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Executive Summary 

Boffa Miskell Ltd (Boffa Miskell) was engaged by Environment 
Canterbury (ECan) to undertake a review of a range of statutory and 
non-statutory documents that relate to the management of the 
Mackenzie Basin. This review provides the analysis, commentary and 
opinions of the Boffa Miskell team and it should be emphasised that 
these views may not be the same as the views of the Mackenzie 
Alignment Agencies. 

The project was initiated by the ‘Mackenzie Alignment Agencies’, the 
five agencies involved in the Mackenzie Alignment Programme 
(Environment Canterbury, Waitaki and Mackenzie District Councils, the 
Department of Conservation and Land Information New Zealand). The 
review was recommended by an earlier report on opportunities for 
agency alignment, commissioned in 20171. 

The objective of the current review is to ascertain the extent of overall 
alignment between these documents in relation to the topics of 
landscape, water quality, biodiversity and land use change.  This work 
has been undertaken on behalf of the partners in the Mackenzie 
Alignment programme, who include ECan, the Mackenzie and Waitaki 
District Councils, the Department of Conservation (DOC) and Land 
Information New Zealand (LINZ). 

The documents that we have reviewed are:  

• Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS)  

• Canterbury Regional Biodiversity Strategy (CRBS) 

• The Canterbury Regional Landscape Study (CRLS) 

• Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan (LWRP) 

• Waitaki Catchment Water Allocation Regional Plan 
(WCWARP) 

• Waitaki District Plan (WDP) 

• Mackenzie District Plan (MDP) 

The report also reviewed the Mackenzie Vision and the Mackenzie 
Agreement (The Mackenzie Agreement). These documents were 
included in the scope of this project as part of the wider context in the 
Mackenzie Basin.  We note that these are non-statutory documents, 
which have little or no consideration in RMA processes but are of 
relevance to those working within the Basin. 

                                                      
1 “Mackenzie Basin – Opportunities for agency alignment”, HenleyHutchings, January 2018 
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There are other planning documents that could have been included in 
the analysis, for example the Canterbury Water Management Strategy 
and the Conservation Management Strategy. However, they were not 
included in the scope in order to keep the project of a manageable size. 

Our review has focussed on ascertaining whether, and the extent to 
which, there is poor alignment between the planning documents 
outlined above, and/or there are any gaps in the framework that are 
allowing activities that have adverse effects on the environment. The 
key areas that this report focusses on are: 

• Biodiversity 

• Outstanding Natural Landscapes 

• Land Use Change 

• Water Quality 

Determining the most appropriate way to address the findings outlined 
in this review was beyond the scope of this project.  

Methodology, assumptions and exclusions  

The approach that we took to undertake this analysis was to examine 
each of the project documents to identify the various provisions that 
related to the project topics. This process helped to distil the key sub-
themes that related to each of the topics, which in turn set up the 
framework for our analysis to compare the documents and identify 
areas of alignment and any gaps. 

In undertaking our review, we focused only on the provisions in the 
documents (including maps as required). We did not undertake any site 
visits. Nor did we carry out any investigation into monitoring and 
reporting information held by agencies as to the significance of some 
of the effects that the documents manage, and the extent to which they 
are occurring ‘on the ground’. We did not undertake detailed review of 
any recent case law pertaining to issues in the Mackenzie Basin.  
These were all outside the scope of the project. 

We have focussed on matters relating to outstanding natural 
landscapes.  On this basis, any references to cultural landscapes or 
coastal landscapes have not been captured in this analysis.  In 
addition, we have not included geological or geomorphological features 
where they are not addressed as part of an ONL. 

Natural character was not a specific topic explored, but elements of 
natural character are likely to have been captured in the biodiversity, 
water quality and landscape themes.  

In respect of the land use change topic, we have focused on the 
following activities:  
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• Subdivision 

• Residential development in rural areas 

• Urban expansion into rural areas (i.e. rezoning)  

• Farming and intensive (factory) farming 

• Agricultural conversion / pastoral intensification  

• Industrial and commercial development in rural areas 

• Mineral extraction / quarrying  

• Plantation forestry (where rules have not been 
overridden by NESPF) 

We have not considered provisions relating to transportation and 
servicing infrastructure requirements to support land use change, 
natural hazard issues relating to land use change, or the integration of 
development with regionally significant infrastructure. 

Overview of findings  

Our review has found that there are many areas where there is 
alignment between the documents across each of the project topics. 
Where there are areas of misalignment or gaps, we recognise that this 
could be due to the different ‘ages’ of the various documents, and that 
some documents have been the subject of relatively recent 
proceedings to update particular topics (e.g. Plan Change 13 to the 
MDP). Additionally, we are aware that various agencies have 
undertaken, or may be in the process of undertaking, work to address 
some of the areas of misalignment or gaps that this review has 
identified, including work to inform upcoming plan review processes.  

We have observed that the functions of the regional council and district 
councils can also be a reason why planning provisions take different 
approaches.  In some case, the functions of district and regions are 
distinctly different. In other areas they may overlap, or appear to 
overlap, but be managed in different ways. For example, the district 
plans include provisions relating to activities on the margins of 
waterbodies e.g. earthworks that could damage indigenous 
biodiversity, and regional plans include rules managing activities in and 
adjacent to waterbodies in relation to water quality and quantity.  

We have not investigated these two key reasons for potential 
misalignment – the different times and contexts in which the planning 
documents have been prepared, and the differences between regional 
and district council functions – for each specific topic in the report. 
However, they provide important context, and should be kept in mind 
when considering the findings in this report.  



 

Boffa Miskell Ltd | Mackenzie Basin Planning Gap Analysis |  28 May 2019 iv 

We have observed a more recent trend towards property specific 
management plans e.g. Joint Management Agreements, Farm 
Biodiversity Plans and Farm Environment Plans. These plans can be 
used to address multiple issues across jurisdictional boundaries, if 
supported by aligned provisions in planning documents throughout the 
hierarchy. In this regard, we note that PPC 18 to the MDP introduces 
the Farm Biodiversity Plan approach. This a new approach and yet to 
be confirmed through decisions on the plan change or tested by 
implementation. 

The supporting role of education, advocacy and non-statutory 
mechanisms alongside rules cannot be underestimated, as well as 
building strong and collaborative relationships to address these issues.  

We are conscious of the importance of, and challenges associated 
with, resourcing and funding. Appropriate resourcing is necessary to 
identify sites and areas of value, support plan review processes, 
support protection and pest management, education and advocacy, 
and enforcement. We note here the funding model proposed in the 
Mackenzie Agreement is an example of an alternative model to secure 
additional funding from those who benefit from the values in the 
Mackenzie Basin to support their protection and ongoing management.  

Our review has assessed the potential significance of the gaps that we 
have identified. Determining the significance of these gaps is a 
subjective judgement and has principally been informed by the degree 
of difference, and the implications of those differences. The following 
factors have informed our assessment of significance:  

- Whether the issue relates to a key activity (e.g. agricultural 
conversion or intensification) that has the potential for 
significant effects on the environment of the Mackenzie Basin;  

- Whether the issue relates to the way in which areas of 
significant environmental value are identified and described 
(e.g. assessment criteria, the mapping of Outstanding Natural 
Landscapes);  

- Whether the issue reflects a disconnect between documents in 
the statutory hierarchy (e.g. between the CRPS and district 
plans; and 

- Whether the issue reflects a disconnect in the way that the 
same activity is managed between the two district plans. 

The following sections draw out our findings of the highly significant 
areas of alignment, and significant gaps or misalignments between the 
documents that we reviewed. Our analysis has identified less 
significant gaps and areas of misalignment and these generally relate 
to matters such as different activity statuses for activities in the district 
plans or slightly different permitted activity thresholds.  
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Significant areas of alignment  

All the documents generally recognise that the ongoing loss and 
degradation of biodiversity is an issue that needs to be addressed, and 
that land use and development, plant and animal pests have 
contributed to this decline.  

The documents also, to varying degrees and levels of specificity, 
describe the ecological values, habitats and species within the region, 
area or district to which they relate. 

PPC 18 to the MDP and the Mackenzie Agreement both propose the 
use of property-specific management plans to identify, protect, and 
manage the development of properties to achieve development and 
biodiversity protection outcomes. While used for a different purpose, 
the LWRP uses Farm Environment Plans as a tool to assist with 
nutrient management.  

The criteria for assessing landscape values in the CRPS directly 
correspond to the Pigeon Bay criteria2, and the CRPS and the MDP 
both set out the criteria for assessing landscape values in policies. 

In general, the CRPS, LWRP, WCWARP and the District Plans all 
recognise that high water quality is important in the continuing supply 
of water for drinking water and recreation, however only the regional 
documents also acknowledge that high water quality is important for 
customary uses. 

The CRPS seeks to maintain water quality where it is of a high 
standard, and to improve, restore, and enhance degraded fresh water 
bodies and their surroundings.3 This principle is reflected in the LWRP, 
which seeks to maintain the state of high naturalness waterbodies and 
Hāpua in a healthy state, or improve them where they are degraded.4 
The WCWARP identifies High Natural-Character Waterbodies in Policy 
2 and states that the consent authority will ensure that any taking, 
using, damming or diverting of water does not, by itself, or in 
combination with any other take, use, dam, or diversion in the same 
area, have a more than minor adverse effect on the water quality of 
these waterbodies.5 There is general alignment between the regional 
documents in relation to the water quality outcomes that are sought in 
relation to specific ‘types’ of waterbodies. 

  

                                                      
2 The Pigeon Bay criteria were the result of an Environment Court case (Pigeon Bay 
Aquaculture Ltd v Canterbury Regional Council [1999] NZRMA 209). 
3 CRPS Objective 7.2.2 
4 LWRP Objective 3.18 
5 WCWARP Policy 32 
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Significant gaps  

Biodiversity, Landscapes and Land Use Change – agricultural 
conversion and pastoral intensification and irrigation 

This issue has been identified as significant across a number of the 
themes analysed in this report. 
The different approaches that are taken in the WDP and MDP to 
manage agricultural conversion and intensification (including irrigation, 
cultivation, top dressing and oversowing) could result in different 
outcomes on the landscape and biodiversity values of the Mackenzie 
Basin across both districts.  
The MDP states that agricultural conversion or pastoral intensification 
in the Mackenzie Basin subzone in a Site of Natural Significance is a 
non-complying activity, but there is no equivalent rule in the WDP 
(aside from the rules that limit buildings, earthworks and indigenous 
vegetation clearance).   
Both district plans have rules that manage irrigation.  In those parts of 
the Mackenzie Basin ONL located within the Waitaki District, irrigation 
is a non-complying activity.  In the Mackenzie District, irrigation is a 
permitted activity in defined Farm Base areas in the Mackenzie District, 
and a controlled activity in areas where water permits were granted 
prior to 14 November 2015 (and discretionary activities in areas where 
no water permits were granted prior to 14 November 2015).  
The WDP does not manage agricultural conversion and/or pastoral 
intensification by other means such as oversowing, topdressing, or 
cultivation in outstanding natural landscapes, whereas the MDP does. 
This could result in changes to the landscape and biodiversity values 
of the Mackenzie Basin in the Waitaki District, which might not occur in 
the Mackenzie District due to the rules that seek to manage these 
activities within the Mackenzie Basin Subzone.   
The combination of the extent of land within the Waitaki District’s 
ONFL layer as compared to the extent of this ONL in the CRLS and 
the limited management of only irrigation (as compared to direct 
drilling, cultivation, subdivisional fencing, top dressing and 
oversowing in the MDP) has the potential to enable ongoing pastoral 
intensification and agricultural conversion on a permissive basis 
throughout approximately 38,500 ha of land that is identified as being 
within the CRLS ONL for the Mackenzie Basin.  
In addition, agricultural conversion arising from direct drilling, 
cultivation, top dressing and oversowing is not managed under the 
WDP, and could occur as a permitted activity throughout the Waitaki 
District within the Mackenzie Basin. 
The implications of these differences could have significant effects on 
the landscape values and biodiversity values within the Mackenzie 
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Basin in the Waitaki District, and could lead to a marked difference in 
these values between the Mackenzie and Waitaki Districts. 
Given the relationship of this issue to the identification of ONL values 
and protection of biodiversity values as well as the relationship of this 
issue to the theme of land use change (addressed elsewhere in this 
report), and the significance of those values in the context of the 
Mackenzie Basin, this is considered to be of very high significance.  
The significance of this issue could be tempered by general rules 
managing indigenous vegetation clearance, water allocation limitations 
and nitrogen loss caps. 

Biodiversity – outcomes sought 

While the CRPS, WCWARP and PPC 18 to the MDP all reflect the 
concept of managing ‘ecologically significant wetlands’, the other 
documents do not, noting that some of the high naturalness water 
bodies identified in the LWRP are nationally or regionally significant 
wetlands. 

It is recognised that ecologically significant wetlands may already be 
identified within sites of natural significance in the District Plans (thus 
being subject to related rules to manage activities within these areas).  
As the WDP does not appear to reflect the distinction between 
ecologically significant wetlands, and wetlands generally, it may not 
fully give effect to the CRPS. It is noted that the WDP does include 
provisions that manage activities proximate to, and within, wetlands, 
but within riparian margins that are less than those proposed in PPC 
18 for example.  
Biodiversity – offsetting and no net loss  

Aside from the CRPS, LWRP and PPC 18 to the MDP, none of the 
other documents reviewed appear to reflect the principle of ‘no net 
loss’. The principle of no net loss is a policy directive in the CRPS, 
where it is stated that significant biodiversity areas shall be protected 
so as to ensure no net loss of indigenous biodiversity and indigenous 
biodiversity values.  
While the WDP seeks to achieve the protection of areas assessed as 
having significant indigenous flora and the significant habitats of 
indigenous fauna (objective 16.9.2(1)), the objective does not include 
an outcome statement that refers to this protection achieving no net 
loss.   
While the LWRP refers to the principle of biodiversity offsetting, the 
policy does not include reference to the criteria that are used in the 
CRPS and PPC 18 to the MDP. The CRBS, WCWARP, and WDP do 
not appear to include references to biodiversity offsetting.  
The practice of biodiversity offsetting relates to the management of 
significant adverse effects on indigenous biodiversity, and achieving no 
net loss of significant biodiversity values.  
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Recognising this practice appropriately in the WCWARP and WDP 
could result in improved outcomes for the protection of significant 
biodiversity values. 
Biodiversity – identification of significant areas 

There is likely to be a gap between the extant ecological values present 
within the Mackenzie Basin in the Waitaki District, and the formal 
recognition of these values in the WDP. While preliminary work has 
been undertaken by WDC to identify SNA’s within the Basin (and in 
other parts of the district) this is not currently part of the planning 
framework. 
It is recognised that there are general rules in the WDP that seek to 
manage the clearance of indigenous vegetation, and that this may go 
some way towards addressing a potential gap between the 
identification of areas of significant biodiversity and the management 
of those areas. However, as reflected in the rule framework that relates 
to significant biodiversity areas elsewhere in the WDP, other activities 
such as the construction of buildings, forestry and network utilities can 
also have adverse effects on areas of significant biodiversity and would 
not be managed unless an area is identified as being significant. 
Further, the identification of specific areas of significance can be linked 
to the provision of support and incentives to landowners to assist with 
the protection and enhancement of these areas. 
While the CRPS, WCWARP and PPC 18 to the MDP recognise the 
concept of ecologically significant wetlands, the other documents do 
not. It is recognised that ecologically significant wetlands may already 
be identified within sites of natural significance in the District Plans 
(thus being subject to related rules to manage activities within these 
areas).  
As the WDP does not appear to reflect the distinction between 
ecologically significant wetlands, and wetlands generally, it may not 
fully give effect to the CRPS. It is noted that the WDP does include 
provisions that manage activities proximate to, and within, wetlands, 
but within riparian margins that are less than those proposed in PPC 
18 for example.  
The provisions in the plans focus on significant vegetation and not on 
significant habitats of indigenous fauna (with section 6(c) relating to 
both flora and fauna).  This is not unusual in the district plan context 
with most plans having focussed on flora and assumed a correlation to 
protection of fauna values.  This approach could contribute to a 
significant gap in the protection of biodiversity values but is not well 
understood at this time and there is a growing need to recognise and 
protect both with a better understanding of where the flora and fauna 
issues overlap.  In our experience this is an issue that is being grappled 
with around the country and is likely to be better addressed over time. 
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Biodiversity – assessment criteria  
The CRPS, Mackenzie Agreement, and both District Plans explicitly 
set out criteria that will be used to determine the significance of 
biodiversity areas. The LWRP relies on the criteria in the CRPS. 
The criteria in the MDP and the WDP differ from those in the CRPS, as 
outlined above. The Mackenzie Agreement does not refer to the 
principles of rarity and distinctiveness; diversity and pattern; and 
ecological context/connectivity, which are only referred to in the CRPS, 
MDP and WDP. However, it does refer to the principle of vulnerability.   
It is acknowledged that PPC 18 to the MDP proposes to rely upon the 
CRPS criteria. While the WDC has undertaken some preliminary work 
in relation to indigenous vegetation clearance rules, it is not known 
whether it has considered any amendments to the criteria in the WDP. 
Biodiversity – managing vegetation planting  

The rules in the LWRP relate to ‘plants’, whereas the rules in the MDP 
and the WDP relate to tree planting. The LWRP includes provisions 
that restrict the introduction of pest plants, but aside from rules relating 
to wilding pines, neither the MDP or the WDP appear to include rules 
relating to this issue.  
The ways in which tree planting is managed in areas of biodiversity 
value differs between the district plans.  
It is acknowledged that the focus of managing activities within riparian 
areas differs between regional councils and territorial authorities, and 
that may explain why the focus in the LWRP is on controlling ‘plants’ 
generally, as opposed to ‘trees’ in the District Plans.  
However, as some plants that are not trees might have the potential to 
result in adverse effects on the ecological values of significant 
biodiversity (and in particular pest plants), and there are differences in 
the way these activities are managed between the districts and the 
LWRP, this is considered to be of high significance. 

Biodiversity – indigenous vegetation clearance 

The LWRP and PPC 18 to the MDP include reference in the policy 
framework to the management of indigenous vegetation clearance, 
whereas the operative MDP and WDP do not explicitly refer to this.   
The absence of clear direction in the policy framework of the district 
plans as to what outcomes are sought to be achieved through the 
management of the clearance of indigenous vegetation could lead to 
challenges when dealing with resource consent applications seeking 
to undertake this activity. It is acknowledged that PPC 18 to the MDP 
seeks to address this issue. 
Biodiversity – key definitions  

It is noted that the definitions of ‘indigenous bush’ in the WDP, and of 
‘indigenous vegetation’ in the WDP and MDP, all include inherent 
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thresholds that appear to have relationships to the types of thresholds 
that might be expected in significance criteria. This may be a deliberate 
approach in order to address the ‘balance’ between the number of 
identified sites of significance, and the general rules relating to 
indigenous vegetation clearance.  
However as signalled by PPC18, which seeks to adopt the CRPS 
criteria, and proposes a different definition of indigenous vegetation, an 
updated approach to this may be required in the WDP.  
PPC 18 to the MDP introduces ‘irrigation’ as a means by which 
vegetation clearance can occur (in the definition of ‘vegetation 
clearance’). The operative MDP and WDP include definitions of 
vegetation clearance, which include clearance by way of cultivation, 
spraying and burning, but does not include irrigation.   
This issue is interrelated to the way in which the WDP manages the 
agricultural conversion and/or intensification of land in respect of 
landscape values as outlined elsewhere in this report.  
PPC18 to the MDP introduces a definition ‘improved pasture’ and 
provisions for clearance of indigenous vegetation within these areas.  
The other plans do not contain a comparable definition, and this 
reflects an evolving issue in the approaches to defining areas of 
significance and areas in which activity can occur unfettered.  This is 
widely acknowledged as an emerging issue in trying to provide clarity 
and certainty in the application of clearance rules.  As an evolving issue 
it is likely that this will be further addressed over time in plan reviews. 
Landscape – identification of Outstanding Natural Landscapes  

The ONLs identified in the operative WDP do not directly align with the 
extent of the Mackenzie Basin ONL in the CRLS6.   The most recent 
landscape assessment undertaken for the WDC does not spatially 
align with the extent of the Mackenzie Basin ONL in the CRLS, but 
does align more closely to this than the Operative WDP ONL layer. 
Section 6.0 of this report identifies the implications of this gap on 
potential land use changes in the Waitaki District; in particular those 
that are not included in the ONFL layer but are identified in the CRLS.  
It is acknowledged in the CRPS and the CRLS that the extent of district 
ONLs may differ from those identified at a regional level, and that the 
recommended amendments to the ONFL layer in the WDP as a result 
of the most recent landscape assessment undertaken for WDC, would 
result in approximately 12,000ha being added to the ONFL layer.  
It is also important to note that further land use changes have occurred 
since the regional landscape study was prepared. 
  

                                                      
6 No digital maps of ONL areas in the MDP are available at the time of preparing this report to 
undertake the same analysis. 
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Landscape – describing values 

While Appendix 4 to the CRPS sets out a schedule of the regional 
outstanding natural features and landscapes, neither the MDP or WDP 
appear to include a similar schedule of the ONF/Ls that are identified 
in these district plans.  
However Rural Objective 3B in the MDP sets out in some detail the 
characteristics and/or values of the Mackenzie Basin that should be 
protected and enhanced, and descriptions of the Scenic Viewing Areas 
and Scenic Grasslands are included in Appendix J.   

The identification of the values which make a landscape significant is 
an important way to assist with the management of those values when 
administering changes within these landscapes.  
Landscape criteria  

The criteria in the WDP and the MDP do not align with those in the 
CRPS, but it is noted that the most recent landscape assessment 
undertaken for WDC relied on the criteria set out in the CRLS (which 
align with the CRPS). We have not reviewed the extensive PC13 
process which informed the identification of the Mackenzie Basin 
subzone and other associated mapped landscape values, and 
determined the criteria that were relied upon. 

The differences between the criteria for assessing landscape values in 
the CRPS and the District Plans could arise due to when each of these 
documents were prepared. The most recent landscape assessment 
undertaken for the WDC used the CRPS criteria.  Therefore, it could 
be anticipated that the criteria referenced in the MDP and the WDP 
may well be updated to reflect the CRPS criteria in upcoming district 
plan review processes.  
Land use change – managing growth  

The strategy reflected in the CRPS to ensure consolidation of urban 
growth and limited rural residential expansion in and around existing 
urban areas is not particularly well reflected in the MDP, where there 
is a lack of policy support for this concept but is well reflected in the 
policy framework and zoning pattern of the WDP.   
Some provisions in the MDP could be seen to conflict with this 
approach e.g. Policy 3B4 (which encourages appropriate large scale 
residential and rural residential areas in areas of low or medium visual 
vulnerability in the Mackenzie Basin subzone, by adopting alternative 
zoning options that incorporate enhancement of landscape and 
ecological values, including wilding control).  

It is recognised however that the differing landscape led spatial 
approach to managing growth in the MDP, and in particular the 
Mackenzie Basin subzone, supports achievement of other 
environmental and economic objectives (e.g. landscape protection, 
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and ecological protection/enhancement) in the CRPS, biodiversity 
strategy, and Mackenzie Vision and Agreement. Recognising the 
validity of this approach, it is considered that future review of the CRPS 
growth objectives and policies may need to recognise and incorporate 
such alternative spatial approaches to managing growth. That may 
include for example compensatory type provisions which enable rural 
and rural residential growth and other forms of development, where 
there is retention and enhancement of significant indigenous 
biodiversity and landscape values.  
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1.0 Introduction 

Boffa Miskell Ltd (Boffa Miskell) has been engaged by Environment Canterbury (ECan) 
to undertake a review of a range of statutory and non-statutory documents that relate to 
the management of the Mackenzie Basin. This review provides the analysis, commentary 
and opinions of the Boffa Miskell team and it should be emphasised that these views 
may not be the same as the views of the Mackenzie Alignment Agencies. 

The project was initiated by the ‘Mackenzie Alignment Agencies’, the five agencies 
involved in the Mackenzie Alignment Programme (Environment Canterbury, Waitaki and 
Mackenzie District Councils, the Department of Conservation and Land Information New 
Zealand). The review was recommended by an earlier report on opportunities for agency 
alignment, commissioned in 20177. 

The objective of the current review is to ascertain the extent of overall alignment between 
these documents in relation to the topics of landscape, water quality, biodiversity and 
land use change.  This work is undertaken on behalf of the partners in the Mackenzie 
Alignment programme, who include ECan, the Mackenzie and Waitaki District Councils, 
the Department of Conservation (DOC) and Land Information New Zealand (LINZ). 

The documents that we have reviewed are:  

• Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 2013 (CRPS)  

• Canterbury Regional Biodiversity Strategy 2008 (CRBS) 

• The Canterbury Regional Landscape Study 2010 (CRLS) 

• Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan as at 2018 (LWRP) 

• Waitaki Catchment Water Allocation Regional Plan 2006 (WCWARP) 

• Waitaki District Plan 2010 (WDP) 

• Mackenzie District Plan 2004 (MDP) 

The report also reviewed the Mackenzie Vision and the Mackenzie Agreement (The 
Mackenzie Agreement). These documents were included in the scope of this project as 
part of the wider context in the Mackenzie Basin.  We note that these are non-statutory 
documents, which have little or no consideration in RMA processes but are of relevance 
to those working within the Basin. 

There are other planning documents that could have been included in the analysis, for 
example the Canterbury Water Management Strategy and the Conservation 
Management Strategy. However, they were not included in the scope in order to keep 
the project of a manageable size. 

Our review has focussed on ascertaining whether, and the extent to which, there is poor 
alignment between the planning documents outlined above, and/or there are any gaps 

                                                      
7 “Mackenzie Basin – Opportunities for agency alignment”, HenleyHutchings, January 2018 
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in the framework that are allowing activities that have adverse effects on the 
environment. The key areas that this report focusses on are: 

• Biodiversity 

• Outstanding Natural Landscapes 

• Land Use Change 

• Water Quality 

It is acknowledged that there are relationships between the issues of indigenous 
biodiversity values and landscape values and the PC13 hearings spent considerable 
time considering these links, however these are considered as separate topics in this 
report for ease of analysis. 

Determining the most appropriate way to address the findings outlined in this review was 
beyond the scope of this project.  

This report is structured as follows:  

- Section 2 provides a high level overview of each of the documents that have been 
reviewed to inform the project.  

- Section 3 describes the methodology that we used to undertake the work, 
including the assumptions and exclusions that we have adopted.  

- Our findings for each of the project topics are set out in Sections 4, 5, 6, and 7 of 
this report. Each of these sections:  

o Provides an overview of how each document addresses the particular 
topic;  

o Compares the way in which the various documents address key sub-
themes relating to each topic;  

o Outlines the extent of alignment between the documents in respect of the 
topic; and 

o Sets out the gaps that have been identified, along with commentary as to 
the significance of those gaps.  
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2.0 Documents reviewed 

This section of the report sets out an overview of each of the documents that we have 
reviewed as part of this project. The reports to be included were specified in our scope 
of work and while there are some other documents of some relevance to this issue, these 
are outside the scope of this current project. 

2.1 Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 2013 

The Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 2013 (CRPS) outlines the resource 
management issues specific to the Canterbury region. Related objectives and policies 
set out how the issues will be addressed and implemented. Method statements set out 
what the Canterbury Regional Council, territorial and local authorities need to do to give 
effect to the CRPS. The CRPS was made operative on 15 January 2013. 

Of specific relevance to this project, the CRPS includes provisions that relate to:  

• Land use and infrastructure (Chapter 5) 

• Fresh water (Chapter 7 and Appendix 2)  

• Ecosystems and biodiversity (Chapter 9 and Appendix 3)  

• Landscape (Chapter 12 and Appendix 4)  

2.2 Canterbury Regional Biodiversity Strategy  

The Biodiversity Strategy for the Canterbury Region 2008 (CRBS) is a non-statutory 
document that establishes a framework of goals and priorities for undertaking biodiversity 
initiatives. 19 organisations are signatories to the Regional Biodiversity Strategy, 
including ECan, LINZ, DoC, and WDC. The Regional Biodiversity Strategy sets out a 
vision and six goals, and a series of targets and actions to achieve that vision. It also 
describes the biodiversity characteristics in Canterbury, a series of priorities for the 
management of biodiversity in Canterbury, and opportunities for better management.  

2.3 Canterbury Regional Landscape Study 2010  

2.3.1 Introduction 

The Canterbury Landscape Study report identifies areas of outstanding natural features 
and landscapes (ONF/Ls) at a regional scale within Canterbury. It is a comprehensive, 
technical, peer-reviewed update of the Canterbury Regional Landscape Study of 1993, 
which was one of the first regional landscape analyses completed in response to the 
Resource Management Act 1991 in New Zealand. The 2010 report builds upon the 
methods used in 1993 and reflects best practice in landscape assessment at the time. 
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The regional study was intended to provide a basis for further detailed landscape studies 
in the region, which have subsequently been undertaken based on the regional findings.  

The focus of the report is on large-scale landscape patterns that are able to be 
distinguished at a regional level, rather than site specific analysis. Detailed studies at a 
district level identified, in some instances, more features that are distinguishable at a 
local level, as well as refine specific boundaries in response to finer grained analysis. 

Most districts in the Canterbury Region had prepared landscape assessments following 
the original 1993 Canterbury Landscape Study. The depth and level of detail of these 
studies was determined by time and budget and varies significantly between the districts. 
Most districts had adopted ONL and/ or other landscape protection overlays in their first-
generation plans, following the preparation of district landscape assessments, and many 
of these districts have now reviewed these areas based on the 2010 Regional Landscape 
Study when preparing the second-generation plans. 

2.3.2 Methodology and structure  

Section A of the 2010 report discusses updates to the 1993 methods, including 
description of the main land types, landscape values, and the updated Geographic 
Information Systems (GIS) used. Gaps were identified in the information provided on 
landscape values in the 1993 study, so more extensive character and value descriptions 
were developed for each landscape type. The statutory context for assessing landscape 
quality has changed since 1993. Assessment matters have now been endorsed through 
the Environment Court, notably by use of a legally accepted set of values known as the 
“Amended Pigeon Bay Criteria”.8  

Section B of the 2010 report gives an introduction to the landscapes of the Canterbury 
Region, including geology, soils, land-use and cultural landscape elements. 

Section C gives descriptions of Canterbury’s main landscape types. As in the 1993 
landscape study, 44 land types derived from a study by Ian Lynn of Landcare Research 
were grouped into ten broad landscape types based on a combination of landscape 
criteria e.g. geomorphological and biological characteristics, common perceptions, and 
general similarities of appearance. Landscape character and value descriptions were 
based on this land type information, some site investigation, GIS data, district landscape 
studies and other literature. 

                                                      
8 The Pigeon Bay criteria were the result of an Environment Court case (Pigeon Bay Aquaculture Ltd v Canterbury 
Regional Council [1999] NZRMA 209).  The criteria are:  

• Natural science factors – the geological, topographical, ecological and dynamic components of the 
landscape. 

• Expressiveness or “legibility” – how easy it is to “read” the processes that formed a landscape. 
• Aesthetic values – including memorability and naturalness. 
• Transient values – including presence of wildlife or seasonal changes. 
• Whether the values are shared and how widely they are recognised. 
• Values to tangata whenua. 
• Historical association. 
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Section D focuses on the identification of outstanding natural features and landscapes 
(ONF/Ls) within Canterbury at the regional scale. The identified ONF/Ls are grouped into 
26 areas of distinctive landscape character, with GIS maps showing the proposed areas 
at a scale of 1:250.000. Section D also contains a description of the landscape values of 
each of these areas, which have subsequently informed district-wide landscape 
assessments over the past eight years and their development of management 
mechanisms to protect these areas from inappropriate development. Where the study 
team identified discrepancies between the ONL areas identified in the 1993 study and 
the values identified in 2010, recommendations were made on possible changes to these 
boundaries. 

2.3.3 Findings 

The 2010 study has identified 26 ONF/L areas in Canterbury, comprising 18 high country 
land types and 8 lowland land types. The review process led to some minor boundary 
adjustments of the 1993 ONF/ Ls and to the inclusion of new ONF/Ls, most of which 
were previously identified as ‘regionally significant’ areas. The additions include most 
mountain ranges and river valleys in the western part of the region.  

The application of the Amended Pigeon Bay Criteria throughout the assessment process 
led to the inclusion of areas with similar qualities to previously identified ONF/Ls. Since 
the 1993 study, districts have identified ONF/Ls through more detailed landscape 
assessments and large areas have been included in the DOC estate. Most of the 
additions to the regional ONF/Ls in the 2010 study were previously identified as 
‘regionally significant’, and many of these areas are already district ONLs, conservation 
land, or both. 

Key findings and boundary changes relating to the high-country landscapes of the 
Mackenzie and Waitaki Districts are as follows: 

- Two Thumb, Hall and Gammack Ranges: identified as a new area of ONF/L, 
previously a “significant landscape”. 

- Mackenzie Basin: amendments to the boundary to follow the ridgelines of the 
surrounding mountain ranges. Two areas were added – the Upper Godley Valley 
and Lake Benmore. The more modified part of the basin floor around and south 
of Twizel has been excluded, and the exclusion extends further south, to the 
Ahuriri River, than in the 1993 study. 

- Aoraki/Mt Cook National Park: the boundary of this ONF/L is unchanged since 
1993. 

- Hopkins and Dobson Valley: identified as a new area of ONF/L, previously a 
“significant landscape”. 

- Lindis and Ahuriri: this ONF/L now joins up with other ONF/L areas. 

- Hawkdun and St Mary’s Ranges/Oteake: identified as a new area of ONF/L, not 
previously identified as significant or outstanding. 
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2.4 Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan 

The Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan as at 2018 (LWRP) aims to provide clear 
direction on how land and water is to be managed in the region. A series of plan changes 
have been made to the CLWRP. Plan changes 1-4 and 6 are all operative.  

Plan change 5 – Nutrient Management and Waitaki has been subject to appeal, and 
appeals have recently been resolved. It was made operative on 1 February 2019.  

2.5 Waitaki Catchment Water Allocation Regional Plan 2006 

The Waitaki Catchment Water Allocation Regional Plan (WCWARP) was prepared by 
the Waitaki Catchment Water Allocation Board and outlines how water is allocated in the 
Waitaki catchment in line with the purpose and principles of the RMA. The Waitaki 
catchment includes portions of the Mackenzie, Waitaki and Waimate Districts. The 
requirements for water in the catchment are set out, which includes the ecological 
environment that relies on water (indigenous fish species, invertebrates, and birds); the 
Tāngata Whenua cultural requirements; town and community requirements; and those 
of industry, recreation, and hydro-electricity.  

The plan sets out the issues that arise when considering water allocation, and these 
include landscape issues, water quality, and flood management. There are several 
matters that need to be considered when allocating water, including a whole catchment 
approach, water metering, and restrictions on water during times of low water availability.  

Objectives within the plan outline the environmental qualities of the Waitaki River 
catchment that need protecting; that the need to recognise the benefits and adverse 
effects on the environment when allocating water, and to provide a framework for fair 
and practical sharing of water when the availability of water is limited. The underlying 
policies describe the ways in which the objectives will be achieved and incorporates the 
National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 2014. 

By way of overview the rules in the WCWARP:  

- enable the take, use or diversion of up to 10m3 per day per property at a rate not 
exceeding 5 litres per second as a permitted activity outside the High Natural-
Character water bodies;9  

- provide for takes, uses and diversions of up to 10m3 per day per property at a 
rate not exceeding 5 litres per second from within the High Natural-Character 
water bodies as a discretionary activity;10 

- manage other takes, uses, damming and diversions of water depending on:  

o the water body from which it is proposed to take, use, dam or divert water  

o the use to which the water will be put 

                                                      
9 WCWARP Rules 1 and 9 
10 WCWARP Rule 10 
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o the flow in the relevant water body and whether or not it is above specified 
minimum flow levels for the particular water body 

o the amount to be taken and whether it exceeds limits on the rate of the 
take or the allocation to the particular activity 

- states that takes, uses, damming or diversion of water from the following are 
prohibited activities:  

o Lakes Tekapo, Pūkaki and Ōhau that exceed minimum specified lake 
levels (unless it is for a certain exempted use);11 

o Wetlands (which have either not been assessed as to their significance, 
or have been assessed as being of moderate or higher significance);12 

o Lakes Alexandria, McGregor and Middleton and their tributaries; 13 and  

o Lakes upstream of Lakes Tekapo, Pūkaki and Ōhau.14 

Since the plan was made operative in July 2006, there has been a review of the efficiency 
and effectiveness of the plan in December 2012. This review made several 
recommendations including the need to develop an integrated catchment management 
system, provide clear allocation limits, and ensure input from stakeholders including 
Tāngata Whenua, Zone Committees, and Statutory Organisations. Three plan changes 
have been carried out, relating to Lake Pukaki (Plan Change 1, operative from 6 October 
2012), Maerewhenua River (Plan Change 2, operative from 19 December 2014), and 
the replacement of consents (Plan Change 3, operative from 25 August 2016). 

2.6 Waitaki District Plan 2010 

The Waitaki district includes the settlements of Oamaru, Moeraki, Omarama and Lake 
Ohau, stretching from the eastern coastline, west to the southern alps. The District Plan 
sets out objectives, policies, and rules for the region, outlining where land development 
and activities can occur by way of zonings for specific areas (e.g. residential) and rules 
that apply across the region (restrictions on building in areas at risk from flooding, or 
limiting the size of signs).  

District Plan Review 

In June 2014, the WDC resolved to commence a full review of the Waitaki District Plan. 
The WDC has undertaken some work to inform its review of the Waitaki District Plan that 
is of relevance to this project:  

• Analysis of NES Plantation Forestry Regulations 2017 requirements vs Operative 
Waitaki District Plan (as at Feb 2018). 

                                                      
11 WCWARP Rules 3 and 12 
12 WCWARP Rules 4 and 13 
13 WCWARP Rules 5 and 14 
14 n 13 
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• Comparison of the Waitaki District Plan provisions that relate to landscape 
protection and management to similar provisions in the Mackenzie District Plan. 

• Decision on an application from Ngai Tahu Forest Estates for Plantation Forestry 
in the Rural Scenic Zone. Also includes landscape effects. Shows how Plantation 
Forestry will interact with the Rural Scenic Zone following the NES Plantation 
Forestry. 

The WDC has undertaken some preliminary work to compare the rules in the WDP that 
manage activities which have the potential to adversely affect landscape and biodiversity 
values with equivalent provisions in the MDP. This work has included recommended 
options for amendments to the rule framework in the WDP. It is understood that this work 
is preliminary, and has not yet been made publicly available, nor formed the basis of any 
public consultation and engagement.  

The recommendations in respect of the above activities are reflected in the sections of 
this report that address biodiversity and landscape.    

It is understood that the WDC intends to release a draft District Plan in early 2020. 

2.7 Mackenzie District Plan 

The Mackenzie District Plan 2004 sets out the objectives, policies and rules that apply 
to activities and land uses in the Mackenzie District. The District includes the townships 
of Fairlie, Tekapo, and Twizel; and Lakes Tekapo and Pukaki. The plan outlines the 
objectives for the region, which include the safe guarding of indigenous biodiversity, the 
natural character of waterbodies and their margins, and the maintenance of amenity and 
safety of residential areas. Policies outline how the objectives will be achieved and rules 
assist with the achievement of the policy and objectives.  

The district plan was made operative on 24th May 2004. There have been nineteen plan 
changes since the plan came into effect which cover a range of topics including reserve 
contributions, recreation rezoning, village centre zones, residential zones, heritage, and 
signage.  

The most recent plan changes are Plan Changes 18 and 19 which were notified as part 
of Stage 1 of the District Plan Review. Plan Change 18 makes amendments to the way 
in which indigenous vegetation is managed in the District. Plan Change 19 relates to 
activities on or within waterbodies. Some of the Plan Change 18 rules have immediate 
legal effect in the Mackenzie Basin Subzone and the plan change is awaiting a hearing.  
For Plan Change 19, the hearing has been held and decisions are expected to be 
released soon. 

Plan Change 13 was notified in December 2007 and sought to introduce provisions to 
provide greater protection of the landscape values of the Mackenzie Basin. The Council 
made its decision on Plan Change 13 on 5 September 2009, which was subject to a 
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number of appeals. The Environment Court released its final decision on the appeals on 
18 December 2018.15 

2.8 Mackenzie Vision and the Mackenzie Agreement  

The Mackenzie Agreement: A Shared Vision and Strategy, and a Proposal for a 
Mackenzie Country Trust  

The Mackenzie Agreement 2013 sets out an agreed vision, issues and proposed 
establishment of a Trust to support an integrated approach to agriculture, tourism, and 
conservation in the Mackenzie Basin. Signatories include landowner groups, farming 
bodies, representatives of the tourism industry, irrigation companies, the Environmental 
Defence Society, and community groups.  

The extent of the area that is the subject of the Mackenzie Agreement is depicted in 
Figure 1 below.  

Figure 1: The Mackenzie Country as set out in the Mackenzie Agreement 

 
The Mackenzie Agreement proposed the establishment of a Mackenzie Country Trust to 
generate revenue and in-kind support from private and public sources to foster long-
term, active management of landscapes for biodiversity and landscape protection 
purposes, and to do so in a way that is supportive of viable public and private land 

                                                      
15 [2018] NZEnvC 240     
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management and community prosperity.  The Trust is now in place as a charitable trust 
established in February 2016.  

Joint Management Agreements  

The Agreement proposed the use of JMAs as a mechanism to set out agreements 
between the Trust and landowners, covering the whole or part of a property. The JMA 
would set out:  

- Landscape and biodiversity conservation objectives  

- Recreation objectives (in some cases)  

- A description of how the land management for the above purposes would be 
achieved while assuring the ongoing viability of the property as a viable basis of 
livelihood for the land manager. 

The Agreement envisages two kinds of JMA:  

- For the purposes of land protection only 

- A combination of land development and land protection 

In the case of the dual purpose JMA, the Agreement envisages that RMA consents may 
be triggered, but that the assessment of these applications would be considered in light 
of proposed special legislation requiring decision-makers to have particular regard to any 
agreements reached between the Trust and landowners.  However, the special 
legislation has not eventuated. 

Land warranting protection 

The Mackenzie Agreement included advice to the Government on the area for which the 
Forum considered protection for landscape and biodiversity values should be funded. 
This advice was based on using information from a variety of sources about biodiversity 
and landscape values at the time the Forum was held. The tables that inform this analysis 
set out:  

- The total area of land within each of the Mackenzie Country land types;  

- The tenure of land within those land types;  

- Land that has already been developed, or is proposed for irrigation;  

- Land already managed by DOC, identified for biodiversity values, and with 
landscape value. 

The Forum stated that the target area for conservation of biodiversity, landscape, 
recreation and related values should be 100,000ha, from a combination of DOC land and 
JMAs.16 The Agreement does not specify the location of these areas. 

The information sources that informed this analysis are addressed in more detail in 
relation to the biodiversity and landscape themes in Sections 4.0 and 5.0 of this report 
respectively.  
                                                      
16 Mackenzie Agreement, page 22 
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3.0 Methodology  

The approach that we took to undertaking this review was to review each of the project 
documents to identify the various provisions that related to the project topics. This 
process helped to distil the key sub-themes that related to each of the topics, which in 
turn set up the framework for our analysis to compare the documents and identify areas 
of alignment and any gaps.  

3.1 Assumptions and exclusions  

Due to the focus of this analysis on high-level findings as much as possible, a series of 
assumptions were made in undertaking our analysis, as summarised below.  

- Natural character was not a specific theme explored, but elements of natural 
character are likely to have been captured in the biodiversity, water quality and 
landscape themes.  

- In relation to the Landscape theme, we have focussed on matters relating to 
outstanding natural landscapes.  On this basis, any references to cultural 
landscapes or coastal landscapes have not been captured in this analysis.  In 
addition, we have not included geological or geomorphological features where 
they are not addressed as part of an ONL. 

- Provisions that relate to the following activities have been reviewed in the context 
of the land use change theme: 

• Subdivision 

• Residential development in rural areas 

• Urban expansion into rural areas (i.e. rezoning)  

• Farming and intensive (factory) farming 

• Agricultural conversion / pastoral intensification  

• Industrial and commercial development in rural areas 

• Mineral extraction / quarrying  

• Plantation forestry (where rules have not been overridden by NESPF) 

• Earthworks 

- We have not considered provisions relating to transportation and servicing 
infrastructure requirements to support land use change, natural hazard issues 
relating to land use change, or the integration of development with regionally 
significant infrastructure.  
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- Rules relating to indigenous vegetation clearance or activities within sites of 
natural significance, and wetlands to support land use change are addressed 
under the Biodiversity Theme. 

- We have not considered water quantity aspects of the LWRP as it relates to land 
use change, as all water quantity matters in the Waitaki catchment are covered 
by the WCWARP (which has been considered).  

- In relation to the WCWARP, we have only considered provisions which relate to 
the taking and use of water for specific land use activities, and not those relating 
to the setting of the catchment flow and environmental regime. We have not 
reviewed provisions relating to the Lower Waitaki (e.g. below the Waitaki Dam), 
as this area falls outside the area of interest.  

- Consideration of Plan Change 5 provisions relating to the management of nutrient 
loss from farming activities has been restricted to those that relate to the Upper 
Waitaki Freshwater Management Unit, as the other FMU’s fall outside the area 
of interest.  

Determining the most appropriate way to address the findings outlined in this review was 
beyond the scope of this project, nor were we asked to provide recommendations on 
approaches or priorities for change.  

In addition, we were not asked to look at any monitoring or enforcement data or reporting, 
nor were we requested to provide any analysis in relation to the achievement of 
directions for water related management.  The scope of work originally intended to 
address water quantity (as well as quality) but this did not remain in the brief due to time 
and cost implications. 
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4.0 Findings – Biodiversity  

4.1 Introduction  

This section sets out the manner in which each of the relevant project documents 
addresses matters relating to outstanding natural landscapes, and then compares the 
extent to which each of the project documents addresses the following sub-themes:  

- Issues facing Canterbury’s biodiversity  

- Outcomes sought  

- Biodiversity off-setting  

- Assessing resource consents  

- Identification of biodiversity  

- Assessment criteria  

- Determining riparian areas  

- Indigenous vegetation clearance  

- Planting vegetation (excluding forestry)  

- Forestry  

- Taking, using, damming or diverting water  

- Wetlands  

- Vegetation burning  

- Agricultural conversion and intensification  

- Buildings  

- Earthworks  

- Mining activity  

- Subdivision  

- Utilities  

- Stock disturbance  

- Property-specific management plans  

The MDP and the WDP each use slightly different terms to refer to areas that have been 
identified as significant for their biodiversity values. For the purposes of this section, 
these areas will be referred to collectively as ‘significant biodiversity areas’, unless 
specific reference is being made to the particular areas identified in each of the district 
plans.  
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A summary of the areas of alignment, misalignment, identified gaps and the level of 
significance is set out at the conclusion of this section.  

4.1.1 Overview - Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 2013 

Chapter 9 of the CRPS sets out the issues, objectives, policies and methods for 
implementation that relate to ecosystems and biodiversity. The issues recognise:  

- The ongoing loss and degradation of ecosystems and indigenous biodiversity;17 
and  

- That there are challenges associated with the protection of significant indigenous 
vegetation and habitats.18  

Related objectives and policies seek to  

- Halt the decline of Canterbury’s ecosystems and biodiversity;19  

- Restore or enhance ecosystems and biodiversity including the promotion of 
ecological enhancement and restoration;20 

- Protect significant indigenous vegetation and habitats to ensure that there is no 
net loss of indigenous biodiversity values as a result of land use activities.21 

- Set out the national priorities for protection;22  

- Achieve integrated managed across boundaries and between agencies;23  

- Protect and enhance significant wetlands;24 

- Specify the manner in which biodiversity offsets should be used;25 

The criteria that should be used to determine the significance of ecosystems, biodiversity 
and wetlands are set out in Policy 9.3.1 and Appendix 3 of the CRPS. An area is 
significant if it meets one or more of the criteria.  

The CRPS includes definitions for a range of terms that relate to the biodiversity theme, 
including biodiversity, ecological health, ecosystem, ecosystem services, no net loss, 
originally rare, and threatened species.  

The CRPS does not identify any areas of significant indigenous biodiversity.  

The CRPS reiterates the division of functions (as set out by the RMA) between the 
Regional Council and the District councils.  In relation to biodiversity, ECan has the 

                                                      
17 CRPS Issue 9.1.1 
18 CRPS Issue 9.1.2 
19 CRPS Objective 9.2.1 
20 CRPS Objective 9.2.2 and Policy 9.3.4 
21 CRPS Objective 9.2.3 and Policy 9.3.1 
22 CRPS Policy 9.3.2 
23 CRPS Policy 9.3.3 
24 CRPS Policy 9.3.5 
25 CRPS Policy 9.3.6 
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function of managing aquatic biodiversity and wetlands while the districts manage 
terrestrial biodiversity. 

4.1.2 Overview – Canterbury Regional Biodiversity Strategy 2008 

The CRBS sets out a vision for the future of biodiversity in Canterbury, and a series of 
goals, targets and actions to achieve that vision.  

The CRBS does not have a specific focus on managing only those areas that are 
significant. However, the priority areas for action reflect the importance of focusing 
resources on those areas that are most at threat, and goal 1 of the CRBS seeks to 
“protect and maintain the health of all significant habitats and ecosystems.” 

The vision statement reflects themes relating to:  

- Integrated management and collaboration  

- Sustaining and enhancing biodiversity  

- Breadth and health of ecosystems  

- Complementary role to sustainable economy and working lands 

- Sustainable harvest  

The CRBS sets out the issues facing Canterbury’s biodiversity:  

- Animal and plant pests  

- Habitat loss and modification (for land, freshwater, and coastal and marine 
environments)  

- Climate change  

Priorities for management of biodiversity in Canterbury  

- Intended to guide where and how available resources for biodiversity 
management should be applied:  

o First protect what remains, then restore what has been lost  

o Priority areas for action  

The CRBS includes maps that show:  

- The threatened environment classifications 

The goals, actions and targets in the CRBS relate to the following themes:  

- Protecting and maintaining significant habitats and ecosystems  

- Restoring natural character 

- Increasing indigenous species in modified environments  

- Public awareness, understanding and support 

- Encouraging, celebrating and supporting action by landowners 
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- Knowledge and information about Canterbury’s biodiversity 

The CRBS does not identify specific significant biodiversity areas, but states that the 
remaining indigenous biodiversity within lowland, coastal and montane environments is 
at the greatest risk of loss,26 and that an area of increasing priority in Canterbury is the 
inland hill country and intermontane basin environments, like the Mackenzie Basin.27 

4.1.3 Overview – Canterbury Regional Landscape Study 2010 

The Canterbury Regional Landscape Study is not directly relevant to the biodiversity 
theme.  

4.1.4 Overview – Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan 2018 

The protection of indigenous vegetation and habitat, and biodiversity, is identified as a 
key issue in the LWRP that needs to be addressed. Vegetation and habitats have 
historically been subject to significant modification and areas of indigenous vegetation 
and habitat have been lost.28 The underlying objectives and policies with the LWRP seek 
to ensure that activities under the Plan do not result in further loss of indigenous 
biodiversity and habitats.  

Activities identified as potentially contributing to this loss include plantation forestry, the 
take and use of groundwater, vegetation clearance, stock disturbance of freshwater 
bodies including wetlands, the burning of vegetation, and earthworks. Several key areas 
of concern area identified where, if an activity will affect the natural character values of 
freshwater, rivers and margins, hāpua, coastal lagoons, or wetlands, then the potential 
effects of the activity on indigenous biodiversity are identified as an assessment matter.  

To protect the indigenous biodiversity, including flora and fauna, that remains, key 
partnerships and working relationships are identified, these are between Environment 
Canterbury and the local councils, Ngāi Tahu, and the Department of Conservation.  

It is noted that the LWRP does not specifically identify areas of significant indigenous 
biodiversity that need protection, nor does the plan outline the criteria for identifying these 
areas. However, the definition of ‘significant indigenous biodiversity’ in the LWRP refers 
to areas or habitats that meet one or more of the criteria in the CRPS. Specific lagoon 
areas are identified in the LWRP separately, including the Wainono Lagoon and Coopers 
Lagoon, and these areas have specific rules that apply.  None of these areas are within 
the Mackenzie Basin.  

The LWRP contains rules that manage the following activities in respect of potential 
impacts on biodiversity and riparian areas:  

- Vegetation clearance  

                                                      
26 CRBS, page 28 
27 CRBS, page 29 
28 LWRP Issue 1.2.3 
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- Earthworks  

- Planting of vegetation  

- Forestry  

- Stock disturbance  

- Burning of vegetation  

- Taking and using water   

- Reducing the area of wetlands  

4.1.5 Overview – Waitaki Catchment Water Allocation Regional 
Plan 2006 

The overview in the WCWARP notes that the Waitaki Catchment is home to a large 
number of indigenous fish and birds, including the black stilt - one of New Zealand's 
rarest and most specialised braided riverbed birds.29 The ecology of the catchment is 
described, including the braided river system, wetlands, plants, invertebrates, fish, birds 
and lizards.30 The overview highlights that the catchment is home to a number of 
threatened species, certain of which have their habitats in riparian areas, lakes, and 
rivers in the catchment.  

Chapter 4 of the WCWARP sets out an overview of the various requirements for water, 
including ecological requirements and conditions for the following types of species:  

- Macrophytes and periphyton  

- Invertebrates  

- Indigenous fish  

- Salmonoids  

- Birds  

A range of issues are set out in Chapter 5 of the WCWARP, including that ecosystems 
(including habitats of indigenous plants and animals that are rare or threatened) have 
requirements for water; and specific locations within the catchment that are habitats for 
the various species in the catchment.  

The WCWARP seeks to sustain the qualities of the environment of the Waitaki River and 
associated beds, banks, margins, tributaries, islands, lakes, wetlands and aquifers by 
safeguarding the life supporting capacity of the river and its ecosystems.31 Supporting 
policies (that relate to biodiversity and ecosystems):  

                                                      
29 WCWARP Chapter 3 
30 WCWARP Chapter 3 
31 WCWARP Objective 1(b) 
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- set out the matters that should be considered when assessing resource 
consents;32  

- recognise the interconnectedness of the freshwater systems in the catchment;33  

- identify certain water bodies that have a high natural character (which can be due 
to the fact that they contain rare or important species and habitat);34  

- describe the manner in which and the purpose of setting environmental flow and 
level regimes (including the consideration of ecosystems and biodiversity);35 

- set out the way in which allocations for particular uses should be established;36 

- prevent the taking, using, damming, or diversion of water from certain lakes, and 
wetlands that have ‘moderate or higher significance’ for the purpose of protecting 
their ecosystems of indigenous species;37 and  

- seek to ensure that the taking, use, damming or diverting of water does not have 
more than a minor adverse effect on ecosystems of indigenous species and 
indigenous vegetation within and adjacent to the water body.38 

An overview of the rule framework in the WCWARP is set out in Section 2.5 above. Of 
particular relevance to biodiversity, rules:  

- prohibit the take, use, damming or diversion of water from wetlands which have 
either:39  

o not yet been classified according to the criteria for classifying wetlands in 
“Chapter 7 of the Natural Resources Regional Plan”; or  

o has been classified as a wetland with a moderate or higher status 

- prohibit the take, use, damming or diversion of water from Lakes Alexandria, 
McGregor and Middleton (and their tributaries); and other lakes upstream of 
Lakes Tekapo, Pūkaki and Ōhau;40 

- prohibits the take, use, damming or diversion of water from Lakes Tekapo, Pūkaki 
and Ōhau below specified lake levels (except for certain purposes).41 

                                                      
32 WCWARP Policies 1A and 1B 
33 WCWARP Policy 1 
34 WCWARP Policy 2 
35 WCWARP Policies 3, 4 
36 WCWARP Policy 12 
37 WCWARP Policy 30 
38 WCWARP Policy 32 
39 WCWARP Rules 4 and 13 
40 WCWARP Rules 5 and 14 
41 WCWARP Rules 3 and 12 
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4.1.6 Overview – Waitaki District Plan 2010 

The WDP identifies a series of ‘Sites of Natural Significance’ on the planning maps, and 
as listed in Appendix C. Sites of natural significance is a collective term used to refer to:  

1. Sites of nature conservation significance; and  

2. Geopreservation sites 

Appendix C contains a relatively limited list of 12 areas of significant nature conservation 
value, 6 geopreservation sites and 7 wetland/marsh/lagoon areas.  However, of these 
only two sites are located within the Mackenzie Basin and these are the relatively small, 
discrete areas of Lake Dumbell and Black Jack’s Island. 

Issues, objectives and policies  

Issues, objectives and policies that relate to managing indigenous biodiversity are 
included in the following sections of the WDP:  

- Part II Section 16 Rural Zone objectives and policies  

- Part II Section 8 Subdivision objectives and policies (as per variation and plan 
change 2) 

- Part II Section 10 Utilities objectives and policies  

By way of summary, the Rural Zone objectives and policies:  

- Seek to maintain biodiversity, nature conservation values and ecosystem 
functioning within the district by protecting areas of significant value, and 
maintaining biodiversity associated with riparian areas, wetlands, alpine areas, 
and other areas that have particular nature conservation values;42  

- Manage the adverse effects of the use or development of land on significant 
indigenous vegetation or significant habitats of indigenous fauna so that the 
values of these areas are protected;43  

- Set out the criteria that will be used to identify areas with significant indigenous 
vegetation or habitats of significant indigenous fauna;44 

- Manage the effects of the use and development and protection of land on the 
natural character of wetlands, rivers and lakes and their margins;45  

- Promote providing information, guidance and support for landowners for 
conservation and land management practices;46 

                                                      
42 WDP Part II Section 16 Objective 16.9.2(1) 
43 WDP Part II Section 16 Policy 16.9.3(1) 
44 WDP Part II Section 16 Policy 16.9.3(3) 
45 WDP Part II Section 16 Policy 16.9.3(6) 
46 WDP Part II Section 16 Policy 16.9.3(50 and (7) 
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- Seek to ensure that regard is given to the adverse effects of activities on 
indigenous vegetation and habitat, and the promotion of the retention of these 
areas when assessing resource consents.47 

The objectives and policies that relate to subdivision recognise that subdivision has the 
potential to cause loss of values associated with significant indigenous vegetation and 
the habitat of significant indigenous fauna;48 and seeks to protect significant indigenous 
vegetation and the habitat of significant indigenous fauna from the adverse effects of 
subdivision and development.49 

The objectives and policies that relate to utilities include recognition in the explanatory 
text to Issue 10.2(1) that areas of significant indigenous vegetation or habitats need to 
be protected from inappropriate use and development of utilities,50 and the related 
objective seeks that the construction, installation, operation and maintenance of utilities 
avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse effects on amenity values and surrounding 
environment.51 The supporting policy seeks to avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse effects 
on areas identified as possessing significant indigenous vegetation, significant habitats 
of indigenous fauna from utilities which are environmentally incompatible.52 

Rules  

Provisions that manage the effects of activities on significant indigenous biodiversity area 
set out in the following sections of the WDP:  

- Part III Section 4 Rural Zone  

- Part III Section 14 Subdivision  

- Part III Section 15 Utilities  

The WDP contains rules addressing the following activities in the Rural Zone that relate 
to significant biodiversity areas, riparian areas, and wetlands:  

- Buildings;53 

- Earthworks;54 

- Indigenous vegetation clearance;55 

- Exotic tree planting (including forestry); 56 

- General rules limiting the clearance of: 

                                                      
47 WDP Part II Section 16 Policy 16.9.3(8) 
48 WDP Part II Section 8 Issue 8.4(3) 
49 WDP Part II Section 8 Policy 8.4.3(1) 
50 WDP Part II Section 10 Issue 10.2(1) 
51 WDP Part II Section 10 Objective 10.2.2(1) 
52 WDP Part II Section 10 Policy 10.2.3(2) 
53 WDP, Part III, Section 4, Rule 4.4.7(1) 
54 WDP, Part III, Section 4, Rule 4.4.7(2) 
55 WDP, Part III, Section 4, Rule 4.4.7(3) 
56 WDP, Part III, Section 4, Rule 4.4.7(4a)(a) 
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o ‘indigenous bush vegetation’;57 and  

o Indigenous vegetation, including certain specified species.58 

Subdivision  

The WDP does not contain any specific rules that restrict or prevent the subdivision of 
land that is identified as an area of significant indigenous vegetation or habitat of 
significant indigenous fauna. Subdivision in the Rural Scenic Zone is a discretionary 
activity,59 with a minimum lot size of 20 ha. Additionally, one of the matters of control for 
subdivision within the Rural Zone relates to effects on significant indigenous vegetation 
and habitats of indigenous fauna.60 

Assessment matters for subdivision applications include consideration of: 

- Whether vegetation can be maintained or enhanced by favourable subdivision 
design and protected during works associated with subdivision;61 

- Whether local purpose reserves should be set aside to preserve any vegetation 
or conservation value on the site;62  

Utilities  

Section 15 contains rules that:  

- Restrict structures, telecommunications, radiocommunication or meteorological 
facilities, buildings or depots in:  

o Areas with significant nature conservation values;  

o Within naturally-occurring wetlands; and  

o Within riparian areas.63 

Utilities that do not comply with the above require consent for a discretionary activity.64 

Specific assessment matters relate to the effects of utilities on areas of Significant Nature 
Conservation Value.65 

Work undertaken to inform District Plan review 

As outlined in Section 2.6 above, the WDC has undertaken some preliminary work to 
compare the rules in the WDP that manage indigenous vegetation clearance with 
equivalent provisions set out in PPC 18 to the MDP. It is understood that this work is 

                                                      
57 WDP, Part III, Section 4, Rule 4.4.8 
58 WDP Part III Section 4 Rule 4.4.8(2) 
59 WDP Part III Section 14 Rule 14.3.4 
60 WDP, Part III, Section 14, clause 14.3.3.11(e) 
61 WDP, Part III, Section 14, clause 14.7.2.12(a) 
62 WDP, Part III, Section 17, clause 14.7.2.12(b) 
63 WDP, Part III, Section 15, clause 15.2.5 
64 WDP Part III, Section 15, Rule 15.1.3.1 
65 WDP, Part III, Section 15, clause 15.3.2(12) 
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preliminary, and has not yet been made publicly available, nor formed the basis of any 
public consultation and engagement.   

The recommendations in respect of the above activities are reflected in the overview of 
the key themes in Section 4.2, and considered in the assessment of the extent of 
alignment in Sections 4.3 and 4.4 below.   

4.1.7 Overview – Mackenzie District Plan 2004 

As set out earlier in this report, the MDC has notified PPC 18 which addresses 
indigenous biodiversity. PPC 18 to the MDP reflects the MDC’s decision that a new 
standalone section of the District Plan addressing indigenous biodiversity is preferable 
to the current approach, where the provisions are in the Rural Section of the MDP. It 
proposes to delete certain provisions from Section 7 of the MDP, and insert a new 
Chapter 19 to address this topic.  

The overview below sets out the way in which both the operative MDP and PPC 18 
address the theme of biodiversity.  

Identification of biodiversity 

The MDP identifies a series of ‘sites of natural significance’ on the planning maps and in 
Appendix I. Sites of natural significance is a collective term used to refer to:  

1. Plant and animal communities and habitats which are representative, rare or 
unique within the District, or otherwise considered to be significant in terms of 
section 6(c) of the RMA 

2. Geological and geomorphic sites which are considered to be ONF in terms of 
section 6(b) of the RMA 

3. “Those habitats, communities and natural features which adjoin or encompass 
lakes, streams, rivers and wetlands also contribute to the natural character and 
functioning of these water bodies in terms of section 6(a).” 

The Appendix includes 74 significant sites of indigenous vegetation and fauna habitat, 
and 25 geopreservation sites, and is based primarily on data from the 1980’s and 90’s66.  
Around 56 of the biodiversity sites are located within the Mackenzie Basin. 

PPC 18 does not propose any amendments to the planning maps or the sites listed in 
Appendix I.  

‘Significant sites of indigenous vegetation and fauna habitat’ have principally been 
identified from the information sources set out in Table 1 below, noting that some sites 
were reassessed in 1995/96, and current boundaries reflect the results of this 
assessment).  

                                                      
66 Including the Mackenzie Ecological Region Protected Natural Area Programme (PNAP) Survey Report 1984 and the 
Heron Ecological District PNAP report 1986, Wildlife and sites of Special Wildlife Interest in the Upper Waitaki and 
Adjacent Areas by Liz Jarman 1987, the Special Sites of Wildlife Interest habitat database, the Wetlands of ecological 
and representative importance database. 
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Table 1: Information sources for sites of natural significance in the Mackenzie District Plan 

SNS type Information source(s) 

Recommended Areas for Protection 
(RAP) 

Mackenzie Ecological Region Protected 
Natural Area Programme Survey Report 
1984 
Heron Ecological District Protected 
Natural Area Programme Report 1986 
Recommendations from Protected Areas 
Scientific Review Committee  
Consultation with the Forest Research 
Institute (now Landcare NZ Ltd) 
Invertebrate surveys  

Special Sites of Wildlife Interest (SSWI) Wildlife and sites of Special Wildlife 
Interest in the Upper Waitaki and Adjacent 
Areas, Liz Jarman (1987) 
The SSWI habitat database. 

Wetlands of ecological and representative 
importance (WERI) 

WERI database containing all types of 
wetlands in NZ, focusing on wetlands 
which are ecologically important or 
significant and are representative of the 
natural diversity of the country.  
Administered by DoC  

 

Issues, objectives and policies that relate to managing biodiversity, including sites of 
natural significance, are included in the following sections of the MDP:  

• Section 7 – Rural Objectives and Policies 

• Section 13 – Subdivision   

• Section 16 – Utilities  

By way of summary, Section 7 of the MDP:  

• Seeks to safeguard indigenous biodiversity and ecosystem functioning through 
the protection and enhancement of significant vegetation and habitats, riparian 
margins and the maintenance of natural biological and physical processes (and 
this objective is carried over into the new indigenous biodiversity chapter via PPC 
18 with no amendments);67 

• Policy 1A seeks to promote the long-term protection of ‘sites with significant 
conservation values’ including via protection mechanisms and agreements; the 
tenure review process; and implementation of the Conservation Management 
Strategy and Management Plan for Aoraki / Mount Cook National Park. PPC 18 

                                                      
67 Mackenzie District Plan, Section 7, Rural Objective 1 
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proposes to delete this policy, and not carry it over into the new biodiversity 
chapter. 

• Policy 1B states that “sites of significant indigenous vegetation or habitat” will be 
identified in the District Plan in accordance with a suite of primary and secondary 
criteria, as summarised below:68  

o Primary criteria  

 Intactness  

 Rarity  

 Representativeness  

 Distinctiveness/Special Ecological characteristics  

 Diversity and pattern  

o Secondary criteria  

 Scientific value  

 Connectivity  

 Size and shape  

This policy is carried over into the new biodiversity chapter via PPC 18, but 
amended such that the above criteria are deleted, and instead states that the 
criteria in the CRPS will be used to assess significance.  

• Policy 1C seeks to avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse effects on natural character 
and indigenous land and water ecosystem functions of the District including 
remaining areas of significant indigenous vegetation and habitat, and linkages 
between these areas. 69 This policy is transferred into the new biodiversity chapter 
by PPC 18; 

• Rural objective 2 seeks to preserve the natural character and functioning of the 
District’s lakes, rivers and wetlands and their margins, and to promote public 
access along these areas.70 PPC 18 makes no change to this objective; 

• Policy 2A seeks to manage adverse effects of certain activities by way of 
standards, guidelines and good management techniques.71 PPC 18 makes no 
change to this policy; and  

• Policy 2B seeks to encourage protection of the natural character and 
conservation values of riparian areas and adjacent water bodies, and the 

                                                      
68 Mackenzie District Plan, Section 7, Rural Policy 1B 
69 Mackenzie District Plan, Section 7, Rural Policy 1C 
70 Mackenzie District Plan, Section 7, Rural Objective 2 
71 Mackenzie District Plan, Section 7, Rural Policy 2A 
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provision of public access along riparian margins.72 PPC 18 makes no change to 
this policy. 

PPC 18 to the MDP proposes the insertion of additional objectives and policies that:  

- Seek to manage land development activities to ensure the maintenance of 
indigenous biodiversity including the protection and/or enhancement of these 
areas, and riparian areas;  

- Seek to support and encourage the integration of land development proposals 
with comprehensive identification, protection and/or enhancement of values 
associated with significant indigenous biodiversity, including through the use of 
Farm Biodiversity Plans.  

- Ensure that rural development occurs in a way or at a rate that provides for no 
net loss of significant indigenous biodiversity values;  

- Ensure that land use activities do not adversely affect ecologically significant 
wetlands; and  

- Introduce a series of criteria that should be used to assess biodiversity offsetting. 

The proposed Farm Biodiversity Plans are intended to facilitate the integration of 
development activity with the identification and protection of significant ecological areas 
to ensure no net loss of biodiversity on a whole of property basis. Details of the 
information that should be included in Farm Biodiversity Plans and the manner in which 
they should be prepared is set out in proposed Appendix Y.  

Explanatory text to Objective 6 in Section 13 of the MDP acknowledges that subdivision 
in the vicinity of ‘important’ habitat or vegetation areas can impact on the values of those 
areas, and states that the council will refer to objectives and policies addressing these 
values in the Rural Section of the MDP. Related Policy 1 seeks to avoid or mitigate any 
adverse effect on nature conservation values. 

Policies in the MDP that relate to utilities seek to protect areas of significant indigenous 
vegetation and significant habitats of indigenous fauna from utilities which are visually 
and environmentally incompatible.73  

The MDP contains rules addressing the following activities in Rural Zones that relate to 
Sites of Natural Significance, wetlands, and biodiversity generally:  

- buildings;74 
- earthworks;75  
- Planting of vegetation in SNS;76 
- Forestry within 50m of wetlands;77 

                                                      
72 MDP, Section 7, Rural Policy 2B 
73 MDP Section 16 Policy 1.4 
74 Section 7 Rules 3.1.1.e, 3.1.1.f, 3.1.3.c, 3.1.2.d, 3.1.2.f, 3.1.3.c, 3.1.3.e, 3.3.5(b) and (c), 3.3.7, 3.4.4 
75 Section 7 Rules 4.1.1.a, 4.1.1.c, 4.3.1, Section 16 Rule 1.2.l.v 
76 Section 7 Rules 6.1.8.d, 6.2.5.b, 6.5.1 
77 Section 7 Rules 6.1.8.h, 6.2.5.f 
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- Forestry in wetlands;78 
- Forestry generally (effects on ecological values);79 
- Mineral extraction;80 
- Vegetation clearance in certain locations (in some cases above certain 

permitted thresholds);81  
- Irrigators and fences in Sites of Natural Significance;82 
- Pastoral intensification and agricultural conversion:  

o in Mackenzie Basin subzone, in a defined Farm Base Area, and set 
back at least 50m from a wetland;83 

o In Mackenzie Basin subzone, in a defined Farm Base Area – cannot be 
in a Site of Natural Significance;84 

PPC 18 proposes to delete the rules in Section 7 that manage indigenous vegetation 
clearance, and replaces these rules with a different approach as outlined below:  

- Any indigenous vegetation clearance within sites of natural significance and the 
following riparian areas is a non-complying activity:85  

o 100m of a lake  

o 20m of the bank of a river  

o 100m of an ecologically significant wetland  

o 50m of all other wetlands  

- Aside from indigenous vegetation clearance in the locations above, clearance is 
a permitted activity for certain purposes.86 If the clearance is not for the listed 
purposes the activity is a restricted discretionary activity if:87  

o It is in accordance with a Farm Biodiversity Plan; or  

o Is up to 5,000m2 within any site in any 5-year continuous period  

- Clearance of indigenous vegetation that exceeds the 5,000m2 threshold is a non-
complying activity.88 

- A separate rule regime is set out for indigenous vegetation clearance associated 
with the Waitaki Power Scheme. 

                                                      
78 Section 7 Rules 6.1.8.h, 6.2.5.g, 6.5.2 
79 Section 7 Rules 6.2.1, 6.2.2, 6.2.3, 6.3.1, 6.3.2, 6.3.3,  
80 Section 7 Rules 10.1.2.a,  
81 MDP Section 7 Rule 12 
82 Section 7 Rule 15.1.1.a 
83 Section 7 Rule 15A.1.2 
84 Section 7 Rule 15A.2.1.a, 15A.4.2 
85 PPC 18 Proposed Rule 1.3.2 
86 PPC 18 Proposed Rule 1.1.1 
87 PPC 18 Proposed Rule 2 
88 PPC 18 Proposed Rule 1.3.1 
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- Clearance of indigenous vegetation within an area of improved pasture (with a 
new definition of this being included in PC18) is a permitted activity. 

Section 13 Subdivision  

Subdivision within Farm Base areas in the Mackenzie Basin subzone is a restricted 
discretionary activity provided it complies with Primary and Secondary Standards.89 The 
Primary and Secondary Standards do not include any requirements in relation to 
identified sites of natural significance, riparian areas, or wetlands. Matters of discretion 
include consideration of ‘the preservation of vegetation and landscape’.  

Subdivision within the Mackenzie Basin subzone that is not in a Farm Base Area is a 
discretionary activity,90 with a minimum lot size of 200ha.91 PPC 18 does not propose 
any changes to the subdivision provisions.  

Section 16 Utilities  

Locating the following in sites of natural significance would trigger consent as a 
discretionary activity: 92  

- underground lines,  

- above ground lines,  

- utility buildings or structures 

- Irrigation and stock water races, open drains and channels or any incidental 
equipment 

PPC 18 does not propose any changes to the utilities provisions.  

Definitions 

The MDP contains definitions of the following terms that relate to biodiversity:  

- Vegetation clearance (which is proposed to be modified by PPC 18)  

- Wetland  

PPC 18 to the MDP proposes the insertion of definitions for the following terms:  

- Biodiversity 

- Indigenous vegetation 

- Improved pasture 

                                                      
89 MDP Section 13 Rule 4A.a 
90 MDP Section 13 Rule 4.d 
91 MDP Section 13 Rule 6.a.ii(f) 
92 MDP Section 16 Rule 1.2.l.i, ii, iii, iv and Rule 1.5(a) 
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4.1.8 Overview – Mackenzie Vision and the Mackenzie 
Agreement 2013 

The Agreement states that the Mackenzie Country is unique in its size, naturalness, and 
endowment of biodiversity, being home to many of New Zealand’s rare and threatened 
species.93 

The Vision for the Mackenzie Country includes recognition that land will be actively 
managed for biodiversity, along with providing for a mix of irrigated and dryland 
agriculture, tourism-related development, and land manged for landscape purposes.94 

Overall low profitability from traditional meat and wool farming is identified as limiting the 
capacity to manage land effectively to protect and restore biodiversity.95 The Agreement 
states that the costs of managing weeds and pests on some land can exceed the income 
from that land and proposes a new approach to resourcing conservation land 
management. This approach includes the development of a mechanism that provides for 
contributions from the tourism sector to those landowners who enhance biodiversity and 
landscape values via the Mackenzie Country Trust.96   

Enabling small areas of irrigation to enhance the viability of large pastoral properties, 
and large-scale proposals for intensive irrigated livestock farming on five sites is 
proposed to help support better biodiversity outcomes, including pest management. 

In relation to biodiversity outcomes, the Agreement seeks to achieve restoration of 
representative examples of the full range of whole ecosystems that were characteristic 
of past times; and in ‘appropriate areas’, to protect, enhance and where possible restore 
a healthy tussock cover.97 

A series of criteria are set out in the Agreement that should be used to select ‘priority 
conservation areas’:  

(a) Representation of a full range of biodiversity with particular attention to 
irreplaceability; 

(b) Vulnerability (areas where opportunities to achieve protection are retreating most 
rapidly); 

(c) Adequacy of the size of an area to sustain its ecosystems. 

The issue of pest management is addressed in the Mackenzie Agreement, in particular 
the impacts of plant and animal pests on biodiversity values.  

The Forum used information from the following sources about biodiversity values to 
inform the target area of land within the Mackenzie Country that should be conserved for 
biodiversity and landscape outcomes:  

                                                      
93 Mackenzie Agreement, page 9 
94 Mackenzie Agreement, page 4 
95 Mackenzie Agreement, page 5 
96 Mackenzie Agreement, page 7 
97 Mackenzie Agreement, pages 9 and 10 
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- Significant inherent values (SIVs) from tenure review surveys for individual 
pastoral leases  

- Recommended areas for protection (RAPs) from the Protected Natural Areas 
Programme ecological surveys  

- Sites of special wildlife interest (SSWIs) identified by the former Wildlife Service  

- Conservation land and covenants map 

The Agreement does not set out the location of the recommended areas for conservation 
for biodiversity values. The proposed Trust’s biodiversity and landscape plan would set 
out objectives and priorities in respect of landscape and biodiversity, but not contain 
maps of land identified as being of value for conservation purposes.  

4.2 Key themes 

4.2.1 Issues facing Canterbury’s biodiversity 

All of the documents generally recognise that the ongoing loss and degradation of 
biodiversity is an issue that needs to be addressed, and that land use and development, 
plant and animal pests have contributed to this decline. The documents also, to varying 
degrees and levels of specificity, describe the ecological values, habitats and species 
within the region, area or district to which they relate.  

The CRPS recognises that there are challenges related to uncertainty around the 
identification of ecosystem values and their significance (particularly where there are 
access issues), but this is not directly reflected as a strong theme in the other documents 
reviewed. However, the property specific mechanisms promoted by the Mackenzie 
Agreement and PPC 18 to the MDP (JMAs and FBPs respectively) may go some way 
towards addressing the challenges around identification described in the CRPS due to 
the collaborative focus on identifying and protecting significant areas and enabling 
development on a property-specific basis.  

4.2.2 Outcomes sought  

The CRPS seeks to ‘halt the decline’ of Canterbury’s ecosystems and indigenous 
biodiversity.  

Various objectives in the LWRP seek to maintain the natural character of braided rivers, 
water quality, ecosystems and their habitats; and to safeguard the life-supporting 
capacity of ecosystems and ecosystem processes. This principle is reflected in the 
WCWARP which seeks to safeguard the life supporting capacity of the Waitaki River and 
its ecosystems.  

Protection of significant areas 

The CRPS seeks to restore and enhance ecosystems and indigenous biodiversity, and 
to protect significant indigenous vegetation and habitats. The notion of protecting 
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significant indigenous biodiversity is generally well reflected throughout the other 
documents, but is ‘delivered’ in the lower order provisions in different ways as addressed 
elsewhere in this chapter.  The methods in the CRPS focus on identification and 
protection of significant biodiversity values rather than all biodiversity values and this 
more targeted approach is reflected in the district plans. 

Wetlands 

In general, all of the documents reviewed recognise the ecological values of wetlands, 
and seek to manage activities that may affect these values to varying degrees. The 
principle of protecting ‘ecologically significant wetlands’ is reflected in the CRPS, the 
WCWARP and PPC 18 to the MDP. Some of the high naturalness water bodies identified 
in the LWRP are nationally or regionally significant wetlands. The remaining documents 
do not appear to reflect the distinction between significant wetlands and other wetlands.  

No net loss  

The CRPS seeks that no net loss of indigenous biodiversity values occurs in significant 
areas as a result of land use activities. This principle is reflected in PPC 18 Policy 3 which 
seeks to ensure that rural development, including indigenous vegetation clearance and 
pastoral intensification, occurs in a way or at a rate that provides for no net loss of 
indigenous biodiversity values in areas identified as significant. The LWRP also refers to 
the principle in certain policies for the sub-regional areas, including that farming 
intensification is enabled to a certain degree in the Haldon and Mid Catchment zones 
provided that nitrogen loss does not exceed the Upper Waitaki Nitrogen Headroom limit, 
and there is no net loss of significant indigenous biodiversity.98 The concept does not 
appear to be referred to in the other documents reviewed.  

National priorities for protection  

The CRPS seeks to recognise four national priorities for protection, and that territorial 
authorities recognise these in their district plan methods.99 These are reflected in the 
priority areas for action set out in the CRBS. While the other documents do not appear 
to explicitly refer to ‘national priorities for protection’, the priorities are generally reflected 
in the priority areas for action in the CRBS. The priorities are also reflected in the other 
documents as set out below.  

Indigenous vegetation in land environments where less than 20% of the vegetation cover 
remains  

This principle is reflected in the criteria in the CRPS to identify significant areas, which 
are also relied upon by the LWRP and proposed to be used in the Mackenzie District by 
PPC 18.  

  

                                                      
98 LWRP Policy 15B.4.19 
99 CRPS Policy 9.3.2 
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Areas of indigenous vegetation associated with sand dunes and wetlands.  

The provisions in the LWRP, WCWARP, MDP and WDP all include various provisions 
(including rules) that relate to managing areas of indigenous vegetation associated with 
wetlands.  

Areas of indigenous vegetation located in “originally rare” terrestrial ecosystem types not 
covered above 

This principle is reflected in the criteria in the CRPS to identify significant areas, which 
are also relied upon by the LWRP and proposed to be used in the Mackenzie District by 
PPC 18. The concept of ‘rarity’ is also reflected in the WDP and operative MDP 
assessment criteria.  

Habitats of threatened and at risk indigenous species. 

As above, this principle appears to be generally reflected in the various criteria set out in 
the documents that are used to identify significant areas.  

4.2.3 Biodiversity off-setting  

The Mackenzie Agreement acknowledges that biodiversity offsetting and environmental 
compensation may have a contribution to make towards the funding of the proposed 
Trust if national frameworks for these practices are developed.100 

The principle of biodiversity offsetting is recognised in PPC 18 as one of a range of 
mechanisms for achieving the protection of significant indigenous vegetation and 
significant habitats of indigenous fauna.101 Policy 6 sets out the criteria that will be used 
to assess the appropriateness of biodiversity offsetting, and these criteria are directly 
consistent with those set out in the CRPS Policy 9.3.6. 

Biodiversity offsetting is also reflected in the LWRP in a policy seeking that any significant 
effects on wetlands, hāpua, coastal lakes and lagoons associated with infrastructure are 
offset by improvements to or expansion of the same or another wetland, hāpua, coastal 
lake, or lagoon.102 Unlike the CRPS and PPC 18 policies on this principle, criteria as to 
the appropriateness of the offsetting are not referenced in the LWRP.  

The CRBS, WCWARP, and WDP do not appear to include references to biodiversity 
offsetting.  

4.2.4 Identification of biodiversity  

Neither the CRPS, the LWRP or the CRBS identify significant biodiversity areas, but the 
CRBS states that the remaining indigenous biodiversity within lowland, coastal and 

                                                      
100 Mackenzie Agreement, page 16 
101 PPC 18 Policy 5 
102 LWRP Policy 4.82 
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montane environments is at the greatest risk of loss,103 and that an area of increasing 
priority in Canterbury is the inland hill country and intermontane basin environments.104 

The Mackenzie Forum used information from the following sources about biodiversity 
values to inform the target area of land within the Mackenzie Country that should be 
conserved for biodiversity and landscape outcomes:  

- Significant inherent values (SIVs) from tenure review surveys for individual 
pastoral leases  

- Recommended areas for protection (RAPs) from the Protected Natural Areas 
Programme ecological surveys  

- Sites of special wildlife interest (SSWIs) identified by the former Wildlife Service  

- Conservation land and covenants map 

The Agreement does not set out the location of the recommended areas for conservation 
for biodiversity values. The proposed Trust’s biodiversity and landscape strategic plan 
would set out objectives and priorities in respect of landscape and biodiversity, but not 
contain maps of land identified as being of value for conservation purposes. 

The WCWARP provides an overview of the ecology of the catchment, including the 
braided river system, wetlands, plants, invertebrates, fish, birds and lizards.105 Of 
particular note the WCWARP identifies a range of threatened species within the 
catchment, but aside from the identification of certain water bodies that have high natural 
character, the WCWARP does not identify any areas of significant indigenous vegetation. 

Appendix C to the WDP sets out the schedule of areas of significant nature conservation 
value and geopreservation sites. These are collectively referred to as ‘sites of natural 
significance’ on the planning maps. There are 24 sites identified in the schedule, however 
only 2 of which are within the Mackenzie Basin meaning that the general rules apply to 
all other areas of indigenous vegetation or habitats.106  

An overview of the ecological values of the Waitaki District is set out in the explanatory 
text accompanying the issue in the Rural Zone objectives and policies that addresses 
nature conservation values. This overview covers:  

- The ecological districts within the Waitaki District 

- The ecological values of freshwater bodies in the district, including wetlands 

- Threats facing these values from clearance for development, weed and animal 
pests, and accidental loss through fire and other disturbances 

Appendix I to the MDP identifies Sites of Natural Significance, which includes 
geopreservation sites. There are 74 sites identified for their biodiversity values, of which 
56 are within the Mackenzie Basin. 

                                                      
103 CRBS, page 28 
104 CRBS, page 29 
105 WCWARP Chapter 3 
106 Lake Dumbell, site number 12; and Black Jacks Island, site number 19 
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PPC18 does not propose any changes to the Planning Maps, nor Appendix I (and thus 
the identified Sites of Natural Significance).  

Summary 

Of the project documents outlined above, there is broad recognition across the CRBS, 
the Mackenzie Agreement, the WAWARP and the District Plan that the Mackenzie Basin 
has important biodiversity values. The WAWARP describes the species and habitats 
within the Waitaki catchment, whereas the WDP and the MDP identify specific Sites of 
Natural Significance on the planning maps, to which specific rules relate.  

The Mackenzie Agreement acknowledges the biodiversity values in the Mackenzie 
Country, and seeks to conserve ‘representative examples’ of these values through the 
proposed JMA mechanism, supported by funding from the proposed Trust. At this stage 
the Mackenzie Agreement does not describe where the target areas for conservation for 
biodiversity values are located, and it is made explicit that the proposed biodiversity and 
landscape strategic plan will not contain maps of land identified as being of value for 
conservation purposes. 

The CRPS, CRBS and LWRP do not identify sites of biodiversity value but this is not 
unexpected given the nature of these documents.  

4.2.5 Assessment criteria  

The following documents include criteria that are used to identify areas of biodiversity 
value:  

- Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (Policy 9.3.1) 

- Mackenzie Agreement  

- Waitaki District Plan (Part II Section 16 Policy 16.9.3(3)) 

- Mackenzie District Plan (Chapter 7 Policy 1B) 

PPC 18 to the MDP includes a policy that states that sites of significant indigenous 
vegetation or habitat will be identified in accordance with the criteria in the CRPS,107 
which is a shift from the approach taken in the operative MDP.  

The CRPS, WDP and MDP all set out these criteria in policies. A table summarising the 
criteria in each of the documents and the extent to which they align with each other is 
set out in Appendix 1. This analysis shows that:  

- All of the documents include reference to representativeness.  

- PPC 18 to the MDP proposes to rely on the criteria in the CRPS, rather than 
separate standalone criteria. 

- The following criteria are only referred to in the CRPS, operative MDP and WDP:  

o Rarity and distinctiveness  

                                                      
107 PPC 18 to the MDP, Proposed Policy 2 
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o Diversity and pattern  

o Ecological context/connectivity  

- The Mackenzie Agreement, the operative MDP and the WDP all refer to the 
concept of the size and shape of an area, but the CRPS does not.  

- Aside from those criteria outlined above, the operative MDP includes the 
following criteria which are not reflected in any of the other documents:  

o Scientific value  

o Distinctiveness/special ecological characteristics  

- The Mackenzie Agreement includes the concept of vulnerability as a standalone 
criterion, which is somewhat related to rarity.   

While the LWRP does not include any criteria (and does not identify any specific areas 
of significant indigenous biodiversity), the definition of ‘significant indigenous biodiversity’ 
in the LWRP cross references to the criteria in the CRPS. The LWRP seeks to protect 
the significant indigenous biodiversity values of rivers, wetlands and hāpua via objectives 
and policies in the LWRP.108 

Similarly, the WCWARP has some interrelationship with managing biodiversity values as 
they relate to the take, use, damming and diversion of water, but does not specifically 
identify any areas of significant indigenous biodiversity, and therefore does not include 
any criteria. However, the WCWARP relies upon criteria outlined in an Appendix to the 
now superseded Natural Resources Regional Plan in order to determine the significance 
of wetlands, which relates to various of the provisions in the WCWARP as outlined 
elsewhere in this report.  

4.2.6 Determining riparian areas  

The LWRP, WDP and the MDP all include a series of rules that manage activities within 
riparian areas. The distances from waterbodies that trigger the above rules differ 
between the MDP and the WDP as set out in the table below:  

Table 2: Comparison of riparian setbacks between the LWRP, WDP and MDP 

Waterbody 
type 

LWRP  WDP  Operative 
MDP  

PPC 18 to MDP# 

Lake 10m* 
5m 

20m 75m^ 
50m 

100m 

River 10m* 
5m 

20m 20m^ 
10m 

20m 

Stream Not 
specified 

20m Not specified  Not specified 

                                                      
108 LWRP Objective 3.17, Policy 4.21(b), Policy 4.44(g), and Policy 4.86(b) 
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Waterbody 
type 

LWRP  WDP  Operative 
MDP  

PPC 18 to MDP# 

Wetland  10m* 
5m 

20m 50m 100m of an ecologically significant 
wetland  
50m all other wetlands 

 
# only applies to rules in PPC 18 that relate to indigenous vegetation clearance, 
and not to buildings, earthworks, mining activities, or the planting of vegetation.  
^ applies to rivers and lakes listed in Schedule B to the MDP 
* applies to waterbodies that are in the hill and high country, or in areas with 
high erosion risk 

It is noted that the preliminary work that the WDC has undertaken to inform its district 
plan review in relation to indigenous vegetation clearance recommends managing 
indigenous vegetation clearance within the following riparian margins:  

- 100m from lakes  

- 20m from rivers 

- 100m from ecologically significant wetlands; and  

- 50m from other wetlands  

These reflect the riparian margins proposed by the MDC in PPC 18 to the MDP. It is not 
known at this stage whether the amended riparian margins for the purpose of managing 
indigenous vegetation clearance would be reflected in other rules that manage activities 
in riparian margins (e.g. buildings and earthworks).  

4.2.7 Indigenous vegetation clearance 

Policy framework  

The LWRP seeks to preserve indigenous biodiversity and the habitats of indigenous 
fauna and flora through limiting vegetation clearance within riparian areas and wetlands 
unless it is for the purpose of:109  

- Pest management  

- Habitat restoration 

- Flood control purposes  

- Operation, maintenance, upgrade or repair of structures of infrastructure 

- Maintenance of public access.  

The MDP seeks to protect and enhance significant indigenous vegetation and 
acknowledges the importance of the retention of indigenous vegetation for various 
ecological outcomes.110 The explanation and reasons, and list of implementation 
                                                      
109 LWRP Policy 4.85A(b) 
110 MDP Section 7 Objective 1 and reasons 
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methods that support Rural Policy 1B also include references to managing indigenous 
vegetation clearance in order to prevent development that reduces the values of 
identified significant sites.  As set out earlier in this report, PPC 18 to the MDP introduces 
new policies, some of which specifically address the management of indigenous 
vegetation clearance.111 While none of these policies reflect the activities in the LWRP 
for which indigenous vegetation clearance is anticipated and provided for, the proposed 
permitted activity rule in PPC 18 is more closely aligned to that in the LWRP.  

Aside from a general reference to managing the use and development of land so that 
the values of significant biodiversity areas are protected, the WDP objectives and policies 
do not specifically refer to the way in which indigenous vegetation clearance should be 
managed.  

Rules 

The LWRP, MDP and WDP all contain rules that relate to the clearance of vegetation. 
All of the rules in these documents are targeted primarily towards significant biodiversity 
areas or specific species, with limited provisions relating to ‘non’ significant vegetation 
or wider protection.  The approach to targeting ‘significant’ areas is perpetuated by the 
CRPS methods that direct this approach without requiring wider protection or 
management.  This approach is also the traditional approach around the country despite 
the moves being made to provide a more holistic approach and the policy intent towards 
consideration of indigenous biodiversity generally.   

In addition, it is noted that the majority of the provisions in the plans focus on significant 
vegetation and not on significant habitats of indigenous fauna (with section 6(c) relating 
to both flora and fauna).  This is not unusual in the district plan context with most plans 
having focussed on flora and assumed a correlation to protection of fauna values.  This 
approach could contribute to a significant gap in the protection of biodiversity values but 
is not well understood at this time.  In our experience this is an issue that is being 
grappled with around the country and is likely to be better addressed over time. 

The LWRP and MDP manage the clearance of any vegetation in riparian areas, whereas 
the WDP manages the clearance of indigenous vegetation in riparian areas.  

Both of the district plans manage the clearance of indigenous vegetation in significant 
biodiversity areas. Plan Change 18 to the Mackenzie District Plan proposes a series of 
amendments to the way in which biodiversity values are managed, including the 
clearance of indigenous vegetation.  

The preliminary work that the WDC has undertaken to inform its district plan review 
suggests some amendments to the way in which indigenous vegetation clearance should 
be managed. These amendments align with the approach set out by the MDC in PPC 18 
to the MDP. It is not known at this stage what impact this approach would have on the 
remaining provisions in the WDP.  

The documents use various terms in the provisions that manage vegetation clearance, 
as set out in Table 3 below:  

                                                      
111 PPC 18 to the MDP Policies 3 and 4 
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Table 3: Comparison of defined terms relating to indigenous vegetation clearance 

LWRP  Operative MDP PPC 18 WDP 

 No defined term for 
‘indigenous bush’.  
Term is not used in 
Section 7 of the MDP 

No defined term for 
‘indigenous bush’.  
Term is not used in 
Section 7 of the MDP 

Indigenous bush  
means trees or 
shrubs in which 
species indigenous 
to that part of New 
Zealand are greater 
than 3m in height 
and are important in 
terms of structural 
dominance and 
coverage. For these 
purposes structural 
dominance is when 
the indigenous 
species are in the 
tallest stratum and 
are visually 
conspicuous and 
coverage by 
indigenous species 
exceeds 20% of the 
total area. 

No definition of 
‘indigenous 
vegetation’ 

Indigenous 
vegetation  
means a plant 
community in which 
species indigenous 
to that part of New 
Zealand are 
important in terms of 
coverage, structure 
and/or species 
diversity. For these 
purposes coverage 
by indigenous 
species or number of 
indigenous species 
shall exceed 30% of 
the total area or total 
number of species 
present, where 
structural dominance 
is not attained. 
Where structural 
dominance occurs 
(that is indigenous 
species are in the 
tallest stratum and 

Indigenous vegetation  
Means a plant 
community of species 
native to New Zealand, 
which may include exotic 
vegetation but does not 
include plants within a 
domestic garden or that 
have been planted for 
the use of 
screening/shelter 
purposes e.g. as farm 
hedgerows, or that have 
been deliberately planted 
for the purpose of 
harvest. 

Indigenous 
vegetation  
means a plant 
community in which 
species indigenous 
to that part of New 
Zealand are 
important in terms of 
coverage, structure 
and/or species 
diversity. For these 
purposes, coverage 
by indigenous 
species or number of 
indigenous species 
shall exceed 30% of 
the total area or total 
number of species 
present, where 
structural dominance 
is not attained. 
Where structural 
dominance occurs 
(that is indigenous 
species are in the 
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LWRP  Operative MDP PPC 18 WDP 
are visually 
conspicuous) 
coverage by 
indigenous species 
shall exceed 20% of 
the total area 

tallest stratum and 
are visually 
conspicuous) 
coverage by 
indigenous species 
shall exceed 20% of 
the total area. 

Vegetation 
clearance 
means removal 
of vegetation by 
physical, 
mechanical, 
chemical or other 
means but 
excludes: 
(a) cultivation for 
the establishment 
of, or harvesting 
of, crops or 
pasture; 
(b) clearance for 
the establishment 
or maintenance 
of utilities or 
structures; 
(c) removal of a 
species listed in 
the Biosecurity 
NZ Register of 
Unwanted 
Organisms or the 
Canterbury Pest 
Management 
Strategy; 
(d) clearance for 
the purposes of 
maintaining 
existing fence 
lines, vehicle 
tracks, 
firebreaks, 
drains, ponds, 
dams or 
crossings; 
(e) domestic 
gardening and 
the maintenance 

Vegetation 
clearance 
means the felling, 
clearing or 
modification of trees 
or any vegetation by 
cutting, crushing, 
cultivation, spraying 
or burning. 
Clearance of 
vegetation shall have 
the same meaning. 

Vegetation clearance 
Means the felling, 
clearing or modification 
of trees or any 
vegetation by cutting, 
crushing, cultivation, 
spraying, or burning or 
irrigation. Clearance of 
vegetation shall have the 
same meaning.  

Vegetation 
clearance  
means the felling, 
clearing or 
modification of trees 
or any vegetation by 
cutting, crushing, 
cultivation, spraying 
or burning. 
Clearance of 
vegetation shall have 
the same meaning. 
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LWRP  Operative MDP PPC 18 WDP 
of amenity 
planting; 
(f) clearance by, 
or on behalf of, 
the Canterbury 
Regional Council 
for the purposes 
of maintaining 
the flood-carrying 
capacity of a 
river; or 
(g) exotic 
vegetation 
clearance by the 
Department of 
Conservation or 
Land Information 
New Zealand for 
the purposes of 
pest 
management and 
maintenance of 
public access. 

No definition of 
‘Improved 
Pasture’ 

No definition of 
‘Improved Pasture’ 

Improved Pasture: 
means an area of pasture 
where: 
a) Species composition 
and growth have been 
modified and enhanced 
for livestock grazing 
within the previous 15 
years, by clearance, 
cultivation or topdressing 
and oversowing, or direct 
drilling; and 
b) Exotic pasture species 
have been deliberately 
introduced and dominate 
in cover and 
composition. For the 
purposes of this 
definition the 
assessment of 
dominance shall 
disregard indigenous 
vegetation which is 
growing upon land that 
has previously been 
modified and enhanced 

No definition of 
‘Improved Pasture’ 
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LWRP  Operative MDP PPC 18 WDP 
for livestock grazing in 
accordance with clause 
a) above and is less than 
15 years old. 

There are a range of other terms that are relevant to this topic (e.g. Farm Biodiversity 
Plan) but which are not consistently applied across the documents.  In many cases, and 
particularly in relation to terms such as improved pasture, the reason for inconsistent use 
of such terminology is because the issues involved are currently evolving and being 
debated around the country.   

Vegetation clearance in significant biodiversity areas  

The operative MDP states that the clearance of indigenous vegetation within sites of 
natural significance shall not exceed 100m2 per ha in any 5-year continuous period but 
provides exemptions from this rule for clearance that is provided for in certain 
conservation mechanisms.112 Clearance that does not meet the permitted activity 
standards is a discretionary activity,113 except that the clearance of more than 10% of 
the total area of indigenous vegetation cover in a site of natural significance is a non-
complying activity.114 PPC 18 deletes all three of these rules and instead states that any 
indigenous vegetation clearance in a site of natural significance is a non-complying 
activity.115 

The WDP states that indigenous vegetation clearance in significant biodiversity areas is 
a discretionary activity but provides exemptions from this rule for clearance that is 
provided for in certain conservation mechanisms.116 

Vegetation clearance in riparian areas 

The LWRP and the MDP enable the clearance of vegetation within riparian areas as a 
permitted activity up to certain thresholds, and subject to certain conditions.117 As 
outlined in Section 4.2.6 above, the riparian areas differ between the LWRP, the MDP, 
and the WDP. The LWRP enables up to 10% of the area of the riparian margin to be 
exposed at any one time, whereas the MDP limits the clearance of vegetation to 100m2 
per ha in any continuous 5-year period, with exemptions from this rule for clearance that 
is provided for in certain conservation mechanisms. Vegetation clearance that exceeds 
these thresholds in the MDP is a discretionary activity.118 

No changes to the permitted activity rule are proposed by PPC 18, but PPC 18 introduces 
a rule that states that any indigenous vegetation clearance within riparian areas is a non-

                                                      
112 MDP Section 7 Rule 12.1.1.b 
113 MDP Section 7 Rule 12.2.1 
114 MDP Section 7 Rule 12.3.1 
115 MDP PPC 18 Rule 1.3.2 
116 WDP Part III Section 4 Rules 4.4.7.3(a) and (b) and 4.3.3.14 
117 LWRP Rule 5.167 and MDP Section 7 Rule 12.1.1.a 
118 MDP Section 7 Rule 12.2.1 
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complying activity.119 The WDP states that the clearance of indigenous vegetation in 
riparian areas is a discretionary activity, with exemptions from this rule for clearance that 
is provided for in certain conservation mechanisms.120  

The LWRP states that vegetation clearance provided for as a permitted activity cannot 
occur adjacent to inanga or salmon spawning areas at certain times of the year. In 
addition, vegetation clearance or cultivation within the riparian areas of specified rivers 
(including the Waitaki River) shall not result in a reduction in the area or diversity of 
existing riparian vegetation unless the works have been authorised by a land use consent 
granted by the territorial authority, or it is for specified purposes relate to infrastructure.121 
Vegetation clearance in riparian areas that does not comply with the permitted activity in 
the LWRP standards is a restricted discretionary activity.122 

Vegetation clearance in wetlands 

The WDP manages the clearance of indigenous vegetation within a wetland as a 
discretionary activity, whereas the operative MDP limits the clearance of indigenous 
vegetation from wetlands exceeding 1,000m2 in area (as a discretionary activity).123 
There are exceptions from this rule for removal of declared weed pests, and vegetation 
clearance for the purpose of track maintenance.  

PPC 18 deletes the rule restricting the clearance of indigenous vegetation from wetlands 
and does not propose a replacement rule.  

Clearance of specific species  

The operative MDP and the WDP both include rules that limit the clearance of certain 
types of indigenous vegetation (in addition to the rules that limit vegetation clearance in 
significant biodiversity areas and riparian areas). The thresholds in the table below are 
those above which a consent is triggered. Green cells indicate rules that are more 
permissive than the equivalent provisions in the other district plan. Orange cells indicate 
rules that are more restrictive. Yellow cells indicate rules that match. Cells that are 
unshaded may be more or less restrictive than equivalent provisions.  

Table 4: Limits on the clearance of certain types of indigenous vegetation 

Operative MDP PPC 18 WDP 

>100m2 tall tussock 
(chionochloa) 

Rules deleted.  
Replacement suite of 
permitted activities, 
restricted discretionary 
activities (in accordance 
with a Farm Biodiversity 
Plan or up to 5000m2 per 

>1000m2 tall tussock 
(chionochloa) except for 
the purpose of maintaining 
an area of improved 
pasture 

>500m2 indigenous 
vegetation with average 

No clearance of 
indigenous bush, noting 

                                                      
119 MDP PPC 18 Rule 1.3.2(3) 
120 WDP Part III Section 4 Rules 4.4.7.3(a) and (b 
121 LWRP Rule 5.167(7) 
122 LWRP Rule 5.169 
123 MDP Section 7 Rules 12.1.1.d and 12.2.1 
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Operative MDP PPC 18 WDP 
maximum canopy height 
greater than 3m 

site in any 5-year 
continuous period); or 
non-complying activities 
(>5000m2 per site in any 
5-year continuous period)  

that indigenous bush is 
defined in the WDP and 
includes trees or shrubs 
greater than 3m in height, 
but that are also important 
in terms of structural 
dominance and coverage.  

>5000m2 of indigenous 
vegetation, except for the 
purpose of maintaining an 
area of improved pasture 

>100m2 / ha in any 5 year 
period of indigenous 
vegetation on land above 
900m in altitude 

No clearance of 
indigenous vegetation on 
land above 900m in 
altitude 

No clearance of bog pine 
shrublands 

No clearance of bog pine 

>2000m2 in a continuous 5 
year period of matagouri 
dominated shrublands 
with average canopy 
height greater than 1.5m, 
more than 5 shrubs; and 
located on:  
- river flood plains  
- river terraces 
- alluvial fans  
- lower mountain/hill 
slopes 

>500m2 of generally 
closed canopy matagouri 
dominated shrubland with 
an average canopy height 
greater than 1.5m and is 
associated with:  
- river margins 
- fans 
- ridges 
- bluffs  

>2000m2 in a continuous 5 
year period of open 
indigenous shrublands 
containing at least three of 
the five listed indicator 
species  

>500m2 of ‘diverse 
indigenous shrubland’ 
containing three or more 
shrub species including at 
least one of the 10 listed 
species 

>2000m2 in a continuous 5 
year period of ‘dense 
indigenous shrublands 
containing at least 5 of the 
7 listed indicator species 
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Operative MDP PPC 18 WDP 

>40ha of short tussock 
grasslands, except where 
the site has been 
oversown, and topdressed 
at least three times in the 
10 years prior to new 
clearance so that the site 
is dominated by clovers 
and/or exotic grasses 

No specific rule in relation 
to short tussock 
grasslands, so would be 
captured by general 
indigenous vegetation 
clearance rule for anything 
greater than >5000m2 
except for the purpose of 
maintaining an area of 
improved pasture. 

>10ha of indigenous 
cushion and mat 
vegetation and associated 
communities, except 
where the site has been 
oversown, and topdressed 
at least three times in the 
10 years prior to new 
clearance so that the site 
is dominated by clovers 
and/or exotic grasses 

No specific rule in relation 
to indigenous cushion and 
mat vegetation, so would 
be captured by general 
indigenous vegetation 
clearance rule for anything 
greater than >5000m2 
except for the purpose of 
maintaining an area of 
improved pasture. 

4.2.8 Planting vegetation (excluding forestry)  

The LWRP includes rules that mange the introduction or planting of plants in, on, or 
under the beds of lakes and rivers. The MDP and WDP include rules that manage ‘tree 
planting’ in areas of significant biodiversity and riparian areas, as opposed to the 
introduction of plants generally. 

The introduction of plants to the beds of lakes and rivers is a permitted activity provided 
that, where the lake or river is listed as a high naturalness waterbody in the sub-regional 
sections of the LWRP, only indigenous plant species naturally occurring in the catchment 
can be used. There are also limits on the introduction of pest plant species.124 There are 
other permitted activity standards that relate to this activity, but these are the standards 
with principal relevance to managing biodiversity values.  

There are no ‘high naturalness waterbodies’ identified in Section 15B of the LWRP. The 
WCWARP identifies High Natural-Character waterbodies, but the LWRP rule that 
manages the introduction of vegetation to the beds of lakes and rivers does not include 
a reference to High Natural-Character waterbodies. The introduction of plants to the beds 
of lakes and rivers that does not meet the permitted activity standards is a restricted 
discretionary activity.125 

                                                      
124 LWRP Rule 5.163 
125 LWRP Rule 5.164 
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The MDP states that tree planting (apart from the restoration of native plantings) in a Site 
of Natural Significance is a non-complying activity. There are no exemptions from this 
rule.126 The WDP states that ‘amenity tree planting’ and ‘exotic tree planting’ are a 
discretionary activity within significant biodiversity areas, riparian areas, and wetlands; 
but there are exemptions for tree planting that is provided for in specified conservation 
mechanisms.127 However amenity tree planting is enabled within areas of Otago skink 
or Grand skink habitat.128 

4.2.9 Forestry129 

The provisions that relate to exotic tree planting in the WDP outlined in section 4.2.8 
above also manage forestry. Essentially this means that forestry in significant biodiversity 
areas, riparian areas, and wetlands is a discretionary activity under the WDP.  

Similarly, the MDP states that no trees can be planted in a site of natural significance,130 
whereas forestry within riparian areas is a restricted discretionary activity.131 Forestry in 
wetlands and sites of natural significance is a non-complying activity.132 

4.2.10 Taking, using, damming or diverting water  

As has been set out in Sections 2.5 and 4.1.5 of this report, the WCWARP contains a 
series of rules that manage the take, use, damming and diversion of water. Certain 
waterbodies are identified as having a high natural character worthy of a high level of 
protection, either because they are in largely unmodified parts of the catchment, or 
contain rare or important species and habitat.133 

In relation to these specific waterbodies, related rules: 

- prohibit the take, use, damming or diversion of water from wetlands which have 
either:134  

o not yet been classified according to the criteria for classifying wetlands in 
“Chapter 7 of the Natural Resources Regional Plan”; or  

o has been classified as a wetland with a moderate or higher status 

                                                      
126 MDP Section 7 Rule 6.1.8(d) and 6.5.1.a 
127 WDP Part III Section 4 Rules 4.4.7(4a) and 4.3.3.12 
128 WDP Part III Section 4 Rule 4.4.7(4c) 
129 Please note: this report does not include any analysis of alignment against the requirements of the National 
Environmental Standard for Plantation Forestry. 
130 MDP Section 7 Rule 6.1.8.d 
131 MDP Section 7 Rules 6.1.8.g and 6.3.2 
132 MDP Section 7 Rule 6.5.1 
133 WCWARP Policy 2 
134 WCWARP Rules 4 and 13 
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- prohibit the take, use, damming or diversion of water from Lakes Alexandria, 
McGregor and Middleton (and their tributaries); and other lakes upstream of 
Lakes Tekapo, Pūkaki and Ōhau;135 

- prohibits the take, use, damming or diversion of water from Lakes Tekapo, Pūkaki 
and Ōhau below specified lake levels (except for certain purposes);136 

- Provides for takes, uses and diversions of up to 10m3/day/property at a rate not 
exceeding 5 litres per second within the High Natural-Character Water Bodies as 
a discretionary activity; and  

- Manages other uses, takes, damming and diversions of water variously as 
discretionary and non-complying activities within High Natural-Character Water 
Bodies.  

The rule that restricts the take, use, damming and diversion of water from wetlands within 
the catchment relies upon criteria for classifying wetlands in Chapter 7 of the Natural 
Resources Regional Plan, which has now been superseded by the LWRP. This is a point 
of misalignment and could have implications on the enforceability of this rule.  

4.2.11 Wetlands  

The LWRP includes rules that relate to the enhancing, restoring or creation of wetlands, 
and reducing the areas of wetlands. Subject to certain limits on water takes, uses, 
damming and diversion, the enhancement, restoration and creation of wetlands is a 
permitted activity.137 Reducing the area of a wetland is a non-complying activity, unless 
it is for certain infrastructure purposes,138 in which case it is a restricted discretionary 
activity.139 

The MDP and WDP manage various activities that occur within the riparian areas of 
wetlands, and both district plans restrict certain activities within wetlands, as set out 
elsewhere in this section of the report. PPC 18 to the MDP introduces the concept of 
‘ecologically significant wetlands’, which reflects the policy framework of the CRPS. The 
different approaches are necessary to reflect the different functions of regional and 
district councils in relation to wetlands. 

4.2.12 Vegetation burning  

The LWRP seeks that the use of vegetation burning in the Hill and High Country avoids 
the destruction of wetlands or other sites or areas of significant indigenous 
biodiversity.140 This is supported by rules that manage the burning of vegetation on land 
within the hill and high country (land above 600m above sea level). Vegetation burning 

                                                      
135 WCWARP Rules 5 and 14 
136 WCWARP Rules 3 and 12 
137 LWRP Rule 5.159 
138 LWRP Rule 5.162 
139 LWRP Rule 5.161 
140 LWRP Policy 4.21 
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is a permitted activity provided a series of standards are met, including that no burning 
shall occur within 5m of the beds of rivers that are more than 2m wide; or within 5m of 
lakes or wetlands that are more than 0.5ha in area.141 If the above condition is not 
complied with, consent for a discretionary activity is required.142  

There are no rules in the district plans that relate to the burning of vegetation.  

4.2.13 Agricultural conversion and intensification  

Agricultural conversion and intensification is addressed from a land use perspective in 
the MDP and WDP, and has interrelationships with the other themes addressed by this 
report. This section of the report focuses on relevant provisions that deal with managing 
the effects of these activities on biodiversity values.  

The MDP specifically states that pastoral intensification or agricultural conversion in the 
Mackenzie Basin subzone and a Site of Natural Significance is a non-complying 
activity.143 By contrast, while the WDP states that the irrigation of land for pastoral or 
crop production in an ONL is a non-complying activity, there is no such limitation on this 
activity within significant biodiversity areas. The only limitation on this type of land use 
change occurring in significant biodiversity areas would be the rules that manage any 
associated buildings, earthworks and vegetation clearance, noting that the definition of 
vegetation clearance in the WDP includes by cultivation.  

4.2.14 Buildings  

The MDP and WDP both contain rules that limit the construction of buildings within 
significant biodiversity areas. The WDP states that the construction of any buildings in 
the following areas is a discretionary activity:144  

- Areas of significant indigenous vegetation  

- Habitats of significant indigenous vegetation  

- Within specified riparian areas  

- Within wetlands  

There are exemptions from this rule for areas that are subject to certain conservation 
mechanisms under the Reserves Act, the Conservation Act and the Queen Elizabeth II 
National Trust Act.145 

By way of contrast, the MDP manages buildings in the Mackenzie Basin depending the 
type of building (farm or non-farm buildings); its location (within or outside a Farm Base 

                                                      
141 LWRP Rule 5.172 
142 LWRP Rule 5.174 
143 MDP Section 7 Rule 15A.4.2 
144 WDP Part III Section 4 Rule 4.4.7.1 and 4.3.3.14) 
145 WDP Part III Section 4 Rule 4.4.8 
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Area); and the whether or not it is located in sensitive locations (which include sites of 
natural significance and riparian areas).  

The MDP states that the following are non-complying activities:  

- All buildings in the Mackenzie Basin subzone that are within a site of natural 
significance;146 and  

- Non-farm buildings outside farm base areas and within certain riparian areas.147 

Other types of buildings that are within certain riparian areas are a discretionary activity, 
and exemptions from these rules apply to areas that are subject to certain conservation 
mechanisms as outlined above.148  

4.2.15 Earthworks  

The LWRP, WDP and MDP all include rules that manage earthworks. In general, the 
focus of the rules in the LWRP with respect to biodiversity values focus on proximity to 
waterbodies, and whether the earthworks will occur in proximity to spawning areas for 
salmon and inanga. By way of contrast, the provisions that manage earthworks in the 
District Plans in respect of biodiversity values focus on whether or not the earthworks 
are within significant biodiversity areas or riparian areas; and are subject to certain 
volume and area thresholds.  

Earthworks in significant biodiversity areas  

The MDP enables earthworks up to a specified volume and area threshold as a permitted 
activity within Sites of Natural Significance. There are exemptions from this rule for 
earthworks that are provided for in certain specified conservation mechanisms.149 
Earthworks that exceed these thresholds are a discretionary activity.150 

The WDP states that earthworks within the following areas are a discretionary activity:  

- Areas of significant indigenous vegetation 

- Habitats of significant indigenous fauna 

- Area of Otago skink habitat or Grand skink habitat 

Earthworks for the maintenance of existing tracks, irrigation infrastructure, yards, fence 
lines or roads are exempt from this rule, as are earthworks provided for under certain 
specified conservation mechanisms.151 The LWRP does not contain rules that manage 
earthworks significant biodiversity areas.  

  

                                                      
146 MDP Section 7 Rule 3.4.4 
147 MDP Section 7 Rule 3.4.6 
148 MDP Section 7 Rule 3.5.5, 3.3.6 
149 MDP Section 7 Rule 4.1.1.a 
150 MDP Section 7 Rule 4.3.1 
151 WDP Part III Section 4 Rules 4.4.7.2 and 4.3.3.12 
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Earthworks in riparian areas  

The LWRP enables earthworks in riparian areas as a permitted activity, subject to certain 
conditions being met. These conditions include limits on the volume/area of disturbance, 
and a requirement that the earthworks not occur adjacent to the spawning areas for 
inanga or salmon between January and June. The extent of the riparian margin depends 
on whether or not the lake, river or wetland is within ‘hill and high country areas’, or is 
subject to erosion risk. Earthworks that do not comply with the permitted activity 
thresholds require consent as a restricted discretionary activity.  

Similar to the approach taken to managing earthworks in significant biodiversity areas, 
the MDP enables earthworks up to certain volume and area thresholds in riparian areas 
as a permitted activity and provides an exemption for earthworks provided for in specified 
conservation mechanisms.152 Earthworks that exceed these thresholds require consent 
as a discretionary activity.153 

The WDP states that earthworks within riparian areas require consent as a discretionary 
activity, with certain exemptions for earthworks for the maintenance of existing tracks, 
irrigation infrastructure, yards, fence lines or roads. There are also exemptions for 
earthworks provided for in specified conservation mechanisms.154 

4.2.16 Mining activity 

The WDP and MDP both include provisions that seek to manage these activities in 
respect of significant biodiversity areas and riparian areas. The LWRP and the MDP 
include rules that manage the extraction of gravel. The plans include definitions for 
various terms that relate to mining activities. By way of summary:  

- The definitions of ‘prospecting’ and ‘exploration’ in the MDP and WDP are the 
same, and both of these activities are excluded from the definition of ‘mining 
activity’ 

- The definition of ‘mining activity’ in the two district plans are broadly similar except 
that:  

o The definition in the WDP refers to the ‘use of land and buildings’ for the 
purpose of mining, whereas the MDP does not. 

o The definition in the MDP includes reference to chemical substances, but 
the WDP definition does not.  

Both district plans provide for mineral prospecting as a permitted activity.155 The MDP 
does not include any restriction on this activity in significant biodiversity areas or riparian 
areas, whereas the WDP would require consent as a discretionary activity for any 

                                                      
152 MDP Section 7 Rule 4.1.1.c 
153 MDP Section 7 Rule 4.3.1 
154 n 151 
155 MDP Section 7 Rule 10.1.1, WDP Part III Section 4 Rule 4.3.1.8 
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earthworks or indigenous vegetation clearance associated with mineral prospecting in 
these areas.   

The MDP explicitly provides for mineral exploration within significant biodiversity areas 
and riparian areas up to certain thresholds as a controlled activity.156 Mineral prospecting 
that exceeds the thresholds in a significant biodiversity area is a restricted discretionary 
activity,157 but is a discretionary activity in riparian areas.158 

Similarly, the WDP provides for mineral exploration generally as a controlled activity,159 
but resource consent as a discretionary activity would be required for any associated 
earthworks or indigenous vegetation clearance would be required in these areas.  

The LWRP provides for the extraction of gravel from the beds of lakes and rivers as a 
permitted activity provided that a range of standards are met, including:160  

- the extraction is not from a high naturalness waterbody;  

- the extraction is not within 100m of birds nesting or rearing their young; 

- the extraction is not within inanga spawning habitat or salmon spawning sites; and 

- maximum volumes between 5m3 and 20m3. 

Extraction that does not comply with the above standards is a discretionary activity.161 

The MDP specifically provides for the extraction of gravel from sites of natural 
significance up to certain volume and area thresholds over a 5 year period,162 with any 
extraction exceeding these thresholds a discretionary activity.163 The WDP does not 
make any specific provision for the extraction of gravel, and this activity would be 
managed by the rules relating to mining activities outlined above.  

4.2.17 Subdivision 

Policy framework  

The objectives and policies in the WDP that relate to subdivision recognise that 
subdivision has the potential to cause loss of values associated with significant 
indigenous vegetation and the habitat of significant indigenous fauna;164 and seeks to 
protect significant indigenous vegetation and the habitat of significant indigenous fauna 
from the adverse effects of subdivision and development.165  

                                                      
156 MDP Section 7 Rule 10.2.1.a and 10.2.1.c 
157 MDP Section 7 Rule 10.2.1.a 
158 MDP Section 7 Rule 10.3.2 
159 WDP Part III Section 4 Rule 4.3.2.2 
160 LWRP Rule 5.148 
161 LWRP Rule 5.150 
162 MDP Section 7 Rule 10.1.2.a 
163 MDP Section 7 Rule 10.3.2 
164 WDP Part II Section 8 Issue 8.4(3) 
165 WDP Part II Section 8 Policy 8.4.3(1) 
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In the MDP, the Subdivision chapter states that the Council will refer to the rural zone 
objectives and policies when considering subdivision applications, and related Policy 1 
seeks to avoid or mitigate any adverse effect on nature conservation values. Policy 3B5 
(landscape effects of subdivision) states that further subdivision of Sites of Natural 
Significance should be avoided.  

Rules 

The WDP does not contain any rules that restrict or prevent the subdivision of land 
identified as being within an area of significant indigenous biodiversity or a habitat of 
significant indigenous fauna. However subdivision in the Rural Scenic Zone is a 
discretionary activity,166 with a minimum lot size of 20 ha. Additionally, one of the matters 
of control for subdivision within the Rural Zone relates to effects on significant indigenous 
vegetation and habitats of indigenous fauna.167  

While the MDP does not contain any rules that prevent or restrict the subdivision of land 
containing significant biodiversity values, subdivision in the Mackenzie Basin subzone in 
the Mackenzie District is a discretionary activity with a minimum lot size of 200 ha, unless 
it is within a Farm Base area, in which case it is a restricted discretionary activity. Related 
matters of discretion include consideration of ‘the preservation of vegetation and 
landscape’. 

4.2.18 Utilities 

Policy framework  

The objectives and policies in the WDP that relate to utilities include recognition in the 
explanatory text to Issue 10.2(1) that areas of significant indigenous vegetation or 
habitats need to be protected from inappropriate use and development of utilities,168 and 
the related objective seeks that the construction, installation, operation and maintenance 
of utilities avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse effects on amenity values and surrounding 
environment.169 The supporting policy seeks to avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse effects 
on areas identified as possessing significant indigenous vegetation, significant habitats 
of indigenous fauna from utilities which are environmentally incompatible.170 

Policies in the MDP that relate to utilities seek to protect areas of significant indigenous 
vegetation and significant habitats of indigenous fauna from utilities which are visually 
and environmentally incompatible.171  

Rules 

The WDP restricts structures, telecommunications, radiocommunication or 
meteorological facilities, buildings or depots in areas with significant nature conservation 

                                                      
166 WDP Part III Section 14 Rule 14.3.4 
167 WDP, Part III, Section 14, clause 14.3.3.11(e) 
168 WDP Part II Section 10 Issue 10.2(1) 
169 WDP Part II Section 10 Objective 10.2.2(1) 
170 WDP Part II Section 10 Policy 10.2.3(2) 
171 MDP Section 16 Policy 1.4 
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values, wetlands, and riparian areas (20m from lakes, rivers, streams, or wetlands). 
Failure to comply with this rule requires consent for a discretionary activity.  

Similarly, the MDP restricts underground and over ground lines, utility buildings or 
structures, irrigation and stock water races, open drains and channels within sites of 
natural significance. Utility buildings or structures, irrigation and stock water races, open 
drains and channels are also prevented from being located in the riparian areas of 
wetlands and rivers (but not lakes). Failure to comply with this rule would require consent 
as a discretionary activity.  

The overall intent of these two approaches in each of the District Plans is broadly 
consistent, except that:  

- the types of structures that are managed differ between the two district plans; and 

- the MDP distinguishes the types of structures that should not be located in sites of 
natural significance from those that should not be located in riparian areas, whereas 
the WDP does not. 

4.2.19 Stock disturbance  

The LWRP contains a series of rules that manage the disturbance of the beds of lakes, 
rivers and wetlands by stock. Stock disturbance is prohibited within salmon spawning 
areas and inanga spawning habitats.172 The use and disturbance of the beds of lakes, 
wetlands and rivers that are greater than 1m wide or greater than 100mm deep is a non-
complying activity for intensively farmed stock, which are all dairy cattle, and cattle on 
irrigated land.173 Use and disturbance by stock in other circumstances is a permitted 
activity, subject to certain conditions.174  

Neither of the District Plans contain any rules that require the fencing of riparian margins 
to prevent stock from entering waterways, or to prevent stock entering significant 
biodiversity areas.  

4.2.20 Property-specific management plans  

Both the Mackenzie Agreement and PPC 18 to the MDP propose the use of a property 
specific mechanism to achieve an integrated approach to the ongoing development of a 
property, and the identification and protection of indigenous biodiversity values. The 
Mackenzie Agreement proposes the use of JMAs and PPC 18 proposes the use of Farm 
Biodiversity Plans. It is noted that the LWRP uses Farm Environment Plans to manage 
nutrient discharges, and PPC 18 states that Farm Biodiversity Plans can be included as 
an additional section to a Farm Environment Plan (or a standalone document).  

Specific reference to these types of agreements (between the Trust and landowners for 
biodiversity and landscape protection) is made in Policy 3B13(5) in the MDP in relation 

                                                      
172 LWRP Rule 5.71 
173 LWRP Rule 5.70 
174 LWRP Rule 5.68 
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to the policy that manages pastoral intensification and agricultural conversion.  The 
operative MDP therefore provides a link to the JMAs envisaged under the Mackenzie 
Agreement, and PPC 18 to the MDP builds on this principle by introducing the Farm 
Biodiversity Plan tool.  

At a high level, JMAs and FBPs both seek to achieve similar outcomes in relation to 
integrating development activity with the identification and protection of significant 
ecological areas on a ‘whole of property’ basis. JMAs represent an agreement between 
a landowner and the proposed Trust, whereas a FBP can be developed in collaboration 
with, and is subject to the review by, the council.   

4.3 Extent of alignment  

The analysis above highlights the following areas of alignment between the various 
documents reviewed in relation to the biodiversity theme:  

Issues facing Canterbury’s biodiversity  

- All of the documents generally recognise that the ongoing loss and degradation 
of biodiversity is an issue that needs to be addressed, and that land use and 
development, plant and animal pests have contributed to this decline.  

- The documents also, to varying degrees and levels of specificity, describe the 
ecological values, habitats and species within the region, area or district to which 
they relate. 

Outcomes sought  

- The notion of protecting significant indigenous biodiversity is generally well 
reflected throughout all of the reviewed documents but is ‘delivered’ in the lower 
order provisions in different ways as addressed elsewhere in this chapter. All the 
documents focus more on identification and management of significant 
biodiversity values and general management rather than the wider maintenance 
and enhancement of biodiversity values as envisaged by the Act and CRPS. 

- In general, all of the documents reviewed recognise the ecological values of 
wetlands and seek to manage activities that may affect these values to varying 
degrees. 

- The principle of protecting ‘ecologically significant wetlands’ is reflected in the 
CRPS; the WCWARP and PPC 18 to the MDP. Some of the high naturalness 
water bodies identified in the LWRP are nationally or regionally significant 
wetlands. 

- The documents generally reflect some or all of the national priorities for protection 
set out in the CRPS, but they are not always explicitly identified as such. 
Generally, the priorities are reflected in the criteria used to determine 
significance.  
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Biodiversity off-setting  

- The principle of biodiversity off-setting is recognised in the CRPS, PPC 18 to the 
MDP, the LWRP and the Mackenzie Agreement.  

Identification of biodiversity  

- Of the project documents outlined above, there is broad recognition across the 
CRBS, the Mackenzie Agreement, the WCWARP and the District Plans that the 
Mackenzie Basin has important biodiversity values. The WCWARP describes the 
species and habitats within the Waitaki catchment, whereas the WDP and the 
MDP identify specific Sites of Natural Significance on the planning maps, to which 
specific rules relate.  

- The Mackenzie Agreement acknowledges the biodiversity values in the 
Mackenzie Country, and seeks to conserve ‘representative examples’ of these 
values through the proposed JMA mechanism, supported by funding from the 
proposed Trust. At this stage the Mackenzie Agreement does not describe where 
the target areas for conservation for biodiversity values are located, and it is 
made explicit that the proposed biodiversity and landscape strategic plan will not 
contain maps of land identified as being of value for conservation purposes. 

- The CRPS, CRBS and LWRP do not identify sites of biodiversity value but this is 
not unexpected given the nature of these documents.  

Assessment criteria  

- The CRPS, Mackenzie Agreement, WDP and MDP all include criteria to identify 
areas of significant indigenous biodiversity. The CRPS, WDP and MDP all set out 
these criteria in policies, and all of the documents include representativeness as 
one of their criteria for assessing significance of indigenous biodiversity.  

- The LWRP relies upon the criteria in the CRPS to determine significant 
indigenous biodiversity. Similarly, PPC 18 to the MDP proposes to rely on the 
criteria in the CRPS to determine sites of significant indigenous vegetation or 
habitat. 

Determining riparian areas  

- The LWRP, MDP, WDP and PPC 18 to the MDP all include provisions that 
manage activities within riparian areas of certain types of waterbodies, but these 
vary as addressed in Section 4.4 below. 

Indigenous vegetation clearance  

- The MDP, PPC 18 to the MDP, and the WDP all include a definition of indigenous 
vegetation, and the definitions in the MDP and the WDP are the same. PPC 18 
proposes a different definition, as addressed in Section 4.4 below. 

- The LWRP, MDP, PPC 18 to the MDP and the WDP all include definitions of what 
constitutes vegetation clearance, and the definitions in the MDP and the WDP 
are the same. The definitions in PPC 18 and the LWRP are addressed in Section 
4.4 below. 
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- The WDP and the MDP both include rules that manage the clearance of 
indigenous vegetation within significant biodiversity areas, but in slightly different 
ways as addressed in Section 4.4 below. 

- The LWRP, WDP, and MDP all include rules that manage the clearance of 
vegetation in riparian areas, but in slightly different ways as addressed in Section 
4.4 below. 

- The WDP and the MDP both include rules that manage the clearance of 
indigenous vegetation within wetlands, however PPC 18 seeks to delete this rule 
and does not set propose a replacement.  

- The WDP and the MDP both include rules that manage the clearance of specific 
indigenous vegetation species or types, but in slightly different ways. PPC 18 
deletes these rules from the MDP, as addressed further in Section 4.4 below. 

Planting vegetation (excluding forestry)  

- The LWRP, WDP and MDP all include rules that manage the introduction or 
planting of plants in the beds of lakes and rivers (the LWRP), and in significant 
biodiversity areas and riparian areas (the district plans). There are slight 
differences to the approach taken to managing this activity, as addressed further 
in Section 4.4 below. 

Forestry  

- Both district plans include rules that manage the planting of forestry in significant 
biodiversity areas, wetlands and riparian areas.  

Wetlands  

- The LWRP, WDP and MDP all include rules that restrict certain activities within 
wetlands, but with slight differences as addressed in Section 4.4 below. 

- The LWRP includes rules that enable the enhancement, restoration and creation 
of wetlands, but the District Plans do not. The LWRP includes rules that restrict 
the reduction of the area of wetlands, and while the WDP includes rules that 
discourage certain activities within wetlands, neither of the district plans contain 
rules that prevent the reduction of the area of wetlands. While this may appear to 
be a gap between the LWRP and the District Plans, this is likely due to the distinct 
and separate functions of regional councils and territorial authorities in relation to 
controlling activities in wetlands.  

Vegetation burning  

- Rules relating to vegetation burning are only included in the LWRP, however this 
is to be expected given that regional councils are responsible for managing 
discharges to air, which includes from burning. 
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Buildings  

- The WDP and the MDP both include rules that relate to managing the 
construction of buildings in significant biodiversity areas and riparian areas. 
However, the approaches differ as addressed further in Section 4.4 below. 

- Both district plans make exemptions from the rules preventing buildings from 
establishing in riparian areas in the case that land is subject to specified 
conservation mechanisms 

Earthworks  

- The LWRP, WDP and the MDP all include rules that manage earthworks in 
riparian areas, and significant biodiversity areas. However, the approaches differ 
as addressed further in Section 4.4 below. 

Mining activity  

- The WDP and MDP both include provisions that seek to manage mining activities 
in respect of significant biodiversity areas and riparian areas. The approaches 
differ as addressed further in Section 4.4 below. 

Subdivision  

- The WDP and the MDP both contain provisions that seek to manage the effects 
of subdivision on significant biodiversity areas. While neither of the district plans 
contain any rules specifically restricting the subdivision of land that has been 
identified for its significant indigenous biodiversity values, the approaches taken 
differ as addressed further in Section 4.4 below. 

Utilities  

- The overall intent of the approaches to managing utilities in significant biodiversity 
areas and riparian areas in the WDP and MDP are broadly consistent, and both 
trigger consent as a discretionary activity. The policy framework in both 
documents is also broadly similar, and is unaffected by PPC 18.  

Property specific management plans 

- PPC 18 to the MDP and the Mackenzie Agreement both propose the use of 
property-specific management plans to identify, protect, and manage the 
development of properties in order to achieve development and biodiversity 
protection outcomes. Specific reference to these types of agreements (between 
Trust and landowners for biodiversity and landscape protection) is made in Policy 
3B13(5) in the MDP in relation to the policy that manages pastoral intensification 
and agricultural conversion.   

4.4 Identified gaps 

The following gaps and areas of misalignment have been identified between the various 
documents reviewed in relation to the biodiversity theme, as well as comments on their 
significance.  
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Table 5: Summary of identified gaps and areas of misalignment - biodiversity 

Issue Commentary 

Issues facing Canterbury’s 
biodiversity 

 

The CRPS recognises that there are 
challenges related to uncertainty around 
the identification of ecosystem values 
and their significance (particularly where 
there are access issues), but this is not 
directly reflected as a strong theme in the 
other documents reviewed. 

While this may be an apparent gap, the 
property specific mechanisms promoted by the 
Mackenzie Agreement and PPC 18 to the MDP 
(JMAs and FBPs respectively) may go some 
way towards addressing the challenges around 
identification described in the CRPS due to the 
collaborative focus on identifying and 
protecting significant areas and enabling 
development on a property-specific basis.  
Overall significance: Low 

Outcomes sought  

While the CRPS, WCWARP and PPC 18 
to the MDP all reflect the concept of 
managing ‘ecologically significant 
wetlands’, the other documents do not, 
noting that some of the high naturalness 
water bodies identified in the LWRP are 
nationally or regionally significant 
wetlands.  

It is recognised that ecologically significant 
wetlands may already be identified within sites 
of natural significance in the District Plans 
(thus being subject to related rules to manage 
activities within these areas).  
As the WDP does not appear to reflect the 
distinction between ecologically significant 
wetlands, and wetlands generally, it may not 
fully give effect to the CRPS. It is noted that 
the WDP does include provisions that manage 
activities proximate to, and within, wetlands, 
but within riparian margins that are less than 
those proposed in PPC 18 for example.  
Given that this reflects a potential disconnect 
between the WDP and the CRPS, and a 
difference in the way that this issue is 
addressed in the District Plans it is considered 
to be of high significance.   
Overall significance: High 

Aside from the CRPS, LWRP and PPC 
18 to the MDP, none of the other 
documents reviewed appear to reflect 
the principle of ‘no net loss’. 

The principle of no net loss is a policy directive 
in the CRPS, where it is stated that significant 
biodiversity areas shall be protected so as to 
ensure no net loss of indigenous biodiversity 
and indigenous biodiversity values.  
While the WDP seeks to achieve the protection 
of areas assessed as having significant 
indigenous flora and the significant habitats of 
indigenous fauna (objective 16.9.2(1)), the 
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objective does not include an outcome 
statement that refers to this protection 
achieving no net loss.  
Given that this reflects a potential disconnect 
between the WDP and the CRPS, and a 
difference in the way that this issue is 
addressed in the District Plans it is considered 
to be of high significance 
Overall significance: High 

Biodiversity offsetting   

While the LWRP refers to the principle of 
biodiversity offsetting, the policy does not 
include reference to the criteria that are 
used in the CRPS and PPC 18 to the 
MDP. 
The CRBS, WCWARP, and WDP do not 
appear to include references to 
biodiversity offsetting. 

The practice of biodiversity offsetting relates to 
the management of significant adverse effects 
on indigenous biodiversity, and achieving no 
net loss of significant biodiversity values.  
Recognising this practice appropriately in the 
WCWARP and WDP could result in improved 
outcomes for the protection of significant 
biodiversity values.  
Given that this reflects a potential disconnect 
between the WDP and the CRPS, and a 
difference in the way that this issue is 
addressed in the District Plans it is considered 
to be of high significance 
Overall significance: High 
 

Identified sites   

The WDP identifies two sites of natural 
significance within the Mackenzie Basin. 
There may be a gap between the extant 
ecological values present within the 
Mackenzie Basin in the Waitaki District, 
and the recognition of these values in the 
WDP.  
 

It is recognised that there are general rules in 
the WDP that seek to manage the clearance of 
indigenous vegetation, and that this may go 
some way towards addressing a potential gap 
between the identification of areas of 
significant biodiversity and the management of 
those areas. However, as reflected in the rule 
framework that relates to significant 
biodiversity areas elsewhere in the WDP, other 
activities such as the construction of buildings, 
forestry and network utilities can also have 
adverse effects on areas of significant 
biodiversity and would not be managed unless 
an area is identified as being significant. 
Further, the identification of specific areas of 
significance can be linked to the provision of 
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support and incentives to landowners to assist 
with the protection and enhancement of these 
areas.  
As this issue relates to the identification (and 
subsequent management) of ecological values 
in the Mackenzie Basin, this is considered to 
be of high significance.  
Overall significance: High 

It is noted that the majority of the 
provisions in the plans focus on 
significant vegetation and not on 
significant habitats of indigenous fauna 
(with section 6(c) relating to both flora 
and fauna).   

This is not unusual in the district plan context 
with most plans having focussed on flora and 
assumed a correlation to protection of fauna 
values.  This approach could contribute to a 
significant gap in the protection of biodiversity 
values but is not well understood at this time.  
It appears likely this issue will be addressed in 
future changes to planning documents. 
Overall significance: Medium 

Assessment criteria   

The WCWARP relies upon criteria in the 
now superseded Natural Resources Plan 
in order to determine the significance of 
wetlands.  

The NRRP has been superseded by the LWRP 
(which relies on the CRPS criteria) and there is 
the possibility that the provisions in the 
WCWARP that cross reference to the NRRP 
would be interpreted to instead refer to the 
CRPS, but this would benefit from clarification.  
Overall significance: Low 

The CRPS, Mackenzie Agreement, and 
both District Plans explicitly set out 
criteria that will be used to determine the 
significance of biodiversity areas. The 
definition of ‘significant indigenous 
biodiversity’ in the LWRP cross 
references to the criteria in the CRPS. 
The criteria in the MDP and the WDP 
differ from those in the CRPS, as 
outlined above.  
Of particular note the Mackenzie 
Agreement does not refer to the 
principles of rarity and distinctiveness; 
diversity and pattern; and ecological 
context/connectivity, which are only 
referred to in the CRPS, MDP and WDP. 

It is acknowledged that PPC 18 to the MDP 
proposes to rely upon the CRPS criteria. While 
the WDC has undertaken some preliminary 
work in relation to indigenous vegetation 
clearance rules. 
As this issue relates to the identification (and 
subsequent management) of ecological values 
in the Mackenzie Basin, this is considered to 
be of high significance. 
Overall significance: High 
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However, it does refer to the principle of 
vulnerability.   

Determining riparian areas  

The distances from waterbodies that 
trigger various rules relating to 
biodiversity values differ between the 
LWRP, MDP and the WDP as set out in 
Table 2 above.  
Generally, the riparian margins in the 
district plans are larger than those in the 
LWRP, and the margins in the operative 
MDP are larger than those in the WDP 
(with the exception of some rivers).  
The WDP is the only document that 
includes riparian margins for streams.  
PPC 18 to the MDP proposes riparian 
margins for the purpose of managing 
indigenous vegetation clearance which 
are 100m from lakes (compared to 20m 
in the WDP and 10m or 5m from lakes in 
the LWRP), 100m from ecologically 
significant wetlands, and 50m from all 
other wetlands (compared to 20m from 
wetlands in the WDP, and 10m or 5m 
from wetlands in the LWRP).  
 

It is acknowledged that the focus of managing 
activities within riparian areas may differ 
between regional councils and territorial 
authorities, and that may explain the reason 
why different riparian margins have been set 
within the LWRP and the District Plans.  
There may also be scientific or best practice 
information that has informed the 
determination of the most appropriate riparian 
margin that should apply variously to lakes, 
rivers, wetlands (and streams) depending on 
the activities that are being to be managed and 
the outcomes sought.  
However, as this issue relates to an 
inconsistency in the way in which riparian 
areas are identified (particularly between the 
districts), and has interrelationships to the 
water quality theme, this is considered to be of 
medium significance.  
Overall significance: Medium 

Indigenous vegetation clearance  

The LWRP and PPC 18 to the MDP 
include reference in the policy framework 
to the management of indigenous 
vegetation clearance, whereas the 
operative MDP and WDP do not explicitly 
refer to this.   

The absence of clear direction in the policy 
framework of the district plans as to what 
outcomes are sought to be achieved through 
the management of the clearance of 
indigenous vegetation could lead to challenges 
when dealing with resource consent 
applications seeking to undertake this activity.  
It is acknowledged that PPC 18 to the MDP 
seeks to address this issue. As this relates to 
an inconsistency in the way in which this 
activity is managed between the districts at a 
policy framework level, this is considered to be 
of high significance.  
Overall significance: High 
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The WDP includes a definition of 
‘indigenous bush’ which relates to a rule 
that limits its clearance. It is distinct from 
the definition of ‘indigenous vegetation’.  
PPC 18 to the MDP introduces a 
different definition of ‘indigenous 
vegetation’ to that which is currently in 
the operative MDP and the WDP.  

It is noted that the definitions of indigenous 
bush in the WDP, and of indigenous vegetation 
in the WDP and MDP all include inherent 
thresholds that appear to have relationships to 
the types of thresholds that might be expected 
in significance criteria. This may be a 
deliberate approach in order to address the 
‘balance’ between the number of identified 
sites of significance and the general rules 
relating to indigenous vegetation clearance.  
However as signalled by PPC18, which seeks 
to adopt the CRPS criteria, and proposes a 
different definition of indigenous vegetation, an 
updated approach to this may be required in 
the WDP.  
As this issue relates to an inconsistency in the 
way in which indigenous vegetation clearance 
is managed between the districts, and has 
interrelationships with the way in which 
significant areas are identified, this is of high 
significance.  
Overall significance: High 

PPC 18 to the MDP introduces ‘irrigation’ 
as a means by which vegetation 
clearance can occur (in the definition of 
‘vegetation clearance’).  
The operative MDP and WDP include 
definitions of vegetation clearance, which 
include clearance by way of cultivation, 
spraying and burning, but does not 
include irrigation.   

This issue is interrelated to the way in which 
the WDP manages the agricultural conversion 
and/or intensification of land in respect of 
landscape values as outlined elsewhere in this 
report.  
Given the potential pressure for land use 
change to enable greater irrigation of land in 
the Mackenzie Basin, the potential for this 
activity to affect landscape and ecological 
values, and the differences in the way that this 
issue is managed by the districts, this is 
considered to be of high significance.  
Overall significance: High 

PPC18 to the MDP introduces a 
definition ‘improved pasture’ and 
provisions for clearance of indigenous 
vegetation within these areas. 

There is no comparable definition in the other 
documents and reflects an evolving issue in 
the approaches to defining areas of 
significance and areas in which activity can 
occur unfettered.  As an evolving issue it is 
likely that this will be further addressed over 
time in plan reviews. 
Overall significance: Medium 
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The operative MDP enables the 
clearance of indigenous vegetation in 
significant biodiversity areas up to a 
threshold as a permitted activity. 
Clearance that exceeds the standards is 
a discretionary activity. PPC 18 deletes 
these rules and instead states that any 
indigenous vegetation clearance in a site 
of natural significance is a non-complying 
activity. 
By contrast the WDP states that the 
clearance of indigenous vegetation in 
significant biodiversity areas is a 
discretionary activity, with exemptions for 
certain conservation mechanisms.  

This issue relates predominantly to the way in 
which the two district plans manage the 
clearance of vegetation in significant 
biodiversity areas. The extent to which this is a 
significant issue has a certain relationship to 
the number of sites of significance that are 
identified in each of the District Plans 
(addressed above). The effect of PPC 18 to 
the MDP brings the management of this 
activity more closely in line with the WDP, but 
still results in slightly different approaches in 
relation to the activity statuses and the 
exemptions that are made under the WDP.  
As this issue relates to an inconsistency in the 
way that this activity is managed between the 
districts it is considered to have medium 
significance.  
Overall significance: Medium 
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Both the LWRP and the MDP enable the 
clearance of vegetation within riparian 
areas up to certain thresholds. The WDP 
does not.  
The thresholds for permitted vegetation 
clearance in riparian areas in the LWRP 
and MDP differ:  

• Up to 10% of the area of riparian 
margin (LWRP) 

• 100m2 per hectare in any 
continuous 5-year period (MDP) 

The LWRP also includes permitted 
activity conditions that relate to other 
matters e.g. proximity to inanga 
spawning habitats.  
Vegetation clearance in riparian areas 
that does not meet the permitted activity 
conditions is a restricted discretionary 
activity under the LWRP.  
Vegetation clearance in riparian areas is 
a discretionary activity in the WDP with 
exemptions for conservation 
mechanisms. 
Vegetation clearance in riparian areas 
that exceeds the permitted activity 
standards is a discretionary activity 
under the MDP (subject to ‘caps’ on 
clearance within SNS).  
PPC 18 to the MDP introduces a new 
rule that states that any clearance of 
indigenous vegetation in riparian areas is 
a non-complying activity. 

It is acknowledged that the focus of managing 
activities within riparian areas may differ 
between regional councils and territorial 
authorities, and that may explain the reason 
why different thresholds for permitted activity 
clearance have been set in the LWRP as 
compared to the MDP.  
As this issue relates to an inconsistency in the 
way that this activity is managed between the 
districts and has interrelationships to the water 
quality theme, it is considered to have medium 
significance.  
Overall significance: Medium 
 

The MDP and the WDP both include 
rules that limit the clearance of 
indigenous vegetation in wetlands, 
however this rule only applies to 
wetlands >1,000m2 in the Mackenzie 
District.  
PPC 18 to the MDP deletes this rule and 
does not propose a replacement.  

As this issue relates to an inconsistency in the 
way that this activity is managed between the 
districts and has interrelationships to the water 
quality theme, it is considered to have medium 
significance. 
Overall significance: Medium 

The MDP and the WDP both include 
rules that manage the clearance of 

As this issue relates to an inconsistency in the 
way that this activity is managed between the 
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specific indigenous vegetation 
communities and species, but with 
different thresholds and different 
exemptions.  
PPC 18 deletes these rules and adopts a 
different rule regime.  

districts and has interrelationships to the water 
quality theme, it is considered to have medium 
significance. 
It is acknowledged that the WDC may have 
undertaken preliminary work on this issue and 
may seek greater alignment with the approach 
proposed in PPC 18 to the MDP.  
Overall significance: Medium 

Planting vegetation  

The rules in the LWRP relate to ‘plants’, 
whereas the rules in the MDP and the 
WDP relate to tree planting 
The LWRP includes provisions that 
restrict the introduction of pest plants, but 
aside from rules relating to wilding pines, 
neither the MDP or the WDP include 
rules relating to this issue.  
The activity status for tree planting in 
significant biodiversity areas in the MDP 
is non-complying, whereas it is a 
discretionary activity in the WDP.  
The WDP makes exemptions for tree 
planting if it is provided for in specified 
conservation mechanisms, whereas the 
MDP does not.  
The WDP controls tree planting in 
riparian areas, and while the MDP 
controls forestry in riparian areas, it does 
not manage other types of tree planting 
in riparian areas.  
The WDP controls tree planting in 
wetlands, and the MDP controls forestry 
in wetlands, but not other types of tree 
planting.  
Amenity tree planting is restricted in 
areas of significant indigenous 
vegetation and significant indigenous 
habitats in the Waitaki District, but is 
provided for in areas of Otago and Grand 
skink habitat. 

It is acknowledged that the focus of managing 
activities within riparian areas may differ 
between regional councils and territorial 
authorities, and that may explain why the focus 
in the LWRP is on controlling ‘plants’ generally, 
as opposed to ‘trees’ in the District Plans.  
However, as some plants that are not trees 
might have the potential to result in adverse 
effects on the ecological values of significant 
biodiversity (and in particular pest plants), and 
there are differences in the way these activities 
are managed between the districts and the 
LWRP, this is considered to be of high 
significance.  
Overall significance: High  
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Forestry  

Forestry in a significant biodiversity area 
is a non-complying activity under the 
MDP, but a discretionary activity under 
the WDP 
Forestry in riparian areas is a restricted 
discretionary activity under the MDP, but 
a discretionary activity under the WDP 
Forestry in wetlands is a non-complying 
activity under the MDP, but a 
discretionary activity under the WDP 
The WDP manages the above activities 
in respect of setbacks from streams, 
whereas the MDP does not 

It is acknowledged that the NES-PF may have 
implications on the way in which this issue is 
addressed, and that the WDC has completed 
some preliminary work addressing this issue.  
As this issue relates to an inconsistency in the 
way that this activity is managed between the 
districts it is considered to have medium 
significance. 
Overall significance: Medium 

Agricultural conversion and 
intensification 

 

The MDP states that agricultural 
conversion or pastoral intensification in 
the Mackenzie Basin subzone in a Site of 
Natural Significance is a non-complying 
activity, but there is no equivalent rule in 
the WDP (aside from the rules that limit 
buildings, earthworks and indigenous 
vegetation clearance).  

It is acknowledged that the general rules 
seeking to prevent the clearance of indigenous 
vegetation (including by cultivation) may go 
some way towards managing the potential 
effects of agricultural conversion and 
intensification on biodiversity values, as well as 
the rule in the WDP preventing irrigation in an 
ONL.  
However, given the interrelationship of this 
issue with the management of landscape 
values, the likely pressure for this type of 
activity, and the difference in the way this 
activity is managed between the districts, this 
is considered to be of high significance.  
Overall significance: High 
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Buildings   

The WDP makes an exemption from the 
rules restricting buildings from being 
constructed in areas identified for their 
significant biodiversity values in the case 
that the land is subject to specified 
conservation mechanisms, but the MDP 
does not.  
The activity status for constructing 
buildings within areas identified for 
significant biodiversity values is non-
complying in the Mackenzie District, 
whereas it is a discretionary activity in 
the Waitaki District 
The WDP restricts the construction of 
buildings within wetlands, whereas the 
MDP does not. 
The distances from lakes and wetlands 
within which buildings are restricted differ 
between the two District Plans as set out 
in Table 2.  

As this issue relates to an inconsistency in the 
way that this activity is managed between the 
districts and has interrelationships to the water 
quality theme, it is considered to have medium 
significance. 
Overall significance: Medium 

Earthworks   

The rules in the LWRP focus on 
earthworks in riparian areas, whereas 
the district plans manage earthworks in 
riparian areas and in identified significant 
biodiversity areas 

While this may appear to be an inconsistency, 
this is broadly to be expected given the distinct 
functions of regional and territorial authorities 
and is considered to be of low significance.  
Overall significance: Low 
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The permitted volume and area 
thresholds in the LWRP are different to 
the volume and area thresholds in the 
MDP (noting there are no volume and 
area thresholds in the WDP) 
The MDP provides for earthworks up to a 
certain volume/area threshold in 
significant biodiversity areas and riparian 
areas as a permitted activity, the WDP 
does not. 
The WDP provides for earthworks for 
certain purposes in significant 
biodiversity areas and riparian areas as a 
permitted activity, but the MDP does not. 
Both district plans state that earthworks 
in significant biodiversity areas and 
riparian areas that do not meet the 
permitted activity thresholds/are not 
exempt require consent as a 
discretionary activity, whereas the LWRP 
requires consent for a restricted 
discretionary activity for earthworks that 
do not meet the permitted activity 
thresholds. 
The WDP restricts earthworks within 
wetlands, whereas the MDP does not. 
The WDP manages the above activities 
in respect of setbacks from streams, 
whereas the MDP does not. 

It is acknowledged that the focus of managing 
activities within riparian areas may differ 
between regional councils and territorial 
authorities, and that may explain the reason 
why different thresholds for permitted activity 
earthworks have been set in the LWRP as 
compared to the MDP.  
As this issue relates to an inconsistency in the 
way that this activity is managed between the 
districts and has interrelationships to the water 
quality theme, it is considered to have medium 
significance.  
Overall significance: Medium 
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Mining activities   

While mineral prospecting is a permitted 
activity in both district plans, any 
associated earthworks or indigenous 
vegetation clearance would trigger 
consent in the WDP, but no such 
restriction applies in the MDP 
Mineral exploration is a controlled activity 
up to certain earthworks thresholds in 
significant biodiversity areas in the MDP, 
but if mineral exploration results in any 
earthworks in a significant biodiversity 
area or riparian area in the WDP, 
consent for a discretionary activity would 
be required 
Mineral prospecting that exceeds the 
controlled activity thresholds in the MDP 
is a restricted discretionary activity in 
sites of natural significance, but a 
discretionary activity in riparian areas 
The MDP makes specific provision for 
gravel extraction in significant 
biodiversity areas up to certain 
thresholds, whereas the WDP does not. 

As this issue relates to an inconsistency in the 
way that this activity is managed between the 
districts it is considered to have medium 
significance.  
Overall significance: Medium 

Subdivision   

The WDP provides for subdivision in the 
Rural Scenic Zone as a discretionary 
activity with a minimum lot size of 20ha.  
By contrast, subdivision in the Mackenzie 
Basin subzone is either a restricted 
discretionary or discretionary activity, 
and one of the matters of discretion 
includes consideration of ‘the 
preservation of vegetation and 
landscape’. The minimum lot size in the 
Mackenzie Basin outside of Farm Base 
Areas is 200ha.  

As this issue relates to an inconsistency in the 
way that this activity is managed between the 
districts (in relation to minimum net lot sizes 
and activity status) it is considered to have 
medium significance.  
Overall significance: Medium 
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Utilities   

The types of structures that are 
prevented from locating in sites of 
biodiversity value and riparian areas in 
the MDP and WDP differ.  
The MDP distinguishes the types of 
structures that should not be located in 
sites of natural significance from those 
that should not be located in riparian 
areas, whereas the WDP does not. 

As this issue relates to an inconsistency in the 
way that this activity is managed between the 
districts it is considered to have medium 
significance.  
Overall significance: Medium 

Stock disturbance  

The LWRP contains rules that manage 
the use and disturbance of lakes, 
wetlands and rivers by stock. Neither of 
the district plans contain any rules that 
relate to preventing stock access either 
to riparian areas, or within significant 
biodiversity areas.  

Investigation into ways in which the District 
Plans could include methods to support the 
outcomes being sought in the LWRP 
(acknowledging the different responsibilities of 
regional and territorial authorities) could result 
in improve coordination between the LWRP 
and district plans, and better biodiversity 
outcomes.  
Overall significance: Medium 

 

 

 

  



 Boffa Miskell Ltd | Mackenzie Basin Planning Gap Analysis | 28 May 2019 69 

5.0 Findings – Outstanding Natural Landscapes  

5.1 Introduction  

This section sets out the manner in which each of the relevant project documents 
addresses matters relating to outstanding natural landscapes, and then compares the 
extent to which each of the project documents addresses the following sub-themes:  

- Identification of landscape values  

- Description of landscape values  

- Assessment criteria  

- Identification of ‘other’ landscapes  

- Pastoral intensification, agricultural conversion and irrigators  

- Earthworks  

- Buildings  

- Forestry  

- Subdivision  

- Utilities  

- Information and guidelines 

A summary of the areas of alignment, misalignment, identified gaps and the level of 
significance is set out at the conclusion of this section.  

5.1.1 Overview - Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 2013 

The CRPS states that subdivision, use and development can result in the modification 
or loss of landscape values, and that this can potentially adversely affect the integrity of 
outstanding natural features and landscapes.175 It seeks to identify outstanding natural 
features and landscapes in the region and recognise and protect their values from 
inappropriate subdivision, use and development.176 The CRPS states that management 
methods should seek to achieve protection of outstanding natural features and 
landscapes from inappropriate subdivision, use and development,177 and that 
management methods should be developed and considered having regard to the 
management methods in other districts or regions.178 

The outstanding natural features and landscapes within the region are set out in 
Appendix 4 of the CRPS. The Mackenzie Basin is of particular relevance to this project. 
                                                      
175 CRPS Issue 12.1.1 
176 CRPS Objective 12.2.1 
177 CRPS Policy 12.3.2 
178 CRPS Policy 12.3.4(2) 



 

70 Boffa Miskell Ltd | Mackenzie Basin Planning Gap Analysis |  28 May 2019 

Appendix 4 sets out the landscape type, description, and key values for each of the 
above features and landscapes.  

The CRPS directs that the specific boundaries of outstanding natural features and 
landscapes for inclusion in plans should be determined through detailed assessments 
which address specific matters (see Section 5.3.1 of this report for more details).179 

The CRPS promotes the identification of ‘other important’ landscapes such as natural 
character landscapes, amenity landscapes, and historic and cultural heritage 
landscapes,180 and states that local authorities may set out provisions that provide for 
the management of these landscapes.181 

It is acknowledged in the CRPS that the inconsistent identification and management of 
outstanding natural features and landscapes may result in variable protection of these 
features and landscapes from inappropriate subdivision, use and development, as well 
as discrepancies in the protection of values that cross local authority boundaries.182 The 
CRPS seeks to ensure consistency of assessment, and promote consistency of the 
management of these features across the entire region.183 

Defined terms in the CRPS that relate to the landscape theme are:  

Historic cultural and historic heritage landscape 

A landscape that has:  

(1) significant historic cultural value arising from a relationship or association 
between people and the environment, or beliefs about them; and/or 

(2) significant historic heritage value that forms a cohesive and collective record 
of the history of an area. Such a landscape may include linkages, networks and 
nodes that are integral to its values. Such values may be tangible or intangible. 

The CRPS directs that:  

- The Canterbury Regional Council:  

o Will make available any information about outstanding natural features 
and landscapes that it holds;184  

o Will set out objectives, policies or methods in relevant regional plans and 
protect outstanding natural features and landscapes from inappropriate 
subdivision, use and development; and to manage use and development 
and its potential effects on the values of outstanding natural features and 
landscapes;185 

                                                      
179 CRPS Policy 12.3.1 and Policy 12.3.4(1) 
180 CRPS Objective 12.2.2, Policy 12.3.3 
181 CRPS Method 12.3.3(1) 
182 CRPS Issue 12.1.2 
183 CRPS Objective 12.2.3 
184 CRPS Method 12.3.1(1) 
185 CRPS Method 12.3.2(1) 
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o Will apply the assessment matters in Policy 12.3.4 at the time of regional 
plan reviews, plan changes, and in the assessment of resource consent 
applications;186 

- Territorial authorities:  

o Will set out objectives, policies, and methods (including maps) to:  

 identify outstanding natural features and landscapes in district 
plans;187 

 avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse effects of subdivision, use and 
development of land on the values of outstanding natural features 
and landscapes and protect them from inappropriate subdivision 
use and development;188 

o Will apply the assessment matters in Policy 12.3.4 at the time of district 
plan reviews, plan changes, and in assessing resource consents;189 

- Local authorities:  

o Will work collaboratively to map outstanding natural features and 
landscapes, and should undertake changes to regional plans at the same 
time as changes to district plans where appropriate, following the detailed 
analysis of landscapes referred to in Method 12.3.1(4).  

The CRPS sets out other methods that should and may be implemented in relation to 
landscapes, however the summary above focuses on those methods that are directed to 
occur.  

5.1.2 Overview – Canterbury Regional Biodiversity Strategy 2008 

The CRBS was not considered to be relevant to the Landscape theme.  

5.1.3 Overview – Canterbury Regional Landscape Study 2010 

As set out in Section 2.3, the CRLS updated the 1993 regional landscape study and 
recommended a series of updates and additions to the identified regional outstanding 
natural features and landscapes.   

5.1.4 Overview – Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan 2018 

The LWRP contains a few provisions that relate to landscape values, but the only 
reference that is relevant to the Mackenzie Basin is the description of the Upper Waitaki 

                                                      
186 CRPS Method 12.3.4(1) 
187 CRPS Method 12.3.1(2). The CRPS directs that this shall be undertaken either at the time of a relevant district plan 
review, change, or replacement; or within 7 years of the CRPS becoming operative, whichever is sooner. 
188 CRPS Method 12.3.2(2) 
189 CRPS Method 12.3.4(2) 
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Zone of the Waitaki and South Coastal Canterbury sub-region. The description 
recognises the Upper Waitaki catchment as the most distinctive and largest of New 
Zealand’s high inland basins.190 Some of the chapters of the LWRP that relate to the 
sub-regional areas identify ‘high naturalness waterbodies’, some of which are described 
as outstanding natural features and landscapes.191 However Section 15B of the LWRP 
(the Waitaki sub-region which encapsulates the Mackenzie Basin) does not identify any 
‘high naturalness waterbodies’. The only reference to landscape values in Section 15B 
of the LWRP is to acknowledge that the landscape values associated with the Upper 
Waitaki catchment have resulted in tourism becoming a key component for the economy 
of the Upper Waitaki.192  

5.1.5 Overview – Waitaki Catchment Water Allocation Regional 
Plan 2006 

The WCWA Regional Plan outlines how water is allocated in the Waitaki catchment in 
line with the purpose and principles of the RMA. It states that landscape will be one of 
the matters considered when setting environmental flow and level regimes;193 and that 
the establishment of allocations to activities shall consider the relative environmental 
effects of the activities including effects on landscape.194 Policy 32 states that in 
considering whether to grant or refuse consents to take, use, dam or divert water from 
High Natural Character Water Bodies, the consent authority will ensure that there is no 
more than a minor adverse effect on natural character and landscape. 

The High Natural Character Water Bodies are identified in Policy 2, noting that they are 
identified for their natural character, as opposed to significant landscape values. They 
include the following water bodies in the Mackenzie Basin:  

- tributaries of Lakes Tekapo, Pūkaki and Ōhau; 

- mainstems and tributaries of Fork Stream, Irishman Creek and Mary Burn, 
upstream of the Braemar Road; 

- mainstem and tributaries of the Twizel River, upstream of the Pūkaki Canal; 

- wetlands with a moderate or higher significance throughout the catchment; 

- Lakes Alexandrina, McGregor and Middleton and their tributaries and other lakes 
upstream of Lakes Tekapo, Pūkaki and Ōhau. 

                                                      
190 LWRP, Section 15 at page 309 
191 Examples include certain lakes in the Kaikoura, Central Canterbury Alpine Rivers, and Ashburton sub-regional areas. 
192 LWRP, Section 15B Introduction 
193 WCWA Regional Plan, Policy 4 
194 WCWA Regional Plan, Policy 12 
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5.1.6 Overview – Waitaki District Plan2010 

The WDP describes three broad landscape categories within the Hill and High 
Country:195  

- Steep mountain ranges  

- Waitaki basin floor  

- The ranges that run from the Waitaki Basin to the coast 

The Rural Scenic Zone covers the hill and high country and the intent for this zone is to 
manage landscape change in a manner that maintains the overall character of the 
significant landscape, which forms the basis of the visual amenity associated with this 
Zone. The outstanding landscapes sit within the wider Rural Scenic Zone that broadly 
extends from the Upper Waitaki catchment down the Hawkdun, St Mary’s and Kakanui 
Mountains (and Horse Range) towards the coast and on to the schist uplands on each 
side of Macraes Flat.  The Rural Scenic zone could be described as an ‘other important’ 
landscape in the terminology of the CRPS. 

The following layers are identified on the planning maps: 

• Outstanding Natural Landscape  
• Outstanding Natural Feature  
• Significant Coastal Landscape  
• Significant Natural Feature  

The WDP does not appear to include a schedule of the above features and landscapes 
that describes their values.  

The WDC has recently commissioned a landscape assessment to inform its District Plan 
Review. This most recent landscape assessment was undertaken by Graham Densem 
and also included a review of the Rural Scenic zone.  

Rural Policy 16.8.3(2) states that landscapes are identified as being outstanding due to 
their high degree of:  

- Openness;  

- Naturalness; and/or 

- Visual coherence. 

The rural provisions of the WDP recognises that the district’s landscapes are of 
significant value, but are vulnerable to change as a result of the effects of some land use 
activities.196 It seeks to manage subdivision, use and development so that the values 
identified for outstanding or significant natural features, outstanding landscapes, and 
significant coastal landscapes are protected from inappropriate use and development.197 
Subdivision, use and development in those parts of outstanding natural landscapes that 

                                                      
195 WDP, Part II, Section 16, 16.1.2 
196 WDP, Part II, Section 16, Issue 16.8(7) 
197 WDP, Part II, Section 16, Objective 16.8.2 
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have little or no capacity to absorb change is to be avoided,198 and those characteristics 
leading to the identification of an outstanding or significant natural feature are to be 
protected from inappropriate use and development.199 

In order to achieve the policy outcomes set out above, the WDP states the manner in 
which the following activities should be managed in relation to outstanding natural 
landscapes:  

Activity Outcome sought 

Production forestry 
Policy 16.8.3(6)(a) 

Avoid 

Shelterbelts  
Policy 16.8.3(6)(b) 

‘Carefully designed and located’ 

Buildings  
Policy 16.8.3(6)(e) 

Locate in areas with higher potential to absorb 
change 
Avoid where possible:  

- Skylines 
- Ridgelines 
- Prominent places and features within 

important views  
Encouraged to be in sympathy with dominant forms 
and colours in the landscape  

Earthworks  
Policy 16.8.3(6)(f) 

Encouraged to be located away from visually 
sensitive areas. 

Indigenous vegetation 
clearance  
Policy 16.8.3(6)(i) 

Avoid clearance where the values identified for an 
ONL would be irreversibly lost 

Farming activities involving 
irrigation of land for pastoral 
or crop production  
Policy 16.8.3(6)(j) 

Avoid 

Subdivision  
Policy 8.4.3(5) 

Avoid subdivision where it is likely that the 
subsequent land uses would not give effect to the 
policies for the outstanding or significant natural 
features and the outstanding landscapes and 
significant coastal landscapes 

Utilities 
Policy 10.2.3(2) 

Avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse effects  

                                                      
198 WDP, Part II, Section 16, Policy 16.8.3(2) 
199 WDP, Part II, Section 16, Policy 16.8.3(5) 



 Boffa Miskell Ltd | Mackenzie Basin Planning Gap Analysis | 28 May 2019 75 

 

Rules in the Rural Chapter of the WDP seek to manage the following activities in relation 
to their potential effect on landscape values:  

- Exotic tree planting (including forestry and shelter belts) 

- Buildings  

- Earthworks  

- Farming involving irrigation of land for pastoral or crop production  

- Subdivision  

- Utilities 

There are no specific definitions in the WDP that relate to landscapes.  

Appendix D of the WDP contains landscape guidelines for buildings and structures; 
fences and power lines; tracks and roads; tree planting; and signs. 

As outlined in Section 2.6 above, the WDP has undertaken some preliminary work to 
compare the rules in the WDP that manage activities that have the potential to adversely 
affect landscape values with equivalent provisions in the MDP. This work has included 
recommended options for amendments to the rule framework in the WDP for these 
activities as they apply to land in ONFLs and in the Rural Scenic zone. WDC has 
undertaken some preliminary work as part of the district plan review which includes 
options for amendments to the rule framework in the WDP for these activities as they 
apply to land in ONFLs and in the Rural Scenic zone. 

The recommendations in respect of the above activities are reflected in the overview of 
the key themes in Section 5.3, and considered in the assessment of the extent of 
alignment in Sections 5.4 and 5.5 below.   

5.1.7 Overview – Mackenzie District Plan 2004 

Issue 7 in Chapter 7 of the MDP addresses Landscape Values. Similar to the WDP, the 
MDP states that there are three landscape units within the District:  

1. The mountainous chain of the Main Divide  

2. The Mackenzie Basin  

3. Intensively farmed and settled farmland east of the Two Thumb, Albury and 
Dalgety Ranges 

The issue statement also notes that the Canterbury Regional Landscape Study (1993) 
identified the majority of the Mackenzie Basin as being ‘regionally outstanding’, and the 
remainder of the high country as being ‘regionally significant’.200  

                                                      
200 MDP, Chapter 7, Issue 7 
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The MDP does not have a policy that sets out the criteria against which outstanding 
landscapes will be assessed, but explanatory text to Rural Objective 3A states that the 
assessment of landscapes will be based on:  

- Natural scenic values  

- Aesthetic values  

- Recognised values  

- Takata whenua values  

The MDP does not specifically identify particular Outstanding Natural Landscapes or 
Features on the planning maps, but Appendix E to the MDP shows the extent of the 
Mackenzie Basin Subzone, which is described as an Outstanding Natural Landscape in 
Policy 3B. 

The following types of areas which are related to landscape values are identified on the 
Planning Maps:  

- Scenic Viewing Areas  

- Lakeside Protection Areas  

- Scenic Grassland Areas  

Details of the Scenic Viewing Areas and Scenic Grassland Areas are set out in Appendix 
J to the MDP. The information in Appendix J contains site numbers for each of the 
features, as well as a description of their location.  

Appendix R contains maps of the various Farm Base Areas, and Appendix V contains 
the visual vulnerability map. Both of these appendices are relevant to rules in the MDP 
that seek to manage the effects of subdivision, land use and development on the 
landscape values of the Mackenzie Basin.  

Objective 3A and its related policies in Chapter 7 seek to protect outstanding landscape 
values, as well as matters relating to natural character values and amenity. The policy 
outcomes that are reflected in Chapter 7 in relation to landscape values are summarised 
in Table 6 below.  

Table 6: Overview of policy outcomes relating to landscape values in the MDP 

Activity Outcome sought Location 

Earthworks Limit earthworks In high altitude areas and 
on land containing 
geopreservation sites 

Buildings, structures and 
development 

Limit structures  Within scenic viewing 
areas 

Enable farm buildings In farm base areas and in 
areas of low visual 
vulnerability  
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Activity Outcome sought Location 

Strongly discourage non-
farm buildings 

Within the Mackenzie 
Basin outside Farm Base 
Areas 

Consider and encourage 
appropriate large scale 
residential and rural-
residential activities which 
incorporate enhancement 
of landscape and 
ecological values 

Within the Mackenzie 
Basin and in areas of low 
or medium visual 
vulnerability  

Avoid adverse effects of 
buildings, structures and 
uses on… 

Landscape character of 
the Mackenzie Basin lakes 
and their margins 
(Lakeside Protection 
Areas) 

Avoid all buildings and 
adverse effects of 
irrigators 

Scenic Grasslands 
Scenic Viewing Areas  

Require building setbacks 
from roads and state 
highways; and  
Manage the sensitive 
location of irrigators; to  
Avoid or limit the 
screening of views of the 
ONL of the Mackenzie 
Basin 

Mackenzie Basin  

Tree planting Limit tall vegetation Within scenic viewing 
areas 

Subdivision Avoid or mitigate the 
effects of subdivision that 
has the potential to modify 
or detract from… 

Important landscapes  

Manage subdivision  Farm base areas  

Subdivision will not be 
encouraged  

in the Mackenzie Basin 
Subzone except:  

- In farm base areas; 
or  

- For the purposes 
of enabling the 
recognition of and 
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Activity Outcome sought Location 
provision for Ngāi 
Tahu relationship 
with Te 
Manahuna/the 
Mackenzie Basin  

Further subdivision should 
be avoided 

Lakeside Protection areas  
Scenic viewing areas  
Scenic grasslands  
Land above 900m  

Pastoral 
intensification/agricultural 
conversion  

Avoid Scenic Viewing Areas  
Scenic Grasslands  

Encourage traditional 
pastoral farming 

 

Ensure areas proposed for 
pastoral intensification 
and/or agricultural 
conversion maintain the 
ONL of the Mackenzie 
Basin 

Mackenzie Basin  

Enable pastoral 
intensification and/or 
agricultural conversion 

In specific areas where 
water permits for irrigation 
activities have been 
approved prior to 14 
November 2015 

Manage pastoral 
intensification and/or 
agricultural conversion in 
order to retain the valued 
characteristics of the 
Mackenzie Basin subzone 

Mackenzie Basin  

Utilities Recognise and provide for 
the use and development 
of renewable energy 
generation and 
transmission infrastructure 
within existing footprints 
while;  
Avoiding, remedying or 
mitigating significant 
adverse effects on…  

ONL and features of 
Mackenzie Basin 
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The MDP includes a range of provisions that seek to manage the effects of certain 
activities on landscape values. These activities include:  

- Pastoral intensification, agricultural conversion and irrigators 

- The construction of buildings  

- Earthworks  

- Shelterbelts and forestry  

- Subdivision  

- Utilities 

Buildings within the Mackenzie Basin are variously permitted (subject to standards), 
controlled, restricted discretionary, discretionary or non-complying depending on one or 
more of the following:201  

- the type of building (farm building (small or large); or non-farm building;  
- Whether the building is within a Farm Base area or not;  
- Whether the building is within an area of low, medium, or high visual 

vulnerability  
- Whether the building meets the relevant standards, which includes restrictions 

on locating buildings in the following:  
o Scenic viewing areas 
o Scenic grasslands areas  
o High altitude areas  
o Lakeside protection areas 

Where the rules are relatively permissive for buildings within the Farm Base areas, it is 
relevant to note that the Farm Base areas cover only a very small part of the ONL, and 
have been specifically defined around existing farm development through the PC13 
process. 

Appendix K to the MDP contains landscape guidelines that relate to buildings and 
structures; fences and power lines; tracks and roads; tree planting; and signs. 

There are no particular definitions in the MDP that relate specifically to landscapes.  

5.1.8 Overview – Mackenzie Vision and the Mackenzie 
Agreement 2013 

The Mackenzie Agreement recognises that the Mackenzie Country is one of New 
Zealand’s most distinctive and well-known areas, and that one of the reasons for this is 

                                                      
201 Noting that at the time of this report, certain of these rules are subject to appeal 
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its iconic landscape.202 The vision for the Mackenzie Country envisages a mixed land 
use pattern, with land actively managed for biodiversity and landscape purposes.203 

The overall low profitability of the traditional meat and wool businesses are identified as 
limiting the capacity for farm development and therefore the ability to manage land 
effectively to protect and restore a range of values, including landscape values. As set 
out in Section 2.8 above, the Mackenzie Agreement seeks to:  

- Use relatively small areas of irrigation to enhance the viability of large pastoral 
properties; and  

- To develop large-scale proposals for intensive irrigated livestock farming on 5 
sites, mainly for dairying.  

The Forum acknowledges the potential impact of this level of development on a range of 
values, including views from the main tourist roads.  

One of the themes addressed in the Mackenzie Agreement is tourism, and the 
dependence of tourism on the natural environment, including the distinctive landscape 
of the Mackenzie country, is acknowledged. Representatives of the tourism/recreation 
sectors on the Forum propose to develop a mechanism that provides for contributions 
from the tourism estate to those landowners who enhance valued aspects of the natural 
environment via The Mackenzie Country Trust. 204 

One of the objectives of the Mackenzie Agreement is to “protect, enhance and where 
possible restore a healthy tussock cover, in order to maintain a distinctive aspect of the 
Mackenzie’s landscape and pastoral heritage; to retain healthy soil and pristine waters; 
and to preserve options for future generations.” 

As set out in Section 2.8 above, the Mackenzie Agreement includes advice for 
government on a recommended area for which funding to achieve landscape and 
biodiversity outcomes should be provided. The following information about landscape 
values was used to determine this area (at the time the Forum was held):  

- Areas of High Vulnerability to Development – Graham Densem, Landscape 
Assessment of Mackenzie District prepared for Mackenzie District Council 

- Lakeside Protection Areas – Mackenzie District Plan 

- Significant Viewing Areas – Mackenzie District Plan 

- Outstanding Natural Landscape and Rural Scenic Zones – Waitaki District Plan 

5.2 Geospatial review 

We have undertaken a high-level comparison of the Mackenzie Basin ONL as identified 
in the CRLS with the landscape related values that are mapped in both the District Plans.  

                                                      
202 The Mackenzie Agreement at page 4 
203 n 202 
204 The Mackenzie Agreement, at page 7 
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Figure 2 shows the extent of the Mackenzie Basin ONL and its relationship to the 
jurisdictions of the Mackenzie and Waitaki Districts. The Mackenzie Agreement includes 
a map showing the extent of the Mackenzie Country as shown in Figure 1 above, noting 
this area appears to focus on the flat and easy country in the basin and covers an area 
that is less than that identified in the CRLS as being the ONL area. 

Figure 3 shows the extent to which the ONFL layer in the WDP aligns with the Mackenzie 
Basin ONL. 

Mapping was not able to be undertaken for the MDP landscape areas due to 
unavailability of GIS data at the time of this report. 

The high-level spatial analysis undertaken indicates that the majority of the area of 
Mackenzie Basin ONL identified in the CRLS is within the jurisdiction of the MDC.  

That part of the Mackenzie Basin ONL that is within the jurisdiction of the WDC is 
approximately 94,000ha. The WDP identifies approximately 55,000ha of that area within 
its ONFL layer. Work undertaken to input into the Waitaki District Plan review has 
recommended including additional areas of ONL.  

There are some reasons why these differences may arise. The CRPS recognises that:  

“… broad landscape patterns distinctive in a regional context, and recognises 
that greater detail is mapped at district and regional plan level, with site-specific 
landscape assessments occurring as a result of management methods 
implemented through those plans, where appropriate. In this context, the CRPS 
acts as a signal or flag that a particular landscape contains values of importance 
to the region. The CRPS provides guidance by identifying the values of the 
particular landscape type that are of importance to its outstanding status. The 
objectives and policies of this chapter are therefore primarily concerned with 
landscape values and their protection and/or maintenance rather than listing 
potential threats, which may be unknown, or prescribing particular outcomes.” 

Similarly, the CRLS recognises that as identified in the original landscape study and 
confirmed by case law (e.g. EC C45/2008 Briggs et al vs CCC) ONF/Ls may be smaller 
or larger at a district level.205 Work undertaken to input into the Waitaki District Plan 
review has recommended including additional areas of ONL and this will be considered 
by the Council in due course.  

  

                                                      
205 CRLS at page 10 
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5.3 Key themes 

5.3.1 Identification of landscape values  

The recommended outstanding natural features and landscapes in the CRLS are 
reflected in Appendix 4 of the CRPS. Of those outstanding natural features and 
landscapes, the Mackenzie Basin is of primary relevance to this review. There are other 
outstanding natural features and landscapes identified both in the CRLS and the CRPS 
that are within the Mackenzie and Waitaki Districts but are beyond the immediate focus 
of this report.  

The extent of the Mackenzie Basin as identified in the CRLS encompasses parts of the 
jurisdictions of the Waitaki and Mackenzie Districts (refer Figure 2). The WDP identifies 
Outstanding Natural Features and Landscapes on its planning maps, but does not 
appear to include a schedule that sets out the particular values of each of these features 
and landscapes. WDC has recently undertaken a landscape assessment to inform its 
District Plan review, but the findings are not publicly available.  

The MDP states that the Mackenzie Basin Subzone is an outstanding natural feature,206 
and the extent of the Mackenzie Basin Subzone is included in an Appendix to the MDP.  

There are some differences between the extent of the Mackenzie Basin as 
recommended in the CRLS; the corresponding ONFL in the WDP; the most recent 
landscape assessment for the Waitaki District; and the extent of the Mackenzie Basin 
Subzone in the MDP (as understood from the mapping available at the time of this 
report).  

Additionally, the following landscape information was used to inform the calculation of 
areas of land on which the Mackenzie Forum recommended protection for landscape 
and biodiversity values should be funded:  

- Areas of High Vulnerability to Development – Graham Densem, Landscape 
Assessment of Mackenzie District prepared for Mackenzie District Council 

- Lakeside Protection Areas – Mackenzie District Plan 

- Significant Viewing Areas – Mackenzie District Plan 

- Outstanding Natural Landscape and Rural Scenic Zones – Waitaki District Plan 

The information listed above does not include the following information that describes 
landscape values in the other documents that have been reviewed for this project:  

- The Mackenzie Basin as recommended in the CRLS and reflected in the CRPS;  

- The Mackenzie Basin subzone identified in the MDP; 

- The Scenic Grassland Areas identified in the MDP; and 

                                                      
206 MDP Section 7 Policy 3B 
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- Recommended review of the ONL layer in the WDP as a result of most recent 
landscape assessment by Graham Densen finalised in 2018. 

This information was assessed when the forum was held in 2011, which postdates the 
preparation of the CRLS, but it is not known whether the Forum was aware of the findings 
of the CRLS at the time of preparing its agreement.  

The Mackenzie Basin subzone was finalised through decisions on Plan Change 13 to 
the MDP in 2018. The preliminary findings of Mr Densen’s review of the ONLs in the 
Waitaki District were completed in 2018, which postdates the Forum, and in addition the 
findings are not publicly available at this stage.  

Additional information about landscape values in the Mackenzie Basin that has become 
available following the calculation of the land that the Forum recommended for protection 
for landscape and biodiversity values could result in changes to the area of land 
identified. However, the Mackenzie Agreement signals that in selecting preferred areas 
for protection the Trust would make use of existing and any new information and 
proposals on biodiversity and landscape (emphasis added).207  

5.3.2 Description of landscape values 

Appendix 4 to the CRPS sets out the landscape type, landscape description, key values 
as assessed against the relevant criteria, and an overall statement on the evaluation of 
the outstanding natural landscape or feature. The WDP does not appear to include a 
schedule of this nature to describe the ONF/Ls that have been identified.  

Similarly, the MDP does not contain a schedule setting out the values of the Mackenzie 
Basin. However, the MDP includes a description of the Scenic Viewing Areas and Scenic 
Grasslands in Appendix J, and Rural Objective 3B describes the characteristics and 
values in the Mackenzie Basin that should be protected and enhanced.  

5.3.3 Assessment criteria 

Specific reference to assessment criteria used to assess landscape values are included 
in the CRPS, the WDP, and the MDP. The CRPS and the WDP set out these criteria in 
policies, but the MDP describes the criteria as explanatory text to an objective.  

A summary of the criteria that are referenced in the relevant documents for the 
identification of landscape values is set out in Appendix 2. For reference purposes, the 
Amended Pigeon Bay criteria are also included. The most recent landscape assessment 
for WDC used the criteria set out in the CRLS (which align with the CRPS).208 

This analysis concludes that:  

- The criteria reflected in the CRPS directly correspond to the Pigeon Bay criteria;  

                                                      
207 The Mackenzie Agreement, page 15 
208 n Error! Bookmark not defined. at paragraph 24 
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- The WDP has a policy that sets out criteria that will be used to identify outstanding 
landscapes (Rural Policy 16.8.3(2)), but the MDP does not. Instead the MDP 
states in explanatory text to Rural Objective 3A that the assessment of 
landscapes will be based on listed characteristics;  

- In examining the extent to which the criteria or ‘characteristics’ referred to in the 
MDP and WDP reflect the RPS criteria:  

o The following CRPS criteria are reflected in the WDP:  

 Shared and recognised values – to the extent that Rural Policy 
16.8.3(1) seeks to adopt a shared values approach 

o The following CRPS criteria are reflected in the MDP:  

 Aesthetic values 

 Tāngata whenua / takata whenua values 

o The following CRPS criteria are not reflected in the WDP:  

 Transient values  

 Tāngata whenua values 

 Historic values 

o The following CRPS criteria are not reflected in the MDP:  

 Natural science factors 

 Expressiveness or legibility 

 Transient values  

 Shared values (although ‘recognised values’ are) 

 Historic values 

5.3.4 Identification of ‘other important’ landscapes  

The CRPS promotes the identification of ‘other important’ landscapes such as natural 
character landscapes, amenity landscapes, and historic and cultural landscapes.209 The 
CRPS states that local authorities may set out objectives, policies or methods that 
provide for the ‘appropriate management’ of other important landscapes.   

As outlined above, the Waitaki Catchment Water Allocation Plan identifies various High 
Natural Character Water Bodies in Policy 2. The WDP describes the Rural Scenic Zone 
as having “a particular visual amenity associated with the dominance of open-space 
vistas and landforms and the lack of intensive subdivision and landuse and the overall 
absence of buildings and structures.” However, none of the documents reviewed appear 
to identify historic and cultural landscapes.  

                                                      
209 CRPS Objective 12.2.2 
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5.3.5 Pastoral intensification, agricultural conversion, and 
irrigators 

The MDP and the WDP include provisions that seek to manage the effect of these types 
of activities on outstanding natural landscape values.  

The approach in the WDP focuses on irrigation, and states that farming involving 
irrigation of land for pastoral or crop production within an ONL is a non-complying 
activity.210 This is reflected by Rural Policy 16.8.3(6)(j) which seeks to avoid farming 
involving irrigation of land for pastoral or crop production within ONLs.  

The MDP takes a different approach in that it sets out a rule framework to manage 
irrigators, as well as a rule framework for pastoral intensification and agricultural 
conversion by a range of means including (but not limited to) irrigation.  

Irrigators  

- Policy 3B7 seeks to avoid the adverse effects of irrigators in the Scenic 
Grasslands and Scenic Viewing Areas, and to manage the location of irrigators.  

- Irrigators in the Mackenzie Basin are a permitted activity provided they meet 
certain setbacks from parts of State Highway 8 and are not located in:211  

o Scenic Viewing Areas;  

o Scenic Grasslands or 

o Lakeside Protection Areas. 

- Irrigators that do not meet the setback requirements are a discretionary 
activity.212 

- Irrigators that are located in Scenic Viewing Areas, Scenic Grasslands or 
Lakeside Protection Areas within the Mackenzie Basin are a non-complying 
activity.213 

Pastoral intensification and agricultural conversion 

- Objective 3B(3)(b) seeks to manage pastoral intensification and agricultural 
conversion throughout the Mackenzie Basin and to identify areas where they may 
be enabled. Supporting policies seek to avoid these activities in Scenic 
Grasslands and Scenic Viewing Areas;214 to ensure that areas in the Mackenzie 
Basin where these activities are proposed maintain the outstanding natural 
landscape of the Mackenzie Basin;215 and to enable pastoral intensification in 

                                                      
210 WDP Part III, Rule 4.3.4(6) 
211 MDP Section 7 Rule 15.1.1.a (this rule also limits the establishment of irrigators in Sites of Natural Significance, and 
this is addressed in Section 4.0 of this report) 
212 MDP Section 7 Rule 15.2.1 
213 MDP Section 7 Rule 15.3.1 
214 MDP Section 7 Policy 3B7(c) 
215 MDP Section 7 Policy 3B13(1) 
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areas where water permits for irrigation have been approved before 14 November 
2015.216 

- Pastoral intensification is defined in the MDP as “subdivisional fencing and/or 
topdressing and oversowing.” 217 

- Agricultural conversion is defined in the MDP as “direct drilling or cultivation (by 
ploughing, discing or otherwise) or irrigation.”  

- Both activities are provided for as a permitted activity within defined Farm Base 
Areas in the Mackenzie Basin Subzone, subject to meeting setbacks from rivers 
and wetlands.218 

- Both activities are provided for as a controlled activity in the Mackenzie Basin 
Subzone if it is within an area for which a water permit to take and use water for 
the purpose of irrigation has been granted by the Canterbury Regional Council 
prior to 14 November 2015 (or discretionary if no water permit was granted by 
that date), has not lapsed, and is not located within Scenic Viewing Areas; Scenic 
Grasslands, or Lakeside Protection Areas.219 

- Both activities are non-complying if they are located in the Mackenzie Basin 
Subzone and in a Scenic Viewing Area, Scenic Grasslands, or Lakeside 
Protection Area;220 and in all other cases are a discretionary activity.221 

- Subdivision fencing is a discretionary activity in the Mackenzie Basin Subzone 
High Visual Vulnerability Area.222 

5.3.6 Earthworks 

The MDP and the WDP both contain provisions that seek to manage earthworks in areas 
with landscape values. This includes rules that limit earthworks within ONLs, as well as 
on land in high-altitude areas. 

The WDP states that any earthworks in an ONL or on land above 900m in altitude is a 
discretionary activity, except for earthworks required for the maintenance of existing 
tracks, irrigation infrastructure, yards, fence lines or roads.223  

The MDP has a general permitted activity threshold for earthworks in the Rural Zone, 
but place limitations on earthworks within high altitude areas, Scenic Viewing Areas and 
Scenic Grasslands. Earthworks for the purpose of track maintenance within the 
Mackenzie Basin Subzone in Scenic Viewing Areas and Scenic Grasslands are enabled 
                                                      
216 MDP Section 7 Policy 3B13(3) 
217 MDP Section 3 
218 MDP Section 7 Rule 15A.1.2 
219 MDP Section 7 Rule 15A.2.1 
220 MDP Section 7 Rule 15A.4.2 
221 MDP Section 7 Rule 15A.3.1 
222 MDP Section 7 Rule 15A.3.2 
223 WDP Part III Section 4 Rule 4.4.7 and4.3.3(12). This limitation also applies to Outstanding and Significant Natural 
Features, areas of significant indigenous vegetation, habitats of significant indigenous fauna, geopreservation sites, and 
within certain riparian margins, which are dealt with elsewhere in this report.  
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as a permitted activity,224 but earthworks in these areas are otherwise a controlled activity 
(up to certain thresholds),225 or a discretionary activity. 226 Earthworks within high-altitude 
areas are permitted or controlled depending on the area and volume affected,227 or are 
otherwise a discretionary activity.228  

5.3.7 Buildings  

The MDP and WDP both contain provisions that seek to manage the effects of buildings 
on landscape values.  

The WDP seeks to ensure that buildings are located in areas with higher potential to 
absorb change, and should avoid skylines, ridgelines, prominent places and features 
within important views.229 Related rules state that buildings within any ONL, ONF, or on 
land above 900m are a discretionary activity.230  

The MDP takes a far more nuanced approach to the management of buildings within the 
Mackenzie Basin Subzone. As set out in Section 5.1.7 above, buildings are variously 
provided for as a permitted, controlled, discretionary or non-complying activity depending 
on one or more of the following: 231  

- the type of building (farm building (small or large); or non-farm building;  
- Whether the building is within a Farm Base area or not;  
- Whether the building is within an area of low, medium, or high visual 

vulnerability  
- Whether the building meets the relevant standards, which includes restrictions 

on locating buildings in the following:  
o Scenic viewing areas 
o Scenic grasslands areas  
o High altitude areas  
o Lakeside protection areas  

5.3.8 Forestry 

The MDP and WDP both contain provisions that seek to manage forestry in areas with 
landscape values.  

The WDP states that forestry in an ONL is a non-complying activity.232  

                                                      
224 MDP Section 7 Rule 4.1.1.e 
225 MDP Section 7 Rule 4.2.1 
226 MDP Section 7 Rule 4.3.1 
227 MDP Section 7 Rules 4.1.1.d and 4.2.1 
228 MDP Section 7 Rule 4.3.1 
229 WDP Part II Section 16 Policy 16.8.3(6)(e) 
230 WDP Part III Section 4 Rule 4.4.7(1) 
231 Noting that at the time of this report, certain of these rules are subject to appeal 
232 WDP Part III Section 4 Rule 4.3.1(5) 
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The MDP enables forestry as a permitted activity within the Mackenzie Basin Subzone 
within 900m of homesteads and clusters of farm buildings subject to limitations on the 
area of planting, and required setbacks from roads.233 However, the MDP states that 
‘tree planting’ on land above 900m above sea level, within Scenic Viewing Areas, and 
within Scenic Grasslands is a discretionary activity.234 

5.3.9 Subdivision  

The MDP and the WDP both include provisions that manage the subdivision of land with 
landscape values.  

The WDP provides for subdivision in an ONL as a controlled activity provided it meets 
the minimum lot area of 100ha.235 Subdivision that does not meet the minimum lot area 
is a non-complying activity.236 

The MDP enables the subdivision of land in defined Farm Base Areas as a restricted 
discretionary activity subject to meeting minimum lot areas of between 1ha and 4ha, and 
not exceeding a cap on the maximum number of allotments that can be created.237 
Subdivision outside Farm Base areas is a discretionary activity with a minimum lot area 
of 200ha.238 Subdivision in the Mackenzie Basin subzone that does not meet the 
subdivision standards is a non-complying activity,239 as is subdivision on any site within 
a Lakeside Protection Area, Scenic Viewing Areas, or a Scenic Grassland.240 

5.3.10 Utilities 

The WDP restricts the construction of support structures, telecommunications, 
radiocommunication or meteorological facilities, buildings or depots in ONLs, with these 
being a discretionary activity.241 Similarly the MDP states that above ground lines and 
utility buildings or structures in Lakeside Protection Areas, Scenic Viewing Areas, and 
land above 900m is a discretionary activity.242 

5.3.11 Information and guidelines  

Both the WDP and the MDP contain landscape guidelines as appendices. The guidelines 
address the following activities:  

                                                      
233 MDP Section 7 Rule 6.1.6 
234 MDP Section 7 Rule 6.4 
235 WDP Part III Section 14 Rule 14.3.3 and 14.4.1(a) 
236 WDP Part III Section 14 Rule 14.3.5 
237 MDP Section 13 Rules 4A.a, 6.a.ii(d) and (e) 
238 MDP Section 13 Rules 4.d and 6.a.ii.(f) 
239 MDP Section 13 Rule 5.c 
240 MDP Section 13 Rule 5.b 
241 WDP Part III Section 15 Rules 15.1.3 and 15.2.5 
242 MDP Section 16 Rules 1.2.l and 1.5a 
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- buildings and structures;  

- fences and power lines;  

- tracks and roads;  

- tree planting; and  

- signs 

The content of both sets of guidelines appears to be generally the same.  

5.4 Extent of alignment   

The analysis above highlights the following areas of alignment between the various 
documents reviewed in relation to the landscape theme:  

5.4.1 Identification and description 

The recommended outstanding natural features and landscapes in the CLRS are 
reflected in Appendix 4 of the CRPS.  

5.4.2 Criteria 

The criteria for assessing landscape values in the CRPS directly correspond to the 
Pigeon Bay criteria and the CRPS and the MDP both set out the criteria for assessing 
landscape values in policies. 

5.4.3 Managing effects on landscape values – activities  

The MDP and the WDP both include rules that relate to the following activities, but take 
different approaches:  

o limiting the irrigation of land in outstanding natural landscapes;  

o managing earthworks  

o buildings  

o forestry 

o subdivision 

o utilities 

5.4.4 Information and guidelines 

Landscape guidelines addressing the same activities are included in both the WDP and 
the MDP. The content appears to be generally the same. 
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5.5 Identified gaps 

The following gaps and areas of misalignment have been identified between the various 
documents reviewed in relation to the landscape theme, as well as comments on their 
significance. 

Table 7: Summary of identified gaps and areas of misalignment - outstanding landscapes 

Issue Commentary 

Identification and description 

The ONLs identified in the operative WDP 
do not directly align with the extent of the 
Mackenzie Basin ONL in the CRLS.  
The most recent landscape assessment 
undertaken for WDC does not directly 
align with the extent of the Mackenzie 
Basin ONL in the CRLS, but does more 
closely align than the Operative WDP 
ONL layer.  

The implications of this gap on potential 
land use changes within the areas of the 
Waitaki District that are not included 
within the ONFL layer, but are identified in 
the CRLS are set out in Section 6.0 of this 
report.  
It is acknowledged in the CRPS and the 
CRLS that the extent of district ONLs may 
differ from those identified at a regional 
level. 
As this issue relates to the identification 
(and subsequent management) of 
landscape values in the Mackenzie Basin 
this is considered to be of high 
significance.  

  

While Appendix 4 to the CRPS sets out a 
schedule of the regional outstanding 
natural features and landscapes, neither 
the MDP or WDP appear to include a 
similar schedule of the ONF/Ls that are 
identified in these district plans.  
However Rural Objective 3B in the MDP 
sets out the characteristics and/or values 
of the Mackenzie Basin that should be 
protected and enhanced, and 
descriptions of the Scenic Viewing Areas 
and Scenic Grasslands are included in 
Appendix J.   

The identification of the values for which a 
landscape has been identified as being 
significant is an important way to assist 
with the management of those values 
when administering changes within these 
landscapes.  
Given that this issue could have 
implications on the appropriate 
management of landscape values 
particularly in the Waitaki District, this 
issue is considered to be of high 
significance.  

Criteria 

The MDP does not use a policy to 
describe the criteria against which 
landscape values will be assessed. They 

This is not considered to be a particularly 
significant issue given that both District 
Plans list the criteria that will be used to 
assess landscape values.  
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Issue Commentary 
are set out in explanatory text to Rural 
Objective 3A.  

Overall significance: Low 

The criteria in the WDP and the MDP do 
not align with those in the CRPS, but it is 
noted that the most recent landscape 
assessment for WDC relied on the criteria 
set out in the CRLS (which align with the 
CRPS). It is not known how the landscape 
values of the Mackenzie Basin that 
informed the identification of the 
Mackenzie Basin subzone and other 
associated mapped landscape values 
were determined, including the criteria 
that were relied upon.  

The differences between the criteria for 
assessing landscape values in the CRPS 
and the District Plans could arise from the 
times at which each of these documents 
were prepared, and for the MDP, the 
extensive PC13 process. The most recent 
landscape assessment undertaken for the 
WDC used the CRPS criteria and 
therefore it could be anticipated that the 
criteria referenced in the MDP and the 
WDP may well be updated to reflect the 
CRPS criteria in upcoming district plan 
review processes.  
As this issue relates to the identification 
(and subsequent management) of 
landscape values in the Mackenzie Basin 
this is considered to be of high 
significance. 

Identification of other landscapes 

The CRPS promotes the identification of 
‘other’ landscapes such as natural 
character landscapes, amenity 
landscapes, and historic and cultural 
landscapes. The WCWARP identifies 
High Natural Character Waterbodies, 
and the WDP describes the Rural Scenic 
zone as having particular visual amenity. 
None of the other documents reviewed 
appear to identify ‘other’ landscapes.  

This is not considered to be a significant 
gap given that the CRPS encourages 
(rather than requires) these types of 
landscapes to be identified, and certain of 
the documents reviewed do identify some 
of these ‘other’ landscapes. Additionally, it 
is perhaps a higher priority to focus on the 
robust identification and management of 
outstanding natural landscapes.  
Overall significance: Low  

Pastoral intensification, agricultural conversion, and irrigators 

Irrigation of land for pastoral or crop 
production in an ONL is a non-complying 
activity in the WDP.  
By way of contrast, the MDP manages 
irrigators (as structures), as well as 
agricultural conversion and/or pastoral 
intensification (which includes irrigation).  
Additionally, the MDP provides for 
irrigators, agricultural conversion and 
pastoral intensification on a more 

The different approaches that are taken in 
the WDP and MDP could result in different 
outcomes on the landscape values of the 
Mackenzie Basin across both districts, 
and may also have operational 
implications for landowners of any parcels 
of land that cross the district boundary.  
Both district plans have rules that manage 
irrigation, but where this is a non-
complying activity in the part of the 
Mackenzie Basin ONL that is within the 
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Issue Commentary 
permissive basis in certain parts of the 
Mackenzie Basin Subzone that the WDP 
does for those parts of the basin that are 
in an ONL.  
The more nuanced approach to 
managing these activities in the MDP is 
also reflected in the policy framework, 
which contrasts to that set out in the 
WDP.  

Waitaki District, irrigation is a permitted 
activity in defined Farm Base areas in the 
Mackenzie District, and a controlled 
activity in areas where water permits were 
granted prior to 14 November 2015(and 
discretionary activities in areas where no 
water permits were granted prior to 14 
November 2015). 
The WDP does not manage agricultural 
conversion and/or pastoral intensification 
by other means such as oversowing, 
topdressing, or cultivation, whereas the 
MDP does. This could result in changes to 
the landscape values of the Mackenzie 
Basin the Waitaki District that might not 
occur in the Mackenzie District due to the 
rules that seek to manage these activities 
within the Mackenzie Basin Subzone.   
Given the relationship of this issue to the 
identification of ONL values outlined 
above, the relationship of this issue to the 
theme of land use change (addressed 
elsewhere in this report), and the 
significance of those values in the context 
of the Mackenzie Basin this is considered 
to be of very high significance.  
Overall significance – Very high 

Earthworks  

The WDP states that any earthworks 
within an ONL or on land above 900m is 
a discretionary activity. Earthworks for 
the maintenance of certain features are 
permitted. Preliminary work undertaken 
by the WDC proposes moving towards a 
permitted activity threshold for 
earthworks in ONLs.  
By way of contrast the MDP provides for 
earthworks for certain activities, or up to 
certain thresholds as either a permitted 
or controlled activity, including within the 
Mackenzie Basin Subzone and on land 
above 900m. 

The different approaches to earthworks 
within the Mackenzie Basin in the MDP 
and the WDP could result in different 
landscape outcomes, and may also have 
operational implications for landowners of 
land that crosses the district boundary.  
Overall this issue is considered to be of 
medium significance given that it relates 
to an inconsistency in the way that this 
activity is managed between the districts, 
but is perhaps less likely to result in 
significant effects on landscape values as 
compared to agricultural/conversion and 
intensification as outlined above.   
Overall significance - Medium 
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Issue Commentary 

Buildings  

Any buildings in an ONL in the Waitaki 
District are a discretionary activity.  
By way of contrast buildings within the 
Mackenzie Basin in the MDP are 
variously provided for as permitted, 
controlled, discretionary or non-
complying activities depending on the 
type of building and its location within the 
basin.  

The different approaches to managing 
buildings within the Mackenzie Basin in 
the MDP and the WDP could result in 
different landscape outcomes, and may 
also have operational implications for 
landowners of land that crosses the 
district boundary.  
It is acknowledged that part of the reason 
for these different approaches could be 
the level of information that is available 
about the specific landscape values and 
areas of visual vulnerability in the 
Mackenzie Basin Subzone as opposed to 
the Waitaki District.  
Overall this issue is considered to be of 
medium significance given that it relates 
to an inconsistency in the way that this 
activity is managed between the districts.  
Overall significance - Medium  

Forestry  

Any forestry in an ONL in the Waitaki 
District is a non-complying activity.  
The MDP enables limited forestry 
activities within proximity to buildings in 
the Mackenzie Basin as a permitted 
activity. Tree planting on land within 
Scenic Viewing Areas and Scenic 
Grasslands is a discretionary activity.   

The different approaches to managing 
forestry within the Mackenzie Basin in the 
MDP and the WDP could result in different 
landscape outcomes, and may also have 
operational implications for landowners of 
land that crosses the district boundary.  
As set out in the Land Use Change 
findings below, it is acknowledged that the 
provisions of the District Plans may 
require updating in order to reflect the 
NPS-PF.  The district plan review work 
underway is likely to assist with 
addressing this issue.  
Overall this issue is considered to be of 
medium significance given that it relates 
to an inconsistency in the way that this 
activity is managed between the districts. 
Overall significance - Medium 

Subdivision  

Subdivision of land in an ONL that meets 
the minimum lot area of 100ha is a 

The different approaches to managing 
subdivision in the Mackenzie Basin 
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Issue Commentary 
controlled activity in the Waitaki District. 
It is a non-complying activity if the 
minimum lot area is not met. 
The MDP provides a more nuanced 
approach to subdivision in the Mackenzie 
Basin, with subdivision provided for at a 
higher density in the Farm Base Areas, 
almost precluded from Scenic 
Grasslands, Scenic Viewing Areas, and 
Lakeside Protection Areas, and a 
discretionary activity with a minimum lot 
size of 200ha in the remainder of the 
Mackenzie Basin Subzone.   

across the two districts could result in 
different landscape outcomes.  
Most markedly, land in the Waitaki District 
that is within the Mackenzie Basin could 
be expected to be subdivided down to 
100ha parcels, as compared to the 
majority of the Mackenzie Basin in the 
Mackenzie District where subdivision is 
generally not anticipated, and the 
minimum lot size is 200ha.  
Additionally, the MDP seeks to prevent 
subdivision from occurring in particularly 
‘high value’ areas within the Mackenzie 
Basin.  
Overall this issue is considered to be of 
medium significance given that it relates 
to an inconsistency in the way that this 
activity is managed between the districts. 
Overall significance - Medium 

Utilities 

While both the MDP and the WDP place 
limitations on the certain types of 
network utility structures and features 
within areas of landscape value, the 
approaches differ.  
The types of structures/features 
managed differ:  
WDP:  

- Support structures  
- Telecommunications  
- Radiocommunication  
- Meteorological facilities, buildings 

or depots 
MDP:  

- Above ground lines  
- Utility buildings or structures  

While the WDP precludes certain 
structures from establishing within ONLs, 
the MDP limits certain structures from 
establishing within Lakeside Protection 
Areas, Scenic Viewing Areas, and land 

The different approaches to managing 
utilities in the Mackenzie Basin across the 
two districts could result in different 
landscape outcomes and would have 
implementation implications for network 
utility providers seeking to establish 
networks across the two districts.  
Overall this issue is considered to be of 
medium significance given that it relates 
to an inconsistency in the way that this 
activity is managed between the districts. 
Overall significance - Medium  
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Issue Commentary 
above 900m (as opposed to the 
Mackenzie Basin Subzone generally).  

 

  



 

98 Boffa Miskell Ltd | Mackenzie Basin Planning Gap Analysis |  28 May 2019 

6.0 Findings – Land Use Change  

6.1 Introduction  

This section sets out the manner in which each of the relevant project documents 
addresses land use change. The review has focussed on the following types of activities:  

- Managing growth of towns and settlements  

- Forestry  

- Pastoral intensification and agricultural conversion  

- Mineral extraction  

- Tourism and recreation 

- Earthworks 

There are overlaps between the way in which land use change is managed in relation to 
biodiversity and outstanding natural landscape values. These matters have been 
addressed in Sections 0 and 5.0 of this report.  

A summary of the areas of alignment, misalignment, identified gaps and the level of 
significance is set out at the conclusion of this section.  

6.1.1 Overview - Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 2013 

The CRPS recognises that development is important to enabling people and 
communities to provide for their social, economic, and cultural wellbeing, but can result 
in significant adverse effects on the environment where it is not appropriately managed. 
243 It also recognises that inappropriately designed and located development can reduce 
the community’s wellbeing or health and safety.  

In response, the CRPS sets out an overall objective and policy approach that enables 
people and communities to provide for their social, economic, and cultural well-being and 
health and safety. The CRPS also seeks to ensure that:  

- development maintains and enhances the quality of the natural environment;  

- adverse effects on significant natural and physical resources are avoided where 
practicable;  

- rural activities support the rural environment;  

- business activities are located in appropriate locations; and  

- conflicts between incompatible activities are avoided.  

                                                      
243 CRPS Issue 5.1.1 
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More specifically, the CRPS seeks that development is located and designed in way that 
achieves consolidated, well designed, and sustainable growth in and around existing 
urban areas as the primary focus for accommodating the region’s growth.244 

Supporting this approach, the CRPS directs that the adverse effects of development are 
avoided, remedied, or mitigated, including where these would compromise or foreclose:  

- regionally significant infrastructure,  

- options for consolidated growth of urban areas,  

- the productivity of the regions soil resources,  

- community water supplies, and  

- significant natural and physical resources.  

Development is also to ensure natural hazards, and reverse sensitivity are avoided or 
mitigated (including on identified mineral extraction sites), and be integrated with 
infrastructure and transport networks.245  

Urban growth, and limited rural residential development occur in a form that 
concentrates, or is attached to, existing urban areas and promotes a coordinated pattern 
of development.246 Substantial developments are to be designed to be high quality and 
be robust and resilient by providing a diverse mix of residential, employment, and 
recreational choices, and maintaining and enhancing amenity, the quality of the 
environment, and character of an area.247 

With regard to rural development, the CRPS directs that development or fragmentation 
of rural land which forecloses the ability to make appropriate use for primary production, 
and/or results in reverse sensitivity effects, are to be avoided in areas which are valued 
for primary production. Tourism, employment, and recreational development in rural 
areas is to be consistent and compatible with rural character; have a direct relationship 
or be dependent on rural activities, resources, or materials; and be of a scale that would 
not compromise sustainable development patterns. Rural land use intensification is not 
to contribute to significant cumulative adverse effects on water quality and quantity.248  

These policies are supported by a range of methods which direct the regional Council 
and District Council, including as relevant –  

- Include provisions in District Plans that establish a comprehensive approach to 
the management of the location of urban and rural-residential development, 
including to avoid high hazard areas.249 

                                                      
244 CRPS Objective 5.2.1 
245 CRPS Objective 5.2.2 
246 CRPS Policy 5.3.1 
247 CRPS Policy 5.3.3 
248 CRPS Policy 5.3.12 
249 CRPS Method 5.3.2(3) 
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- Include provisions in District Plans that require an ODP or other specific 
provisions for managing substantial developments.250 

- Work together with adjoining local authorities and providers of regionally 
significant infrastructure when identifying patterns and locations of 
development.251 

- Co-operate to advance growth and development planning, and the development 
and implementation of appropriate resource management tools and 
techniques.252 

- Through the Regional Land Transport Strategy, implement policies to integrate 
the development and use of the transport network with land use.253 

- Identify soil resources of importance, and identify appropriate management 
methods.254 

- Include provisions in District Plans that identify areas used for primary production, 
and controls adverse effects of subdivision and land use in rural areas.255 

- Set out provisions in Regional Plans to control the adverse effects of 
development on water bodies, including their value as sources of drinking 
water.256 

There are a number of defined terms in the CRPS that relate to the land use change 
theme, including definitions of “rural residential”, “urban”, “primary production”, and 
“versatile soil”. Relevantly there is no specific definition of “substantial development” as 
addressed in policy 5.3.3. However, the explanation to the policy clarifies:  

‘A ‘substantial development’ will be dependent on the extent, context, location 
and scale of growth faced by sub-regional areas, and accordingly would be more 
appropriately considered by district councils, as relevant. However, factors would 
include the provision of a considerable extent of residential housing, and/or 
employment opportunities, the extension of existing zoned urban areas, and 
more intensive development which requires significant new public infrastructure.’ 

6.1.2 Overview – Canterbury Regional Biodiversity Strategy 2008 

The Biodiversity Strategy includes commentary around the threats to biodiversity arising 
from land use change. In particular, the strategy notes that some parts of the hill country 
and inland basins are currently experiencing rapid rates of land use change and 
intensification, which poses an increasing threat to remaining indigenous habitats and 
ecosystems. Similarly, it recognises that hill and high country environments are subject 

                                                      
250 CRPS Method 5.3.3(3) 
251 CRPS Method 5.3.1(5) 
252 CRPS Method 5.3.3(4) 
253 CRPS Method 5.3.1(1), and 5.3.2(1) 
254 CRPS Method 5.3.12(1) 
255 CRPS Method 5.3.12(2) 
256 CRPS Method 5.3.2(2) 
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to increasing pressure from land use change. Waterbodies are also recognised as having 
been and continuing to be adversely impacted by adjacent land uses, including the loss 
of riparian vegetation, and development within the wider catchment.  

6.1.1 Overview – Canterbury Regional Landscape Study 2010 

The Canterbury Regional Landscape Study is not relevant to the land use change theme.  

6.1.2 Overview – Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan 2018 

Policy framework 

The LWRP as it relates to the Waitaki catchment does not specifically address the water 
quantity implications of land use, as this is separately managed through the Waitaki 
Catchment Water Allocation Regional Plan (discussed in the next section). 
Consequently, the discussion here is focused on those aspects of the LWRP that 
manage the water quality implications of land use, and soil resources.  

With specific regard to land use, the objectives of the LWRP recognise that water is an 
enabler of the economic and social wellbeing of the region,257 and seek that land uses 
are able to continue to develop and change in response to socio-economic and 
community demand.258  

Those objectives are qualified by others that seek that land and water are managed as 
integrated natural resources recognising the connectivity between surface water and 
groundwater, and between freshwater, land, and the coast.259 Freshwater and 
catchments are to managed to safeguard life-supporting capacity, including ensuring 
sufficient quality of water to support indigenous species, nesting birds, and trout and 
salmon.260 Further, freshwater bodies, and their catchments are to be maintained in a 
healthy state261, and those parts of the lakes and rivers that are valued by the community 
for recreation are to be suitable for contact recreation.262 Groundwater resources are 
also to remain a sustainable source of high quality water.263  

With regard to soils, objectives seek that soils are healthy and productive, and human-
induced erosion and contamination are minimised.264 Further, gravel in riverbeds is also 
able to be extracted, while maintaining the natural character of braided rivers and not 
adversely affecting water quality, ecosystems or their habitats, access to or the quality 
of mahinga kai or causing or exacerbating erosion.265 

                                                      
257 LWRP Objective 3.11. 
258 LWRP Objective 3.5. 
259 LWRP Objective 3.9. 
260 LWRP Objective 3.8.  
261 LWRP Objective 3.16 
262 LWRP Objective 3.15 
263 LWRP Objective 3.13  
264 LWRP Objective 3.23 
265 LWRP Objective 3.20 
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The LWRP includes activity specific policies in response to these objectives, including 
those covering farming derived nutrient loss, earthworks, vegetation clearance, 
harvesting of forestry, tree planting in flow sensitive catchments, and gravel extraction. 
These collectively provide:  

- When considering any application, regard must be had to the extent to which the 
change would adversely affect safeguarding the life supporting capacity of 
freshwater and associated ecosystems, and the extent to which it is feasible and 
dependable that any adverse effect would be avoided.266 

- Water sources used for drinking water supply is protected from discharges of 
contaminants so that the quality of supply aligns with the CWMS drinking water 
targets, and meet the drinking water standards for New Zealand.267 

- Management of water quality in the Waitaki are to support the exercise of 
kaitiakitanga, and ensures mahinga kai species are sufficiently abundant for 
customary gathering and safe to consume or use.268 

- Effects of land use intensification in the Waitaki on wāhi tapu or wāhi taonga are 
to be avoided or mitigated.269  

- Water quality outcomes in the Waitaki are to be achieved by all farming activities 
minimising nutrient losses through GMP, all permitted farming activities on 
properties greater than 10 ha implementing a management plan, and requiring 
resource consent for farming activities with more significant nutrient losses which 
ensures compliance with the water quality limits.270 

- Requiring a farm environment plan to be part of any application for resource 
consent for a farming activity in the Waitaki.271 

- Within the Upper Waitaki FMU –  

o Increases in nitrogen loss from farming activities in Haldon Zone or Mid 
Catchment Zone are restricted to land not irrigated, and to a limit that that 
does not exceed the Upper Waitaki Nitrogen Headroom; 

o Avoiding the granting of resource consent for nitrogen losses from farming 
activities in the Ahuriri Zone or Upper Waitaki Hill Zone that exceed the 
Baseline GMP Loss Rate (except where policy 15B.4.24 applies);  

o Imposing conditions on resource consents requiring farming activities to 
operate below the GMP Loss Rate, and imposing monitoring and 
response conditions that align with the quality limits, and relate to the 
effects caused by the activity.272 

                                                      
266 LWRP Policy 4.8B 
267 LWRP Policy 4.23 
268 LWRP Policy 15.B.4.1 
269 LWRP Policy 15B.4.2 
270 LWRP Policy 15B.4.11 
271 LWRP Policy 15B.4.12 
272 LWRP Policy 15B.4.17 
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- When granting resource consent for farming activities in the Waitaki, impose 
conditions that prevent exceedance of the nitrogen baseline (except where 
lawfully exceeded prior to 13 Feb 2016, and limit nitrogen loss to the lesser of the 
GMP loss rate or loss that occurred 4 years prior to 13 Feb 2016.273 

- Grant resource consent for farming activities in the Waitaki to a term of no more 
than 15 years, include conditions enabling review under s128 RMA.274 

- The loss of discharge of sediment and other contaminants to surface water from 
earthworks is avoided where achievable, or otherwise uses the best practicable 
option to minimise the discharge.275 

- Sedimentation as a result of land clearance, earthworks, and cultivation is 
avoided or minimised by adoption of control methods and technologies.276 

- Medium and large scale earthworks, harvesting of forestry, and clearance of 
vegetation on erosion prone land, minimises the exposure to erosion, controls 
sediment run-off, and re-establishes vegetation cover.277 

- Reduce effects from the interception of rainfall in flow sensitive catchments by 
controlling the area, density, and species of trees planted, except where planting 
is required to control deep-seated soil erosion.278 

- Recognise the value of gravel extraction279, and enable extraction provided 
adverse effects on groundwater quality are minimised and remediation 
undertaken to minimise ongoing risk of groundwater contamination.280 

Methods 

The LWRP includes a wide range of rules controlling land use change, including those 
for discharges, fertiliser use, farming activities, plantation forestry, earthworks vegetation 
clearance in riparian and erosion prone areas, and excavation and deposition over 
aquifers, specifically: 

- Farming activities where nitrogen loss is being managed under a resource 
consent held by an irrigation scheme or principal water supplier 

- Farming activities where land is subject to a water permit granted prior to 18 Feb 
2016 that authorises the use of water for irrigation 

- Farming activities on other properties 

- Discharge of fertiliser onto land 

                                                      
273 LWRP Policy 15B.4.24 
274 LWRP Policy 15B.4.25 
275 LWRP Policy 4.18 
276 LWRP Policy 4.22 
277 LWRP Policy 4.20 
278 LWRP Policy 4.75 
279 LWRP Policy 4.93 
280 LWRP Policy 4.94 
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- Planting of new areas of plantation forestry in a flow sensitive catchment  

- Earthworks and vegetation clearance within 10 m of a waterbody in hill or high-
country land, or area of high soil erosion risk; or 5 m of any other water body  

- Earthworks and vegetation clearance within areas of high soil erosion risk  

- Excavation or deposition of material over a confined or semi-confined aquifer 

A range of land use change related definitions are included in the LWRP, including those 
for “intensively farmed”, “plantation forest”, “settlement”, “residential, commercial, or 
industrial purposes”, “earthworks”, “farming enterprise”, “fertiliser”, “flow sensitive 
catchment”, “hill and high country”, “riparian margin”, “vegetation clearance”.  

6.1.3 Overview – Waitaki Catchment Water Allocation Regional 
Plan 2006 

Policy framework 

The WCWARP captures water quantity implications of land use change, and specifically 
the allocation of water to activities.  

The objectives of the plan are to sustain the qualities of the environment of the Waitaki 
River by recognising the cultural needs of the tāngata whenua; safeguarding the life 
supporting capacity of the river and its ecosystems; maintaining natural landscape and 
amenity characteristics and qualities; safeguarding the integrity, form, functioning, and 
resilience of the braided river system.281 Where consistent with these objectives, the plan 
then provides water for activities in support of social, economic, and cultural wellbeing, 
and health and safety.282  

The policies of the WCWARP provide direction for the allocation of water to activities, 
and direct the following as relevant:  

- Enable only small amounts of water to be taken or diverted from those 
waterbodies identified as having high natural character. 283 Discourage the taking, 
using, damming, and diversion of water for irrigation from those waterbodies.284 
Note: Policies 32 - 34 identify the matters to be considered in considering 
resource consents relating to these waterbodies.  

- Ensuring that the rate of abstraction, seasonal duration, and annual volume of 
resource consents to take, use, dam, or divert water are reasonable for the 
intended end use.285 

- Resource consent applications are required to consider whether the amount of 
water taken and used is reasonable for the proposed use, and maximise the 

                                                      
281 WCWARP Objective 1 
282 WCWARP Objective 2 
283 WCWARP Policy 10 
284 WCWARP Policy 31 
285 WCWARP Policy 15 
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efficiency of systems used for conveyance or application of water taking into 
account practicality and the benefits and costs of achieving this.286 

- Resource consent applications for town and community water supplies, or stock 
water supplies to meet a reasonable use test in relation to the rate of abstraction 
and the volume of the proposed take.287 

- Ensure the environmental flow and level regimes are complied with, by requiring 
consent holders to restrict their rate of taking water when the amount of water 
available is low, except where water is used for essential domestic needs, animal 
drinking, and processing and storage of perishable produce.288 

- Prevent the take, use, damming, or diversion of water from Lakes Alexandrina, 
McGregor and Middleton and their tributaries, other lakes upstream of Lakes 
Tekapo, Pūkaki and Ōhau and wetlands, unless it is a wetland that is not a 
wetland with a moderate or higher significance.289 

- In considering resource consents to take, use, dam, or divert water to agricultural 
and horticultural activities, regard is to be had to the extent to which the consent 
could result in the water quality objectives of the NRRP not being achieved.290 

Methods 

The WCWARP includes rules which specify environmental flow and level regime for 
waterbodies in the Waitaki catchment, and the annual allocation of water to activities. 
Other rules classify the status of activities to take, use, dam, and divert water, which are 
typically discretionary or non-complying activities, with the exception of minor takes 
outside of high natural character water bodies or waterbodies covered by the Ahuriri 
River WCO.291 Taking, use, damming, and diversion of water that does not comply with 
minimum lake levels, or involve wetlands that are unclassified or are moderate or higher 
significance, and particular waterbodies with high natural character are prohibited 
activities.  

Various definitions relating to land use change are included within the WCWARP, 
including those for “agricultural and horticultural activity”, “industrial and commercial 
activities”, and “any other activities”.  

6.1.4 Overview – Waitaki District Plan 2010 

Policy framework  

The objectives of the WDP that relate to rural land use change seek to achieve a level 
of rural amenity that is consistent with the range of activities anticipated in the rural areas, 
but which does not create unacceptably unpleasant living or working conditions for 
                                                      
286 WCWARP Policy 16 
287 WCWARP Policy 17 
288 WCWARP Policy 23 
289 WCWARP Policy 30 
290 WCWARP Policy 13. Note reference to NRRP is outdated, and should refer to LWRP.  
291 Less than 10m3 per day per property at a rate not exceeding 5 litres per second.  
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residents and visitors.292 High class soils are to be retained, rural high country land is to 
be managed to maintain vegetation cover, and rolling downlands managed to minimise 
loss of soils.293 

Establishment of commercial, industrial, service, recreational, and accommodation 
activities compatible with the amenities of a lower density rural environment are enabled. 
Extractive industries are to avoid, remedy, and mitigate adverse effects.294 

In relation to managing growth, objectives seek that sufficient land is provided in a 
diversity of localities to enable the residential needs of the District's present and future 
urban populations to be met. A compact urban form is also sought that is readily 
distinguished from the rural environment and promotes the efficient use of fossil fuels, 
existing services and infrastructure.295 Subdivision is to maintain or enhance amenity, 
historic heritage, significant nature conservation values, and landscape character.296 

These objectives are supported by policies which direct a range of outcomes, which are 
summarised in the following table:  

Activity Outcome sought 

Location and design of growth 

Policy 16.6.2(1) 
and (4) 

Consolidate activities that do not require a rural location into established 
settlements.  
Maintain distinctions between settlements and rural areas. 

Policy 13.3.3(1) 
and (2) 

Maintain clear distinctions between the urban and rural areas by way of zoning.  
Provide for rural residential development around Oamaru, Weston, Omarama, 
Otematata, and Kurow within defined rural residential zones.  

Policy 13.4.3(1) 
and (2) 

Contain the outward spread of urban areas and concentrate rural residential activity 
in and around urban areas.  
Promote concentration of residential and rural residential activity in and around 
urban areas.  

Policy 
16.8.3(11) 

Proposals to rezone land for urban development or with urban like characteristics 
are required to assess impacts on landscape character and other policies.  

Subdivision 

Policy 16.5.2(1) Encourage subdivision to be limited to moderate sized rural allotments.  

Policy 16.5.2(2) Limit the scale of rural subdivision and density of residential activity in the Rural 
Scenic zones to large rural lots.  

Policy 16.5.2(8) Maintain clear distinctions between urban and rural areas to protect the character 
and quality of the surrounding area.   

Policy 8.4.3(3) Avoid or mitigate adverse effects on visual amenity values associated with 
subdivision and development works.  

                                                      
292 WDP Part II Section 16 Objective 4 
293 WDP Part II Section 16 Objectives 1, 2, and 3 
294 WDP Part II Section 16 Objectives 5 and 6 
295 WDP Part II Section 13 Objectives 1 and 2 
296 WDP Part II Section 8 Objective 3 



 Boffa Miskell Ltd | Mackenzie Basin Planning Gap Analysis | 28 May 2019 107 

Activity Outcome sought 

Use of soil resources 

Policy 16.2.3(1) 
and (2) 

Ensure high class soils are not subdivided into small lots or developed for intensive 
residential activity.  
Prevent areas of high class soils to be subdivided into small lots.  

Residential development 

Policy 16.5.2(6) Require residential dwellings to be setback from property boundaries to reduce the 
probability of being exposed to significant adverse effects.  

Intensive farming 

Policy 16.5.2(4) 
and (5) 

Intensive farming activities are to protect the amenity of the area. 
Encourage intensive farming away from intensively developed rural areas to reduce 
the potential for conflict.   

Commercial activities 

Policy 16.6.2(2) Enable establishment of business activities in rural areas only where the activities 
need to establish in the rural area and no reasonable alternatives exist for their 
location in established settlements.  

Policy 16.6.2(3) Enable establishment of small scale business activities in rural areas, where effects 
can be avoided, remedied, or mitigated.  

Policy 16.6.2(5) Ensure there is no loss or rural amenity as a result of business activities in rural 
areas, including cumulative adverse effects.  

Mineral extraction 

Policy 16.7.2(1) Discourage the establishment of future activities that compromise access to known 
mineral deposits.  

Policy 16.7.2(2) Control extractive operations in order that an assessment can be made as to the 
sensitivity of an area, and the degree to which it will avoid, remedy, or mitigate 
adverse effects.  

Policy 16.7.2(4) Ensure mining sites are rehabilitated. 

Policy 16.7.2(5) Encourage where appropriate extractive industries to continue in existing locations.  

 

Methods  

Rules in the WDP for the rural and rural residential zones which manage land use 
change, include those covering:  

- Subdivision – primarily density 

- Residential activity – including setbacks from property boundaries 

- Forestry activities 

- Farming activities – including specific provisions for intensive farming, managing 
farming of some pest species (e.g. wallaby), and irrigation in ONL’s.   

- Visitor accommodation 

- Commercial recreation activities 
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- Retailing 

- Other commercial activities 

- Mineral extraction and mining 

- Earthworks – except in rural residential 

Relevant defined terms include those for “mining”, “farming”, “intensive farming”, “forestry 
activity”, “development”, “commercial activity”, “industrial activity”, “residential activity”, 
“retail sales”, “visitor accommodation”, “tourism and recreation facilities”, “high class 
soils”, and “earthworks”.  

6.1.5 Overview – Mackenzie District Plan 2004 

Policy framework  

The objectives of the MDP that relate to rural land use change include those that have 
general application across the District, and those which are specific to the Mackenzie 
Basin subzone.  

In rural areas, a level of rural amenity is sought which is consistent with the range of 
activities anticipated in rural areas, but which does not create unacceptably unpleasant 
living or working conditions, or a significant deterioration of the environment.297 The 
adverse environmental effects associated with subdivision design and location are to be 
avoided.298 In the high country, land use activities which sustain or enhance soil, water, 
ecosystem functions, and natural values, and protect outstanding landscape values and 
indigenous plant cover are encouraged.299 On downlands and plains land, cultivation and 
livestock management is to minimise soil loss and loss in the quality of soil.300  

Within the Mackenzie Basin subzone rural residential subdivision, cluster housing, and 
farm buildings are enabled within Farm Base Areas (outside hazard areas), and pastoral 
intensification and agricultural conversion are to be manged, and enabled in identified 
areas.301  

These objectives are supported by policies which direct a range of outcomes, which are 
summarised in the following table:  

Activity Outcome sought 

Location and design of growth 

Policy 3B2  Within Mackenzie Basin subzone 
Manage residential and rural residential subdivision and housing development with 
defined Farm Base Areas. 
Enable farm buildings within Farm Base Areas and areas of low visual vulnerability. 

                                                      
297 MDP Rural Objective 6.  
298 MDP Subdivision Objective 6.  
299 MDP Rural Objective 4.  
300 MDP Rural Objective 5. 
301 MDP Rural Objective 3B.  
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Activity Outcome sought 
Strongly discourage non-farm buildings elsewhere in the Mackenzie Basin.  

Policy 3B4 Within Mackenzie Basin subzone 
Encourage appropriate large scale residential activities in areas of low or medium 
visual vulnerability by identifying where appropriate alternative specialist zoning 
options which incorporate enhancement of landscape and ecological values, 
including wilding pine control.  
Any such development within such zones shall maintain or enhance the outstanding 
natural landscape and other natural values. 

Managing reverse sensitivity  

Policy 3B10 Within Mackenzie Basin subzone 
Avoid, remedy, and mitigate adverse reverse sensitivity effects of non-farm 
development and residential activity.  

Managing rural amenity 

Policy 6D Encourage and/or control activities in a way which avoids, remedies or mitigates 
adverse effects on the amenities and physical environment of rural areas. 

Subdivision 

Policy 1 Require the creation of new allotments take into account as far as possible 
underlying topography and the maintenance of the integrity of any significant nature 
conservation site; and that any adverse effect on landscape, nature conservation 
values and amenity are avoided or mitigated. 

Use of soil resources 

Policy 4C Encourage the use of land management techniques that maintain or enhance the 
life supporting capacity of soils and water. 

Policy 4A Maintain robust and intact vegetation cover to assist sustaining the life supporting 
capacity of soil.  

Policy 5A Promote land use practises on the down lands and plains which do not accelerate 
erosion or depletion of soil quality. 

Residential development 

Policy 6B Require residential dwellings to be setback from property boundaries to reduce the 
probability of being exposed to significant adverse effects.  

Pastoral farming 

Policy 3B12 Within the Mackenzie Basin subzone 
Traditional pastoral farming is encouraged.  

Policy 6A Avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse effects of livestock farming to protect the amenity 
of rural areas and the quality of the physical environment.  

Pastoral intensification 

Policy 3B13 Within the Mackenzie Basin subzone 
Pastoral intensification and/or agricultural conversion maintain the outstanding 
natural landscape of the Mackenzie Basin and meet all the other relevant objectives 
and policies. 
Avoid pastoral intensification and/or agricultural conversion in Sites of Natural 
Significance. 
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Activity Outcome sought 
Enable pastoral intensification in specific areas where water permits for irrigation 
activities have been approved before 14 November 2015.  
Manage pastoral intensification and/or agricultural conversion elsewhere in order to 
retain the valued characteristics of the Mackenzie Basin subzone.  
Take into account any agreement between the Mackenzie Country Charitable Trust 
and landowners that secures protection of landscape and biodiversity values as 
compensation for intensification. 

Mineral extraction 

Policy 6C Require consent for extractive operations in order that an assessment can be made 
as to the sensitivity of an area, and the degree to which it will avoid, remedy, or 
mitigate adverse effects.  

 

Methods  

Rules in the WDP for the rural zones which manage land use change, include those 
covering:  

- Subdivision – primarily density 

- Farm and non-farm buildings within the Mackenzie basin subzone 

- Residential activity – including setbacks from property boundaries and intensive 
farming 

- Farming activities – including specific provisions for pastoral 
intensification/agricultural conversion, and factory farming 

- Plantation forestry activities 

- Commercial recreation activities 

- Visitor accommodation 

- Retailing 

- Mining 

- Earthworks 

Relevant defined terms include those for “mining”, “farming activity”, “dairying”, 
“agricultural conversion”, “forestry activity”, “commercial activity, “industrial activity”, 
“residential activity”, “retail sales”, “visitor accommodation”, “recreational activity”, and 
“earthworks”.  

6.1.6 Overview – Mackenzie Vision and the Mackenzie 
Agreement 2013 

The Mackenzie Agreement recognises various challenges with regard to land use 
change in the Mackenzie Country. In particular, reference is made to the need to protect 
the landscape’s character and its biodiversity from too much land use change, and from 
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change in the wrong location. Conversely it recognises such protection can have a large 
impact on farming businesses.  

The need to protect water quality from the adverse effects of land use intensification 
through establishing limits and requiring resource consents is recognised. The 
Mackenzie Agreement recognises that most of the tourism and recreational value of the 
basin lies in its natural and uncrowded character, and that these qualities must be 
carefully managed.  

These challenges are reflected in the overall vision, which includes:  

- A land use pattern which includes a mix of irrigated and dryland agriculture, 
tourism related development, and land actively managed for biodiversity and 
landscape purposes, with integration of these wherever practical;  

- A balanced and prosperous local community;  

- New Zealand’s recognition of the Mackenzie Country as an iconic area, 
accompanied by an enhanced and tangible sense of shared responsibility for 
restoring and maintaining its natural assets.  

The agreement includes specific objectives to achieve this vision, including greater use 
of irrigation to enhance the viability of large pastoral properties and develop on five sites 
large scale proposals for intensive irrigated livestock farming so as to offset volatile 
returns from the current dryland farming model, and increase capacity for farm 
development and the ability to protect and restore biodiversity, landscape, soil, and water 
values. The range of tourist attractions are to be broadened, through building and 
marketing world class tourism facilities aimed at the higher end of the market.  

6.2 Key themes  

6.2.1 Allocation of water to support land use change 

While the management of water quantity is not a theme covered within the scope of this 
report, it has been broadly considered to the extent that it overlaps with land use change.  

The WCWARP provides a comprehensive approach to managing the take, use, 
damming, and diversion of water for activities in the Waitaki Catchment in a way which 
provides scope for water to be provided for land use change where it meets the 
catchment environmental flow and level regime, and annual allocations of water to 
specific activities. There are no apparent gaps in this existing framework, when 
considered against the higher order land use objectives and policies of the CRPS.  

Furthermore, it is not considered that there is any misalignment between the types of 
rural development anticipated or sought under the CRPS, Mackenzie Vision and 
Agreement, and District Plans, and the restriction on the take and use of water in the 
WCWARP for such development. That includes additional development of irrigation, and 
tourism facilities sought under the Mackenzie Vision and Agreement.   
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Specifically, it is noted that the WCWARP provides a spatially derived allocation to a 
range of activities including town and community water supplies, industrial and 
commercial activities, tourism and recreational facilities, agricultural and horticultural 
activities, and any other activities. Subject to sufficient allocation being or becoming 
available, water for additional land use change will be available subject to any take and 
use being consistent with all other policy rule requirements of the WCWARP and a 
resource consent being obtained where required under the rules of the plan.  

If, however, there is insufficient remaining water available to be allocated to activities in 
particular locations in accordance with the WCWARP, then consideration could be given 
to the extent to which the scope of rural development enabled by the District Plans should 
be constrained so as to not give false expectation of further rural development reliant on 
water supply, such as significant new irrigation proposals.  

6.2.2 Effects on water arising from land use  

The CRPS, LWRP, and District Plans incorporate a suite of provisions intended to 
manage the effects on water arising from land use change.  

The LWRP (as amended by Plan Change 5), in particular contains a comprehensive 
framework for managing farming-derived nutrient loss, as well as other provisions which 
manage activities such as discharges, fertiliser use, vegetation clearance and 
earthworks in riparian and erosion prone areas, forestry harvesting, and gravel 
extraction. The scope of District Plan provisions for managing effects on water typically 
relate to standards that limit vegetation clearance and earthworks within defined 
setbacks from waterbodies.  

Other than the lack of alignment between the LWRP and District Plan provisions for 
managing vegetation clearance and earthworks in riparian and erosion prone areas (as 
addressed elsewhere in this report), it is considered that there is no misalignment 
between these documents, or any gaps in managing effects on water.  

As a water allocation plan, the WCWARP does not manage the effects of land use 
change on water quality, which is instead addressed through the LWRP. Notwithstanding 
this, it Policy 13 of the WCWARP provides that regard will be had to the extent to which 
any consent to take, dam, divert, or use water for agricultural or horticultural use could 
result in the water quality objectives of the NRRP not being achieved. The reference to 
the NRRP is outdated and should be corrected albeit the need for this policy is 
questionable given the comprehensive framework for managing effects of water quality 
in the LWRP.  

However, there is a degree of misalignment between the use of water for irrigation and 
the management of effects on biodiversity and landscape values.  At present consents 
for irrigation may be granted under the LWRP giving the implication that the irrigation 
activity is acceptable despite the potential for impact on biodiversity and landscape 
values.  But the associated land use consents for the use of the water would be non-
complying (with a strong policy direction against development) under the Mackenzie 
District Plan as amended by PC13, and the WDP in ONL areas. This in part a result of 
the division of functions between the regional and districts, and in part a result of the 



 Boffa Miskell Ltd | Mackenzie Basin Planning Gap Analysis | 28 May 2019 113 

relative timing of the plan processes.  However, this has the potential to appear 
misleading to plan users and undermine the need for comprehensively dealing with 
linked issues.  

6.2.3 Soil resources  

The CRPS provisions broadly seek that land uses are managed in such a way to sustain 
soil resources, including retaining their productive potential, and avoiding fragmentation 
which forecloses appropriate use for primary production.  

To a certain degree the WDP gives effect to the CRPS by seeking to ensure continued 
productive use of high class soils by stipulating minimum net lot areas in the Rural and 
Rural Scenic Zones, and within ONFL as follows:302  

- Rural zone (noting all of the land within the Mackenzie Basin is in the Rural Scenic 
Zone) – 4ha  

- Rural scenic zone – 20ha  

- ONFL – 100ha  

Additionally, the WDP seeks to provide for rural-residential development around 
Oamaru, Weston, Otematata and Kurow within defined residential and rural-residential 
zones, recognising that these land uses can have adverse effects on the productive 
potential of high-class soils.303 For comparison purposes the minimum net lot area in the 
rural residential zone is 1ha (as compared to 4ha in the Rural General Zone, and 20ha 
in the Rural Scenic Zone).304 The minimum net lot area of 20ha in the Rural Scenic zone 
potentially goes further towards avoiding the fragmentation of productive rural land than 
the 4ha minimum net lot area in the Rural General zone, however information about the 
location of the high-class soils has not been reviewed within the scope of this review.  

There are no minimum lot requirements for subdivision in the Rural Zone. However, 
within the Mackenzie Basin subzone subdivision lot size standards were introduced 
through Plan Change 13:  

- Within Farm Base Areas up to 10 lots of 1ha each  

- Elsewhere in the Mackenzie Basin Subzone – 200ha 

The differences between the minimum net lot area requirements in the ONFL and 
Mackenzie Basin (outside Farm Base Areas) are addressed in the Section 5.5 of this 
report. 

6.2.4 Design and location of growth, planning for growth  

The CRPS objectives and policies aim to ensure consolidation of urban growth and 
limited rural residential expansion in and around existing urban areas as the primary 
                                                      
302 WDP Part III Section 14 Rules 14.4.1(a) and 14.4.2.6 
303 WDP Part II Section 13 Policy 13.3.3(2) 
304 WDP Part III Section 14 Rule 14.4.1(a) 
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focus to accommodate growth. This approach is well reflected in the policy framework of 
the WDP which generally seeks a compact urban form by containing the outward spread 
of urban areas and concentrating rural residential development around the urban areas.  

Conversely, this approach is not well reflected in the MDP, where there is a lack of policy 
support for this concept. Some provisions of the MDP could also be seen to conflict with 
this approach. Specifically, Policy 3B4 adopted under Plan Change 13 encourages 
appropriate large scale residential and rural residential areas in areas of low or medium 
visual vulnerability within the Mackenzie Basin subzone by adopting alternative zoning 
options which incorporate enhancement of landscape and ecological values, including 
wilding control.  

Similarly, the approach in Policy 3B2 of concentrating development in Farm Base Areas 
in the Mackenzie Basin subzone, (together with the lack of subdivision/residential density 
controls outside the Mackenzie Basin subzone) could be at odds with the consolidation 
concept of the CRPS. It could also be inconsistent with those provisions seeking 
appropriate use of soils valued for primary production (as noted in section 1.2.3 above). 
These matters are being considered as part of the preliminary work underway on their 
district plan review. 

It is recognised however that the differing landscape led spatial approach to managing 
growth in the MDP, and in particular the Mackenzie Basin subzone, supports 
achievement of other environmental and economic objectives (e.g. landscape protection, 
and ecological protection/enhancement) in the CRPS, biodiversity strategy, and 
Mackenzie Vision and Agreement. Recognising the validity of this approach, it is 
considered that future review of the CRPS growth objectives and policies may need to 
recognise and incorporate such alternative spatial approaches to managing growth. That 
may include for example compensatory type provisions which enable rural and rural 
residential growth and other forms of development, where there is retention and 
enhancement of significant indigenous biodiversity and landscape values.  

Policy 5.3.3 of the CRPS seeks to ensure substantial developments (e.g. the provision 
of a considerable extent of residential housing, and/or employment opportunities) to be 
built to a high quality, and be robust, and resilient. While also having broader application 
to urban areas, there is a general lack of provisions in the MDP and WDP which ensures 
that rural growth give effect to this policy, and the related methods which require an ODP 
or outline/concept plan to be submitted as part of an application for substantial 
developments.  

While more relevant to urban development, there is also general lack of provisions in the 
MDP and WDP which promote good planning, building design, and urban design to give 
effect to the NZ Urban Design protocol, as sought by the CRPS methods.  

6.2.5 Pastoral Intensification / Agricultural Conversion 

The CRPS broadly seeks to enable rural activities that support the rural environment 
including primary production, and maintain and enhance the natural and physical resources 
that contribute to Canterbury’s overall rural productive economy in areas valued for primary 
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production. However, this is tempered by other provisions which seek protection of a range 
of values, including landscape, and indigenous biodiversity.   

Recognising this, the MDP as amended by Plan Change 13 seeks to ensure that pastoral 
intensification and agricultural conversion maintains the landscape and biodiversity 
values of the Mackenzie Basin subzone, by making such intensification a discretionary 
or non-complying activity in the basin subzone,305 except where a water permit for 
irrigation was granted by ECAN prior to 14 Nov 2014 (which is a controlled activity),306 
or within Farm Base Areas (which is a permitted activity).307  

Conversely, the Mackenzie Vision and Agreement however seeks greater use of 
irrigation to enhance the viability of large pastoral properties, and to develop on five sites 
large scale proposals for intensive irrigated farming to offset volatile returns from the 
current farming model, increase capacity for farm development, and the ability to protect 
and restore biodiversity, landscape, soil, and water values.  

While this appears to be a conflict, the Mackenzie Vision and Agreement acknowledges 
the need for irrigation proposals to be consistent with the MDP provisions. Policy 3B13 
of the District Plan also enables agreements between the Mackenzie Country Charitable 
Trust and landowners that secures protection of landscape and biodiversity values as 
compensation of intensification of production to be taken into account. Furthermore, the 
LWRP (as amended by Plan Change 5) enables a degree of farming intensification in 
the Haldon and Mid Catchment zones where any increase in nitrogen loss does not 
exceed the Upper Waitaki Nitrogen Headroom limit, and there is no net loss of significant 
indigenous biodiversity. It is considered that there is no misalignment between the 
CRPS, MDP, and Mackenzie Vision and Agreement.  

By contrast the WDP states that farming activities involving the irrigation of land for 
pastoral or crop production within areas identified as an outstanding natural landscape 
are a non-complying activity.308 Farming generally, including that which involves 
irrigation, is otherwise a permitted activity (up to certain thresholds for intensive poultry 
and pig farming).309 The approach to managing farming involving irrigation is supported 
by a policy that seeks to avoid these activities in outstanding natural landscapes.310 As 
set out in Section 4.0 of this report, there are no rules in the WDP that prevent the 
irrigation of land in Sites of Natural Significance, but there are rules that manage 
indigenous vegetation clearance, including by cultivation. There are only two Sites of 
Natural Significance identified within the Waitaki District that are within the Mackenzie 
Basin.  

The approach taken in the WDP could be seen to be broadly consistent with that taken 
in the MDP in that both district plans generally limit the establishment of irrigated farming 

                                                      
305 MDP Section 7 Rules 15A.3 and 15A.4 
306 MDP Section 7 Rule 15A.2.1 
307 MDP Section 7 Rule 15A.1.2 
308 WDP Part III Section 4 Rule 4.3.4(6) 
309 WDP Part III Section 4 Rule 4.3.1(4) and (9) 
310 WPD Part II Section 16 Policy 16.8.3(6)(j) 
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practices in areas of outstanding landscape value. However, there are some key 
differences:  

- The WDP only manages irrigation of land, whereas the definitions of ‘agricultural 
conversion’ and ‘pastoral intensification’ in the MDP also capture direct drilling, 
cultivation, subdivisional fencing, top dressing and oversowing. This means that 
these activities can occur throughout parts of the Mackenzie Basin that are in the 
Waitaki District without any management (and could lead to adverse effects both 
on biodiversity and landscape values).  

- The WDP does not have any rules precluding the agricultural conversion or 
intensification of land identified for its significant biodiversity value (aside from 
rules that limit vegetation clearance including by cultivation).  

Without having had the ability to undertake detailed analysis of this issue in respect of 
land holdings, existing consented works and existing land uses, the management 
approach outlined above would, at a conceptual level, more readily enable the 
establishment irrigated livestock farming as set out in the Mackenzie Agreement to occur 
in the Waitaki District areas of the Basin than in the Mackenzie District. It is 
acknowledged that the Mackenzie Agreement supports the protection of landscape and 
biodiversity values alongside enabling increased intensification of rural land use.  

6.2.6 Mining activity 

The LWRP provides for the extraction of gravel from the beds of lakes and rivers as a 
permitted activity provided that a range of standards are met, including limitations on the 
maximum volume that can be extracted, and a series of conditions that relate to 
biodiversity and ecological values.311 Extraction that does not comply with the above 
standards is a discretionary activity.312 

The WDP provides for 

- mineral prospecting as a permitted activity;313  

- mineral extraction and processing on a certain site as a permitted activity (which 
appears to be on the basis that it is an existing operation);314 

- mineral exploration and other resource investigation activities as a controlled 
activity (provided they comply with the rules limiting earthworks and vegetation 
clearance in riparian areas and significant biodiversity areas);315 and 

- all other mining activities as a discretionary activity.316 

  

                                                      
311 LWRP Rule 5.148 
312 LWRP Rule 5.150 
313 WDP Part III Section 4 Rule 4.3.1(8) 
314 WDP Part III Section 4 Rule 4.3.1(13) 
315 WDP Part III Section 4 Rule 4.3.2(2) 
316 WDP Part III Section 4 Rule 4.3.3(4) 
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The MDP provides for:  

- mineral prospecting and site investigation activities as a permitted activity;317  

- the extraction of gravel not exceeding 2,000m3 per hectare and 2 m in depth over 
any 5 year period subject to compliance with limitations relating to sites of natural 
significance and landscape values as a permitted activity;318 

- Mineral exploration as a controlled activity (subject to limitations in relation to 
sites of natural significance, riparian areas and landscape values;319  

- All other mining activities as a discretionary activity.320 

Details of the way that the MDP and the WDP manage mining activities in areas of 
biodiversity and landscape value are addressed in more detail in Sections 4.0 and 5.0 of 
this report respectively.  

Both district plans provide for mineral prospecting as a permitted activity,321 and mineral 
exploration as a controlled activity.322 

The MDP specifically provides for the extraction of gravel up to certain volume and area 
thresholds over a 5 year period,323 with any extraction exceeding these thresholds a 
discretionary activity.324 The WDP does not make any specific provision for the extraction 
of gravel, and this activity would be managed by the rules relating to mining activities 
outlined above.  

Both district plans provide for mining activities that are not otherwise provided for as a 
permitted or controlled activity as a discretionary activity. The provisions of the LWRP, 
MDP and WDP broadly align in relation to the management of mining activities.  

6.2.7 Tree planting and forestry  

The MDP, WDP, LWRP (within flow sensitive catchments) contain objectives, policies, 
and rules relating to management of plantation forestry in rural areas.  

The Resource Management (National Environmental Standards for Plantation Forestry) 
Regulations 2017 (NES-PF) came into effect on the 1st of May 2018, and provide a 
nationally consistent approach for management of commercial “plantation forestry” under 
regional and district plans.  

The regulations apply to any commercial forest greater than 1 hectare in size. The NES-
PF includes rules covering eight core commercial plantation forestry activities, including 
afforestation, pruning, and thinning to waste, earthworks, river crossings, forest 

                                                      
317 MDP Section 7 Rule 10.1.1 
318 MDP Section 7 Rule 10.1.2 
319 MDP Section 7 Rule 10.2.1 
320 MDP Section 7 Rule 10.3.2 
321 MDP Section 7 Rule 10.1.1, WDP Part III Section 4 Rule 4.3.1.8 
322 MDP Section 7 Rule 10.2.1 and WDP Part III Section 4 Rule 4.3.2(2) 
323 MDP Section 7 Rule 10.1.2.a 
324 MDP Section 7 Rule 10.3.2 
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quarrying, harvesting, mechanical land preparation, and replanting. The NES-PF sets 
out conditions for these activities, which where they are not met, require resource 
consent to be obtained.  

Regulation 6 of the NES-PF sets out the circumstances where a rule in an RMA plan 
may be more stringent than the regulations. These circumstances include when the rule 
gives effect to a freshwater objective in the NPSFM or Policies 11, 13, 15, and 22 of the 
NZCPS for the coastal environment, or provides for the protection of section 6 RMA 
outstanding natural features and landscapes, or significant natural areas. 

The provisions of the MDP, WDP, and LWRP have now been superseded by NES-PF, 
other than to the extent to which Regulation 6 enables more stringent rules to be applied. 
To date no changes have been made to these plans to ensure alignment with the NES-
PF, including removing redundant provisions, and confirming those rules that are more 
stringent that need to be retained or amended. Environment Canterbury are preparing 
changes to the LWRP which reflect the NES-PF.  Alignment will ensure avoidance of any 
conflicting provision and ensure ease of administration.  

It is understood that Waitaki District Council have completed some initial work identifying 
the extent to which amendment of the WDP is required. 

6.2.8 Commercial, industrial and tourism activities in the rural 
areas  

The Mackenzie Agreement identifies the Mackenzie Country as a potentially world class 
visitor destination, which if developed, could tap into higher overall revenues from a 
similar number of visitors (by encouraging visitors to stay longer, and/or by targeting a 
higher-paying sector of the market. The Agreement also proposes to capture some of 
this increased revenue and reinvest it into supporting landowners to identify, protect and 
conserve biodiversity and landscape values using the JMA mechanism. 

The CRPS seeks to maintain and enhance natural and physical resources contributing 
to Canterbury’s overall rural productive economy in areas which are valued for existing 
or foreseeable future primary production by avoiding the fragmentation of this land, and 
enabling tourism, employment and recreational development in rural areas provided that 
it:325  

- Is consistent and compatible with rural character, activities and an open rural 
environment;  

- Has a direct relationship with, or is dependent upon rural activities, rural 
resources or raw material inputs sourced from within the area;  

- Is not likely to result in proliferation of employment that is not linked to activities 
or raw material inputs sourced from within the rural area; and 

                                                      
325 CRPS Policy 5.3.12 
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- is of a scale that would not compromise the primary focus for accommodating 
growth in consolidated, well designed and more sustainable development 
patterns. 

The WDP acknowledges that tourism is an important use in the Waitaki valley, mostly 
taking the form of scenic tours through the area on route to other destinations such as 
Queenstown or Mt Cook, and also recognises the recreation values of the Hill and High 
Country.326 The impact of the establishment of industrial and other commercial activities 
in the rural zone could have visual impacts, traffic generation and noise effects, would 
be required to establish large scale on-site waste disposal systems, and would require 
water extraction. Related objectives and policies seek to ensure that the establishment 
of commercial, industrial, service, recreational and accommodation activities are 
compatible with the amenities of the rural environment; and that these types of activities 
are only enabled to establish in the rural area where they have a clear need to do so (in 
terms of scale, effluent disposal requirements, and use or relationship with rural 
resources.327 This policy framework is broadly consistent with Policy 5.3.12 of the CRPS 
except that it does not strongly reflect the employment component of the CRPS policy.  

The objectives and policies for the rural zone in the MDP do not appear to explicitly refer 
to the way in which commercial, industrial, recreational and visitor accommodation 
activities should be managed in the rural zone, beyond those that relate to rural amenity 
generally. This is inconsistent with the policy framework set out in the CRPS and the 
WDP, and does not provide a policy direction that aligns with the outcomes sought in 
relation to tourism activities in the Mackenzie Agreement.  

The way in which the WDP and MDP provide for commercial, industrial, recreational and 
visitor accommodation activities are summarised in Table 8 below:  

Table 8: Comparison of commercial activities in the WDP and MDP 

Activity WDP MDP 

Visitor accommodation Permitted up to 5 visitors  Permitted up to 20 people  

Otherwise discretionary Otherwise discretionary 

Commercial recreation Permitted provided:  
- up to 10 people 

per group 
- only on foot  

Permitted provided:  
- up to 20 people per 

group 
- predominantly non-

motorised  
- up to 3 groups per 

day 
Or 

- all commercial 
recreation on or 
within waterbodies 

                                                      
326 WDP Part II Section 16 Introduction to the Hill and High Country, Section 16.1.2 
327 WDP Part II Section 16 Objective 16.6.1(5) and Policies 16.6.2(5) 
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Activity WDP MDP 

No controlled activities Controlled provided:  
- persons per group 

limit exceeded or  
- predominantly non-

motorised limit 
exceeded 

Otherwise discretionary Otherwise discretionary  

No non-complying 
activities 

Non-complying if 
accommodation in craft on 
waterways where effluent 
is not contained. 

Retail Permitted provided limited 
to: 
Retailing of farm produce, 
handicrafts, limited food 
and beverages 

Permitted provided limited 
to: 
Retailing of farm produce, 
handicrafts, limited food 
and beverages 

Otherwise non-complying Otherwise discretionary 

Industrial activities Discretionary Discretionary 
 

The approach taken to managing the above activities generally align between the district 
plans except that the approach taken to commercial recreation in the MDP is slightly 
more granular and permissive than the WDP. Similarly, the permitted baseline for visitor 
accommodation in the MDP is more permissive than the WDP in relation to the numbers 
of guests that can be accommodated. The lack of policy guidance as to how these 
activities should be managed within the rural parts of the Mackenzie District could have 
implications on the decisions made on resource consent applications to establish these 
activities.   

The water allocation in the WCWARP specifically makes provision for industrial and 
commercial activities; and tourism and recreation facilities, subject to the flow and 
environmental limits set out in the WCWARP. There is broad alignment between the 
WCWARP and the types of activities managed in the district plans, subject to the 
availability of water.  

6.2.9 Conflicts between rural activities 

The CRPS objectives and policies seek that development avoids or mitigates reverse 
sensitivity effects and conflicts between incompatible activities, including identified 
mineral extraction areas. More specifically development or fragmentation in areas valued 
for primary production which results in reverse sensitivity effects are avoided.  
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Both the WDP and MDP include objectives that seek a level of rural amenity consistent 
with the range of activities anticipated in rural areas, but which does not create 
unacceptably unpleasant living or working conditions for the District’s residents and 
visitors. Policy support for these objectives is variable between the plans, specifically: 

- Both plans include policies that require residential dwellings to be setback from 
property boundaries, including for the purpose of reducing potential effects on the 
inhabitants of those dwellings from activities on neighbouring sites. 

- The MDP seeks to avoid, remedy, or mitigate adverse reverse sensitivity effects 
within the Mackenzie Basin subzone.  

Both District Plans include rules which manage rural amenity conflicts by way of limiting 
the permitted scale of some sensitive activities (e.g. visitor accommodation), and 
specifying setbacks for buildings containing sensitive activities (e.g. residential 
dwellings) from adjacent properties and/or intensive farming activity. Both plans also 
specify minimum subdivision lot size standards, although this is limited to only within the 
Mackenzie Basin subzone in the case of the MDP. With regard to the building setback 
requirements in the District Plans:  

- The required setback for residential buildings is 20m in both plans  

- There is no requirement for a setback for residential dwellings from the boundary 
with sites where activities are carried out that involve spraying in the MDP, but 
there is in the WDP 

- The setback for buildings housing pigs is 500m in the WDP, but 50m in the MDP; 
and the setback for buildings housing chickens in the WDP is 100m, as compared 
to 30m in the MDP for all other animals. 

While both District Plans include varying rural amenity controls, there is a general lack 
of policy recognition of managing reverse sensitivity effects, with the exception of within 
the Mackenzie Basin subzone of the MDP. Review and better alignment of the amenity 
controls with the direction of the CRPS could be warranted, including to address any 
gaps in rules managing sensitive activities in rural areas. This includes ensuring sufficient 
setbacks from mineral extraction activities and intensive farming in both plans.  

6.3 Extent of alignment 

Allocation of water to support land use change  

- The WCWARP generally aligns well with the higher order land use objectives and 
policies in the CRPS.  

- There is no misalignment between the scope of rural development anticipated or 
sought under the CRPS, Mackenzie Vision and Agreement, District Plans; and 
the restrictions on the take and use of water in the WCWARP for such 
development. This conclusion is reached on the basis of the types of activities 
envisaged and provided for in the CRPS and District Plans, and the allocation of 
water to those same types of activities in the WCWARP. It is not based on an 
assessment of the ultimate development ‘capacity’ for these land uses, and the 
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extent to which there is available water to provide for that development capacity. 
If there is insufficient remaining water to be allocated to activities in particular 
locations in accordance with the WCWARP, the level of rural development 
enabled in District Plans may need to be constrained accordingly. 

Soil resources  

- Without having undertaken detailed analysis of the location and extent to which 
high class soils can ‘absorb’ fragmentation, the minimum net lot area 
requirements in the Rural Scenic zone and the Mackenzie Basin subzone 
generally give effect to the policy direction in the CRPS to avoid the fragmentation 
of highly productive land.  

Design and location of growth, planning for growth  

- The strategy reflected in the CRPS to ensure consolidation of urban growth and 
limited rural residential expansion in and around existing urban areas is generally 
well reflected in the policy framework and zoning pattern of the WDP, but is not 
reflected to the same extent in the MDP.   

Pastoral intensification and agricultural conversion  

- There could appear to be some conflict between the rule framework in the MDP 
that manages agricultural conversion and pastoral intensification within the 
Mackenzie Basin Subzone, and the objectives of the Mackenzie Agreement., 
However, Policy 3B13 enables JMAs to be taken into account when considering 
applications for these activities, and the LWRP as amended by Plan Change 5 
enables a degree of farming intensification in the Haldon and Mid Catchment 
zones, subject to discharge limits and no net loss of significant indigenous 
biodiversity. The CRPS, MDP, LWRP and the Mackenzie generally align on this 
matter at a high-level policy level but there some are specific geographic 
constraints in PC13 that are not reflected or referenced in the LWRP. Mining 
activities 

- The provisions of the LWRP, MDP and WDP broadly align in relation to the 
management of mining activities, noting that analysis of the way in which the 
provisions manage mining activities in respect of biodiversity and landscape 
values are set out in Sections 4.0 and 5.0 of this report. 

Commercial, industrial and tourism activities in the rural zone  

- The approach taken to managing these activities generally align between the 
district plans except that the approach taken to commercial recreation in the MDP 
is slightly more granular and permissive than the WDP. Similarly, the permitted 
baseline for visitor accommodation in the MDP is more permissive than the WDP 
in relation to the numbers of guests that can be accommodated. 

- There is broad alignment between the WCWARP and the types of activities 
managed in the district plans, subject to the availability of water.  
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Conflicts between rural activities (reverse sensitivity) 

- Both the WDP and MDP include objectives that seek a level of rural amenity 
consistent with the range of activities anticipated in rural areas, but which does 
not create unacceptably unpleasant living or working conditions for the District’s 
residents and visitors. This is generally consistent with the CRPS. Policy support 
for these objectives is variable between the plans as set out in Section 6.4 below. 

6.4 Identified gaps 

Table 9: Summary of identified gaps and areas of misalignment - land use change 

Issue Commentary 

Effects on water arising from land use  

Policy 13 of the WCWARP states that 
regard will be had to the extent to which 
any consent to take, dam, divert, or use 
water for agricultural or horticultural use 
could result in the water quality 
objectives of the NRRP not being 
achieved. The reference to the NRRP is 
outdated  

While the NRRP is outdated, and the 
reference in this policy should be 
updated, it is perhaps questionable 
whether this policy is necessary given 
the comprehensive framework for 
managing the effects of water quality in 
the LWRP.  
On the other hand, retention of the policy 
provides a useful cross reference to the 
interrelationship between water quality 
and quantity.  
Overall significance – Low  

There is a degree of misalignment 
between the use of water for irrigation 
and the management of effects on 
biodiversity and landscape values.   

At present consents for irrigation may be 
granted under the LWRP giving the 
implication that the irrigation activity is 
acceptable despite the potential for 
impact on biodiversity and landscape 
values.  But the associated land use 
consents for the use of the water would 
be non-complying (with a strong policy 
direction against development) under the 
Mackenzie District Plan as amended by 
PC13, and the WDP in ONL areas.  
This in part a result of the division of 
functions between the regional and 
districts, and in part a result of the 
relative timing of the plan processes.   
Given this issue has the potential to 
appear misleading to plan users and 
undermine the need for comprehensively 
dealing with linked issues the 
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Issue Commentary 
significance of this gap is considered to 
be medium. 
Overall significance – Medium 

Soil resources  

The minimum net lot area in the Rural 
Scenic Zone in the Waitaki District 
(20ha) arguably goes further towards 
giving effect to the CRPS objectives 
around retaining the productivity potential 
of high-class soils by avoiding 
fragmentation than does the minimum 
net lot area in the Rural General Zone 
(4ha).  
The differences between the minimum 
net lot area requirements in the ONFL 
and Mackenzie Basin (outside Farm 
Base Areas) are addressed in the 
Section 5.5 of this report. 

It is acknowledged that the focus of this 
review has been on the Mackenzie Basin 
within the Mackenzie and Waitaki 
Districts, and that within these areas both 
district plans generally give effect to the 
CRPS in relation to avoiding the 
fragmentation of high-class soils due to 
the minimum subdivision areas.  
However, it is noted that this might not 
be the case throughout other parts of the 
Waitaki and Mackenzie Districts.  
Given that this issue is largely beyond 
the Mackenzie Basin, the significance of 
this gap is considered to be low.  
Overall significance – Low  

Design and location of growth, 
planning for growth  

 

The strategy reflected in the CRPS to 
ensure consolidation of urban growth 
and limited rural residential expansion in 
and around existing urban areas is not 
particularly well reflected in the MDP, 
where there is a lack of policy support for 
this concept.   
Some provisions in the MDP could be 
seen to conflict with this approach e.g. 
Policy 3B4 (which encourages 
appropriate large scale residential and 
rural residential areas in areas of low or 
medium visual vulnerability in the 
Mackenzie Basin subzone by adopting 
alternative zoning options that 
incorporate enhancement of landscape 
and ecological values, including wilding 
control).  

It is recognised however that the differing 
landscape led spatial approach to 
managing growth in the MDP, and in 
particular the Mackenzie Basin subzone, 
supports achievement of other 
environmental and economic objectives 
(e.g. landscape protection, and 
ecological protection/enhancement) in 
the CRPS, biodiversity strategy, and 
Mackenzie Vision and Agreement. 
Recognising the validity of this approach, 
it is considered that future review of the 
CRPS growth objectives and policies 
may need to recognise and incorporate 
such alternative spatial approaches to 
managing growth. That may include for 
example compensatory type provisions 
which enable rural and rural residential 
growth and other forms of development, 
where there is retention and 
enhancement of significant indigenous 
biodiversity and landscape values.  
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Issue Commentary 
As this is a misalignment that relates to 
broad strategic growth issues, it is of 
high significance.  
Overall significance - High 

Policy 5.3.3 of the CRPS seeks to 
ensure substantial developments (e.g. 
the provision of a considerable extent of 
residential housing, and/or employment 
opportunities) to be built to a high quality, 
and be robust, and resilient. While also 
having broader application to urban 
areas, there is a general lack of 
provisions in the MDP and WDP which 
ensures that rural growth give effect to 
this policy, and the related methods 
which require an ODP or outline/concept 
plan to be submitted as part of an 
application for substantial developments. 

In light of the other significant issues 
facing the basin (such as landscape, 
biodiversity and agricultural 
intensification); and the generally low 
levels of built form that would likely arise 
from the subdivision patterns enabled in 
the district plans, this is considered to be 
of medium significance.  
Overall significance – Medium  

While more relevant to urban 
development, there is also general lack 
of provisions in the MDP and WDP which 
promote good planning, building design, 
and urban design to give effect to the NZ 
Urban Design protocol, as sought by the 
CRPS methods. 

Pastoral intensification and 
agricultural conversion 

 

The combination of the extent of land 
within the Waitaki District’s ONFL layer 
as compared to the extent of this ONL in 
the CRLS and the limited management 
of only irrigation (as compared to direct 
drilling, cultivation, subdivisional fencing, 
top dressing and oversowing in the MDP) 
has the potential to enable ongoing 
pastoral intensification and agricultural 
conversion on a permissive basis 
throughout approximately 38,500 ha of 
land that is identified as being within the 
CRLS ONL for the Mackenzie Basin.  
In addition, agricultural conversion 
arising from direct drilling, cultivation, top 
dressing and oversowing is not managed 

The implications of these differences 
could have significant effects on the 
landscape values and biodiversity values 
within the Mackenzie Basin in the 
Waitaki District, and could lead to a 
marked difference in these values 
between the Mackenzie and Waitaki 
Districts.  
As this issue relates to a key land use 
change in the Basin, relates to a distinct 
difference in land use approaches 
between the District Plans; relates to a 
marked difference in the way that 
landscape values are identified at a 
regional and district level; and could 
have significant implications on 
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Issue Commentary 
under the WDP, and could occur as a 
permitted activity throughout the Waitaki 
District within the Mackenzie Basin.  

biodiversity and landscape values in the 
Basin, the significance of this gap is 
considered to be Very High.  
The significance of this issue could be 
tempered by water allocation limitations 
and nitrogen loss caps.  This is a matter 
of very high significance due to its 
strategic importance.  
Overall significance – Very High  

Tree planting and forestry   
The provisions of the MDP, WDP, and 
LWRP have now been superseded by 
NES-PF, other than to the extent to 
which Regulation 6 enables more 
stringent rules to be applied. To date no 
changes have been made to these plans 
to ensure alignment with the NES-PF, 
including removing redundant provisions, 
and confirming those rules that are more 
stringent that need to be retained or 
amended. Alignment will ensure 
avoidance of any conflicting provision 
and ensure ease of administration.  

It is understood that Waitaki District 
Council have completed some initial 
work identifying the extent to which 
amendment of the WDP is required. 

Analysis of the way in which the district 
plans manage forestry in areas of 
significant biodiversity and landscape 
values is set out elsewhere in this report.  
Noting that alignment with the NPS-PF is 
beyond the immediate scope of this 
review, the significance of this issue is 
low, noting that it will be an important 
piece of work to undertake in order to 
ensure alignment with the NPS. 
Overall significance: Low  

Commercial, industrial and tourism 
activities in the rural zone  

 

The policy framework in the WDP is 
broadly consistent with Policy 5.3.12 of 
the CRPS except that it does not strongly 
reflect the employment component of the 
CRPS policy. 

In the context of other issues facing the 
Mackenzie Basin in the Waitaki District 
this gap is relatively low in significance, 
but could result in a slight policy gap 
when considering resource consents for 
these types of activity.  
Overall significance – Low  

The objectives and policies for the rural 
zone in the MDP do not appear to 
explicitly refer to the way in which 
commercial, industrial, recreational and 
visitor accommodation activities should 
be managed in the rural zone, beyond 

This policy gap could result in issues for 
assessing resource consents for these 
activities (which are generally 
discretionary activities aside from certain 
small scale permitted activities). For this 
reason, and as it results in a disconnect 
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Issue Commentary 
those that relate to rural amenity 
generally. This is inconsistent with the 
policy framework set out in the CRPS 
and the WDP, and does not provide a 
policy direction that aligns with the 
outcomes sought in relation to tourism 
activities in the Mackenzie Agreement. 

with the WDP and the CRPS, this is of 
medium significance.  
Overall significance - Medium 

Conflicts between rural activities   

While both District Plans include varying 
rural amenity controls, there is a general 
lack of policy recognition of managing 
reverse sensitivity effects, with the 
exception of within the Mackenzie Basin 
subzone of the MDP. 

Given that this is a policy gap between 
both district plans and the CRPS, and 
could result in increasing conflicts 
between rural and non-rural activities, 
this is considered to be of medium 
significance.  
Overall significance – Medium  

The MDP does not require a building 
setback for residential dwellings from 
properties where spraying activities are 
being undertaken, but the WDP does.  

It is not known whether this is a 
significant issue within the Mackenzie 
District, and further research into the 
need for this type of rule in the MDP 
would inform the significance of the gap.  
However, as it relates to the issue of 
reverse sensitivity generally, this is of 
medium significance.  
Overall significance – medium  

The setback for buildings housing pigs is 
500m in the WDP, but 50m in the MDP; 
and the setback for buildings housing 
chickens in the WDP is 100m, as 
compared to 30m in the MDP 

The rules that relate to the setbacks for 
buildings housing pigs and poultry are 
quite different in each of the District 
Plans, most notably for pigs.  
As this relates to the issue of reverse 
sensitivity generally, this is of medium 
significance.  
Overall significance – medium 
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7.0 Findings – Water Quality  

7.1 Introduction  

This section sets out the manner in which each of the relevant project documents 
addresses water quality. The review has focussed on the following sub-themes:  

- Recognising Ngāi Tahu relationships with water 

- Intrinsic values of water  

- The need for high quality fresh water  

- Water quality outcomes  

- Way in which fresh water quality outcomes shall be managed  

- Farming activities and nitrogen loss  

- Stormwater and wastewater systems  

- Earthworks and vegetation clearance  

- Hazardous substances and hazardous activities  

- Exclusion of stock  

- Animal effluent and offal pits  

- Wetlands and riparian margins  

- Aquaculture  

A summary of the areas of alignment, misalignment, identified gaps and the level of 
significance is set out at the conclusion of this section.  

7.1.1 Overview - Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 2013 

Chapter 7 of the CRPS addresses Fresh Water and acknowledges that it needs to give 
effect to the NPS-FW. Issues relating to water quality include:  

- Recognition that water quality of fresh water bodies can be affected in direct and 
indirect ways, and that not all effects (particularly cumulative effects) are fully 
understood and easily managed;328 and 

- The need for high quality fresh water for drinking water supplies, customary uses, 
and other activities such as contact recreation.329 

Related objectives seek to ensure that the abstraction of water and development of water 
infrastructure in the region occurs in parallel with the maintenance of water quality (where 
it is of a high standard), the improvement of water quality in catchments where it is 
                                                      
328 CRPS Issue 7.1.2 
329 CRPS Issue 7.1.3 
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degraded; and the restoration or enhancement of degraded fresh water bodies and their 
surroundings.330  

Objective 7.2.3 seeks to maintain or improve the overall water quality of freshwater in 
the region, and the integrated management of fresh water resources is promoted by 
Objective 7.2.4. The key directive policies that relate to water quality are Policies 7.3.6 
and 7.3.7. These policies direct that 

- Minimum water quality standards shall be established for surface water and 
groundwater resources;  

- Activities that may affect water quality shall be managed to maintain water quality 
at or above the minimum standard set for that water body;  

- Where water quality is below the minimum water quality standard set for that 
water body, additional allocations and discharges that may further adversely 
affect water quality shall be avoided;  

- Catchments where water quality may be adversely affected by increases in the 
application of nutrients to land or other changes in land use are identified; and  

- Land use change is controlled to ensure water quality standards are maintained 
or improved within an appropriate timeframe.  

7.1.2 Overview – Canterbury Regional Biodiversity Strategy 2008 

The CRBS recognises the interconnectedness of water quality and biodiversity, and the 
impact that the loss of vegetation cover and land development can have on freshwater 
ecosystems. It specifically acknowledges that while water quality in the hill and high 
country rivers has generally remained relatively high, changes in land use is causing 
water quality degradation in some rivers, and that water quality in high country lakes 
generally tends to be high due to lower intensity land use, however a number of smaller 
lakes surrounded by more intensively used farm land have elevated nutrient levels.331 

Water quality is not explicitly identified in the goals of the CRBS, but it is considered to 
be implicitly relevant to goal 1 which seeks to protect and maintain the health of 
significant habitats and ecosystems, and goal 2 which seeks to restore the natural 
character of degraded indigenous habitats and ecosystems.  

The focus of the targets in the CRBS is on preventing further loss of habitats and 
ecosystems; an ongoing increase in the number, quality and effectiveness of ecosystem-
based restoration projects; increasing awareness of the multiple benefits of incorporating 
indigenous biodiversity into working and urban landscapes; and other targets relating to 
education and awareness. Targets do not appear to specifically relate to water quality.  

                                                      
330 CRPS Objective 7.2.2 
331 CRBS pages 18-19 
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7.1.3 Overview – Canterbury Regional Landscape Study 2010 

The CRLS is not considered directly relevant to the water quality theme.  

7.1.4 Overview – Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan 2018 

The objectives of the LWRP are comprehensive and many of the principles reflected in 
the objectives relate to water quality either implicitly or explicitly. Of particular note the 
objectives:  

- seek to manage land and water as integrated resources to recognise Ngāi Tahu 
culture, traditions, customary uses and relationships with land and water;332 

- seek that water is recognised as essential to all life and respected for its intrinsic 
values;333  

- that the quality and quantity of water in fresh water bodies and their catchments 
is managed to safeguard the life-supporting capacity of ecosystems and 
ecosystem processes, including ensuring sufficient flow and quality of water to 
support the habitat and feeding, breeding, migratory and other behavioural 
requirements of indigenous species, nesting birds and, where appropriate, trout 
and salmon;334  

- that high quality fresh water is available to meet actual and reasonably 
foreseeable needs for community drinking water supplies;335 

- That high naturalness waterbodies and Hāpua and their margins are maintained 
in a healthy state or are improved where degraded;336 

- That those parts of lakes and rivers that are valued by the community for 
recreation are suitable for contact recreation. 337 

- That wetlands that contribute to cultural and community values, 
biodiversity, water quality, mahinga kai, water cleansing and flood mitigation are 
maintained. 338 

Related policies stipulate the freshwater outcomes set out in the sub-regional sections 
of the LWRP shall be achieved;339 as well as related water quality and quantity limits.340 
The ways in which surface water and groundwater should be managed are set out;341 

                                                      
332 LWRP Objective 3.1 
333 LWRP Objective 3.6 
334 LWRP Objective 3.8 
335 LWRP Objective 3.8A 
336 LWRP Objective 3.14 
337 LWRP Objective 3.15 
338 LWRP Objective 3.18 
339 LWRP Policy 4.1 
340 LWRP Policy 4.2 
341 LWRP Policy 4.3 and 4.4 
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followed by the priorities of water use.342 A range of policies relating to specific activities 
and resources are also set out, including that relate to:  

- Discharges of contaminants to land and water  

- Stormwater and community wastewater systems 

- Earthworks  

- Managing erosion prone land  

- Protecting sources of drinking water  

- Hazardous substances and activities  

- Livestock exclusion from water bodies 

- Discharges of collected animal effluent  

- Nutrient management  

- Wetlands and riparian margins  

Related rules in Section 5 of the LWRP manage discharges from a range of activities 
that can have adverse effects on water quality, including the following:  

- On-site wastewater and pit and composting toilets 

- Pest control and agrichemicals 

- Offal and farm rubbish pits  

- Discharges of solid animal waste or vegetative material containing animal 
excrement (including from intensive farming)  

- Stock holding areas and animal effluent 

- Silage pits and compost  

- Fertiliser use  

- Stock exclusion  

- Certain municipal facilities including cemeteries, sewerage systems, municipal 
waste systems, and stormwater reticulation systems  

- Hazardous substances and contaminated land 

- Earthworks and vegetation clearance in  

o Riparian areas  

o In erosion-prone areas  

o Over aquifers (earthworks only) 

Section 15B of the LWRP relates specifically to the Waitaki sub-region. The Waitaki sub-
region has been divided into four freshwater management units (FMU) for the purpose 
                                                      
342 LWRP Policy 4.5 
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of managing freshwater quality as shown in Figure 4 below. For the purpose of this 
review, the Upper Waitaki FMU is of particular relevance, which consists of the following 
sub-catchments:  

- Upper Waitaki Hill zone  

- Ahuriri Zone  

- Haldon Zone  

- Mid Catchment Zone  

Figure 4: Freshwater Management Units in the Waitaki Sub-region (Source: LWRP Figure 15B.1) 
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Tables in Section 15B of the LWRP set out the freshwater targets and limits for the 
Waitaki sub-region:  

- Water quality outcomes for rivers and lakes to be achieved by 2030;343  

- Water quality limits for rivers within each FMU, lakes (Upper Waitaki FMU only) 
and groundwater within each FMU;344 and 

- Nitrogen load limits (methods to calculate nitrogen load limits available for 
agriculture intensification are set out in Schedule 27).345 

Rules in section 15B of the LWRP seek to manage discharges from the following 
activities:  

- Aquaculture  

- Nutrients from farming activities  

- Individual farming activities, with separate regimes applying within the various 
sub-catchment zones 

- Irrigation schemes 

- Incidental discharges 

In relation to nutrient management, and by way of high level overview, Section 15B of 
the LWRP manages farming activities on land greater than 10ha depending on the extent 
to which the farming activity is being managed under existing consents which include 
conditions controlling nitrogen loss; and is subject to a Farm Environment Plan prepared 
by an accredited farm consultant.  

7.1.5 Overview – Waitaki Catchment Water Allocation Regional 
Plan 2006 

As set out earlier in this report, the WCWARP outlines how water is allocated in the 
Waitaki catchment in line with the purpose and principles of the RMA. At a high level in 
relation to water quality, the WCWARP recognises the importance of water quality, the 
implications of the intensification of land use on water quality, and the significance of 
water to Ngāi Tahu.  

The WCWARP seeks to sustain qualities of the Waitaki River and associated beds, 
banks, margins, tributaries, islands, lakes, wetlands including by recognising the 
importance of maintaining the integrity of the mauri in meeting cultural and spiritual needs 
of tāngata whenua;346 and that mauri is to be considered when setting environmental 
flow and level regimes, along with effects on water quality.347  

                                                      
343 LWRP Tables 15B(a) and 15B(b) 
344 LWRP Tables 15B(c), 15B(d) and 15B(e) 
345 LWRP Table 15B(f) 
346 WCWARP Objective 1(a) 
347 WCWARP Policies 4, 5, 12 
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Objective 3 of the WCWARP seeks to recognise beneficial and adverse effects on the 
environment in allocating water. Policies in the WCWARP set out the matters that shall 
be considered when determining whether or not to grant resource consents for the 
taking, diversion, or damming of water, and these matters include:  

- The extent to which the activity could result in the water quality objectives in the 
Natural Resources Regional Plan not being achieved;348 

- Whether an activity will have a more than minor adverse effect on the existing 
water quality of identified High Natural-Character Water Bodies.349 

As set out earlier in this report, the rules in the WCWARP relate primarily to the taking, 
damming, and diversion of water with a focus on managing allocation of water within 
waterbodies among various activities within specified environmental flows and limits.  

7.1.6 Overview – Waitaki District Plan 2010 

The WDP recognises that the Council has a role in controlling the effects of land uses 
within the District that may affect water quality;350 and seeks to manage the effects of 
land use activities so that they avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse effects on water 
quality351 to maintain or enhance the quality of water.352  

Related rules in the rural zone manage:  

- Earthworks  

- Forestry, which is a restricted discretionary activity in the Rural Scenic zone, and 
matters of discretion focus on effects on biodiversity, landscape, visual amenity, 
and the provision of a management plan to avoid or mitigate erosion during 
harvesting.353  

Another mechanism by which the WDP seeks to contribute to water quality outcomes is 
by limiting the scale of rural subdivision and the density of residential activity in the Rural 
Scenic Zone to large lots to retain the amenity of openness and to assist in protecting 
the quality of water resources.354 

This is supported by a 20ha minimum lot size in the Rural Scenic Zone355 and residential 
units in the Rural Scenic zone requiring consent as a restricted discretionary activity.356 
but matters of discretion are focussed on landscape effects as opposed to potential 
implications on water quality as reflected in the Issue statement. 

                                                      
348 WCWARP Policy 13 
349 WCWARP Policy 32 
350 WDP, Part II Section 16 Explanations and Reasons relating to Issue 8 – Nature Conservation Values  
351 WDP, Part II Section 16 Policy 16.9.3(2) 
352 WDP, Part II Section 16 Objective 16.9.2(2) 
353 WDP, Part III Section 4 Rule 4.3.3(9) 
354 WDP, Part II Section 16 Policy 16.5.2(2) 
355 WDP, Part III Section 4 Rule 4.4.1(1) 
356 WDP, Part III Section 4 Rule 4.3.3(11) 
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The WDP states that further research into identifying the trends between the state of the 
environment (including water quality) and changes in land use patterns or practices will 
be encouraged,357 and that it will inform landowners (in conjunction with the Regional 
Councils) of the effects of activities on water quality when considering resource 
consents;358 

In addition, the WDP acknowledges that intensive livestock farming or an increase of 
dwellings can lead to an increased number of effluent disposal fields, which can in turn 
lead to a deterioration of groundwater quality.359 Related rules enable intensive farming 
(of pigs and poultry) up to certain thresholds within the rural zone subject to setbacks 
from property boundaries, and requiring that the disposal of effluent shall not be 
undertaken on land closer than 500m to an existing dwelling.360  

The WDP states that there is an expectation that water will be available for both domestic 
and farming activities without the need for treatment.361 This is also reflected in the 
MDP.362 

The importance of riparian areas and wetlands in maintaining water quality is 
recognised363 and supported by rules that prevent buildings, earthworks, indigenous 
vegetation clearance and exotic tree planting within 20m of any lake, river, stream or 
wetland, and within wetlands.364  

7.1.7 Overview – Mackenzie District Plan 2004 

At a high level, the MDP seeks to encourage land use activities which sustain or enhance 
the water values of the high country.365 There is recognition that adverse effects on water 
quality should be avoided, remedied or mitigated, noting that this policy is proposed to 
be relocated to the new proposed indigenous biodiversity chapter via PPC 18.366 The 
MDP also acknowledges the dependency of ‘stable and viable rural communities’ on the 
implementation of land use systems which protect water quality.367  

The MDP acknowledges the interrelationship between the management of riparian areas 
and water quality, and specifically acknowledges that appropriate grazing can contribute 
to better management of these areas.368 The specific activities that can have adverse 
effects on riparian areas are listed as earthworks, vegetation clearance, entry of stock, 
planting of inappropriate vegetation types, intensive livestock farming and structures, 

                                                      
357 WDP, Part II Section 16 Policy 16.5.2(7) 
358 WDP, Part II Section 16 Policy 16.9.3(11) 
359 WDP, Part II Section 16 Explanatory Text to Issue 4 – Rural Amenity  
360 WDP, Part III Section 4 Rule 4.3.1(9) 
361 WDP, Part II Section 16 Issue 4 
362 MDP Section 7 Issue 4 
363 WDP, Part II Section 16 Explanations and Reasons relating to Issue 8 – Nature Conservation Values  
364 WDP, Part II Section 4 Rule 4.4.7 
365 MDP Section 7 Objective 4 
366 MDP Section 7 Policy 1C 
367 MDP Section 7 Issue 2 
368 MDP Section 7 Issue 5 and Issue 6 
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and inappropriate stream channel management. Related policies seek to manage the 
adverse effects of activities such as earthworks, vegetation clearance, tree plantings and 
buildings that have the potential to have significant adverse effects on a range of values, 
including water quality.369 Related rules:  

- Prevent buildings within riparian areas370 

- Limit earthworks up to certain area and volume thresholds in riparian areas;371 

- Limit the clearance of vegetation in riparian areas up to a certain threshold over 
a 5-year period (excluding weed pests or clearance for the purpose of habitat 
enhancement;372 

- Prevents forestry in riparian areas,373 being a restricted discretionary activity. 
Matters of discretion include consideration of the effect of forestry on the function 
of riparian areas. 

- Intensive livestock farming and structures (rules only control establishment of 
these in proximity to residential and rural residential zones) 

While acknowledgement is made in the issue statement in the MDP that the entry of 
stock, planting of inappropriate vegetation types, intensive livestock farming and 
structures, and inappropriate stream channel management can all have adverse effects 
on riparian values, there are no specific rules limiting or controlling these types of 
activities within riparian areas.  

Similar to the WDP, there is a distinct recognition that intensive livestock farming and 
factory farming can contribute to the degradation of groundwater quality due to 
inappropriate farm management and effluent disposal practices.374 The MDP requires 
that offal pits are set back from roads by 200m, but has no such similar setback from 
waterbodies.375 

The impact of recreation on water quality is acknowledged in the WDP,376 however the 
supporting objective seeks that recreational activities are undertaken in a way that 
avoids, remedies or mitigates potential adverse effects on a range of values, but none 
explicitly relate to water quality.377 While the MDP provides for certain commercial 
recreation activities as permitted activities, one of the matters of control for those 
activities that exceed the permitted activity threshold includes the effects of the activity 
on water quality.378 

                                                      
369 MDP Section 7 Policy 2A 
370 MDP Section 7 Rule 3.1.1.f (which is also cross referenced for the rules that manage buildings in the Mackenzie 
Basin subzone)  
371 MDP Section 7 Rule 4.1.1.c 
372 MDP Section 7 Rule 12.1.1.a 
373 MDP Section 7 Rule 6.1.8.g, 6.2.5.f and 6.3.2 
374 MDP Section 7 Issue 7 
375 MDP Section 7 Rule 15.1.1.i 
376 MDP Section 7 Issue 10 
377 MDP Section 7 Objective 8 
378 MDP Section 7 Clause 7.2.3 
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7.1.1 Overview – Mackenzie Vision and the Mackenzie 
Agreement 2013 

As set out earlier in this report, the Mackenzie Agreement seeks to enable the greater 
use of irrigation both at a small scale, and on a larger scale on 5 key sites, in addition to 
proposing a mechanism to achieve these outcomes alongside improved biodiversity and 
landscape protection. It acknowledges two principal challenges associated with land 
management in the Mackenzie Country, one of which is to protect water quality from the 
adverse effects of land use intensification. The Agreement states that this will be dealt 
with through the existing statutory processes that establish limits to protect water quality 
and require resource consents to take and use water. The other challenge is to maintain 
a healthy vegetation cover on the land through managing plant and animal pests, and 
windblown soil loss.379 The second challenge is dealt with in more detail in the Mackenzie 
Agreement, as addressed elsewhere in this report.  

7.2 Key themes 

7.2.1 Recognising Ngāi Tahu relationships with water  

A summary of the issues of significance to Ngāi Tahu relevant to the CRPS are set out 
in Section 2 of the document. This includes the impact on mahinga kai, taonga and other 
species as a result of poor water quality, widespread loss of riparian values, the 
prioritisation of abstractive use over customary use and instream values; over-
abstraction for irrigation purposes; and discharges to water.380 The LWRP seeks that 
land and water are managed as integrated natural resources to recognise and enable 
Ngāi Tahu culture, traditions, customary uses and relationships with land and water.381 

Similarly, the WCWARP seeks to sustain qualities of the Waitaki River including by 
recognising the importance of maintaining the integrity of the mauri in meeting cultural 
and spiritual needs of tāngata whenua;382 and that mauri is to be considered when setting 
environmental flow and level regimes, along with effects on water quality.383  

Part II Section 1 of the WDP sets out issues, objectives and policies relating to takata 
whenua values. This includes a policy that seeks to recognise important mahinga kai 
areas and to protect these areas.384 Section 4 of the MDP relates to takata whenua. 
Issues that are addressed in this section of the MDP include recognition of the 
importance of the relationship of takata whenua with water.385 

                                                      
379 Mackenzie Agreement, page 6 
380 CRPS Section 2 Table 2.1 
381 LWRP Objective 3.1 
382 WCWARP Objective 1(a) 
383 WCWARP Policy 4 
384 WDP Part II Section 1 Policy 1.3.5(3) 
385 MDP Section 4 Objective 1 
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While there is recognition throughout the CRPS, LWRP, WCWARP and the District Plans 
of Ngāi Tahu’s relationships with water, the provisions in the CRPS, LWRP and 
WCWARP are generally more extensive and specific than those in the District Plans.  

7.2.2 Intrinsic values of water  

Policy 7.2.3 of the CRPS seeks to protect the intrinsic values of waterbodies and their 
riparian zones. This is reflected in the LWRP by objective 3.6, which seeks to recognise 
water as being essential to all life and is recognised for its intrinsic values. The WCWARP 
prevents the taking, using, damming or diversion of water from certain lakes listed in the 
policy for the purpose of protecting their natural character, intrinsic, and amenity values 
(noting that this policy relates to water allocation, as opposed to water quality).386 Neither 
the MDP or the WDP appear to include any specific reference to protecting the intrinsic 
values of waterbodies and their riparian areas in the objectives and policies that relate 
to the rural environment. 

7.2.3 Need for high quality fresh water  

The CRPS recognises that high quality fresh water is essential for human drinking water 
supplies, customary uses, and other activities such as contact recreation.387 Similarly the 
LWRP seeks that high quality fresh water is available to meet actual and reasonably 
foreseeable needs for community drinking water supplies,388 recognise Ngāi Tahu 
customary uses,389 and that those parts of lakes and rivers that are valued by the 
community for recreation are suitable for contact recreation.390 The rule framework in the 
WCWARP seeks to ensure that water is made available for drinking water, stock drinking 
water, fire fighting capacity, and the processing and storage of perishable produce along 
with industrial, tourism, agricultural and commercial activities.   

The WDP and MDP both include recognition of the importance of high quality fresh water 
for domestic and farming activities and recreation, but do not appear to reflect the 
importance of water for customary uses.  

7.2.4 Water quality outcomes 

The CRPS seeks to maintain water quality where it is of a high standard, and to improve, 
restore, and enhance degraded fresh water bodies and their surroundings.391 It states 
that this should be done by identifying the natural character values of fresh water bodies 
and their margins and:  

                                                      
386 WCWARP Policy 30 
387 CRPS Issue 7.1.3 
388 LWRP Objective 3.8A 
389 LWRP Objective 3.1 
390 LWRP Objective 3.15 
391 CRPS Objective 7.2.2 
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- Preserving natural character values where there is a high state of natural 
character;  

- Maintain natural character values where they are modified but highly valued; and 

- Improve natural character values where they have been degraded to 
unacceptable levels.392 

This principle is reflected in the LWRP, which seeks to manage the quality and quantity 
of water in fresh water bodies and their catchments;393 and to maintain the state of high 
naturalness waterbodies and Hāpua in a healthy state, or improve them where they are 
degraded.394 

Similarly, the WCWARP identifies High Natural-Character Waterbodies in Policy 2 and 
states that the consent authority will ensure that any taking, using, damming or diverting 
of water does not, by itself, or in combination with any other take, use, dam, or diversion 
in the same area, have a more than minor adverse effect on the water quality of these 
waterbodies.395 

Aside from general references to the importance of water quality in the District Plans, 
these documents do not go into greater specificity as to the particular water outcomes 
that are to be achieved in respect of different types of waterbodies.  

7.2.5 Way in which fresh water quality should be managed  

The CRPS sets out the way in which the quality of fresh water should be managed, which 
is essentially:396  

- To set minimum water quality standards for surface water and groundwater 
resources;  

- To manage activities that may affect water quality to maintain water quality at or 
above the minimum standard set for that water body;  

- Where water quality is below the minimum water quality standard set for that 
water body, additional allocations and discharges that may further adversely 
affect water quality shall be avoided;  

- Catchments where water quality may be adversely affected by increases in the 
application of nutrients to land or other changes in land use are identified; and  

- Land use change is controlled to ensure water quality standards are maintained 
or improved within an appropriate timeframe.  

  

                                                      
392 CRPS Policy 7.3.1 
393 LWRP Objective 3.8 
394 LWRP Objective 3.14 
395 WCWARP Policy 32 
396 CRPS Policies 7.3.6 and 7.3.7 
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The LWRP contributes to meeting the above regime by:  

- Setting out the water quality limits for the rivers, lakes and groundwater in the 
Waitaki in Section 15B.7;  

- Setting out the water quality outcomes that shall be achieved in the Waitaki by 
2030 in Section 15B.6; and 

- Managing a range of activities that may affect water quality both in the Region-
wide rules in Section 5, and rules that are specific to the Waitaki sub-region in 
Section 15B (as addressed in greater detail below).  

At a high level the provisions of the LWRP that relate to the management of water quality 
appear to be broadly consistent with the management approach set out in the CRPS.  

7.2.6 Farming activities and nitrogen losses  

Section 15B of the LWRP contains extensive provisions that seek to manage the effects 
of nitrogen loss from farming activities on water quality. Policies 4.34 – 4.41D in the 
LWRP relate to this issue and broadly:  

- Seek to minimise the loss of nutrients from farming activities to water by raising 
awareness of the losses (through monitoring and record keeping); farming 
activities operating at good practice levels or better; and requiring the provision 
of information on modelled or estimated nutrient losses from farming to inform 
decision making;397  

- Ensuring that farming activities achieve the nutrient load limits and nutrient 
discharge allowances for the sub-regional catchments (see below for details in 
the Waitaki catchment);398 

- Seek to improve water quality in the Lake Zones and Red Nutrient Allocation 
zone;399 and maintaining water quality in the Green, Orange and Light Blue 
Nutrient Allocation zones,400 including by restricting the nitrogen losses from 
farming activities to specified limits; and 

- Managing the loss of phosphorous to water from farming activities by requiring 
this to be addressed in Farm Environment Plans.401  

Section 15B of the LWRP also includes a suite of provisions that manage nutrient 
management to achieve water quality outcomes.402 Collectively these provisions  

- Set out water quality outcomes in the Waitaki that are to be achieved by all 
farming activities minimising nutrient losses through GMP, all permitted farming 
activities on properties greater than 10 ha implementing a management plan, and 

                                                      
397 LWRP Policy 4.34 
398 LWRP Policy 4.35 
399 LWRP Policy 4.37 
400 LWRP Policies 4.38 and 4.38A 
401 LRP Policy 4.38I 
402 LWRP Section 15B Rules 15B.4.11 - 25 
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requiring resource consent for farming activities with more significant nutrient 
losses which ensures compliance with the water quality limits.403 

- Require a farm environment plan to be part of any application for resource 
consent for a farming activity in the Waitaki.404 

- Within the Upper Waitaki FMU –  

o Increases in nitrogen loss from farming activities in Haldon Zone or Mid 
Catchment Zone are restricted to land not irrigated, and to a limit that that 
does not exceed the Upper Waitaki Nitrogen Headroom; 

o Avoiding the granting of resource consent for nitrogen losses from farming 
activities in the Ahuriri Zone or Upper Waitaki Hill Zone that exceed the 
Baseline GMP Loss Rate (except where policy 15B.4.24 applies);  

o Imposing conditions on resource consents requiring farming activities to 
operate below the GMP Loss Rate, and imposing monitoring and 
response conditions that align with the quality limits, and relate to the 
effects caused by the activity.405 

- When granting resource consent for farming activities in the Waitaki, impose 
conditions that prevent exceedance of the nitrogen baseline (except where 
lawfully exceeded prior to 13 Feb 2016, and limit nitrogen loss to the lesser of the 
GMP loss rate or loss that occurred 4 years prior to 13 Feb 2016.406 

- Grant resource consent for farming activities in the Waitaki to a term of no more 
than 15 years, include conditions enabling review under s128 RMA.407 

Collectively the provisions that relate to nutrient losses from farming activities to manage 
effects on water quality in the LWRP appear to be comprehensive and robust, and have 
very recently been through the resolution of appeals on decisions on Plan Change 5.  

7.2.7 Stormwater and wastewater systems  

Policies 4.15 – 4.17 of the LWRP set out the way in which sewage, wastewater, industrial 
or trade waste, and stormwater discharges should be managed in order to avoid adverse 
effects on water quality, generally in the context of urban areas.  

Related rules manage discharges from the following activities:  

- On-site wastewater  

- Swimming pool or spa water  

- Greywater  

                                                      
403 LWRP Policy 15B.4.11 
404 LWRP Policy 15B.4.12 
405 LWRP Policy 15B.4.17 
406 LWRP Policy 15B.4.24 
407 LWRP Policy 15B.4.25 
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- Pit and composting toilets  

- Sewerage systems 

- Stormwater 

Neither the MDP or the WDP contain specific rules that relate to these activities in the 
rural zone, however it is generally acknowledged that increases in residential dwellings 
can result in increases in effluent disposal fields and that they can have adverse effects 
on water quality.  

7.2.8 Earthworks and vegetation clearance  

Policies in the LWRP seek to avoid the discharge of sediment or sediment laden water 
to surface water arising from earthworks,408 and to avoid or minimise the discharge of 
contaminants to groundwater from earthworks.409 Related policies seek to manage 
earthworks on erosion prone land,410 including avoiding or minimising sedimentation of 
water bodies arising from land clearance, earthworks and cultivation by the adoption of 
control methods and technologies such as:411  

- maintaining continuous vegetation cover adjacent to water bodies;  

- capturing surface run-off to remove sediment and other contaminants; or  

- direct drilling crops and cultivation that follows the contours of a paddock 

Related rules manage discharges from the following activities:  

- Dust suppressants   

- Earthworks and vegetation clearance in riparian areas 

- Earthworks and vegetation clearance in erosion prone areas 

Both district plans contain rules that manage earthworks within riparian areas. The WDP 
prevents earthworks from occurring within 20m of any river, stream, wetland, lake, or 
within any wetland. The MDP enables earthworks up to certain area and volume 
thresholds within riparian areas of lakes, rivers, and wetlands (noting that the riparian 
areas are generally larger than those in the WDP as addressed in Section 4.2.6). 

Both the MDP and the WDP contain rules that manage earthworks in the rural zone 
(outside riparian areas), and provide for earthworks up to a certain volume and area 
threshold as a permitted activity (subject to other rules that limit earthworks in sites of 
biodiversity significance, or landscape value addressed elsewhere in this report).412  

Neither the MDP or the WDP include any permitted activity standards associated with 
the earthworks that are enabled as permitted activities to prevent the discharge of 

                                                      
408 LWRP Policy 4.18 
409 LWRP Policy 4.19 
410 LWRP Policies 4.20 and 4.21 
411 LWRP Policy 4.22 
412 WDP Part III Section 4 Rule 4.3.1(14) 
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sediment from earthworks that could affect water quality such as erosion and sediment 
control practices.  

7.2.9 Hazardous substances and hazardous activities  

Policies in the LWRP seek to manage the discharge of hazardous substances, including 
discharges from contaminated land,413 landfills,414 the disposal of sewage sludge, 415 on-
site effluent treatment and disposal systems, 416 and cemeteries. 417 

Related rules manage discharges from the following activities:  

- Pest control and agrichemicals 

- Cemeteries 

- Municipal solid waste 

- Hazardous substances  

- Contaminated land  

Section 17 of the MDP addresses solid waste management, and includes recognition of 
the effects of these activities on water quality, highlighting particular concern over sites 
at Albury and Fairlie.418 Related policies seek to minimise the environmental effects 
associated with waste disposal and treatment by ensuring the appropriate siting, 
management and operation of landfill sites.419 

Neither of the District Plans appear to have specific rules that manage solid waste 
management facilities within the rural zone, and it is expected that they would require 
consent due to the general ‘catch all rules’ in each district plan for activities not otherwise 
provided for in the rules. 

The MDP includes provisions that relate to the prevention and mitigation of any adverse 
effects of the storage, use, disposal or transportation of hazardous substances.420 
Similarly the WDP also addresses the storage, use, disposal and transport of hazardous 
substances.421 In both plans, relevant site development standards generally to seek that 
any spillage of substances are suitably contained to prevent them entering the 
environment. 

In general, the LWRP and the District Plans both appear to manage the land use and 
discharge related aspects of the above activities in a manner that should enable potential 
effects on water quality to be avoided.  

                                                      
413 LWRP Policy 4.26 
414 LWRP Policy 4.27 
415 LWRP Policy 4.28 
416 LWRP Policy 4.29 
417 LWRP Policy 4.30 
418 MDP Section 17 Issue 1 
419 MDP Section 17 Policy 1 
420 MDP Section 10 
421 WDP Part II Section 12, and Part III Section 16 
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7.2.10 Exclusion of stock  

The LWRP includes policies that seek to exclude stock from the following locations in 
order to avoid the sedimentation of waterbodies (among other matters):422  

- Lakes, rivers and wetlands (intensively farmed stock only)  

- Freshwater bathing sites  

- Salmon spawning sites  

- Community Drinking-water Protection Zones  

- Inanga spawning habitat  

Additionally, the LWRP seeks to limit access to wetlands and the banks or beds of lakes 
and rivers to species of stock that prefer to avoid water, and at stocking rates that avoid 
evident damage.423 Related rules manage this issue, by preventing intensively farmed 
stock from disturbing the beds and banks of lakes, rivers and wetlands; and by cattle, 
deer or pigs in spawning habitats, community drinking water protection zones, and within 
1000m upstream of specified bathing sites.424 

However, neither of the district plans appear to include any provisions that seek to 
support the LWRP rules, which could for example be rules or non-regulatory methods 
seeking to exclude stock from riparian areas, and/or manage the type of stock that enter 
these areas.  

7.2.11 Animal effluent and offal pits 

Policy 4.33 of the LWRP requires that animal effluent storage, treatment and disposal 
systems (to land), must be designed to avoid the need to dispose of effluent when soil 
moisture or weather conditions may result in run-off entering surface water or leaching 
into groundwater.425 

Related rules manage discharges from the following activities:  

- Offal and farm rubbish pits 

- Stock holding areas and animal effluent 

The WDP includes a rule requiring that the disposal of effluent from intensive poultry and 
pig farming shall not be undertaken on land closer than 500m to an existing dwelling, but 
does not appear to include any rules that restrict the disposal of effluent proximate to 
waterways. By contrast, the MDP includes a rule requiring that offal pits are set back 
from roads, but not from waterbodies.  

                                                      
422 LWRP Policy 4.31 
423 LWRP Policy 4.31 
424 LWRP Rules 5.68 – 5.71 
425 LWRP Policy 4.33 
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7.2.12 Wetlands and riparian margins  

Policies in the LWRP seek that the following activities within the boundaries of wetlands 
do not adversely affect the significant values of wetlands:426 

- takes, uses, damming and diversion of water; 

- discharges of contaminants;  

- earthworks  

- structures  

- planting  

- vegetation removal  

- other land uses 

The policies also encourage the restoration and enhancement of wetlands;427 and 
recommend that wetland and riparian planting is developed as integral parts of land 
drainage systems, discharges to land and water, and stormwater systems to reduce the 
effects of these activities on water quality.428 

To a certain extent, rules in the District Plans support the land use management outlined 
above by controlling the following activities in riparian margins:  

- buildings  

- earthworks  

- vegetation clearance  

- tree planting  

The extent to which these provisions align has been assessed in Section 4.0 of this 
report, and it is acknowledged that the way in which these activities are managed can 
also have implications on water quality (as well as biodiversity values).  

7.2.13 Aquaculture  

Section 15B of the LWRP includes policies that set out the way in which aquaculture 
activities should be managed in order to maintain water quality in the Waitaki.429 These 
policies essentially:  

- Restrict the location of individual aquaculture operations to either the Haldon 
Zone or the Valley and Tributaries Zone (noting that the Haldon Zone is in the 
Mackenzie Basin); 

                                                      
426 LWRP Policy 4.81 
427 LWRP Policy 4.83 
428 LWRP Policy 4.84 
429 LWRP Section 15B Policies 15B.4.8 - 10 
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- Avoiding new aquaculture development that will exceed load limits, water quality 
standards, and nitrogen load limits;  

- Requiring aquaculture to utilise best practicable options to minimise the loss of 
contaminants;  

- Require Aquaculture Environment Plans to accompany applications for resource 
consent 

Related rules manage the discharges of contaminants from aquaculture operations onto 
land and water in accordance with the above policies.430  

The management of aquaculture activities is not specifically provided for in the Rural 
provisions of the MDP and the WDP. However, the land based components of these 
activities might fall under the definitions of industrial and/or commercial activities and be 
subject to the rules in the District Plans that manage those activities, likely triggering 
consent as a discretionary or non-complying activity depending on the extent to which 
they meet related site and zone standards.  

7.3 Extent of alignment – summary  

7.3.1 Recognising Ngāi Tahu relationships with water  

While there is recognition throughout the CRPS, LWRP, WCWARP and the District Plans 
of Ngāi Tahu’s relationships with water, the provisions in the CRPS, LWRP and 
WCWARP are generally more extensive and specific than those in the District Plans.  

7.3.2 Intrinsic values of water  

The CRPS, LWRP and WCWARP all include references to the importance of the intrinsic 
values of water.  

7.3.3 Need for high quality fresh water  

In general, the CRPS, LWRP, WCWARP and the District Plans all recognise that high 
water quality is important in the continuing supply of water for drinking water and 
recreation, however only the regional documents also acknowledge that high water 
quality is important for customary uses. 

7.3.4 Water quality outcomes 

The CRPS seeks to maintain water quality where it is of a high standard, and to improve, 
restore, and enhance degraded fresh water bodies and their surroundings.431 This 
principle is reflected in the LWRP, which seeks to maintain the state of high naturalness 
                                                      
430 LWRP Section 15B Rules 15B.5.3 – 15B.5.7 
431 CRPS Objective 7.2.2 
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waterbodies and Hāpua in a healthy state, or improve them where they are degraded.432 
The WCWARP identifies High Natural-Character Waterbodies in Policy 2 and states that 
the consent authority will ensure that any taking, using, damming or diverting of water 
does not, by itself, or in combination with any other take, use, dam, or diversion in the 
same area, have a more than minor adverse effect on the water quality of these 
waterbodies.433 There is general alignment between the regional documents in relation 
to the water quality outcomes that are sought in relation to specific ‘types’ of waterbodies. 

7.3.5 Way in which fresh water quality should be managed  

At a high level the provisions of the LWRP that relate to the management of water quality 
appear to be broadly consistent with the management approach set out in the CRPS.  

7.3.6 Farming activities and nitrogen losses  

Collectively the provisions that relate to nutrient losses from farming activities to 
manage effects on water quality in the LWRP have very recently been through the 
resolution of appeals on decisions on Plan Change 5 and made operative.  

7.3.7 Earthworks and vegetation clearance  

The LWRP seeks to avoid sediment laden discharges to surface water, and related 
provisions manage earthworks in riparian areas and on erosion prone land. Rule manage 
discharges to water from dust suppressants; and earthworks and vegetation clearance 
in riparian areas and erosion prone land. Both district plans also include rules that 
manage earthworks generally in the rural zone and in riparian areas. There are 
differences in the way that the district plans manage earthworks as addressed later in 
this report. 

7.3.8 Hazardous substances and hazardous activities  

In general, the LWRP and the District Plans both appear to manage the land use and 
discharge related aspects of these types of activities in a manner that should enable 
potential effects on water quality to be avoided.  

  

                                                      
432 LWRP Objective 3.18 
433 WCWARP Policy 32 
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7.4 Identified gaps – summary  

Issue Commentary 

Recognising Ngāi Tahu relationships 
with water 

 

While there is recognition throughout the 
CRPS, LWRP, WCWARP and the District 
Plans of Ngāi Tahu’s relationships with 
water, the provisions in the CRPS, LWRP 
and WCWARP are generally more 
extensive and specific than those in the 
District Plans.  

XX 
Overall significance – Medium 

Intrinsic values of water   

The CRPS, LWRP and WCWARP all 
seek to protect the intrinsic values of 
waterbodies and their riparian areas, 
however the policy frameworks that 
relate to the rural environments in the 
WDP and MDP do not appear to reflect 
this principle (except in the explanation 
for rural Policy 2B in the MDP). 

It is acknowledged that the regional 
documents have the principal role in 
managing water quality and appropriately 
reflect the principle of the importance of 
the intrinsic values of water, the needs 
for high quality fresh water, and water 
quality outcomes.  
Given that the district plans manage land 
use activities that could have adverse 
effects on water quality it could be useful 
to reflect these principles in the policy 
framework to reflect the higher order 
documents.  
Overall significance – Medium 

Needs for high quality fresh water 

The WDP and MDP both include 
recognition of the importance of high 
quality fresh water for domestic and 
farming activities and recreation, but do 
not appear to reflect the importance of 
water for customary uses. 

Water quality outcomes 

Aside from general references to the 
importance of water quality in the District 
Plans, these documents do not go into 
greater specificity as to the particular 
water outcomes that are to be achieved 
in respect of different types of 
waterbodies. 

Stormwater and wastewater systems  

The LWRP contains rules that manage 
discharges from a range of stormwater 
and wastewater related systems. Neither 
the MDP or the WDP contain specific 
rules that relate to these activities in the 

This is not considered to be a significant 
gap due to the distinct functions of 
regional and territorial authorities in 
managing the discharges associated with 
these types of activities.  
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Issue Commentary 
rural zone, however it is generally 
acknowledged that increases in 
residential dwellings can result in 
increases in effluent disposal fields and 
that they can have adverse effects on 
water quality. 

Overall significance - Low 

Earthworks and vegetation clearance  

The LWRP and the District Plans include 
rules that manage earthworks in riparian 
areas.  
The distances from waterbodies that 
constitute riparian areas all differ, as 
addressed in Section 4.2.6 of this report.  
The MDP enables earthworks within 
riparian areas up to a certain permitted 
activity threshold, as does the LWRP, but 
these thresholds differ. The WDP does 
not enable earthworks in riparian areas 
as a permitted activity.  
Both the MDP and the WDP include 
rules that manage earthworks in the rural 
zone generally, however neither the 
MDP or the WDP include any permitted 
activity standards that seek to prevent 
the discharge of sediment into water 
bodies. The LWRP is therefore the only 
statutory document that seeks to 
specifically prevent and manage the 
discharge of sediment (and other 
contaminants) to water from earthworks.  

It is acknowledged that the functions of 
regional councils focus on the control of 
the use of land for the purpose of 
maintaining water quality, and therefore it 
is expected that the LWRP contains 
provisions that are focused on preventing 
the discharge of contaminants to water 
arising from earthworks.  
However, this could be supported by 
provisions in the District Plans that 
require land use activities (in this case 
earthworks) to be undertaken in a 
manner that supports the outcomes 
being sought in the LWRP on this matter.  
As this issue relates to achieving better 
coordination between the management 
of similar activities across multiple 
documents, this is considered to be of 
medium significance.  
Overall significance: Medium 

Exclusion of stock   

The LWRP seeks to prevent stock 
disturbing the beds of lakes and rivers, 
but neither of the District Plans appear to 
include any methods (regulatory or non-
regulatory) that support this from a land 
use perspective.  
 
 
 
 

Investigation into ways in which the 
District Plans could include methods to 
support the outcomes being sought in 
the LWRP (acknowledging the different 
responsibilities of regional and territorial 
authorities) could result in improve 
coordination between the LWRP and 
district plans, and better water quality 
outcomes.  
Overall significance: Medium  
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Issue Commentary 

Animal effluent and offal pits   

The LWRP includes rules relating to the 
discharges from offal and farm rubbish 
pits; and stock holding areas and animal 
effluent. The WDP includes a rule 
requiring that the disposal of effluent 
from intensive poultry and pig farming 
shall not be undertaken on land closer 
than 500m to an existing dwelling, but 
does not appear to include any rules that 
restrict the disposal of effluent proximate 
to waterways.  
The MDP includes a rule requiring that 
offal pits are set back from roads, but not 
from waterbodies. 

Investigation into ways in which the 
District Plans could include methods to 
support the outcomes being sought in 
the LWRP (acknowledging the different 
responsibilities of regional and territorial 
authorities) could result in improve 
coordination between the LWRP and 
district plans, and better water quality 
outcomes.  
Overall significance: Medium 

Aquaculture  
While section 15B of the LWRP contains 
a series of rules that manage aquaculture 
activities (focusing on the discharge of 
nutrients), the management of 
aquaculture activities is not specifically 
provided for in the Rural provisions of the 
MDP and the WDP. However, the land 
based components of these activities 
might fall under the definitions of industrial 
and/or commercial activities and be 
subject to the rules in the District Plans 
that manage those activities, likely 
triggering consent as a discretionary or 
non-complying activity depending on the 
extent to which they meet related site and 
zone standards. 

While this could be perceived as a 
potential gap, it is not considered to be a 
significant issue in light of the primary 
issues that are the focus of this review, 
nor the distinct functions of regional and 
territorial authorities in relation to this 
activity.  
Overall significance: Low  
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8.0 Conclusion 

Undertaking this review has demonstrated the quantum of provisions that seek to 
manage significant environmental values in the Mackenzie Basin alongside managing 
the effects of land use chance. As set out in the findings above, there is general high 
level alignment across all of the project documents that managing the effects of land use 
on water quality, biodiversity, and outstanding natural landscapes is important. However, 
the findings show that the manner in which the various documents seek to identify what 
is important, manage various land use activities in respect of those important values, and 
specify the outcomes that are sought to be achieved can differ to varying levels of degree 
and therefore significance.  
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CRPS criteria (Policy 9.3.1) Mackenzie Vision and 
Mackenzie Agreement 

MDP criteria (Rural Policy 1B) WDP criteria (16.9.3 Policy 3) 

(a) Representativeness 
Indigenous vegetation or 
habitat of indigenous fauna 
that is representative, typical 
or characteristic of the 
natural diversity of the 
relevant ecological district.  
This can include degraded 
examples where they are 
some of the best remaining 
examples of their type, or 
represent all that remains of 
indigenous biodiversity in 
some areas. 
Indigenous vegetation or 
habitat of indigenous fauna 
that is a relatively large 
example of its type within the 
relevant ecological district. 

(a) Representation of a full 
range of biodiversity with 
particular attention to 
irreplaceability; 
 

iii Representativeness - The best 
examples of particular vegetation 
types, habitats or ecological 
processes which are typical of 
their ecological district. 

i Representativeness … 
or 

(b) Rarity or distinctive 
features 
Indigenous vegetation or 
habitat of indigenous fauna 
that has been reduced to less 
than 20% of its former extent 
in the region, or relevant land 
environment, ecological 
district, or freshwater 
environment. 

 ii Rarity - The area supports an 
indigenous species, habitat or 
community of species which is 
rare and vulnerable within the 
ecological district or threatened 
nationally. 

 ii Rarity and distinctiveness … 



 

Appendix 1: Biodiversity Criteria  Boffa Miskell Ltd | Mackenzie Basin Planning Gap Analysis | 

 

CRPS criteria (Policy 9.3.1) Mackenzie Vision and 
Mackenzie Agreement 

MDP criteria (Rural Policy 1B) WDP criteria (16.9.3 Policy 3) 

Indigenous vegetation or 
habitat of indigenous fauna 
that supports an indigenous 
species that is threatened, at 
risk, or uncommon, nationally 
or within the relevant 
ecological district. 
The site contains indigenous 
vegetation or an indigenous 
species at its distribution limit 
within Canterbury Region or 
nationally. 
Indigenous vegetation or an 
association of indigenous 
species that is distinctive, of 
restricted occurrence, occurs 
within an originally 
rare ecosystem, or has 
developed as a result of an 
unusual environmental factor 
or combinations of factors. 
(c) Diversity and pattern 
Indigenous vegetation or 
habitat of indigenous fauna 
that contains a high diversity 
of indigenous ecosystem or 
habitat types, indigenous 
taxa, or has changes in 
species composition 
reflecting the existence of 

 v Diversity and pattern - areas 
exhibiting a high degree of 
biological diversity in terms of:  
- Vegetation  
- Habitat types  
- Species  
- Ecological processes 

iii Diversity and pattern …  
or 
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CRPS criteria (Policy 9.3.1) Mackenzie Vision and 
Mackenzie Agreement 

MDP criteria (Rural Policy 1B) WDP criteria (16.9.3 Policy 3) 

diverse natural features or 
ecological gradients. 
(d) Ecological context 
Vegetation or habitat of 
indigenous fauna that 
provides or contributes to an 
important ecological linkage 
or network or provides an 
important buffering function. 
A wetland which plays an 
important hydrological, 
biological or ecological role in 
the natural functioning of a 
river or coastal system. 
Indigenous vegetation or 
habitat of indigenous fauna 
that provides important 
habitat (including refuges 
from predation, or key habitat 
for feeding, breeding, or 
resting) for indigenous 
species, either seasonally or 
permanently 
 

 Connectivity - The extent to which 
the area has ecological value due 
to its location and functioning in 
relation to its surroundings. An 
area may be ecologically 
significant because of its 
connections to a neighbouring 
area, or as part of a network of 
areas of fauna habitat, or as a 
buffer 

 Iv Ecological context, size and 
shape  

 (b) Vulnerability (areas 
where opportunities to 
achieve protection are 
retreating most rapidly); 
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CRPS criteria (Policy 9.3.1) Mackenzie Vision and 
Mackenzie Agreement 

MDP criteria (Rural Policy 1B) WDP criteria (16.9.3 Policy 3) 

 (c) Adequacy of the size of 
an area to sustain its 
ecosystems. 
 

iii Size and shape - The degree to 
which the size and shape of an 
area is conducive to it being, or 
becoming, ecologically self 
sustaining. 

iv Ecological context, size and 
shape. 

  i Scientific Value - The area is a 
type of locality or other 
recognised scientific reference 
area. 

 

  iv Distinctiveness/Special 
Ecological Characteristics The 
type and range of unusual 
features of the area itself and the 
role of the area in relationship to 
other areas locally, regionally or 
nationally, including:  
- presence of species at their 
distribution limit  
- levels of endemism  
- supporting protected indigenous 
fauna for some part of their life-
cycle (e.g. breeding, feeding 
moulting, roosting), whether on a 
regular or infrequent basis  
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CRPS criteria (Policy 9.3.1) Mackenzie Vision and 
Mackenzie Agreement 

MDP criteria (Rural Policy 1B) WDP criteria (16.9.3 Policy 3) 

- playing an important role in the 
life-cycle of protected migratory 
indigenous fauna 
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Pigeon Bay criteria CRPS criteria (Policy 
12.3.4(1)) 

CRLS criteria MDP criteria 
(explanatory text to 

Objective 3A) 

WDP criteria 

Natural science factors – 
the geological, 
topographical, ecological 
and dynamic components 
of the landscape 

Natural science values Natural science factors – 
the geological, 
topographical, ecological 
and dynamic components 
of the landscape 

Not referred to in MDP, 
noting that ‘natural scenic’ 
values are.  

While not a direct reflection 
of the Pigeon Bay or RPS 
criteria, Rural Policy 
16.8.3(2) refers to 
“landscapes identified as 
being outstanding because 
of their high degree of  

- openness,  
- naturalness and/or  
- visual coherence  

Expressiveness or 
‘legibility’ – how easy it is 
to ‘read’ the processes 
that formed a landscape 

Legibility values  Expressiveness or 
“legibility” – how easy it is 
to “read” the processes 
that formed a landscape 

Not referred to in MDP 

Aesthetic values – 
including memorability and 
naturalness 

Aesthetic values Aesthetic values – 
including memorability and 
naturalness 

Reference to “… natural 
scenic values, aesthetic 
values…” 

Transient values – 
including presence of 
wildlife or seasonal 
changes 

Transient values Transient values – 
including presence of 
wildlife or seasonal 
changes 

Not referred to in MDP Not referred to in WDP 

Shared values - Whether 
the values are shared and 
how widely they are 
recognised 

Shared and recognised 
values 

Whether the values are 
shared and how widely 
they are recognised 

Reference to “… 
recognised values…” 

Policy 16.8.3(1) seeks to 
adopt a shared values 
approach “which 
recognises that members 
of the community can be 
given the opportunity to 
consider what are the 
important landscapes in 
the district and the 
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Pigeon Bay criteria CRPS criteria (Policy 
12.3.4(1)) 

CRLS criteria MDP criteria 
(explanatory text to 

Objective 3A) 

WDP criteria 

appropriate means by 
which to manage these 
landscapes.” 

Values to tangata 
whenua 

Tāngata whenua values Values to tangata whenua Reference to “… takata 
whenua values…” 

Not referred to in WDP 

Historical association Historic values Historical association Not referred to in MDP Not referred to in WDP 
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