
 

 
 

 
27 May 2016 
 
 
 
 
Manawatu District Council 
Private Bag 10 001 
FEILDING 4743 
 
Delivered via Email to:  
districtplanreview@mdc.govt.nz 
 
 
Dear Sir or Madam 

File ref:  RAI 04 02 
2016 

LT/RJP 

 
MANAWATU DISTRICT COUNCIL PROPOSED PLAN CHANGES 52, 55 AND 
60 – INDUSTRIAL ZONE, DISTRICT-WIDE RULES AND DESIGNATIONS 
 
Please find attached Horizons Regional Council’s submission on ProposedS Plan 
Changes 52, 55 and 60 to the Manawatu District Council’s District Plan.   
 
Horizons wishes to be heard in support of this submission. 
 
While Horizons is generally in support of the Proposed Plan Change there are 
some specific areas of concern which are outlined in the attached submission.  
 
We welcome the opportunity to work with the Manawatu District Council to 
narrow or resolve these issues prior to the hearing, either informally or at officer 
level or through a prehearing process. 
 
 
Yours faithfully 

 
Lisa Thomas 
COORDINATOR DISTRICT ADVICE 
 
 
Encls.  Submission on Proposed Plan Changes 52, 55 and 60 
 Annex A – One Plan Rule 14-18 
 Annex B – Horizons feedback letter on Draft Plan Changes 55, 55 & 60 
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Submission on the Proposed Manawatu District Plan Changes 52, 55 and 60 

Industrial Zone, District-Wide Rules and Designations 

 

To:  Manawatu District Council 
 Private Bag 10 001 

FEILDING 4743 
 
From: Manawatu-Whanganui Regional Council (Horizons) 
 Private Bag 11025 
 Manawatu Mail Centre 
 PALMERSTON NORTH 4442  
 

1. Thank you for the opportunity to submit on Proposed Manawatu District Plan Changes 
52, 55 and 60 (Industrial Zone, District-wide Rules and Designations). Our submission 
points are detailed below, along with the decisions sought from the Manawatu District 
Council (MDC).  

 
2. Horizons could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission. 

 
3. Horizons wishes to be heard in support of this submission. If others make a similar 

submission we would be willing to consider presenting a joint case with them to any 
hearing. 

 
4. Horizons provided feedback on the draft version of Plan Changes 52, 55 and 60 on the 

16th of March 2016. A number of our recommended changes have been adopted by 
MDC in the notified version of these Plan Changes. The following submission confirms 
our overall support for this Plan Change and those recommended changes to the draft 
version that have been accepted by MDC. However, a number of matters remain that 
require further discussion to ensure alignment with the objectives, policies and rules of 
the One Plan. We would welcome any opportunity to attend informal or formal pre-
hearing meetings with MDC and other parties to discuss these remaining matters.   

 
Plan Change 52 – Industrial Zone 
 
1. We understand that Proposed Plan Change 52 includes both a review of the 

Industrial Zone rules, and a rezoning of 15.6 hectares of land along Turners Road 
from Rural to Industrial.  Our key interests for development in this area include 
avoidance or mitigation of flood risk in a 0.5% Annual Exceedance Probability (AEP) 
(1 in 200 year) event and management of the quantity and quality of stormwater 
discharges.  

 

2. Horizons staff have had various preliminary discussions with MDC staff regarding 
various aspects of this proposed plan change.  Our involvement to date has included 
discussions around how additionally generated stormwater is to be detained within 
the extension area so that it does not result in increased stormwater flows to the 
Taonui Basin.  We also made a submission on a Notice of Requirement (NOR) to 
designate a new link road that will join Turners Road and Kawakawa Road, which will 
facilitate development of this area.  This proposed link road is illustrated on the 
structure plan map in Appendix 16.2 – “Kawakawa Industrial Park Growth Area.” 
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Resource Management Issues 

3. Horizons generally supports the resource management issues identified for the 
Industrial Zone. In particular, we support issue 4 which recognises the need to 
manage potential effects of industrial development on the environment, including 
increases in stormwater run-off. This proposed issue links well to standard i. 
(stormwater neutrality) of Rule 16.4.2 (Industrial Zone – Standards for permitted 
activities) and Rule 2.3.3 in the Subdivision Chapter (Stormwater Neutrality 
(Industrial Zone only)).  
 

4. Stormwater neutrality is not specifically mentioned within the policy framework. 
Objective 2 is broad enough to enable consideration of stormwater effects as it refers 
to adverse effects on the environment beyond the Zone. However, we recommend 
that Policy 2.4 be amended to specifically include stormwater run-off. This 
recommended change to Policy 2.4 will ensure that there is support for the 
stormwater neutrality rules within the policy framework. Suggested wording is as 
follows: 
 

2.4 To require industrial activities to locate within the Industrial Zone, to 
ensure that effects of these activities, particularly related to 
infrastructure, stormwater run-off, traffic, noise and amenity values are 
as far as practicable confined to the zone.  

 
Decisions Sought 

 That proposed Resource Management Issue 4 be retained as drafted in PPC52. 
  

 That Policy 2.4 be amended as follows (additions underlined): 
 

2.4 To require industrial activities to locate within the Industrial Zone, to 
ensure that effects of these activities, particularly related to 
infrastructure, stormwater run-off, traffic, noise and amenity values are 
as far as practicable confined to the zone.  

 
 

Stormwater Quantity  

5. Horizons generally supports the following provisions within the Draft Plan Change 
and requests that they be retained without modification: 

 

 Standard i. (Stormwater Neutrality) of Rule 16.4.2 (Industrial Zone – Standards 
for Permitted Activities). 

 

 Standard 2.3.3 (Stormwater Neutrality) of Rule C2 2.3 (Standards – Business, 
Industrial, Recreation, Manfeild Park and Special Development Zones) in the 
subdivision chapter of the District Plan. 

 
6. Horizons supports the approach being taken by MDC to require industrial 

developments to achieve “stormwater neutrality.”  Without mitigation, the cumulative 
effects of additional stormwater flows to the Taonui Basin will be significant. Horizons 
does not regulate urban stormwater neutrality per se, as suggested in the guidance 
note on Page 11 of the proposed Chapter 16 provisions. One Plan Rule 14-18 
permits the discharge of stormwater to surface water and land, subject to compliance 
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with conditions. A copy of this rule is attached as Annex A for your information. In 
relation to increases in stormwater runoff caused by increased impermeable 
surfaces, Rule 14-18 requires that discharges are managed so as to not cause or 
exacerbate flooding on any other property, and discharges into surface water bodies 
must not cause any permanent reduction in the water body’s ability to convey flood 
flows.   
 

7. MDC holds a global consent to discharge stormwater from within the Feilding urban 
area to open drains, the Oroua River and its tributaries, and the Makino Stream and 
its tributaries (Consent number 104360). This consent includes conditions around 
managing the effects of these discharges on the receiving environment, including 
flooding. As Horizons does not regulate property connections to MDC’s reticulated 
stormwater network, we request that reference to “stormwater neutrality” be deleted 
from the guidance note beneath Rule 16.4.2.  
 

8. Horizons has a particular interest in stormwater from the Feilding Industrial Zone as 
discharges to the Oroua River eventually end up in the Taonui Basin. The existing 
discharge consent held by Horizons for discharges to the Taonui Basin includes 
conditions that place limits on the total volume of water that may be discharged to the 
Basin. If stormwater from the Industrial Zone is not 100% detained onsite, the 
additional runoff from industrial development may result in a non-compliance with the 
conditions of Horizons’ discharge permit and will lead to deeper ponding depths on 
those properties in the Taonui Basin. The requirement to achieve stormwater 
neutrality is therefore necessary to mitigate this risk to downstream properties.  
 

9. A number of discussions have been held between Horizons and MDC staff over 
recent years in relation to stormwater management for Feilding and how to achieve 
“stormwater neutrality.” Horizons Manager Investigations and Design has advised 
that the design storm parameters that need to be considered for discharges to the 
Oroua River is the 12-hour, 1% AEP plus climate change to 2090 (an additional 
16.8%) as per NZS4404. The reason why the 12 hour storm should be used is that it 
is the length of time that the Kopane Spillway is forecast to operate.  
 

10. Based on a discussion with MDC’s Principal Planning Advisor on 20t May 2016, we 
understand that all development within the Industrial Zone will be connected to 
Council’s reticulated network. MDC will be responsible for ensuring that this 
reticulated stormwater network achieves stormwater neutrality through use of 
community detention ponds and other stormwater detention measures. Horizons will 
continue to provide technical advice and assistance to MDC to ensure that the final 
design for the reticulated network and stormwater detention measures will achieve 
stormwater neutrality, as required by Rule 16.4.2 permitted activity standard i. and 
Standard 2.3.3 of Subdivision Rule C2 2.3. 
 

Decisions Sought 

 That Standard i. (Stormwater Neutrality) of Rule 16.4.2 (Industrial Zone – 
Standards for Permitted Activities) be retained as drafted in PPC52. 
 

 That Standard 2.3.3 (Stormwater Neutrality) of Rule C2 2.3 – Standards – 
Business, Industrial, Recreation, Manfield Park and Special Development 
Zones in the subdivision chapter be retained as drafted in PPC52. 
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 That the advice note beneath rule 16.4.2 be amended as follows1: 
 
 
Guidance Notes: 
Stormwater Neutrality, Odour is and the 0.5% AEP (1:200) year modelled 
floodable land are regulated by the Manawatu-Wanganui Regional 
Council. Land included within the 0.5% AEP (1 in 200 year) modelled 
floodable land in Appendix 16.2 (Kawakawa Industrial Park Growth Area) 
is also subject to the Flood Channel 2 Zone Rules.  
 

Avoidance and Mitigation of Flood Risk 

11. Policy 9-2 generally discourages new habitable buildings from being built in locations 
that are likely to be inundated during a 0.5% annual exceedance probability (AEP) or 
1 in 200 year flood event.  Where flood hazard cannot be avoided, this policy 
requires the Regional Council and territorial authorities to consider the 
appropriateness of flood hazard mitigation measures.  There are two considerations 
with respect to flood mitigation – having a ground or finished floor level that includes 
reasonable freeboard above the 0.5% AEP flood level, and ensuring there is safe 
access and egress from occupied structures in that sized flood event.  
  

12. Horizons supports the inclusion of our modelled flood information for a 0.5% AEP 
flood event on the draft structure plan for the Kawakawa Industrial Park Growth Area. 
This “0.5% AEP (1 in 200 year) modelled floodable land” includes all land that has be 
modelled as likely to be inundated by more than 50mm of water during a 0.5% AEP 
(1 in 200 year) flood event. We request that this flood information be retained as 
shown on the draft structure plan. 
 

13. Rule 16.4.1 makes the construction of new buildings and additions and alterations to 
existing industrial buildings permitted within the Industrial Zone. There are no 
performance standards or rules proposed in PPC52 that require new buildings and 
structures within the modelled floodable area to avoid or mitigate flood hazard. 
However, based on a discussion with MDC’s Principal Planning Advisor on 20 May 
2016, we understand that the modelled floodable area shown on the structure plan is 
to be included in the Flood Channel 2 Zoning on Planning Map 35.  
 

14. The notified version of Planning Map 35 (page 14 of the Section 32 Report) was 
missing the flood channel zoning. A revised version of this planning map that 
includes the existing Flood Channel 2 zone was supplied to us by MDC’s Principal 
Planning Advisor on the 24th of May. However, the existing flood channel zone is 
based on Horizons older “indicative” flood information, which has been superseded 
by our more recent modelling of a 0.5% AEP (1 in 200 year) flood event. We 
therefore recommend that Planning Map 35 be amended so that the flood channel 2 
zone corresponds to Horizons more accurate 0.5% AEP modelled flood information. 
The Flood Channel 2 Zone on Map 35 would then be consistent with the floodable 
land identified on the draft structure plan for the Kawakawa Industrial Park Growth 
Area.  
 

15. New development in the floodable area will therefore be subject to the flood channel 
rules as well as the Industrial Zone rules. As new buildings within the flood channel 

                                                           
1 Highlighting refers to amendments sought in paragraph 17. 
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zones require resource consent, there is an opportunity for MDC to include a finished 
floor level as a condition of consent. However, until such time as the natural hazard 
rules of the District Plan are updated, there is an inconsistency between the 1% AEP 
(1 in 100 year) standard specified in sub-clause ii) of Rule 1.3.1 (Reservation of 
Control – Controlled Activity Land Use Applications) and the avoidance or mitigation 
of the 0.5% AEP (1 in 200 year) flood event in One Plan Policy 9-2. 
 

16. We understand that the natural hazard provisions of the Manawatu District Plan are 
being reviewed through Plan Change 53, which is to be notified in October or 
November 2016. Horizons provided feedback on the draft version of PC53 on 12 
April 2016, including the rules requiring new occupied buildings and extensions to 
existing occupied buildings in the Flood Hazard Overlay 1 and 2 areas to avoid or 
mitigate flood hazard in a 0.5% AEP (1 in 200 year) event. I have attached a copy of 
this feedback as Annex B for your information. Our primary concern with the 
proposed approach of PC53 to managing flood hazard was that the rules apply only 
to the mapped overlays, and will not apply to land that is not currently modelled but is 
shown through site-specific assessment to be at risk of inundation in a 0.5% AEP (1 
in 200 year) flood event.  
 

17. Horizons is comfortable working with MDC through the PC53 process to ensure that 
the natural hazards provisions of the District Plan give effect to the natural hazard 
objectives and policies of the One Plan. In the interim, we recommend that the 
guidance note under Rule 16.4.2 be amended to refer plan users to the natural 
hazard section of the District Plan for any development within the 0.5% AEP (1 in 
200) year modelled floodable area on Appendix 16.2 – Kawakawa Industrial Park 
Growth Area. We also request the deletion of reference to the “0.5% AEP (1:200) 
year modelled floodable land” from the guidance note beneath rule 16.4.2 as 
Horizons does not have a regulatory role in relation to floodable land. Our role is to 
provide flood information and advice to territorial authorities to assist them in their 
decision making. Suggested wording is as follows: 
 

Guidance Notes: 
Stormwater Neutrality,2 Odour is and the 0.5% AEP (1:200) year modelled 
floodable land are regulated by the Manawatu-Wanganui Regional 
Council. Land included within the 0.5% AEP (1 in 200 year) modelled 
floodable land in Appendix 16.2 (Kawakawa Industrial Park Growth Area) 
is also subject to the Flood Channel 2 Zone Rules.  

 
Decisions Sought 

 That the mapped “0.5% AEP (1 in 200 year) modelled floodable land” on the 
Kawakawa Industrial Park Growth Area structure plan (Appendix 16.2) be 
retained without amendment.  
 

 That the Flood Channel 2 Zone on Planning Map 35 be amended to correspond 
with the 0.5% AEP (1 in 200 year) modelled flood information provided by 
Horizons. 

 
 That MDC provide assurance that the natural hazard provisions of the District 

Plan, as amended through Plan Change 53, will give effect to One Plan Policy 9-
2 in respect of mitigating flood hazard mitigation through finished floor levels for 

                                                           
2 This amendment was sought in paragraph 7 and has been included here for completeness. 
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new buildings and extensions to existing buildings in the floodable area, and 
ensuring safe access and egress within the Kawakawa Industrial Park Growth 
Area.  
 

 That the guidance note under Rule 16.4.2 be amended as follows: 
Guidance Notes: 
Stormwater Neutrality,3 Odour is and the 0.5% AEP (1:200) year modelled 
floodable land are regulated by the Manawatu-Wanganui Regional 
Council. Land included within the 0.5% AEP (1 in 200 year) modelled 
floodable land in Appendix 16.2 (Kawakawa Industrial Park Growth Area) 
is also subject to the Flood Channel 2 Zone Rules.  

Plan Change 55 – District Wide Rules 

1. Horizons supports the intent of the plan change. We specifically support the following 
provisions: 
 
 Objective 1 and Objective 2 and all supporting policies, in Section 3A.3 
 The roading hierarchy as illustrated in Appendix 3B.1 and the objectives and 

policies that relate to this 
 Resource Management Issues 2 and 5 in Section 3D.2 
 Objective 1 and Policies 1.2 and 1.3 in Section 3D.3  
 Objectives 2 and 3 and their associated policies in Section 3D.3. However, we 

note that the word “of” is missing between the words “functioning” and “known” in 
Policy 2.5. 

 Standard “c” of Rule 3G.4.1 
 The discretionary status of applications for relocated buildings in the flood 

channel zone under Rule 3G.4.4. 
 

2. Objective 1 and Objective 2 and their supporting policies in section 3A.3 together 
give effect to One Plan Policies 3-2, 3-3, and 3-4. We note that proposed Objective 2 
has been amended since the draft version to include reference to infrastructure of 
regional and national importance. Horizons therefore supports these provisions.  
 

3. One Plan Policy 3-1 states that the Regional Council and Territorial Authorities must 
recognise specified infrastructure, facilities and assets as physical resources of 
regional or national importance, and have regard to the benefits derived from those 
resources in relation to their establishment, operation, maintenance or upgrade. 
While Section 3A Network Utilities mentions infrastructure of regional and national 
importance, and includes generally enabling provisions which give effect to the 
second aspect of Policy 3-1, the Proposed Plan provisions do not appear to explicitly 
recognise all the applicable infrastructure, facilities and assets in the section. 
Horizons therefore seeks that Section 3A be amended to give full effect to One Plan 
Policy 3-1. 
 

4. One Plan Objective 3-1 requires that regard be given to the benefits of infrastructure 
and other physical resources of regional or national importance by recognising and 
providing for their establishment, operation, maintenance and upgrading. This is 
supported in particular by One Plan Policy 3-2. “Upgrade” is defined in the One Plan 
as follows: 

 

                                                           
3 This amendment was sought in paragraph 7 and has been included here for completeness. 
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upgrade means bringing a structure^, system, facility or installation up to 
date or to improve its functional characteristics, provided the upgrading itself 
does not give rise to any significant adverse effects^, and the character, 
intensity and scale of any adverse effects^ of the upgraded structure^, 
system, facility or installation remain the same or similar. 
 

5. We note that proposed Policy 1.1 provides only for “minor upgrading” of network 
utilities. The proposed District Plan definition of “minor upgrading” includes 
“increasing the carrying capacity or efficiency of an existing utility while the effects of 
that utility remain the same or similar in character, intensity and scale…” As the 
proposed District Plan definition of ‘minor upgrade’ is similar to the One Plan 
definition of ‘upgrade,’ Policy 1.1 is generally consistent with One Plan Objective 3-1 
and is therefore supported by Horizons. 
 

6. Section 3A.3 does not recognise the need to avoid placing new critical infrastructure 
in areas that are at risk of flooding or another type of natural hazard (One Plan Policy 
9-3).  However, we recognise that proposed Policy 6.3.1.7 in the draft Plan Change 
53 documents recognises the need to avoid placing new critical infrastructure in 
areas known to be susceptible to natural hazards. Providing this policy is retained 
through the Plan Change 53 process, we are satisfied that the District Plan will give 
effect to One Plan Policy 9-3. 
 

7. Horizons is satisfied that the Manawatu District roading hierarchy is consistent with 
the Joint Transport Study.  We therefore support the new objectives and policies that 
seek to maintain the safety and efficiency of this roading hierarchy and request that 
they be retained without modification. 
 

8. A number of permitted activities listed under Rule 3A.4.1 and Rule 3D.4.1 such as 
the upgrading or realignment of roads or railway lines and earthworks may trigger 
resource consent requirements from Horizons. We therefore support the guidance 
note 2. under Rule 3A.4.1, advising plan users that earthworks are also regulated by 
the Manawatu-Wanganui Regional Council (Horizons) and that a resource consent 
may be required under the Rules of the One Plan. In addition to earthworks 
requirements, there may be other consents required from Horizons for certain 
activities, including the diversion of flood waters for new roads or land drainage 
activities. We therefore recommend that the guidance note be amended as follows: 
 
2. Water takes, diversions and Eearthworks are also regulated by the Manawatu-

Wanganui Regional Council and a resource consent may be required under the 
rules of the One Plan. 

 
9. Horizons supports guidance note 1. under Rule 3D.4.1 and requests that it be 

retained as drafted. This guidance note will benefit plan users by alerting them to the 
need to check the rules of the One Plan as well as the District Plan earthworks rules. 
 

10. Horizons supports the standards for earthworks in Rule 3D.4.2. In particular, we 
support clause i. which states that “Earthworks must not block any stormwater or 
overland flow paths.” While the One Plan does include provisions to deal with 
diversions, Policy 9-1 makes territorial authorities responsible for developing rules to 
control land use, to avoid or mitigate natural hazards. Earthworks that block 
stormwater or overland flow paths could divert water onto other properties and 
towards occupied structures. We therefore support the consideration of effects of 
earthworks on flow paths in relation to earthworks activities.  
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11. Horizons supports guidance note 2. under Table 3D.1 (Earthwork Volumes). One 
Plan Rule 13-1 requires that erosion and sediment control measures be installed 
prior to, and maintained during, any small scale land disturbance involving a land 
area of up to 2,500m2 per 12 month period. One Plan Rule 13-2 requires any large-
scale land disturbance (exceeding 2,500m2 per 12 month period) to be carried out in 
accordance with an erosion and sediment control plan. The definition of “erosion and 
sediment control plan” specifies that this plan must be prepared in accordance with 
the “Erosion and Sediment Control Guidelines for the Wellington Region” dated 
September 2002. This guidance note will assist plan users by referring them to the 
One Plan requirements, including the guidelines that need to be referred to when 
preparing their erosion and sediment control plan. We therefore request that it be 
retained as drafted in PPC55. 
 

12. We note that the permitted activity standards for earthworks (Rule 3D.4.2) include 
different setback distances from waterways than those included in the One Plan.  
However, as the effects that are managed by the Manawatu District Council, such as 
amenity, differ from the considerations of Horizons, these differences are reasonable.  
The guidance note 2. beneath Table 3D.1 will ensure that plan users consider the 
One Plan requirements for earthworks as well as those of the Manawatu District 
Plan.  
 

13. Horizons supports the discretionary activity status given to applications to place a 
relocated building in a Flood Channel Zone. Additional buildings placed within an 
area that is likely to be inundated in a 0.5% AEP flood hazard may result in a 
diversion of flood water. As noted in paragraph 10, while the One Plan contains rules 
relating to diversion of water, One Plan Policy 9-1 makes territorial authorities 
responsible for developing rules to control land use to avoid or mitigate natural 
hazards. In addition, Policy 9-2 states that territorial authorities must not allow new 
structures or activities, or increases in scale of structures and activities, within 
floodways or areas that would be inundated in a 0.5% AEP (1 in 200 year) flood 
event, with some exceptions.  
 

14. The discretionary activity status for relocated buildings gives MDC the ability to 
impose conditions to ensure that relocated buildings avoid or mitigate flood hazard in 
accordance with One Plan Policy 9-2. Consideration can also be given as to whether 
the structure, including any earthworks undertaken to achieve safe access and a safe 
building platform, will adversely effect any other existing structure or displace 
floodwaters onto adjoining properties (One Plan Policy 9-2(iv) and (vi). 
 

15. For the reasons outlined in paragraphs 13 and 14, Horizons supports controlled 
activity standard c. of Rule 3G.4.1 and Rule 3G.4.4 and requests that they be 
retained as drafted in PPC55.  
 

Decisions Sought 

 That those provisions specifically supported by Horizons that are listed in 
paragraph 1 above be retained as drafted in PPC55, except that Policy 2.5 in 
Section 3D.3 be amended as follows (addition underlined): 
 
2.5 To ensure that earthworks do not affect the functioning of known overland 

flow paths.  
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 That Section 3A Network Utilities be amended to give effect to One Plan Policy 3-
1 by recognising applicable infrastructure, facilities and assets as physical 
resources of regional or national importance. 
 

 That the second guidance note under Rule 3A.4.1 be amended as follows: 
 
Water takes, diversions and Eearthworks are also regulated by the Manawatu-
Wanganui Regional Council and a resource consent may be required under the 
rules of the One Plan. 

 
 That guidance note 1. under Rule 3D.4.1 be retained as drafted in PPC55. 

 
 That permitted activity standard ‘i.’ of Rule 3D.4.2 be retained as drafted in 

PPC55.  
 
 That guidance note 2. Under Table 3D.1 be retained as drafted in PPC55. 

 
 That controlled activity standard c. of Rule 3G.4.1 be retained as drafted in 

PPC55. 
 
 That Rule 3G.4.4 be retained as drafted in PPC55. 

 
 

Plan Change 60 – Designations 

1. Horizons has lodged Notice of Requirement Applications for new designations for our 
existing flood control and drainage assets, as follows: 

 

- Lower Manawatu Scheme and Tangimoana – lodged 11/03/13 
- Te Kawau and Manawatu Drainage Schemes – lodged 19/04/13 
- Makino Reids Line Drop Structure – 24/06/14 

 

2. On the 24th of June 2014, Horizons gave written approval to the Manawatu District 
Council to waive the 40 day timeframe for public notification under s170 of the 
Resource Management Act to allow them to be notified as part of the District Plan 
Review.  Draft Plan Change 60 does not include those designations sought by 
Horizons.  However, having spoken to the Manawatu District Council’s Principal 
Planning Adviser on the 7th of March 2016, we understand that those Designations 
sought by Horizons are being notified as a separate plan change in November 2016.  
Horizons is comfortable with this approach.  

 

3. There are no matters in draft Plan Change 60 that Horizons wishes to comment on. 
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Thank you again for the opportunity to provide feedback on these proposed Plan Changes.   
Please do not hesitate to contact me (email: lisa.thomas@horizons.govt.nz) if you would like 
to discuss or clarify any aspect of this feedback.   

 
Yours sincerely 

 
Lisa Thomas 
COORDINATOR DISTRICT ADVICE 
 
 
Encl:  Annex A – One Plan Rule 14-18 

Annex B – Copy of Horizons feedback letter to Draft Plan Changes 55, 55 & 
60 

 
 
 
 



Discharges to Land and Water  
 

 

 
One Plan - 2014 14-31 

 

14.6 Rules - Stormwater 

 

Rule Activity Classification Conditions/Standards/Terms 
Control/Discretion 
Non-Notification 

14-18 
Discharges^ of 
stormwater to 
surface water^ and 
land^ 

The discharge^ of stormwater into surface 
water^ pursuant to s15(1) RMA or onto or 
into land^ pursuant to ss15(1) or 15(2A) 
RMA, and any ancillary takes or diversions 
of stormwater pursuant to s14(2) RMA 
forming part of the stormwater system.  

Permitted (a) The discharge^ must not include stormwater from 
any:  
(i) industrial or trade premises^ where hazardous 

substances* stored or used may be entrained by 
the stormwater 

(ii) contaminated land^ where the contaminants^ of 
concern may be entrained by the stormwater 

(iii) operating quarry or mineral^ extraction site* 
unless there is an interceptor system* in place. 

(b) The discharge^ must not cause or exacerbate the 
flooding of any other property*. 

(c) The activity must not cause erosion of any land^ or 
the bed^ of any water body^ beyond the point of 
discharge^ unless this is not practicably avoidable, in 
which case any erosion that occurs as a result of the 
discharge^ must be remedied as soon as practicable. 

(d) There must be no discharge^ to any rare habitat*, 
threatened habitat*, at-risk habitat*, or reach of river^ 
or its bed^ with a Schedule B Value of Natural State. 

(e) For discharges^ of stormwater onto or into land^: 
(i) the discharge^ must be below a rate that would 

cause flooding outside the design discharge^ 
soakage area, except in rain events equivalent to 
or greater than the 10% annual exceedance 
probability design storm.  Any exceedance must 
go into designated overland flow paths 

(ii) there must not be any overland flow resulting in 
a discharge^ to a natural surface water body^, 

 



Discharges to Land and Water  
 

 

 
One Plan - 2014 14-32 

 

Rule Activity Classification Conditions/Standards/Terms 
Control/Discretion 
Non-Notification 

except in rain events equivalent to or greater 
than the 10% annual exceedance probability 
design storm 

(iii) the discharge^ must not contain concentrations 
of hazardous substances* that are toxic to 
aquatic ecosystems, or accumulate in soil.  

(f) For discharges^ of stormwater into surface water 
bodies^ the discharge^ must not cause any 
permanent reduction of the ability of the receiving 
water body^ or its bed^ to convey flood flows. 

(g) For discharges^ of stormwater into surface water 
bodies^ the discharge^ must not cause, after 
reasonable mixing*, any of the following effects^ in 
the receiving water body^: 
(i) the production of conspicuous oil* or grease 

films, scums or foams, or floatable or suspended 
materials 

(ii) any conspicuous change in the colour or visual 
clarity of the receiving water^ 

(iii) any emission of objectionable odour  
(iv) the rendering of fresh water^ unsuitable for 

consumption by farm animals 
(v) toxicity to aquatic ecosystems. 

(h) The activity must not be to any historic heritage^ 
identified in any district plan^ or regional plan^. 

14-19 
Discharges^ of 
stormwater to 
surface water^ or 
land not complying 
with Rule 14-18 

The discharge^ of stormwater into surface 
water^ pursuant to s15(1) RMA or onto or 
into land^ pursuant to ss15(1) or 15(2A) 
RMA, which does not comply with Rule  
14-18, and any ancillary takes or diversions 
of stormwater pursuant to s14(2) RMA 
forming part of the stormwater system. 

Restricted 
Discretionary 

(a) There must be no discharge^ to any rare habitat*, 
threatened habitat*, at-risk habitat*, or reach of a 
river^ or its bed^ with a Schedule B Value of Natural 
State.  

Discretion is reserved over: 
(a) measures to control flooding and erosion 
(b) contaminant^ concentrations and 

loading rates 
(c) measures to avoid, remedy or mitigate 

adverse effects^ on groundwater quality 


















