





























RECEIVED

19 JUL 2016
BY: HOC M6

IN THE MATTER of the Resource Management Act 1991

AND

IN THE MATTER Proposed Variation 1 Omahu North Industrial Area

to the Proposed Hastings District Plan

Further Submission from: Hawkes Bay Fruitgrowers Association Inc

To: Hastings District Council

Date: 26" July 2016

1. Introduction
Hawkes’ Bay Fruitgrowers Association Inc (HBFA) generally support the intent of
Variation 1 to ensure that there is adequate land available for Industrial activities in the
district to reduce the pressure off the use of Plains Production Zone or Rural Zone land
for industrial activities.
The Fruitgrowers Association members have a major interest in the quality of water
which is the lifeblood of the industry and its people.

2. Submitter 8 - The Population Health Service - Oppose in part

The Health Service has requested the HDC to implement a new performance standard/a
Bylaw which includes applicants/developers to present a Pollution Prevention Plan
which would be administered and monitored by the HDC.

The District Council does not have the expertise or resources to effectively administer
and monitor such a bylaw.

The HBRC is the provider of this type of service and all HB people pay rates in support of
this type of activity which is managed under the RPS and the resource consent process.

It would be unfortunate, expensive and bureaucratic if both the Hastings District and
Regional Councils each had a separate water discharge consent process. Today, there is
a real push to avoid duplication of services, reduce bureaucracy and compliance costs,
and there would be a concerning precedent set for the future.

Standards are set under the Regional Council Resource Management Plan.
Consents related to the water resource should be managed by the Regional Council and

reflect the policies and objectives of the Regional Resource Management Plan.

We ask that the request to add a new performance standard/bylaw be rejected
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3. Submitter 3 - David William Renouf - oppose in part
The submitter’s intention is understood, there is however concern about how practical
the requests would be to implement, and whether if implemented, they would be more
effective in achieving the objectives of the RPS than the current methods.

Standards are set under the Regional Council Resource Management Plan.
Consents related to the water resource should be managed by the Regional Council and
reflect the policies and objectives of the Regional Resource Management Plan.

We ask that submission 3 be rejected

4, Submitter 4 - HBRC - support
We support the HBRC Request to encourage the HDC to take in to account the HBRC's
position and give effect to the policies of the RPS in making their decisions.

We ask that submission 4 be accepted

5. Submitter 9 - Federated Farmers - Support
The Fruitgrowers Association generally supports the entire submission.
Most specifically we support Paragraph 3 of the submission

It is considered that any new development associated with the Proposal should
include adequate internal buffer zones so as to allow future activities that might
take place on surrounding farmland, to take place, such as normal rural
development, the development of residential accommodation that is normally
associated with rural activities, and the development of home stays, farm stay
accommodation, home occupations, etc. Federated Farmers would be extremely
concerned should any externalisation of the effects of the rezoning in the Proposal
take place, with the cost of the effects of the rezoning being borne by adjacent land
owners rather than the owner of the land that is undergoing the rezoning and
redevelopment.

Changes to the Plains Production Zone of the Proposed Plan, Table 6.2.4 Rule PP34
In this variation the Non complying activity status distance has been raised from 30m to 50m.

The Fruitgrowers Association was involved in consultation on Plan change 57in February 2013.
The outcome following submissions and hearings was a new non complying activity, specific to
the Omahu industrial Development where the building of new residential or visitor
accommodation would non complying unless situated at greater than 30 meters form the
boundary of the new industrial development.

In this variation, the distance has changed from 30 metres to 50 metres - and this is a significant
change.
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If the suggested increase in distance from 30m to 50m, Plains production Zone Landowners
adjacent to the Omahu Road Development will have their existing rights further eroded to
enable the new industrial development to estabiish.

An additional 20 metres is a significant change and means that landowners have even less
options for the placement of facilities and will force more of the facilities further out in to the
middle of the production land affecting the overall productivity of a site. Ideally,
accommodation units should be placed where they will have the least impact on the
productivity of the land. An additional 20 metres will significantly increase the impact on
productions sites.

Both the operative and proposed Hastings District Plans Policies and objectives task the new
development with avoiding, remedying or mitigating its effects on the surrounding
environment. It is unfair to ask the adjoining land owners to sacrifice a further 20 metres and
100% of the reverse sensitivity mitigation or to compromise their ability to make the best
decisions for their land and businesses.

The Variation 1 Section 32 Analysis discusses Reverse Sensitivity and in the final paragraphs
recommended that the amended variation distance be 30 metres.

We ask that 50 metres be deleted and the 30 metre distance be restored in Rule PP34
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