would
enable councils to better tailor their responses to local needs.

3.2 Objectives and Policies

HBRC supports a rebalanced objective in freshwater management that provides greater
flexibility for councils to reflect community priorities. We recommend embedding clarity,
engagement, and locally tailored timeframes into the NPS-FM framework, recognising that
environmental, human health, and socio-economic wellbeing must be considered together.
HBRC recognises that this approach enables more effective collaboration with iwi/hapa,
catchment groups, and stakeholders, and supports the delivery of meaningful outcomes at the
catchment scale,

3.3Te Mana o te Wai

HBRC supports retaining Te Mana o te Wai within the objectives of the National Policy
Statement for Freshwater Management (NPS-FM), as it provides a foundational framework for
freshwater management. We recognise its role in reflecting the interconnected importance of
environmental health, human wellbeing, and socio-economic prosperity.

HBRC has interpreted the hierarchy introduced in 2020 as inclusive rather than absolute, and
its integration within the objectives ensures it remains a guiding principle. Removing the
hierarchy or placing Te Mana o te Wai outside the NPS-FM risks creating further uncertainty in
an already disrupted planning environment.

3.4 Compulsory national values

HBRC supports retaining compulsory national values within the NPS-FM, specifically
ecosystem health, human contact, mahinga kai, and threatened species. We recommend
including additional mandatory monitoring parameters such as dissolved inorganic nitrogen,
temperature, and drinking water quality, recognising the critical importance of safe drinking
water to community wellbeing and public health—particularly considering incidents such as
the Havelock North contamination.

Removal of compulsory national values would likely complicate regional planning processes.
Council recognises that these values provide a consistent national foundation that guides
community engagement, monitoring, and decision-making. Their removal risks increased
fragmentation, slower progress, and reduced clarity for both councils and the public.

Te whakapakon tahi | to tatau talne. Enhancing our envirenment together

06 835 5200 | info@hbrc.govt.nz | 159 Dalton Street, Napier 4110 | Private Bag 6006, Napier 4142 hbre.govt.nz

Item 4 National Direction Package update Pagel0

Attachment 1 Item 4



HBRC National Direction Submission 24July25 Attachment 1

N,
HAWKES BAY

REGIONAL COUNCIL

TE KAUNIMERA A-ROME O TE MATAU-A-MAUL

3.5 National Objectives Framework (NOF)

HBRC supports increased flexibility in the application of the National Objectives Framework
(NOF). While the current framework—particularly the process of identifying values and
determining how they are protected—offers a sound foundation for freshwater management, its
rigidity can hinder effective implementation. Retaining the core set of compulsory values while
enabling targeted flexibility for others would better reflect regional priorities and conditions.

3.6 Compulsory attributes

HBRC supports retaining the compulsory values in the NPS-FM as they reflect core
environmental, cultural, and public health priorities and align with community expectations.
These values provide a consistent national foundation while allowing councils to add locally
relevant values.

We also recommend including dissolved inorganic nitrogen, temperature, and drinking water
quality as mandatory monitoring parameters. Drinking water quality is particularly critical given
its public health importance and the lessons from the Havelock North contamination event,
Removing compulsory values would undermine consistency, increase regional complexity, and
risk slower progress. Retaining them supports coherent planning, monitoring, and public
understanding.

3.7 National bottom lines

HBRC generally supports national bottom lines for key freshwater attributes to promote
consistency, reduce repeated debate, and enable coherent national reporting. These standards
also help streamline the rollout of freshwater farm plans and other nationaltools.

However, HBRC specifically does not support a national bottom line for sediment due to
regional variability in geology and flow regimes. We recommend allowing flexibility to adjust
thresholds where local science or environmental conditions warrant it. This ensures freshwater
management remains both nationally aligned and regionally effective.

3.8 Implementation, changes and costs

HBRC the use of action plans to address freshwater attributes where immediate compliance
with bottom lines is not feasible. This approach enables progress, prioritises critical
catchments, and allows adaptation as science and monitoring evolve.

We also support allowing councils to deviate from default national thresholds where justified by
local conditions, such as geology, flow regimes, or community priorities. While national bottom
lines offer consistency, regional flexibility ensures effective and locally relevant management.
Any deviation should be evidence-based and transparently communicated to maintain public
trust.

Te whalapakar taf 10 tatan talao. Enhancing our environment togetie

06 835 9200 | info@hbrc.govt.nz | 159 Dalton Street, Napier 4110 | Private Bag 5006, Napier 4142 hbrc.govt.nz

Item 4 National Direction Package update Pagell

Attachment 1 Item 4



HBRC National Direction Submission 24July25 Attachment 1

"~

=~
.

N,
HAWKES BAY

REGIONAL COUNCIL

TE KAUNIHMERA A-TOME O TE MATAL-A-MALI

3.9 Commercial fruit and vegetable growing

HBRC recognises the importance of domestic vegetable supply and the role of crop rotation in
soil health. While permitting commercial vegetable production could reduce compliance costs,
it poses environmental risks—particularly in catchments under pressure.

We recommend permitting crop rotation only with clear conditions, such as requiring
freshwater farm plans. Given the complexity of managing environmental effects, national
standards should be carefully designed and informed by regional expertise. Delaying broad
permitted status until the new resource management system is in place may be more
appropriate.

3.10 Water storage and security

HBRC supports national direction on water storage to improve long-term water security,
particularly through enabling off-stream solutions. National standards should provide
consistency while allowing regional flexibility to reflect catchment-specific conditions.

We support the draft standards for small and large-scale storage, provided they are practical
and scalable. Large-scale in-stream storage should be carefully considered due to the potential
for significant environmental impacts. The real barriers to storage often lie in water quantity and
quality constraints, which vary regionally and are not fully addressed in current proposals. It
could be noted that HBRC has undertaken considerable research and planning work in this
area, which may help inform more regionally responsive approaches.

We recommend involving regional expertise in drafting standards to ensure they are workable
and reflect on-the-ground realities. Aligning with the Building Act and allowing councils to tailor
rules will support effective and efficient implementation.

3.11 Wetlands

HBRC recognises the vital role wetlands play in biodiversity, water quality, flood mitigation, and
climate resilience. We support national direction that enables wetland construction, provided it
includes safeguards for earthworks and flood risk. HBRC already has provisions in place to
support such works.

We have completed regional wetland mapping, prioritising high-value areas. While we support
national mapping efforts, councils should retain flexibility to update maps over time without
triggering plan changes. This approach would align with proposals for source water risk
management areas and support freshwater farm plan implementation.

We also support clarifying the definition of natural wetlands, including exclusions for induced
wetlands and pasture. However, care is needed to avoid unintended impacts on future
consenting. We look forward to reviewing the exposure draft to assess the fullimplications.
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3.12 Fish Passage

HBRC supports efforts to simplify fish passage regulations, particularly where changes reduce
unnecessary complexity and improve implementation. We also support less stringent
requirements for temporary structures, provided environmental risks are appropriately
managed.

HBRC recommends a tiered approach, where more detailed information is required only in high-
risk areas, such as critical fish habitats. This would allow for more targeted regulation while
maintaining ecological protections.

3.13 Reporting of fertiliser application

HBRC supports retaining the nitrogen cap and fertiliser reporting requirements. These tools
have helped reduce excessive synthetic nitrogen use and have been a useful response to
ongoing public concern around agricultural impacts. We recommend aligning fertiliser reporting
with other mandatory reporting to reduce compliance burden and improve efficiency.
Consolidating data collection would streamline processes for both farmers and regulators.

HBRC supports simplifying reporting content and aligning it with existing industry tools. We do
not support requiring fertiliser receipts, as the added value is limited and our systems are not
designed for this. Retaining the current tool in the interim, while transitioning to freshwater farm
plans, is a practical approach.

3.14 Source water risk management areas (SWRMA)

HBRC supports the requirement to map and publish Source Water Risk Management Areas
(SWRMAs) for applicable drinking water supplies. This willimprove transparency, support land
use decisions, and strengthen protection of drinking water sources. We welcome the
development of a national default mapping protocol to ensure consistency while allowing
regional flexibility.

We recommend that changes to the National Environmental Standards for Sources of Human
Drinking Water (NES-DW) be clarified before lowering the supply threshold to 100 persons. This
change could unintentionally affect schools, marae, and other community supplies.

o whakapakor! tahi i 14 tatau talae: Enhancing our envirenment together

06 8359200 | info@hbrc.govi.nz | 159 Dalton Street, Napier 4110 | Private Bag 6006, Napier 4142 hbre.govt.nz

Item 4 National Direction Package update Pagel3

Attachment 1 Item 4



HBRC National Direction Submission 24July25

Attachment 1

8,

REGIONAL COUNCIL

Online Submission Responses

Package 1: Infrastructure and Development

TE KAUNIMERA A-ROME O TE MATAU-A-MAUI

the definition of
‘infrastructure’,
‘infrastructure
activities’ and
‘infrastructure
supporting activities’ in
the NPS-1?

NPS - Infrastructure
Question Response
Q1 Is the scope of the This is dependent on how the proposed NPS-l interacts with other national
proposed NPS-1 policy statements, particularly the NPS-NH (how infrastructure and hazard
adequate? risk should be managed) but also with spatial planning reforms under the
proposed Planning Act.
Q2 Do you agree with HBRC seeks that the definition of 'infrastructure’ should include flood

protection works such as stopbanks as they perform a critical function in
safeguarding communities, assets, and essential services from flooding and
extreme weather events. Like roads, water supply, or sewage systems, flood
protection works such as stopbanks are engineered systems that require
planning, investment, and maintenance to ensure their effectiveness and
resilience. Their role in enabling urban development makes them integral to
long-term infrastructure planning. Including flood protection works as
‘infrastructure’ ensures they receive appropriate prioritisation, consenting,
and spatial planning moving into the new RM system.

HAWKES BAY

Q3 Does the proposed | Yes, if the term ‘resilient’ under (d) reflects the proposed definition of

objective reflect the ‘resilience’. Infrastructure should have the capacity to absorb a shock,

outcomes sought for including from natural hazards, even if that means delivering an

infrastructure? infrastructure service in a new or different way. Meaning, an outcome for
New Zealand's infrastructure is that it is no longer located in areas where it
does not have the capacity to absorb a shock, and if it currently is, this will
have to be delivered in a different or new way in the future (to have capacity,
or in a different location).

Q4 Does the proposed | Itis unclear how the benefits of infrastructure will reduce the risks from

policy adequately natural hazards. The inclusion of flood protection works as ‘infrastructure’

reflect the benefits that | would support proposed policy 1) g).

infrastructure

provides?

Q5 Does the proposed | HBRC understands certain infrastructure, such as bridges and roads, need

policy sufficiently to be located in particular environments. If infrastructure has an operational

provide for the and functional need to be located in areas of natural hazard risk, there

operational and should be a requirement for infrastructure to be designed with hazard

functional needs for exposure in mind to have the 'capacity’ to absorb a shock. This exposure

infrastructure to be should also take climate change scenarios into account.

located in particular The terms 'functional and operational need’ could also lead to justification

environments? of infrastructure in inappropriate locations.
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Question

Response

Q6 Do you support the
proposed requirement
for decision-makers to

Yes, generally.

have regord to spatial

plans and strategic

plans for

infrastructure?

Q7 Would the Yes, generally.

proposed policy help

improve the efficient

and timely delivery of

infrastructure?

Q8 Does the proposed | Itis more appropriate for tangata whenua to provide comments on Maori

policy adequately rights and interests. More clarity is required around ‘providing opportunities

provide for the in appropriate circumstances' for tangata whenua involvement. The reasons

consideration of Maori | for proposed policy 5 (included in attachment 1.1) state that the "policy also

interests in seeks to reinforce the importance of direct involvement in decision-making

infrastructure? on proposals in areas that contain sites of significance to iwi/Maori". Direct
involvementin areas that contain sites of significance and 'providing
opportunities in appropriate circumstances’ are not one and the same.

Q9 Do the proposed The use of ‘where practicable’ introduces subjectivity and potential

policies sufficiently inconsistency. The understanding of ‘where practicable’ may differ widely

provide nationally between councils, developers, and communities. Policy 7 and 8 could be

consistent direction on | interpreted as allowing adverse effects on the environment (and values) if

assessing and avoidance, remediation, or mitigation is ‘impracticable’.

managing the adverse

effects of

infrastructure?

Q10 Do the proposed Yes, generally.

policies sufficiently

provide for the

interface between

infrastructure and

other activities

including sensitive

activities?
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Further clarity needs to be provided on how the NPS-| interacts with the

eneral feedback

e Land Transport Management Act 2003 (LTMA) with respect to transport
matters. Given the role of the LTMA in planning and funding land transport, it
needs to be considered and specifically mentioned - particularly in
definitions.
Suggest explicit inclusion of ‘public transport’ in definitions of (social)
infrastructure, in the same way other essential facilities will be included in
the scope e.g. schools and hospitals.
NES - Guimy Flats (Minor Residential Units)

Question Response

Q57 Are the proposed | The proposed provisions in the NES-GF supports more diverse housing

provisions in the NES- needs (multi-generation living, elder care, flexible housing arrangements).

GF the best way to

make it easier to build
granny flats (minor
residential units) in the
resource management
system?

Q58 Do you support
the proposed permitted
activity standards for
minor residential units?

The proposed setbacks for rural zones being 10m for front, 5m from side and
rear boundaries has the potential to create reverse sensitivity issues with
surrounding (potentially) productive land uses (from horticultural spraying
etc). For example, Hastings District Council setback distances within the
plains production zone are between 7.5m for front and 15m for all other
boundaries for residential buildings. These are significantly larger.

Q59 Do you support
district plans being
able to have more
lenient standards for
minor residential units?

Yes, this retains standards enabled through local decision-making.

Q60 Should the
proposed NES-GF
align, where
appropriate, with the
complementary
building consent
exemption proposal?
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NES - Granny Flats (Minor Residential Units)
Question Response
Q61 Do you support Yes, generally.
the proposed list of
matters that local
authorities may not

regulate in relationto
minor residential units?
Should any additional
matters be included?
Q62 Do you support
existing district plan
rules applying when
one or more of the
proposed permitted
activity standards are
not met?

Q63 Do you support Management of risks from natural hazards should be included within scope
the list of matters that to provide consistency and transparency. However, excluding natural

are out of scope of the | hazards does allow councils to retain control over risk management -
proposed NES-GF? providing they have a natural hazard related rules.

Should any additional
matters be included?

HBRC generally supports the proposal in that it removes inconsistencies
across councils, reduces time and cost for homeowners, and provides
flexible housing options, or rental income. Also providing for multi-
generational living. HBRC also supports the fact the NES does not override
district and regional plan provisions that relate to risks from natural hazards.
Ad hoc intensification by right, should not be undertaken in areas of
significant natural hazard risk.

General Feedback

While the NES requires adequate servicing (water, wastewater, stormwater)
many urban areas and rural sites lack capacity (e.g septic systems). There is
no clear mechanism for funding or upgrading infrastructure, therefore there
is a risk of infrastructure overloading. Permitting Granny Flats as of right may
also lead to ad hoc intensification. Lastly, monitoring compliance will be
challenging (as Granny Flats do not require consent).
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NES - Papakainga
Question Response
Q64 Do you support There could be some complexities around determining "former land that was
the proposal to permit | compulsorily converted” or “returned land” which could require detailed
papakainga (subject to | historical and legal information. Furthermore, not all general land owned by
various conditions) on Maori is included, only land with a detailed historical connection (mentioned
the types of land above), this limits opportunities for Maori who own land (or treaty settlement

described above?

land) without such a history.

Q65 What additional
non-residential
activities to support
papakdinga should be
enabled through the
NES-P?

Non-residential activities could also include communal kitchens or
bathrooms.

Q66 What additional
permitted activity
standards for
papakainga should be
included?

An assessment of natural hazard risk.

Q67 Which, if any,
rules from the

Setback rules - Proposed setbacks for rural zones are 3m, there is the
potential this could create reverse sensitivity issues with surrounding

underlying zone should | (potentially) productive land uses. For example, Hasting District Council

apply to papakainga setback distances within the plains production zone are between 15m, for

developments? residential buildings, and 5m, for marae - substantially more. Natural hazard
rules should also apply in areas subject to significant risk from natural
hazards. Maori land is often the lowest lying and most affected by hazards,
and we do not want to exacerbate these effects through enabling
development in high-risk areas without appropriate safeguards.

Q68 Should local No, Treaty settlement land should be treated the same as Maori ancestral

authorities have land. Treaty settlement land should be elevated to permitted status for

restricted discretion small-scale papakainga.

over papakainga on

Treaty settiement land

(ie, should local

authorities only be able

to make decisions

based onthe matters

specified in the

proposed rule)?
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NES - Papakainga

Question Response

Q69 What alternative

approaches might help

ensure that rules to

enable papakainga on

general land are not

misused (for

private/commercial

use or sale)?

Q70 Should the NES-P

specify that the land

containing papakainga

on general land cannot

be subdividedin

future?

Oenersl Fasdhack HBR? generall?' supports the imern of the NES-P to enabl.e Méori’to develop
housing on their ancestral land with fewer regulatory barriers. This
represents an opportunity to address long-standing inequities in the
planning system and support Maori housing aspirations. The proposed limit
of 10 dwellings per site (for permitted activities) may be too restrictive for
larger whanau or multi-generational living arrangements, noting that there
are still consenting pathways for developments exceeding this threshold. It
is also unclear how the NES-P interacts with access to infrastructure (e.g.
wastewater, water, roading), which is a critical consideration for enabling
development. Importantly, we want to be clear about our concerns regarding
natural hazards. Maori land is often the lowest lying and most affected by
hazards, and we do not want to exacerbate these effects through enabling
development in high-risk areas without appropriate safeguards.
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NPS - Natural Hazards

Question Response

Q71 Should the Generally, yes, though we understand there may be difficulties including

proposed NPS-NH tsunami which may conflict with higher density residential development in

apply to the seven established urban areas such as Napier. Furthermore, the NPS-NH does not

hazards identified prevent decision-makers from addressing other natural hazards.

and allow local

authorities to

manage other

natural hazard

risks?

Q72 Should the We agree that there is insufficient evidence for the inclusion of primary

NPS-NH apply to all
new subdivision,

production, Infrastructure is often located in hazard-prone areas. Excluding all
infrastructure from the proposed NPS-NH ignores the risk to public safety and

land use and undermines efforts to build resilient communities (infrastructure failure during a

development, and natural hazard event has cascading effects). We feel national direction that

not to infrastructure | includes infrastructure is needed, otherwise there could be fragmented

and primary approaches across regions and an inconsistent integration of hazard risk into

production? infrastructure planning (it is unclear on how this NPS interacts with the
proposed NPS-I).
Excluding infrastructure from the NPS-NH undermines the intent of the NPS to
manage natural hazard risk comprehensively. We consider that a more nuanced
policy approach is needed for infrastructure, recognising that some
infrastructure has a functional need to be located in areas of significant risk,
while other infrastructure does not. This is particularly relevant in the context of
primary production where productive land use is supported by significant
infrastructure such as packing sheds and dwellings. These types of
infrastructure are essential to the viability of primary production and should be
considered within the natural hazard planning framework,

Q73 Would the Generally, yes. The proposed NPS-NH provides national consistency for

proposed NPS-NH | councils to assess and manage natural hazard risks (introducing a risk-based

improve natural approach, identification of hazard-prone areas, avoiding or mitigating

hazard risk inappropriate development in areas of significant risk, and using best available

management in information etc).

New Zealand?
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