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TO:  The Registrar  

Environment Court  

Auckland 

 

Introduction 

1. Bellingham Quarries Limited (Bellingham) appeals against part of a decision 

of Far North District Council (Council) on the Proposed Far North District 

Plan (PDP).   

2. The PDP was publicly notified for submissions on 27 July 2022. The 

Council’s decisions on the PDP were formally notified on 30 June 2026 

(Decisions Version or PDP-DV).   

3. Bellingham made the following submissions on the PDP: 

(a) An original submission (submission 007); and  

(b) A further submission (further submission 094) to the original 

submission of Ventia NZ Limited (Ventia) (submission 424). 

4. Bellingham is not a trade competitor for the purposes of section 308D of the 

Act.  

5. Bellingham received notice of the decision on 30 June 2026 

Background and context to appeal 

6. Bellingham own and/or operate ten quarries within the Far North District, 

which includes seven blue stone quarries and three limestone quarries.  The 

quarries collectively extract, produce and supply aggregate products to a 

range of clients.  Bellingham has a long history of quarry operation in the Far 

North dating back to the early 1930s, and has grown through four 

generations of ownership and operation. 

7. As summarised in the Hearing Recommendation Report for Hearing 8 (Open 

Space, Engineering Standards, and Mineral Extraction) (Hearing 

Recommendation Report) the PDP as notified provided for areas of mineral 

extraction as an ‘overlay’ rather than as a ‘zone’.   The Mineral Extraction 
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Overlay in the PDP as notified had been applied to known resources based 

on existing and/or consented mineral extraction activities.  

8. On 18 August 2022, Bellingham made an original submission on the PDP.    

The specific relief sought by Bellingham was on the spatial extent of the 

application of the proposed Mineral Extraction Overlay to six Bellingham 

quarries: 

(a) Hobbs Road Quarry; 

(b) Hollands Quarry; 

(c) Paranui Limeworks; 

(d) Tangoake Quarry; 

(e) Te Hapua Quarry; and 

(f) Larmer Road Quarry. 

9. On 24 August 2023, Bellingham made a further submission (on the original 

submission of Ventia.  Bellingham’s further submission supported specific 

original submission points and relief sought by Ventia, including: 

(a) Amending specific provisions within the notified Mineral Extraction 

Overlay, including: 

(i) Note 5:  The Earthworks Chapter Rules do not apply to Mineral 

Extraction Activities where they are located within the Mineral 

Extraction Overlay; 

(ii) Rule ME-R1: Mineral prospecting and exploration; 

(iii) Rule ME-R2: Expansion of existing mineral extraction activity; 

(iv) Rule ME-R3: New mineral extraction activity; 

(v) Rule ME-R4: New noise sensitivity activity or alterations or 

additions to a building or structure containing a lawfully 

established sensitive activity; 
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(vi) Rule ME-R5: Any activity not otherwise listed in this chapter or 

the underlying zone chapter as a permitted activity; 

(vii) Standard ME-S1: Mineral extraction area management plan. 

(b) Retaining rules in other underlying zones requiring sensitive activity 

setback from boundaries of a Mineral Extraction Overlay (with the 

example of standard RPROZ-S7 in the Rural Production Zone). 

(c) Amending specific provisions within the notified Subdivision chapter, 

including: 

(i) Rule SUB-R16: Subdivision of a site containing a mineral 

extraction overlay. 

(ii) Introducing a new rule regarding a 100m setback for 

subdivision from the Mineral Extraction Overlay. 

(d) Seeking further clarity in terms of overlay precedence when multiple 

overlays apply. 

10. During the course of the hearing as confirmed in the Hearing 

Recommendation Report and as reflected in the PDP-DV, a key structural 

change as to how mineral extraction was to be provided for in the PDP-DV 

was made: 

(a) The Mineral Extraction overlay as notified was deleted in its entirety 

and replaced with the Mineral Extraction Zone and the Mineral 

Extraction District-Wide Chapter.  The Hearing Panel commented that 

while it is “somewhat novel” to have two mineral extraction chapters in 

the PDP, they were satisfied the approach was optimal and was the 

most efficient and effective way to identify and manage mineral 

extraction within existing quarries, including potential future 

expansion, as well as manage mineral extraction district wide.  The 

Hearing Panel agreed the overlay approach resulted in confusing, 

contradictory, and potentially perverse or unintended outcomes.  

(b) The Mineral Extraction District-Wide chapter contains the objectives 

and policies applying to mineral extraction activities that apply to all 
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zones, while the Mineral Extraction Zone provides the rules and 

standards to specific areas identified for quarry activities.   

11. Additionally, Bellingham confirmed that it no longer sought the application of 

the Mineral Extraction overlay or Mineral Extraction zone over one of the six 

sites within the scope of its submission, being Paranui Limeworks, which has 

retained its Rural Production zoning as notified and is not being appealed.  

This was also reflected in the Hearing Recommendation Report. 

Part of the decision being appealed 

12. This appeal relates to the following provisions of the PDP-DV of the Mineral 

Extraction Zone as decided and notified by the Council in their decisions on 

the PDP: 

(a) MEZ-R4: Expansion of existing mineral extraction activity; 

(b) MEZ-R5: New mineral extraction activity; and 

(c) MEZ-R7: Activities not otherwise provided for. 

Reasons for the appeal 

13. The reason for the appeal is that those provisions of the Mineral Extraction 

zone of the PDP-DV in their present form: 

(a) Will not promote the sustainable management of natural and physical 

resources and are inconsistent with Part 2 of the Act; 

(b) Does not amount to and promote the efficient use and development of 

natural and physical resources; 

(c) Do not achieve the intended purpose of providing an enabling 

framework to spatially defined areas to ensure existing mineral 

extraction activities can continue to operate and expand to support 

social and economic wellbeing of the district while ensuring effects are 

appropriately managed. 

14. Without limiting the generality of the above, Bellingham also appeals those 

provisions of the Mineral Extraction zone of the PDP-DV for the specific 

reasons set out in Appendix A to this notice of appeal. 
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Relief sought 

15. Bellingham seeks the following relief: 

(a) amendments to specific PDP-DV provisions of the Mineral Extraction 

zone identified in paragraph 12 above as set out in Appendix A to 

this notice of appeal; 

(b) any consequential amendments required to give effect to the specific 

relief sought; 

(c) costs of and incidental to this appeal. 

16. Bellingham agrees to participate in mediation or other alternative dispute 

resolution of these proceedings. 

Attachments 

17. Appendix A to this notice sets out the specific relief sought in respect of the 

specific provisions being appealed as identified in paragraph 12 above. 

18. Attached are the following documents to this notice:  

(a) Attachment 1: a copy of Bellingham’s original submission; 

(b) Attachment 2: a copy of Ventia’s original submission; 

(c) Attachment 3: a copy of Bellingham’s further submission; 

(d) Attachment 4: a copy of the Hearing Recommendation Report for 

Hearing 8 (Open Space, Engineering Standards, and Mineral 

Extraction); 

(e) Attachment 5: a copy of the Decisions Version of the Mineral 

Extraction Zone; and 
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(f) Attachment 6: a list of names and addresses of persons to be served 

with a copy of this notice.  

 
Dated 12 August 2026 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Bianca Tree / Olivia Pahulu 

Counsel for the Appellant 

 
 
 
 
This NOTICE OF APPEAL is filed by BIANCA JANE TREE, solicitor for the 
Appellant of the firm MinterEllisonRuddWatts.  The address for service for the 
appellant is at the offices of MinterEllisonRuddWatts, PwC Tower, 15 Customs 
Street West, Auckland 1010.  Documents for service on the appellant may be left at 
that address or may be: 
 
(a) Posted to the solicitor at the above address.  

(b) Emailed to the solicitors for the appellant using each of the following: 

(i) bianca.tree@minterellison.co.nz  

(ii) olivia.pahulu@minterellison.co.nz

mailto:bianca.tree@minterellison.co.nz
mailto:olivia.pahulu@minterellison.co.nz
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Advice to recipients of copy of notice of appeal 
 
How to become party to proceedings 
 
You may be a party to the appeal if you made a submission or a further submission on the matter 
of this appeal. 
 
To become a party to the appeal, you must,- 
 

(a) within 15 working days after the period for lodging a notice of appeal ends, lodge a 

notice of your wish to be a party to the proceedings (in Form 33) with the 

Environment Court and serve copies of your notice on the relevant local authority 

and the appellant; and  

(b) within 20 working days after the period for lodging a notice of appeal ends, serve 

copies of your notice on all other parties. 

Your right to be a party to the proceedings in the court may be limited by the trade competition 

provisions in section 274(1) and Part 11A of the Act. 

You may apply to the Environment Court under section 281 of the Act for a waiver of the above 

timing or service requirements (see Form 38).  

Advice 

If you have any questions about this notice, contact the Environment Court in Auckland, 

Wellington, or Christchurch.  
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Appendix A:  Relief sought on appeal 
 

Provision of PDP-DV Relief sought Reasons for relief sought 

MEZ-R4: Expansion 
of existing mineral 
extraction activity 

Amend from Restricted Discretionary 
activity status to Controlled activity 
status. 

The Overview to the Mineral Extraction District-Wide Chapter provides 
that the chapter provides an enabling framework for existing mineral 
extraction activities, allowing them to continue and expand to support the 
district's social and economic wellbeing, subject to appropriately managed 
effects.  ME-P2 is to “enable new and provide for the expansion of existing 
mineral extraction activities where significant adverse effects are avoided 
and other adverse effects are avoided, remedied or mitigated.” 

As the zone identifies only existing extraction activities, a Controlled 
activity status would enable expansion with greater certainty, subject to 
appropriate controls and standards.   

Restricted Discretionary status also applies to expansion in the Rural 
Production Zone, so the Mineral Extraction Zone is arguably no more 
enabling than another zone, contrary to its intended purpose for a zone 
limited to known existing activities.  The Restricted Discretionary status is 
inconsistent with the policy directive in ME-P2. 

Delete RDIS-3. RDIS-3's 10% cap on increased extraction volume is an arbitrary and 
overly restrictive limit, inconsistent with the intended enabling framework 
for continued operation and expansion. 

Delete RDIS-4. RDIS-4's 10m boundary setback is an arbitrary restriction inconsistent with 
an enabling framework for zoned extraction land, and is unnecessary 
given other zones require setbacks for sensitive activities adjoining the 
Mineral Extraction Overlay. 

Amend matters of discretion to matters 
of control. 

Consequential amendment to provide for the matters of discretion to be 
changed to matters of control. 

Amend RDIS standards to CON 
standards. 

Consequential amendment to rename RDIS standards to CON standards 
(i.e. RDIS-1 to be changed to CON-1).  
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Provision of PDP-DV Relief sought Reasons for relief sought 

Amend activity status where 
compliance is not achieved with RDIS-
1, RDIS-2, RDIS-3, RDIS-4 or RDIS-5 
from Discretionary to Restricted 
Discretionary (noting relief above to 
also delete RDIS-3 and RDIS-4). 

A Restricted Discretionary status for non-compliance with RDIS-1 to 
RDIS-5 is more consistent with an enabling framework than full 
Discretionary status, while still requiring resource consent to be assessed 
against defined matters of discretion (consistent with the matters of 
discretion in MEZ-R4 in the PDP-DV). 

MEZ-R5: New mineral 
extraction activity 

Amend from Discretionary activity 
status to Controlled. 

 

As the zone identifies known extraction activities, applying it to a new site 
requires a plan change process which will assess the proposed change to 
the Mineral Extraction Zone in full. A subsequent Discretionary consent 
process to commence mineral extraction activities is therefore 
unnecessarily onerous.  Once rezoned, extraction is anticipated and 
should be a Controlled activity subject to standards (consistent with MEZ-
R4 RDIS-1 above) and matters of control consistent with MEZ-R4 (matters 
of discretion). 

A new extraction activity is also Discretionary in the Rural Production 
Zone, so the Mineral Extraction Zone is arguably no more enabling than 
the underlying zone from which land may have been rezoned specifically 
to enable mineral extraction activities.  This is inconsistent with the intent 
of the Mineral Extraction Zone and objectives and policies of the Mineral 
Extraction Chapter. 

Apply a standard consistent with MEZ-
R4 RDIS-1. 

 

Apply matters of control consistent with 
MEZ-R4. 

Amend activity status where 
compliance is not achieved with RDIS-1 
from Not Applicable to Restricted 
Discretionary. 

Apply new matters of discretion 
consistent with MEZ-R4 matters of 
discretion.  

A Restricted Discretionary status for non-compliance with RDIS-1 is more 
consistent with an enabling framework for new extraction activities in a 
Mineral Extraction Zone.  The matters of discretion provided for in MEZ-
R4 are appropriate for the assessment of the activity.   

MEZ-R7: Any activity 
not otherwise listed in 
this chapter  

Amend from Non-Complying activity 
status to Discretionary activity status. 

MEZ-R7 currently provides that any activity within the Mineral Extraction 
Zone not otherwise listed in the chapter (MEZ-R1 to MEZ-R6) is a Non-
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Provision of PDP-DV Relief sought Reasons for relief sought 

Complying activity.  It is more appropriate that this be amended to 
Discretionary activity status, consistent with this catch all in other zones. 

This is particularly important for the Mineral Extraction Zone were only a 
limited number of activities are provided for, and there should be flexibility 
to seek resource consent for rehabilitation or interim land uses.  
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Attachment 1:  Bellingham Quarries Limited – Submission 007 
 

  



Submission on Proposed Far North District Plan

Form 5 Submission on publically notified proposal for policy statement or plan, change or
variation

Clause 6 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991

To: Far North District Council - District Planning

Date received: 18/08/2022

This is a submission on the following proposed plan (the proposal): Proposed Far North District Plan

Address for service:
Bellingham Quarries Ltd - Jarrod Bellingham
P.O Box 144 Kaitaia Kaitaia 0481
New Zealand
Email: bellingham.quarry@xtra.co.nz

Attachments: 

Hobbs Quarry extraction overlay.pdf

Hollands extraction overlay.pdf

Paranui request for extraction overlay.pdf

Te Hapua Extraction overlay and Mineral Zone.pdf

Tangoake extraction overlay.pdf

Larmer Road maps submission.pdf

I wish to be heard: Yes
I am willing to present a joint case: Yes

Could you gain an advantage in trade competition in making this submission?
- N/A

Are you directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that
(a) adversely affects the environment; and
(b) does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition
- N/A

Submission points

Submission# 007



Point 5.1

Section: Planning Maps

Sentiment: Support in Part

Submission:

2022 Proposed Far North District Plan – Mineral Extraction Overlay

“Quarries literally provide the foundations for every road and building”

–Wayne Scott, Aggregate and quarry association chief.

Bellingham Quarries Limited

Bellingham quarries ltd own and/or operate several quarries within the Far North District creating aggregates for use in
development of sites, rural production activities, roading and infrastructure to the region.

The proposed Far North District Plan has identified and recognised existing mineral resources and applied a mineral extraction
overlay on most of the sites. Unfortunately, the overlay in most cases has not allowed for the progression of the mineral extraction
of those sites. That is the quarries appear to have been ‘ring-fenced’ by the overlays without consideration to “ensure the
existing mineral extraction activities can continue to operate and expand to support the social and economic well being of the
district”, as described in the mineral extraction overlay overview.

Appropriate provisions need to be appreciated for the continued extraction of these mineral resources; the proposed overlays
have not considered such.

Relief sought

We at Bellingham Quarries would like the Far North District Council to consider changing the current Proposed Districted Plan
mineral extraction overlay to that suggested in the attached documents.

Hobbs Road Quarry, 61 Hobbs road, Totara North

Currently operating within a FNDC minerals zone with an NRC Land Use Consent #AUT.006881.01.05.

Lot 1 DP208032 and Lot 1 DP191921, the land owned by Colin Robert Jay and Daryl Judtih Smedley of Hobbs Access Road,
RD2, Kaeo. Phone 09 405 1753.

The proposed mineral extraction overlay is only just covering the current extraction area, leaving no room for expansion of the
quarry. The Western and South-Eastern boundary will need extending to allow for expansion and stockpile sites.

The extensions will have no effect on neighbouring properties, as they will extend back into the quarry owner’s land parcel that the
minerals zone is currently on.

It is a good quality rock source used on Waka Kotahi’s state highways, council roads, subdivisions, and domestic projects. It is in
a strategic position on the east coast to service that area.

The landowners are supportive of this application/submission.

Point 5.2  
Section: Planning
Maps

S7.001



Sentiment: Support in Part

Submission:

2022 Proposed Far North District Plan – Mineral Extraction Overlay

“Quarries literally provide the foundations for every road and building”

–Wayne Scott, Aggregate and quarry association chief.

Bellingham Quarries Limited

Bellingham quarries ltd own and/or operate several quarries within the Far North District creating aggregates for use in
development of sites, rural production activities, roading and infrastructure to the region.

The proposed Far North District Plan has identified and recognised existing mineral resources and applied a mineral extraction
overlay on most of the sites. Unfortunately, the overlay in most cases has not allowed for the progression of the mineral extraction
of those sites. That is the quarries appear to have been ‘ring-fenced’ by the overlays without consideration to “ensure the
existing mineral extraction activities can continue to operate and expand to support the social and economic well being of the
district”, as described in the mineral extraction overlay overview.

Appropriate provisions need to be appreciated for the continued extraction of these mineral resources; the proposed overlays
have not considered such.

Relief sought

We at Bellingham Quarries would like the Far North District Council to consider changing the current Proposed Districted Plan
mineral extraction overlay to that suggested in the attached documents.

Hollands Quarry, 286 Runaruna Road, Panguru.

Working under a FNDC land Use Consent #2070399 and an NRC consent #AUT 016797.01.02. The current District Plan
doesn’t have the quarry in a minerals zone (hence the FNDC consent) and the Proposed District Plan does not show a minerals
extraction overlay on the property.

The quarry site of approximately 20 hectares is situated at 286 Runaruna Road, Panguru within the catchment of Kawaka Stream
on Lot 1 DP433392 Blk V Whangapae SD.

Quarry Owners Johnathan Lee and Eleanor Lee, Phone 027 200 8788 are in support of this submission.

The quarry is a very important rock resource for the North Hokianga, its remote location in an area that is deficient of quarries is
necessary to help support the social and economic wellbeing of the district. The quarry is used for maintenance aggregate for
council roads, forestry requirements and local domestic projects.

This consented and compliant rock resource should be subject to a mineral extraction overlay. The overlay would need to cover
the whole property as described above and in the FNDC consent to allow the quarry to progress into the rock reserves.

We note there is a proposed mineral extraction overlay on land immediately to the South-East of the property, that neighbouring
land having once been a site of a working quarry, the quarry no-longer in use.

Bellingham Quarries has been operating out of Hollands quarry since 2008 without any issues, we see no effects from applying a
mineral extraction overlay on this property.

Point 5.3  
Section: Planning Maps
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Sentiment: Support in Part

Submission:

2022 Proposed Far North District Plan – Mineral Extraction Overlay

“Quarries literally provide the foundations for every road and building”

–Wayne Scott, Aggregate and quarry association chief.

Bellingham Quarries Limited

Bellingham quarries ltd own and/or operate several quarries within the Far North District creating aggregates for use in
development of sites, rural production activities, roading and infrastructure to the region.

The proposed Far North District Plan has identified and recognised existing mineral resources and applied a mineral extraction
overlay on most of the sites. Unfortunately, the overlay in most cases has not allowed for the progression of the mineral extraction
of those sites. That is the quarries appear to have been ‘ring-fenced’ by the overlays without consideration to “ensure the
existing mineral extraction activities can continue to operate and expand to support the social and economic well being of the
district”, as described in the mineral extraction overlay overview.

Appropriate provisions need to be appreciated for the continued extraction of these mineral resources; the proposed overlays
have not considered such.

Relief sought

We at Bellingham Quarries would like the Far North District Council to consider changing the current Proposed Districted Plan
mineral extraction overlay to that suggested in the attached documents.

Paranui Limeworks, 184 Taylor Road, Oruru.

Lot 1 DP 466938 (169 Taylor Road, Oruru). The quarry is operating under an NRC land Use Consent #AUT023774.01.02,
Lawfully established since at least 1950 and probably earlier under the Quarries Act 1944. Factual material confirmed that there
was a quarry in place from 1950 and that a mines inspector report was obtained on 1 July 1957.

Bellingham Quarries Ltd purchased the quarry in 2013 understanding that the quarry was operating under existing use rights.

Paranui Limeworks is a smaller scale limestone quarry with aggregate used for FNDC, forestry and domestic roads as well as
producing agricultural lime for rural production units and avocado orchards. It is a limestone outcrop that is in demand due to its
quality.

Whilst there are neighbours to the property the effects are minor, there has been no complaints from any neighbours for the
almost 9 years of operation at the site.

We request a mineral extraction overlay be placed over the property as described above. An overlay identifying a known
resource based on existing mineral extraction activities.

Point 5.4  
Section: Planning Maps

Sentiment: Support in Part

Submission:

2022 Proposed Far North District Plan – Mineral Extraction Overlay

“Quarries literally provide the foundations for every road and building”

S7.003



–Wayne Scott, Aggregate and quarry association chief.

Bellingham Quarries Limited

Bellingham quarries ltd own and/or operate several quarries within the Far North District creating aggregates for use in
development of sites, rural production activities, roading and infrastructure to the region.

The proposed Far North District Plan has identified and recognised existing mineral resources and applied a mineral extraction
overlay on most of the sites. Unfortunately, the overlay in most cases has not allowed for the progression of the mineral extraction
of those sites. That is the quarries appear to have been ‘ring-fenced’ by the overlays without consideration to “ensure the
existing mineral extraction activities can continue to operate and expand to support the social and economic well being of the
district”, as described in the mineral extraction overlay overview.

Appropriate provisions need to be appreciated for the continued extraction of these mineral resources; the proposed overlays
have not considered such.

Relief sought

We at Bellingham Quarries would like the Far North District Council to consider changing the current Proposed Districted Plan
mineral extraction overlay to that suggested in the attached documents.

Tangoake Quarry, 538 Te Ahu Road, Te Kao.

Operating under a FNDC minerals zone and a NRC Land Use Consent #AUT.007288.01.04.

The property is owned by the Parengarenga ‘A’ Incorporation, Pt Parengarenga BC3, ML15237. Contact – Barry Vouton, 027
533 5533.

A remote Quarry 77km North of Kaitaia located in a forestry block, an important resource given its distance from Kaitaia. The
Proposed Mineral extraction overlay needs extending to appreciate the resource and the expansion of the quarry. The
progression of the Quarry is currently to the Southern and South-Western boundaries, these boundaries need extending. The
extensions will have no effect on neighbouring properties, the progression is back into the quarry’s landowner’s title.

The Landowner’s have been consulted and support this submission.

Point 5.5  
Section: Planning Maps

Sentiment: Support in Part

Submission:

2022 Proposed Far North District Plan – Mineral Extraction Overlay

“Quarries literally provide the foundations for every road and building”

–Wayne Scott, Aggregate and quarry association chief.

Bellingham Quarries Limited

Bellingham quarries ltd own and/or operate several quarries within the Far North District creating aggregates for use in
development of sites, rural production activities, roading and infrastructure to the region.

The proposed Far North District Plan has identified and recognised existing mineral resources and applied a mineral extraction
overlay on most of the sites. Unfortunately, the overlay in most cases has not allowed for the progression of the mineral extraction
of those sites. That is the quarries appear to have been ‘ring-fenced’ by the overlays without consideration to “ensure the

S7.004



existing mineral extraction activities can continue to operate and expand to support the social and economic well being of the
district”, as described in the mineral extraction overlay overview.

Appropriate provisions need to be appreciated for the continued extraction of these mineral resources; the proposed overlays
have not considered such.

Relief sought

We at Bellingham Quarries would like the Far North District Council to consider changing the current Proposed Districted Plan
mineral extraction overlay to that suggested in the attached documents.

Te Hapua Quarry, 5km up Te Hapua Road from Waitiki landing.

Operating under a New Zealand Petroleum and Minerals Mining permit #41693, in a FNDC minerals zone and an NRC Land
Use Consent #AUT006756.01.04. Te Hapua pt Allot 13 Psh of Muriwhenua Blk XVI Parengarenga SD.

An important resource given its remote location and distance from Kaitaia, 100km. Located on Crown land administered by the
Department of Conservation. The aggregate from the quarry is used for Waka Kotahi’s state highways, council roads, forestry
roads and local domestic projects.

The quarry has recently (2014) been granted an extension of its area by New Zealand Petroleum and Minerals for its Mining
Permit #41693 to 25.38 Hectares. It is our suggestion that the proposed mineral extraction area should have the same footprint
as the mining permit for Te Hapua Quarry. That footprint allowing for the quarry to expand into the appropriate areas.

The increased area having no more effects on neighbouring properties.

Point 5.6  
Section: Planning Maps

Sentiment: Support in Part

Submission:

2022 Proposed Far North District Plan – Mineral Extraction Overlay

“Quarries literally provide the foundations for every road and building”

–Wayne Scott, Aggregate and quarry association chief.

Bellingham Quarries Limited

Bellingham quarries ltd own and/or operate several quarries within the Far North District creating aggregates for use in
development of sites, rural production activities, roading and infrastructure to the region.

The proposed Far North District Plan has identified and recognised existing mineral resources and applied a mineral extraction
overlay on most of the sites. Unfortunately, the overlay in most cases has not allowed for the progression of the mineral extraction
of those sites. That is the quarries appear to have been ‘ring-fenced’ by the overlays without consideration to “ensure the
existing mineral extraction activities can continue to operate and expand to support the social and economic well being of the
district”, as described in the mineral extraction overlay overview.

Appropriate provisions need to be appreciated for the continued extraction of these mineral resources; the proposed overlays
have not considered such.

Relief sought

Larmer Road Quarry, 377 Larmer road, Kaitaia.
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Larmer road is a large-scale quarry with a significant resource of Tangahuia basalt. It operates under a New Zealand Petroleum
and  Minerals Mining Permit – 41683, a FNDC consent #2170236-RMALUC and an NRC consent # AUT.003015.02.07.

The mineral extraction overlay on this quarry is not sufficient for the scale of the quarry. It has also not included the extraction area

as defined in the FNDC land use consent, that area approved by council’s principal planner on December 2nd, 2016; see map
below.

We apply to have the mineral extraction overlay over the whole property owned by Bellingham Quarries Limited at 377 Larmer
road, Kaitaia; to provide for the expansion of existing mineral extraction activities into the future.

Reasons:

1) It is a very important resource for the district.

2) It is a large scale existing and compliant mineral extraction site.

3) The resource is a good quality rock, meeting the specifications of aggregates set out for Waka Kotahi’s state highways,
council road upgrades and ready-mix concrete plants.

4) The property has other outcrops of rock outside the proposed extraction overlay that need to be recognised as future
mineral extraction resources.

5) Activities such as access roading and overburden disposal sites need to be considered when designing the overlay.

6) The whole property has been acknowledged by the NRC and mapped accordingly to appreciate the long term needs of
infrastructure providers to operate, maintain, and enhance assets.

7) The area defined in the FNDC Land Use Consent # 2170236-RMALUC has not been included in the overlay

8) A ‘whole of property’ mineral extraction overlay will not create anymore effects on neighbouring residences, the separation
distance of the quarry’s mineral extraction will increase from residential neighbours as the expansion continues.

9) There have been no objections from adjoining property owners for consents granted.

Legal descriptions of land area currently under and to be added to mineral extraction area:

Lot 1 DP 43463                                  Lot 1 DP 49811                                  Lot 1 DP 172915

Part Section 29 Block X Takahue SD

Part Section 49 Block X Takahue SD

Part Section 57 Block X Takahue SD
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Hobbs road Quarry suggested extension area 



Hollands Quarry Lot 1 DP 433392 



Proposed 
extraction 
overlay 

Hollands Quarry suggested extraction 
overlay over approximate area of Lot 1 
DP433392 











Legend: 

Suggested extraction 
extension 

Significant natural 
area 

Rural Production 
zone 

Proposed Plan 
extraction overlay 

Neighbour residence 

Public Land 
Public Land 

Public Land 

Suggested extraction extension, Larmer road, significant natural 
area overlay included. - “expand to support the social and 
economic wellbeing of the district”. 

300m 
109m 

166m 



Paranui title boundary, approx. request to be 
placed under mineral extraction overlay 

suggested 
extraction 
overlay 





Suggested extension of 
extraction overlay 

Tangoake Quarry extraction overlay and 
suggested extension. 



Stream 

Te Hapua approximate mineral 
permit area and previous mineral 
overlay 



Mining permit area, Te Hapua, source: NZ petroleum and 
Minerals maps  



Suggested 
extension area 

Te Hapua Quarry mineral extraction zone and 
suggested extension to cover mineral permit 
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Ventia Ltd Proposed Far North District Plan October 2022 

Address: 2 Cochrane Drive, Kerikeri 

127 Commerce Street, Kaitaia 

Phone: 09 407 5253  

Email: office@bayplan.co.nz 

To: District Plan Team – Attention: Greg Wilson 

Strategic Planning & Policy 

5 Memorial Avenue 

Private Bag 752 

Kaikohe 0440.  

Email: greg.wilson@fndc.govt.nz 

RE: Submission on the Proposed Far North District Plan 2022 

1. Details of persons making submission

Ventia Ltd (the ‘Submitters’)

C/- Bay of Islands Planning (2022) Limited

Attention: Steven Sanson

PO Box 318

PAIHIA 0247

2. General Statement

The submitters are directly affected by the Proposed Far North

District Plan (‘PDP’).

The submitters cannot gain an advantage in trade competition 

through this submission. They are directly impacted by the PDP. The 

effects are not related to trade competition.  

3. Background & Context

Background

Submission# 424
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Ventia is one of the largest essential infrastructure services providers 

in New Zealand. Ventia operates across a broad range of industry 

segments, including defence, social infrastructure, water, electricity 

and gas, environmental services resources, telecommunications and 

transport. 

In context of this submission, Ventia currently operates a quarry 

along Puketona Road, Paihia.  

Puketona Quarry is the largest quarry in the Far North District and is 

of major importance as a source of aggregate products, including 

roading material, due to its accessibility in terms of the roading 

network. 

With access direct on to State Highway 11 some 2.5 kilometres east of 

its junction with State Highway 10 it is well located to serve growth in 

both the Bay of Islands area and the remainder of the Far North 

District.  

Site Description 

The land to which this submission relates comprises the following 

properties described and depicted below. These are hereafter 

referred to as the Landholdings. 

Puketona Quarry 

• RT 809849 (Lot 3, 5 DP 517734 and Part Old Land Claim 59 and

Part Old Land Claim 59; and

• RT NA97B/387 (Lot 1 DP 164802).
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Figure 1 – Site RT 809849  (Source: Prover) 

 

 
Figure 2 – Site RT NA97B/387 (Source: Prover) 

 
Operative and Proposed District Plan Zoning 

Attachment 1 details the relevant overlays and zoning sought under 

the PDP with reference against the ODP. The general PDP approach 

is to create a Mineral Extraction Overlay, with reference to an 

underlying zone, in this case being the Rural Production Zone.  
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4. The specific provisions of the Proposed Far North District Plan 

that this submission relates to are:  

 

• PDP Zone Maps & Overlays; and 

• The proposed provisions as outlined in Attachment 2.  

 

5. The Submitter seek the following amendments/relief: 

 

This submission requests that the PDP: 

 

• Further extend the Minerals Extraction Overlay as it relates to 

RT NA97B/387;  

• Promotes further clarity in terms of what overlays takes 

precedence when multiple apply; and 

• Carries out the proposed changes, where requested, to 

relevant provisions as outlined in Attachment 2.  

 

6. The reasons for making the submission on the Proposed District 

Plan are as follows:  

 

Extension of the MEO 

Whilst the PDP mapping for the MEO is supported as currently 

drafted, Ventia understand the significant resources available within 

the Puketona Quarry. 

 

RT NA97B/387 contains further aggregate resource that could keep 

the quarry operational for decades to come. In this respect they 

would seek that the entire site be considered as part of the MEO.  

 
Provision of the resources to the community are important in many 

aspects of the economy. The extension of the MEO would give Ventia 
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further certainty to invest in the quarry and it ensures there are 

appropriate aggregate resources in the Northland region for current 

and future generations.  

Overlay Precedence 

Ventia considers that further clarity is required in the PDP in terms of 

what provisions and overlays take precedence over another, 

particularly when multiple apply. In terms of Attachment 1, it is clear 

that multiple overlays and features exist. These features are both 

within and across the MEO.  

Where a multitude of features exist, the generally enabling provisions 

of the MEO become diminished, and the overall mineral potential 

reduced. For example, it is not clear whether the Outstanding 

Natural Landscape and Natural Feature provisions trump the MEO 

(or vice versa) should a mining / quarrying activity be extended. 

Further it is unclear how this would work in terms of the proposed 

scoria cones on the site.  

As the Puketona Quarry is quite unique in that it is being actively 

quarried, has current and proposed Mineral zoning / overlays, but 

also has a series of protective mechanisms across the landholdings. 

Perhaps the intrinsic values and worth of all of these features will 

continue to interact positively however, when there is a time for 

further quarrying development, an appropriate pathway and process 

should be established where the values can be considered, offsets 

made available (if required), and effects appropriately avoided, 

remedied, and mitigated.  

Confusing and frustrated provisions 
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The overlay and underlying zoning approach requires Ventia to 

consider multiple sets of provisions which are considered to be 

confusing and ‘frustrate’ the outcomes Council seeks to achieve.  

 

An exercise has been undertaken which presents the following:  

 

 
ZONE / OVERLAY 

ACTIVITY STATUS 
EXTENSION NEW MINERAL 

EXTRCATION 
Rural Production Zone [ 

RPZ ] 
Restricted Discretionary Discretionary 

Mineral Extraction 
Overlay [ MEO ] 

Controlled Discretionary 

 

For an extension to the Puketona Quarry, the underlying zone rules 

cause an unnecessary change to the activity status of the application. 

The rationale for this is not clear, particularly for existing and 

consented activities.  

 

To add further, the general requirement for a new mineral extraction 

activity to default to Discretionary, is considered particularly onerous, 

especially where the Minerals, or proposed MEO, has already been 

applied.  

 

The Overview for the MEO is supported as it promotes the rationale 

and importance of minerals. The Landholdings have been zoned 

Minerals (either completely or partially) and this zoning approach is 

considered sufficient in highlighting to other landholdings or 

property owners in the surrounds that such activity either will take 

place, or is taking place currently.  

 

Any new mineral extraction activity also has to contend with the 

requirements of the Northland Regional Council, and it is considered 
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that the requirements of the MEO seek to duplicate, in many 

respects, the requirements and matters of consideration that the 

Regional Council manage. This unnecessary duplication is not 

warranted.  

Recognition and enablement of existing and lawfully established 

activities 

The Puketona Quarry is an existing activity, and Ventia may find 

themselves having to deal with unnecessary consenting 

requirements should they seek to expand the operations. This 

approach is somewhat at odds with the MEO overview which 

correctly outlines the importance of minerals and quarrying in 

appropriate circumstances.  

The current rule provisions, as considered in Attachment 2, in the 

majority, do not coherently align the importance of minerals / 

quarrying stated to their enablement.  

In fact, many of the provisions look to minimise such activities 

despite operating under numerous resource consents, having been 

in operation for decades, and appropriately zoned. Clarity is required 

for existing activities and their expansion should be appropriately 

supported 

7. Overall, Ventia wish that the Far North District Council to address

the above issues by:

1. Further extending the Minerals Extraction Overlay as it relates to

RT NA97B/387; S424.001
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2. Promoting further clarity in terms of what overlays takes

precedence when multiple apply; and

3. Carrying out the proposed changes, where requested, to relevant

provisions as outlined in Attachment 2.

4. Any other relief to achieve the outcomes sought by this

submission.

8. Our clients wish to be heard in relation this submission.

Yours sincerely, 

Steven Sanson 

Director | Consultant Planner 

Reviewed by  

Jeff Kemp  

Principal Planning Consultant 

On behalf of Ventia Ltd 

Dated this 21st Day of October 2022. 

S424.002

S424.003
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Attachment 1: Zone Maps 

ZONE MAPS 
Existing ODP  New PDP 

Currently – Minerals Zone The New Zone Map above reveals –  
Removal of the Minerals Zone – now Rural Production Zone.  
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OVERLAYS MAPS 
Existing ODP New PDP 

No overlays 

The New Overlay Map above reveals the District Wide Overlay – 
Mineral Extraction. This replaces the previous Mineral Extraction 
Zone in the ODP. 
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NATURAL ENVIRONMENTS OVERLAYS 
              Existing ODP New PDP 

ODP depicts – 
Outstanding Landscape ; The PDP now depicts the extent of – 
Outstanding Natural Feature - [ Scoria Cones ]           Outstanding Natural Landscape ; 

Outstanding Natural Feature – [ Scoria Cones ]. 
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Attachment 2: Consideration of Provisions 

Provision Position Relief Sought Rationale 

MEO – Rules. Note 5. Support Retain the rule  The note is supported to avoid any necessary 

confusion, particularly when considered 

against the definition of Earthworks.  

ME-R1 Mineral 

prospecting and 

exploration 

Oppose Removal of the rule in 

its entirety or 

exemptions for land 

already zoned MEO.  

Removal of PER-1 which 

requires any 

prospecting / 

exploration to be 

undertaken using 

handtools. 

Exploration and prospecting includes various 

methods and to limit this to hand tool 

investigations only promotes unnecessary 

limitations to mining operations.  

Where the site is existing and already has a 

long standing history of quarrying it is not 

clear what the rules are trying to achieve.   

If appropriately zoned for mining (as are the 

Landholdings), then the rules should be 

deleted or not apply.  

S424.004

S424.005
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ME-R2 Expansion of 

existing mineral 

extraction activity 

Oppose Removal of the rule in 

its entirety. 

The rule contains arbitrary numbers i.e 10% 

increase in volumes (CON-3), to necessitate a 

consent. The rules highlight a lack of 

understanding of mining, particularly Imery’s 

operation.  

Business varies according to market demand 

with annual production sales varying year to 

year. It should be noted that a quarry 

operation can also be expanded without 

increasing volumes.    

With respect to CON-4, which requires a 30m 

setback from the existing MEO boundary, 

this is considered to make the entire zoning 

exercise redundant. If the landholding has 

been appropriately zoned for mining, the full 

extent should be able to be quarried / mined.  

S424.006
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To add further, in many instances, the 

matters to which Council seek are 

appropriately managed by the Northland 

Regional Council through their consenting 

regime, particularly with respect to existing 

quarrying arrangements. The PDP in this 

respect seeks to duplicate requirements.  

ME-R3 New mineral 

extraction activity 

Oppose Deletion of rule or 

amendment of rule to a 

Controlled Activity 

status within the MEO.  

Where appropriately zoned as containing a 

mineral resource, the resource consent 

process (if any) should be balanced against 

the requirements of the Northland Regional 

Council, and specify what the local 

authorities requirements are in terms of 

management.  

A controlled activity status can achieve the 

matters to which Council typically have 

concerns with.  

S424.07
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In many instances the PDP rules seek to 

manage matters, in addition to what the 

Northland Regional Council has appropriate 

scope and experience to manage. This 

approach is preferred for larger quarrying 

operations such as Puketona.   

ME-R4 New noise 

sensitive activities or 

alterations or additions 

to a building or 

structure containing a 

lawfully established 

sensitive activity  

Oppose Deletion of the rule Should a quarrying activity wish to include a 

noise sensitive activity on their site i.e 

workers accommodations then this should 

be provided for.  

ME-R5 Any activity not 

otherwise listed in this 

chapter or the 

underlying zone 

chapter as a permitted 

activity 

Oppose Deletion of the rule The rule would also consider any activity 

associated with rehabilitation of the 

landholdings as a non-complying activity or 

any associated passive / active recreation 

that the site may offer following 

rehabilitation.  

S424.008

S424.009
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ME-S1 Mineral 

extraction area 

management plan 

Support Retain the rule within 

the MEO linking this to 

ME-R3 as a Controlled 

Activity.  

The MEAP is supported as this is quite similar 

to the requirements of a Development Plan 

in the ODP. The Management Plan for new 

activities should be linked to a Controlled 

Activity status without any further restriction 

from the underlying zone.  

Sensitive activities 

setback from 

boundaries of the 

Minerals Zone 

Support Promote the existing 

rule found in many 

underlying zones (refer 

RPROZ-S7 Sensitive 

activities setback from 

boundaries of a Mineral 

Extraction Overlay to 

apply to all underlying 

zones.  

Sufficient protection is required for new and 

existing quarrying and mining activities from 

new sensitive activities.  

Subdivision Support Support a new rule 

which requires 

subdivision within 

100m of the MEO to 

consider and assess 

SUB-R16 Subdivision of a site containing a 

mineral extraction overlay does not 

appropriately provide for subdivision which 

can impact its existing or future operations. A 

S424.010
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effects directly to the 

zone, any existing 

activities, and whether 

the operational quarry, 

or underlying owner of 

the MEO site is an 

‘affected party’ under 

the RMA.  

new rule is required to protect mining 

activities from potential sterilisation.  

SUB-R16 Subdivision of 

a site containing a 

mineral extraction 

overlay 

Oppose Amend to a Controlled 

Activity.  

The proposal to require subdivision as a 

Discretionary Activity, and the qualifying DIS-

1, only considers subdivision that will result in 

dwellings being built. However, boundary 

adjustments may occur as a result of areas 

being rehabilitated following exhaustion of 

the minerals deposit and the potential 

passive  / active recreational activities that 

may occur.  

Note 5.1.5(e) of the RPS requires consultation 

with owners of regionally significant mineral 

S424.012
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resources when proposed subdivision, land 

use or development may have an adverse 

effect.  



 

905145678:5  

Attachment 3:  Bellingham Quarries Limited – Further Submission 094 to Ventia NZ 

Limited’s submission 424 

 

  



Online Further Submission
Further Submitters Name Bellingham Quarries Ltd

Further Submitter Number FS94

Wish to be heard Yes

FS qualifier a person who has an interest in the proposal that is greater than the interest the general public has (e.g. land owner, resource user)

FS qualifier reason As Bellingham Quarries Ltd own and operate multiple extraction sites within the Far North District, we are interested in the district plan rules that apply to mineral extraction overlays. We 
are also interested in any plan rules that may adversely affect the extraction of these resources, and subsequent supply to the communities of the Far North.

Joint presentation Yes

Attention: Jarrod Bellingham

Contact organisation Bellingham Quarries ltd

Address for service PO box 144
Kaitaia, 0481

Telephone 0211073201

Mobile

Email bellingham.quarry@xtra.co.nz

Online further submitter? Yes

Date raw FS lodged 24/08/2023 3:42pm

Further submission points

Raw FS number Original submitter Related Submission Point Plan section Provision OS Decision Requested SupportOppose FS Decision requested Reasons

FS94.2 Ventia Ltd S424.004 Mineral
extraction
overlay

Notes Retain the rule. Support Allow Ventia has submitted numerous
points applying to the preservation
and utilization of mineral extraction
overlays. These are rational
improvements to the proposed
district plan, which will help all of
the Far North to benefit from these
essential resources. 

S424.004 - this will help maintain
clarity in defining applications of
extraction in the proposed district
plan.

FS94.3 Ventia Ltd S424.005 Mineral
extraction
overlay

ME-R2 Delete the rule in its entirety or
exemptions for land already zoned
MEO. If not deleted in its entirety

Support Allow Ventia has submitted numerous
points applying to the preservation
and utilization of mineral extraction

Further Submitter #94

FS 94.2 - 94.11

tel:0211073201
mailto:bellingham.quarry@xtra.co.nz
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overlay MEO. If not deleted in its entirety
delete PER-1 which requires any
prospecting / exploration to be
undertaken using handtools.

and utilization of mineral extraction
overlays. These are rational
improvements to the proposed
district plan, which will help all of
the Far North to benefit from these
essential resources.

S424.005 is correct in advocating
the removal of the rule, limiting
prospecting activities to the use of
hand tools, it is an out of date
method for prospecting.

FS94.4 Ventia Ltd S424.006 Mineral
extraction
overlay

ME-R2 Delete the rule in its entirety. Support Allow

Ventia has submitted numerous
points applying to the preservation
and utilization of mineral extraction



overlays. These are rational
improvements to the proposed
district plan, which will help all of
the Far North to benefit from these
essential resources.

S424.006 - this point and the
rational behind it are sound. CON 3
has been adequately analyzed by
Ventia in terms of market demand
and quarry expansion.

CON-4 This is a short sited
condition that allows for not only
no room for future infrastructure
demands, but actually a reduction
in terms of current demand. It
would currently cause a lot of sites
within the Far North to be in breach
of this condition, as the existing
proposed overlays are barely at the
limit of current extraction for a lot
of sites in the Far North. 

CON-2 also provides room for
conjecture as the hours across any
site often fluctuate depending on
demand and the season. 

Finally, Ventia have also made
reference to the fact that the
Northland Regional Council (NRC)
already govern what is being
proposed in this MER2 rule. 

Hence we are in support of Ventia's
relief sought to remove the rule
entirely, as the NRC have
provisions in place al ready.

FS94.5 Ventia Ltd S424.007 Mineral
extraction
overlay

ME-R3 Delete the rule or amendment of
rule to a Controlled Activity status
within the Mineral Extraction
Overlay.

Support Allow

Ventia has submitted numerous
points applying to the preservation
and utilization of mineral extraction



overlays. These are rational
improvements to the proposed
district plan, which will help all of
the Far North to benefit from these
essential resources.

S424.07 - Ventia has appropriately
advocated for the deletion of this
rule as it is basically a repetition of
requirements that are currently
managed by the Northland
Regional Council authority, as
Ventia has also stated with other
points of S424. .

Doubling up of many of these
requirements are going to add to
the overhead costs of many
extraction operations, which will
create further cost to the
consumer, one of which is the Far
North District Council (at least in
the aggregates industry). 

Hence we support Ventia's relief
sought.

FS94.6 Ventia Ltd S424.008 Mineral
extraction
overlay

ME-R4 Delete the rule. Support Allow Ventia has submitted numerous
points applying to the preservation
and utilization of mineral extraction
overlays. These are rational
improvements to the proposed
district plan, which will help all of
the Far North to benefit from these
essential resources.

S424.008 - the ME-R4 provision is
a rule that fails to consider the
nature of an industrial extraction
site and fails to respect the
extraction overlay as the primary
use of the site. Hence we support
the deletion of the rule.

FS94.7 Ventia Ltd S424.009 Mineral

extraction
overlay

ME-R5 Delete the rule. Support Allow

Ventia has submitted numerous
points applying to the preservation
and utilization of mineral extraction



overlays. These are rational
improvements to the proposed
district plan, which will help all of
the Far North to benefit from these
essential resources.

S424.009 - Ventia have highlighted
the lack of provision for an
extractive site's ultimate
completion and rehabilitation
prospects. Hence we support their
submission.

FS94.8 Ventia Ltd S424.010 Mineral
extraction
overlay

ME-S1 Retain the rule within the Mineral
Extraction Overlay linking this to
ME-R3 as a Controlled Activity.

Support Allow Ventia has submitted numerous
points applying to the preservation
and utilization of mineral extraction
overlays. These are rational
improvements to the proposed
district plan, which will help all of
the Far North to benefit from these
essential resources.

S424.010 - This is an appropriate
ruling, especially if linked as a
controlled activity.

FS94.9 Ventia Ltd S424.011 Mineral
extraction
overlay

Rules Retain the existing rule found in
many underlying zones (refer
RPROZ-S7) Sensitive activities
setback from boundaries of a
Mineral Extraction Overlay to apply
to all underlying zones.

Support Allow Ventia has submitted numerous
points applying to the preservation
and utilization of mineral extraction
overlays. These are rational
improvements to the proposed
district plan, which will help all of
the Far North to benefit from these
essential resources.

S424.011 - Ventia have highlighted
that a sensitive boundary in the
surrounding area of an extraction
zone needs to be in place for the
protection of the ability to extract
the resource, due to the nature of
the work .

Hence we support their relief
measure.

FS94.10 Ventia Ltd S424.012 Subdivision Rules Insert a new rule which requires
subdivision within 100m of the
Mineral Extraction Overlay to

Support Allow Ventia has submitted numerous
points applying to the preservation
and utilization of mineral extraction



consider and assess effects
directly to the zone, any existing
activities, and whether the
operational quarry, or underlying
owner of the Mineral Extraction
Overlay site is an ‘affected party’
under the RMA.

overlays. These are rational
improvements to the proposed
district plan, which will help all of
the Far North to benefit from these
essential resources.

S424.012 - the new rule to
preserve the rights of extraction
activities from the 'sterilization'
from subdivision from nearby
extractive zoning is a forward
thinking one. This will avoid future
extraction activities from being
hamstrung by nearby development,
which would ultimately be
detrimental to public and private
supply of said resource.

Hence we support the suggested
relief measure.

FS94.11 Ventia Ltd S424.013 Subdivision SUB-R16 Amend to a controlled activity. Support Allow Ventia has submitted numerous
points applying to the preservation
and utilization of mineral extraction
overlays. These are rational
improvements to the proposed
district plan, which will help all of
the Far North to benefit from these
essential resources.

S424.013 - this suggested rule
allows for the multiple prospects of
extraction site rehabilitation in the
future.

FS94.11 Ventia Ltd S424.002 Mineral
extraction

Rules Insert further clarity in terms of
what overlays takes precedence

Support Allow Ventia has submitted numerous
points applying to the preservation



extraction
overlay

what overlays takes precedence
when multiple apply.

points applying to the preservation
and utilization of mineral extraction
overlays. These are rational
improvements to the proposed
district plan, which will help all of
the Far North to benefit from these
essential resources.

S424.002 - clarity on which
overlays have priority on land will
be essential for adherence to the
PDP.
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Recommendation Report 8 
Recommendation Report 8 is to be read in conjunction with the Preamble Report and 
Recommendation Reports 9, 11, 16 and 17. 

Recommendation Report 8 contains the Panel’s recommendations on: Part 3 – Area Specific 
Matters – Open Space and Recreation zones 1; Engineering Standards; and Part 2 – General 
District-Wide Matters – Mineral Extraction Overlay. 

Recommendation Report 8 also contains consequential amendments resulting from 
recommendations from other recommendation reports.   

Recommendation Report 8 contains the following appendices: 

Appendix 1: Schedule of Hearing Attendances 

Appendix 2: Hearings Panel Recommended Amendments to the PDP – tracked from the 
notified version (provisions not subsequently renumbered) including: 

 Appendix 2.1 Natural Open Space Zone 

 Appendix 2.2 Open Space Zone 

 Appendix 2.3  Sport and Active Recreation Zone  

 Appendix 2.4 Mineral Extraction Overlay (Deleted) 

 Appendix 2.5 Mineral Extraction Chapter (Recommended New Provisions) 

 Appendix 2.6 Mineral Extraction Zone (Recommended New Provisions) 

Appendix 3: Recommended Amendments to the Planning Maps 

Appendix 4: Summary table of the Hearings Panel recommended decisions on each 
submission point including: 

 Appendix 4.1 Recommended Decisions on Submissions - Open Space and 
Recreation Zones  

 Appendix 4.2 Recommended Decisions on Submissions - Engineering 
Standards 

 Appendix 4.3 Recommended Decisions on Submissions - Mineral Extraction 

The Independent Hearings Panel for this hearing comprised Robert Scott – Independent panel 
member and Chairperson; Peter Kensington - Independent panel member and Steve McNally – 
Council member. 

 

  

 
1 Natural Open Space zone; Open Space zone; and Sport and Active Recreation zone. 
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RECOMMENDATION REPORT 8 

1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Report Structure 

This is Recommendation Report 8 prepared by the Independent Hearings Panel appointed 
to hear and make recommendations with respect to submissions and further submissions 
lodged on the Proposed Far North District Plan (PDP).  

This recommendation report makes findings and recommendations relating to 
submissions on the provisions in the following parts, sub-parts, chapters and sections of 
the PDP. This recommendation report also makes findings and recommendations relating 
to Engineering Standards, and how they are incorporated in the PDP. 

PDP Part PDP Sub-Part PDP Chapter or 
Provisions 

Part 2 – District Wide 
Matters 

General District-Wide 
Matters 

Mineral extraction overlay 

Part 3 – Area Specific 
Matters 

Zones Open Space and 
Recreation zones: 

  Natural open space zone 
  Open space zone 
  Sport and active recreation 

zone 

1.2 Section 32AA of the RMA 

The requirements in clause 10 of the First Schedule of the Act and particularly s32AA RMA 
are relevant to our considerations of the PDP provisions and the submissions received on 
those provisions. These are outlined in full in the Preamble Report. 

We have not produced a separate evaluation report under s32AA. Where we have adopted 
the recommendations of Council’s hearing report authors, we have adopted their 
reasoning, unless expressly stated otherwise. This includes the s32AA assessments within 
or attached to the relevant hearing reports, provided within evidence for Submitters, and/or 
within the Council’s rights of reply. Those reports are part of the public record and are 
available on the Council website.  

Where our recommendation differs from the hearing report authors’ recommendations, we 
have incorporated our own s32AA evaluation into the body of our recommendation report 
as part of our reasons for recommended amendments, as opposed to including this in a 
separate table or appendix. 

As per Section 4.2 of the Preamble Report where we generally agree with the Council 
recommendations relating to the relief sought by those submitters who did not wish to 
speak at the hearing, we have concluded that these matters are not in contention. In that 
regard, we have focussed our discussion in this recommendation report on those 
submitters who presented evidence to us. 
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1.3 Consequential Amendments 

This recommendation report contains consequential amendments, including to or from 
other plan chapters.   

There were a number of amendments to the definitions associated with Open Space zone 
chapters, and open space and related activities, recommended by reporting officers in the 
Open Space Zones hearing report that were not challenged in evidence by submitters. We 
agree with the amendments the definitions of ‘Sport and Active Recreation Activity’, the 
deletion of ‘Sport and Recreation Facility’ and the introduction of a new definition for ‘Park 
Furniture’.  These amendments are included in Recommendation Report 17, Appendix 
2.1 - Definitions. 

2. Procedural Issues  

2.1 Engineering Standards 

Our Minute 4 related to the hearing of submissions relating to engineering standards which 
was initially allocated to Hearing 1 but was reallocated to Hearing 8 to allow Council 
officers some additional time to work with the Resource Consents team and Development 
Engineers to consider and determine the most appropriate approach in general (including 
the appropriateness of referring to Engineering Standards within the District Plan, and an 
integrated approach across all PDP chapters). 

2.2 Activity Status – Mineral Extraction zone 

The Panel received correspondence from a submitter2 challenging the scope of a proposed 
discretionary activity status recommended by the reporting planner for subdivision of land 
that is outside, but within 100m of, any boundary of a Mineral Extraction zone. This issue 
was addressed in Minute 17 where we determined that there is scope for us to consider 
this recommendation as set out in paragraph 13 of the addendum to the Council hearing 
report for mineral extraction. 

2.3 Question to Council Planner  

Following the hearing of evidence and to assist us in our deliberations we asked the Council 
reporting officer to provide further comment on a number of matters relating to the mineral 
extraction provisions. That request was sent out in Minute 21 and the information was 
provided to us in the reporting officer’s response dated 27 March 2025. 

2.4 National Planning Instruments 

As discussed in section 3.2 and 3.3 in the Preamble Report, where any national policy or 
environmental standard was notified prior to the hearing these provisions have been 
incorporated in the hearing report and addressed at the hearing and in our evaluations and 
recommendations. With regard to the ten national policy statements and environmental 
standards that came into effect on 15 January 2026 (i.e. after all hearings had been 
completed) we have determined (following legal advice) that the Council can only give 

 
2 Waiaua Bay Farm Limited (submitter 463) 

https://www.fndc.govt.nz/__data/assets/pdf_file/0026/27188/Minute-4-Engineering-Standards.pdf
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effect to those documents through a Schedule 1 variation or plan change process. See also 
Minutes 40-42 which address this matter. 

3. Topic 1: Open Space and Recreation Zones 

3.1 Relevant Provisions 

The relevant provisions we address in this recommendation report for the Open Space and 
Recreation Zones topic are:  

• Natural Open Space zone (NOSZ); 

• Open Space zone (OSZ); and 

• Sport and Active Recreation zone (SARZ). 

The Natural Open Space zone generally applies to public land that is administered by 
government agencies and includes a variety of parks and historic reserves. In most cases 
these areas have a high degree of biodiversity requiring active management. 

The Open Space zone applies to a range of open spaces including large parks areas and 
smaller neighbourhood parks. These spaces are primarily used for passive recreation and 
provide opportunities for relaxation and socialising. Some of these open spaces are 
located near the coast, lakes, rivers and streams and play a key role in both providing 
ecological protection as well as access to and along these areas. 

The Sport and Active Recreation zone applies to a range of dedicated indoor and outdoor 
organised sports and active recreation facilities. This zone includes sports fields, hard-
court areas, recreational and sporting facilities, and associated buildings. 

A comprehensive Council hearing report was prepared by Ms Sarah Trinder for this topic. It 
addressed submissions related to each open space zone chapter and the relief sought by 
submitters. The hearing report identified that there were 190 primary submission points 
and 237 further submissions for the following submitters: 

a. Non-governmental organisations, such as Our Kerikeri Community Charitable Trust 
(S271) and Royal Forest and Bird Protection Society of New Zealand (S511). 

b. Central and local government, such as Carbon Neutral NZ Trust (S529) and KiwiRail 
Holdings Limited (S554.040). 

c. Individuals, such as Aksel Danger Bech (S186) and Trent Simpkin (S283). 

3.2 Key Issues 

Key issues were identified in the hearing report. These essentially followed the structure of 
the provisions (Overview, Objectives, Policies and Rules) with additional key issues 
associated with specific provisions and/or submitters. The Council assessment of the 
submissions in the above key topics resulted in a number of amendments to the provisions 
of all three open space zones (including objectives, policies rules and standards) and some 
changes to the definitions. 
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We have considered the changes recommended by the Council reporting planner that were 
not contested in evidence and (except for the matters discussed below) we generally agree 
with the responses and proposed amendments. 

Despite the number of submissions received, most of the issues raised by submitters were 
not contested in evidence or at the hearing and accordingly, this recommendation report 
has consolidated those key issues to issues raised in evidence at the hearing from: 

• KiwiRail regarding the Open Space zone Setback 

• Doug’s Boatyard.  

There was also one issue resulting from questions from the Panel relating the Sport and 
Active Recreation zone Objectives and Policies. 

3.2.1 Key Issue 1 - KiwiRail - Open Space Zone Setback 

3.2.2 Matters Raised in Submissions and Evidence 

We received a letter from KiwiRail supporting their request for a 5 metre setback for 
buildings and structures from the rail corridor boundary in all zones adjacent to the rail 
corridor, including the Natural Open Space zone (NOSZ); Open Space zone (OSZ); and 
Sport and Active Recreation zone (SARZ).   

KiwiRail's submission also sought the inclusion of two matters of discretion in each zone 
provision where there is non-compliance with the setback standard. 

3.2.3 Hearing Panel’s Evaluation 

In the hearing report the reporting planner was of the view that the scale of the issue does 
not necessitate a setback standard within the rule. Especially as the Natural Open Space 
zone setback is already 10m.  The reporting planner also stated that currently there are no 
Open Space zoned properties adjacent to the rail corridor.   

We questioned this approach at the hearing and asked whether the rule be included for 
consistency, and to account for potential future plan changes. In the right of reply the 
reporting planner has agreed to the relief sought by Kiwi Rail in the interests of consistency. 
We agree. 

3.2.4 Hearings Panel Recommendations 

We recommend, in the interests of consistency with other open space zone provisions, 
that Open Space zone standard OSZ-S3 be amended as follows: 

OSZ-S3 The building or structure, or extensions or alterations to an 
existing building or structure must be set back at least 1.2m from 
all site boundaries, except that the setback must be at least 3m 
measured from a road boundary and 5m from the rail corridor. 

Accordingly, we recommend that KiwiRail’s submission point (S416.066) be accepted. 
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3.3 Key Issue 2 – Doug’s Opua Boat Yard 

3.3.1 Matters Raised in Submissions and Evidence 

Doug Schmuck who owns and operates Doug’s Opua Boat Yard appeared and spoke to his 
submission concerning the boat yard at Opua. Mr Schmuck’s concern was regarding the 
mapping of the proposed Open Space zone on sections of the Coastal Marine Area 
adjoining his boatyard. Mr Schmuck also sought a change of zoning within the Council 
reserve adjoining the boat yard to Light Industry zone to recognise existing access and 
usage easements associated with his existing slipway and he also sought the proposed 
Mixed Use zone over his land be amended to Light Industry zone. 

3.3.2 Hearings Panel Evaluation 

At the hearing Mr Schmuck confirmed that he did not seek any changes to the Open Space 
zone provisions. We thanked Mr Schmuck for his evidence and understood his concerns. 
However, the Panel has decided that this matter is best addressed at the rezoning hearings 
and in particular Hearing 15C – Rezoning General. Please refer to Recommendation 
Report 15C for our finding on this submission. 

3.3.3 Hearings Panel Recommendations 

That the concerns of requested relief Mr Schmuck be addressed at Hearing 15C – Rezoning 
General and included in recommendation report 15C. 

3.4 Key Issue 3 – Sport and Active Recreation Zone Objectives and Policies 

3.4.1 Reference to “active” in Sport and Active Recreation Zone Rules 

The Hearings Panel questioned the reporting planner on the use of the word “active” in the 
zone name for the Sport and Active Recreation zone and its apparent omission from the 
objectives and policies and several rules where it only refers to “Sport and Recreation 
Activity”. In the right of reply, the reporting planner explained that the use of the term ‘sport 
and recreation activity’ was used in the objectives and policies as a direct link to the 
amended definition of a sport and recreation activity. This was intended to avoid any 
confusion between the provisions and the definition. 

The reporting planner has since recommended that “active” be added to both the definition 
of “sport and recreation activity” and into the objectives, policies and rules. 

We agree with this approach and consider that these changes will avoid potential 
confusion in the administration of the PDP and ensure consistency between definitions of 
the PDP and the provisions. Lastly, we are satisfied that there is scope in other submissions 
seeking to amend the Plan to ensure consistency in the terms of how definitions are used 
within/between chapters to ensure consistencies and avoid unintended consenting 
requirements to allow these changes. 

3.4.2 Hearings Panel Recommendations 

For the reasons outlined above, the Hearings Panel recommends that: 

• the references to ‘sport and recreation’ in the objective SARZ-O1, Policies SARZ-P1, 
P2 And P4, Rule SARZ-R3 and OSZ-R6 be replaced with ‘sport and active recreation’. 
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• the definition for sport and recreation activity be amended to ‘sport and active 
recreation activity’.   

We reiterate here that amendments to all Definitions are identified in Recommendation 
Report 17, Appendix 2.1 - Definitions.  

4. Topic 2 - Engineering Standards 

4.1 Relevant Provisions 

This topic considers how the Council’s engineering standards relate to the provisions of 
the PDP. This recommendation report does not address submission points on engineering 
related district plan provisions. The consideration of amendments to specific engineering 
provisions was addressed at subsequent hearings and in the corresponding 
recommendation reports. 

4.2 Background 

It is common practice for district resource consents and associated conditions to refer to, 
or require, compliance with Council engineering standards which are not strictly standards 
in a district plan. This is to ensure that infrastructure (both public and private) is 
appropriately designed to protect the health and wellbeing of residents, as well as the 
health of the receiving environment both on-site and within the surrounding area. We note 
that it is also common practice for those standards to be periodically updated but not 
through a plan preparation process under the RMA. 

The hearing report advised that the PDP was notified containing provisions that require a 
‘management approach in accordance with the Far North District Council Engineering 
Standards 2022 (Engineering Standards)’. The Engineering Standards were incorporated 
by reference into the PDP pursuant to Clause 34(2)(c) of the RMA. 

The Hearings Panel were advised that provisions relating to three waters management are 
currently located across the zone chapters and in the subdivision chapter. The PDP 
requires three waters management systems to be designed in accordance with the 
Engineering Standards. Various aspects of three waters management are also managed 
through Bylaws and the Northland Regional Plan.  

With regard to transportation matters, the Transport chapter also contains provisions that 
require proposals to be in accordance with the Engineering Standards. These include 
requirements for the design of roads and street lighting. The Subdivision chapter includes 
general ‘where relevant’ links to the Engineering Standards as matters of control for 
Subdivision.3 

4.3 Overview of Submissions Received 

A total of 20 original submissions and 49 further submissions were received on the 
Engineering Standards topic. 

 
3 Paragraph 43 of the Hearing Report  - Engineering Standards  
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As set out in the hearing report the main submissions on the Engineering Standards topic 
came from: 

• A local engineering firm; 

• Nga tai Ora – Public Health New Zealand;  

• Far North District Council; and  

• Local property owners. 

4.4 Key Issues 

The key issues identified in the hearing report and in evidence are set out below: 

• Key Issue 1: Engineering standards approach in the PDP 

• Key Issue 2:  Need for a new stormwater management chapter. 

4.5 Key Issue 1 - Engineering Standards Approach in the PDP 

4.5.1 Matters Raised in Submissions and Evidence 

The hearing report states that the PDP submission review process4 and subsequent further 
work with Council staff has identified that the current approach of incorporating the 
Engineering Standards by reference and requiring compliance in accordance with the 
standards has several issues. These have been summarised as follows: 

• Assessing, monitoring and enforcing compliance with the Engineering Standards is 
difficult for applicants as well as the Council.  The Engineering Standards is a large 
technical document, so ensuring the standards are being met can be challenging.  

• The Engineering Standards contains highly specific and detailed Engineering 
Standards, such as the colour of pipes. While these aspects are valid engineering 
concerns, they do not necessarily have RMA related effects that need management 
under a district plan.   

• By referencing the Engineering Standards in the PDP, any updates or changes to the 
Engineering Standards require a full first schedule plan change in order to be 
reflected in the PDP. Since notification of the PDP, the Engineering Standards have 
already been revised.   

• Engineering standards are inconsistently referenced throughout the Plan. The 
referencing is general and does not direct an applicant to the appropriate section(s) 
of the Engineering Standards.   

The hearing report identified three options to address how engineering standards relate to 
the district plan provisions and these are: 

Option 1 – Status Quo  

 
4 Considering submissions from Reuben Wright (S178.018), Nga Tai Ora – Public Health Northland and 
various other submitters (S516.034, S516.042, S371.028, S344.009). 
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Retain reference to the adherence to Engineering Standards in various subdivision, land 
use and transportation related provisions.  

The submissions received stated that this current approach was inflexible in some areas 
of the PDP and inconsistent in others  

Option 2 – Hybrid Approach  

Delete reference to the Engineering Standards in rules and standards but retain reference 
in policies and/or as a matter of control or discretion and zone rules.  

Option 3 – Decouple Engineering Standards Completely   

There would be no dedicated reference to the Engineering Standards in the PDP provisions. 

The hearing report recommends Option 3 but a number of provisions (especially in the 
subdivision and transportation chapters) will need to be redrafted to achieve minimum 
requirements to protect the environment, people and Council assets. This can be achieved 
by including rules that refer to attenuation to protect downstream environments and the 
capacity / levels of service in Council infrastructure, including the lifespan of assets. The 
specific provisions to be amended have been identified as: 

• TRAN-S5 Requirements for street lighting.    

• TRAN-S4 Requirements for road design.    

• Subdivision matters of control.    

• Plan wide Stormwater Management rules.   

• Plan wide Wastewater disposal rules. 

• Use of definitions. 

We note that submission points from Far North District Council (FNDC) (S368.101, 102, 
103, 104, 105, 106, 107, 108, 109, 110,111, 112, 113, 114) seek to amend the Impermeable 
surfaces rules, stating that the Engineering standards apply to all land development. We 
were advised that FNDC was no longer pursuing this relief given the recommended 
approach taken to engineering standards discussed below. 

4.5.2 Hearings Panel Evaluation 

We received evidence on this topic from John Papesh and Brad Hedger (FS309) at the 
hearing. Mr Papesh is a civil engineer with local engineering firm, Haigh Workman, and he 
appeared in support of the Haigh Workman submission (S215). Mr Papesh supported the 
decoupling of the Council’s engineering standards from the PDP provisions.  

As we have not received any evidence in opposition to Council’s preferred option, we have 
concluded that Council’s preferred approach is therefore not in contention. We have 
reviewed the three options presented by the Council and we appreciate the need for district 
wide engineering standards to apply with regard to public and private infrastructure being, 
three waters or roading infrastructure. We also appreciate the difficulty integrating 
engineering standards, which need to be flexible and updated periodically to reflect best 
practice, into the more rigid district planning framework. 
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We agree with the reporting planner that Option 3 is the preferred approach, subject to 
those provisions being drafted in the chapters listed above. While we endorse this 
approach as part of our finding on this topic, we have more to say on the specific provisions 
in Recommendation Report 11 (Transport and Infrastructure) and in Recommendation 
Report 16 (Subdivision ). 

4.5.3 Hearings Panel Recommendations 

The Hearings Panel recommends that: 

1. The submission points from Reuben Wright (S178.018), Nga Tai Ora (S516.034, 
S516.042), Bunnings Limited (S371.028) and Paihia Properties (S344.009) are 
accepted in part and the Engineering Standards are no longer referenced in 
provisions in the PDP.   

2. The submission points from FNDC (S368.101, 102, 103, 104, 105, 106, 107, 108, 109, 
110,111, 112, 113, 114) are rejected and no changes are made to the provisions 
highlighted in those submission points.  

3. The relationship of the PDP to the Engineering Standards is amended and 
subsequent amendments to address this approach are addressed at the transport, 
zone and subdivision hearings. 

4.6 Key Issue 2 – Need for a Stormwater Management Chapter 

4.6.1 Matters Raised in Submissions and Evidence 

Haigh Workman Limited (S215.052), with support and opposition from various further 
submitters, requested a new chapter be inserted into the ‘General District – wide Matters’ 
section of the Plan addressing Stormwater Management (or impermeable surfaces 
generally). They requested that this is a full chapter with an overview, objectives, policies 
and rules, and that the chapter works in a similar way to the Earthworks chapter. 

Mr Papesh appeared at the hearing and spoke to this submission on behalf of Haigh 
Workman. Mr Papesh’s evidence focussed on a perceived lack of consistency in the PDP 
with regard to stormwater management.  

In response to our questions Mr Papesh stated that the recommended decoupling of 
engineering standards from the PDP provisions would go a long way to addressing these 
concerns.  

The Council response to this submission in the hearing report also acknowledged the 
inconsistencies with regard to stormwater management in the PDP and the reporting 
officer stated: 

I agree with this reasoning as the PDP team has identified inconsistencies 
in the way that the Engineering Standards have been applied and 
referenced in rules between zones, land use and subdivision. The 
proposed new approach of decoupling of the Engineering Standards will 
eliminate this inconsistency.5 

 
5 paragraph 77 - Hearing report, Engineering standards 
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The hearing report also stated that a number of specific stormwater related provisions 
(including objectives, policies, rules and standards) will be addressed under the 
Subdivision topic in Hearing 16. 

Ultimately, the reporting planner concluded that the decoupling of the engineering 
standards together with the further consideration of stormwater related provisions in 
Hearing 16 will be sufficient to address the concerns of the submitter without the need for 
a new stormwater management chapter. 

The reporting officer also noted that the inclusion of a stormwater management chapter 
was also not specifically provided for in the national planning standards for district plans. 

4.6.2 Hearings Panel Evaluation 

We are grateful to Haigh Workman and Mr Papesh for making their submission and bringing 
this matter to our attention. While we acknowledge matters raised in the submissions and 
evidence presented to us at the hearing, we agree with the reporting planner that these 
matters can be addressed through the proposed decoupling of the engineering standards 
from the PDP and these issues can be addressed through specific stormwater related 
provisions in other parts of the PDP including the Subdivision chapter of the PDP 

4.6.3 Hearings Panel Recommendations  

The Hearings Panel recommend that for the above discussed reasons, submission 
S215.052 is rejected, and there is no need for a stormwater management chapter to be 
added to the PDP. 

5. Topic 3: Mineral Extraction Overlay 

5.1 Relevant Provisions 

The relevant provisions we address for this topic relate to the Mineral Extraction Overlay 
found in the notified PDP in Part 2 – District-Wide Matters - General District-Wide Matters. 

5.2 Background 

The PDP as notified, addressed the issue of mineral extraction as an ‘overlay’ rather than 
as a ‘zone’. The Overview to the mineral extraction overlay chapter recognises that mineral 
resources are strategically important natural resources to the District. It recognises that 
mineral extraction contributes socially and economically through the creation of jobs and 
provision of minerals, primarily aggregates for use and development of sites, rural 
production activities, roading and infrastructure to the region and in some cases the nation. 

We were advised that mineral extraction in the Far North is restricted to aggregate 
extraction and the mineral extraction overlay has been applied to known resources based 
on existing and/or consented mineral extraction activities. 

5.3 Overview of Submissions Received 

There were a total of 69 submissions points and 168 further submission points on the 
mineral extraction overlay.  

https://farnorth.isoplan.co.nz/eplan/rules/0/97/0/0/0/72
https://farnorth.isoplan.co.nz/eplan/rules/0/97/0/0/0/72
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As would be expected, a large number of submissions were received from the commercial 
operators in the mineral extraction industry, including the Mineral Extraction Group – made 
up of operators Imery (S65), Ventia (S424) and Bellingham (S7). There were also 
submissions from a range of individuals and community/environmental organisations that 
included Forest and Bird (S511) and Kapiro Conservation Trust (S442). 

5.4 Key Issues 

The key issues identified in the hearing report and in evidence are: 

• Key Issue 1: Make the Mineral Extraction Overlay a Mineral Extraction Zone 

• Key Issue 2: Linkage to Natural Environment Chapters 

• Key Issue 3: Mineral Extraction – Objectives and Policies 

• Key Issue 4: Mineral Extraction zone Rules and Standards 

• Key issue 5: The spatial extent of existing quarries within the Mineral Extraction 
zone. 

We have followed this logical structure in our assessment, evaluation and 
recommendations below. 

5.5 Key Issue 1: Make the Mineral Extraction Overlay a Mineral Extraction Zone 

5.5.1 Matters Raised in Submissions and Evidence 

This was the key issue at the hearing relating to the structure of the PDP and the use of an 
overlay to provide for mineral extraction. Submissions received from a number of mineral 
extraction (quarry) operators identified issues with the structure of PDP and use of an 
overlay to recognise and provide for mineral extraction. They submitted that linking an 
overlay to an underlying zone causes unnecessary confusion and frustration. They contend 
that the rationale for this is not clear, particularly for existing and consented activities. They 
referred to inconsistency with regard to expected actions as part of a mineral extraction 
activity (i.e. rehabilitation) with the underlying zoning. An example of this referred to in the 
Imery and Ventia submissions was that quarry rehabilitation (and activity expected and 
required by the mineral extraction overlay) was likely to be a non-complying activity in the 
underlying rural zone as it was not related to farming or primary production. 

There were also submissions from Forest and Bird and Kapiro Conservation Trust raising 
concerns with how the overlay provisions interact with other district-wide chapters such as 
the Ecosystems and Indigenous Biodiversity chapter. There are also concerns with regard 
to the provision of farm quarries within the mineral extraction overlay rather than the Rural 
Production zone chapter. 

5.5.2 Hearings Panel Evaluation 

As notified, the Mineral Extraction Overlay was applied to 11 existing quarries in the Far 
North District, which were zoned Mineral Extraction zone in the Operative District Plan. We 
were advised by the reporting officer that the existing quarries were a mix of sizes, and  that 
some operated under existing resource consents and others under confirmed existing use 
rights pursuant to section 10 of the RMA. The quarries are distributed spatially across the 
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District from north to south, but are predominantly located in the eastern sections of the 
District. We were advised that all 11 mineral extraction sites subject to the overlay were in 
the Rural Production zone. 

The approach taken by the Council was to have an overlay to enable and manage mineral 
extraction activity, but with other rules applying to the underlying zoning to manage 
setbacks on adjoining rural land and to enable the subdivision of land subject to the mineral 
extraction overlay. 

The reporting officer agreed with the submitters that an overlay approach resulted in a 
potentially confusing situation. The reporting officer therefore recommended an approach 
similar to the ODP whereby the Mineral Extraction Overlay would be converted to a Mineral 
Extraction Zone. This approach was universally supported by the various mineral extraction 
operators. 

The Hearings Panel agrees with the submitters that the application of an overlay to enable 
mineral extraction activities, while well-intentioned, resulted in confusing, contradictory 
and potentially perverse or unintended outcomes. We agree that the creation of a mineral 
extraction zone would be the most appropriate way to recognise, provide for and manage 
this industry of district wide importance. 

We note that the method adopted by the Council officers was to have objectives and 
policies for mineral extraction in the ‘Part 2 General District Wide Matters’ of the PDP and 
the rules and standards for the specific zone in the ‘Part 3 Area Specific Matters – zone’ 
sections of the PDP. We asked the Council to clarify this approach and to explain why these 
provisions could not be applied within a single chapter.  

This detail was provided to us in in the Council right of reply and further explained to us in 
response to our Minute 21 seeking further comment. 

The Council has confirmed that it is their intention to have a District-Wide Mineral 
Extraction chapter (with objectives and policies) and an Area Specific Mineral Extraction 
zone. Our understanding of the explanation for this is that the District Wide Mineral 
Extraction chapter (objectives and policies) apply to mineral extraction activities across all 
zones and the ability to include specific Mineral Extraction rules and standards in any Area 
Specific zones. The area specific Mineral Extraction zone provides objectives, policies, 
rules and standards which apply to specific quarries and these are also mapped. The 
response to Minute 21 states: 

The dual chapter/ district wide plan approach is more efficient and 
effective as it allows the plan user to be directed to the relevant chapter 
which is applicable to the consideration of their land use instead of 
duplicating the objectives and policies for mineral extraction across all 
relevant zone chapters, or merging all rules for mineral extraction into a 
single District-Wide chapter for mineral extraction. The combined chapter 
approach would not achieve the same outcome and would result in 
duplication which is not effective or efficient. 

The following additional text is recommended by the Council officer in the Overview section 
of the Part 2 - District-Wide - Mineral Extraction chapter: 
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This chapter also provides for mineral extraction activities, exploration 
and prospecting outside of the Mineral Extraction zone with rules 
contained in the zones and the relevant district wide chapters. 

The following additional text is recommended in the Part 3 - Area Specific - Mineral 
Extraction zone: 

All objectives and policies relating to this zone are contained within the 
Mineral Extraction chapter in the General District Wide Matters section. 

While it is somewhat novel to have two mineral extraction chapters in the PDP, we are 
satisfied that this approach is optimal and is the most efficient and effective way to identify 
and manage mineral extraction within existing quarries (including potential future 
expansion), as well as managing mineral extraction district wide i.e. within other zones and 
in particular the Rural Production zone. On that note, we acknowledge the specific 
provisions within the Rural Production zone that enable and provide for Farm Quarries, 
expansion of Mineral Extraction activities and separation of new rural activities from 
existing quarries and the Mineral Extraction zone. We discuss specific mineral extraction 
provisions within the Rural Production zone further in Recommendation Report 9. 

5.5.3 Hearings Panel Recommendations 

The Hearings Panel recommend that: 

a) the Mineral Extraction overlay be deleted.  The deleted provisions are identified in 
Appendix 2.4. 

b) a new Mineral Extraction chapter is introduced in the District-Wide chapter (in Part 
2 of the PDP).  This Mineral Extraction chapter is to include Objectives and Policies 
for mineral extraction activities on a district wide basis.  The new provisions are 
shown in Appendix 2.5.   

c) a new Mineral Extraction zone is introduced.  The new Mineral Extraction zone is to 
contain rules and standards for mineral extraction activities on a district wide basis.  
The new Mineral Extraction zone, rules and standards, provisions are shown in 
Appendix 2.6. This recommendation will also require consequential amendments 
throughout the PDP to reference the new Mineral Extraction zone. 

d) the E-plan map viewer be amended to refer to and identify a ‘Mineral Extraction 
zone’ in the PDP.   

Accordingly, the Hearings Panel recommend that the submissions seeking clarification of 
how the notified Mineral Extraction overlay works and/or that the mineral extraction overlay 
be replaced with a mineral extraction zone are accepted or accepted in part.  

We consider the spatial extent of the new Mineral Extraction zone later in this 
recommendation report. 

5.6 Key Issue 2: Linkage to Natural Environment Chapters 

5.6.1 Matters Raised in Submissions and Evidence 

The evidence and presentation at the hearing from Forest and Bird (S511) highlighted their 
concerns that there was a disconnect between the enabling mineral extraction provisions 
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and the district-wide provisions in the Ecosystems and Indigenous Biodiversity chapter and 
the National Policy Statement for Indigenous Biodiversity (NPS-IB). Forest and Bird also 
referred to a number of policies that were potentially inconsistent with the RPS and NPS-
IB. This was addressed in the hearing report as follows: 

The intention of the plan is that the Ecosystems and Indigenous 
Biodiversity chapter applies on a District-Wide basis, including for mineral 
extraction activities. Any new mineral extraction activity proposed that 
affects indigenous biodiversity would likely require resource consent 
under the Ecosystems and Indigenous Biodiversity chapter and would be 
assessed against both sets of objectives and policies (Mineral Extraction 
and Ecosystems and Indigenous biodiversity chapters).6   

5.6.2 Hearings Panel Evaluation 

We agree with the reporting officer on this matter. That is, the PDP needs to be read as a 
whole. We have taken this approach with other submissions seeking cross-references 
across various chapters. In this case, plan users and quarry operators undertaking 
activities within a Mineral Extraction zone are required to comply with both the Mineral 
Extraction zone rules and standards, and the provisions in the Ecosystem and Indigenous 
Biodiversity chapter. Any proposal involving clearance of indigenous vegetation would 
need to comply with the permitted thresholds in the Ecosystems and Indigenous 
Biodiversity chapter or would require a resource consent. 

We note that the reporting officer, in the right of reply, has recommended a reference back 
to the Ecosystems and Indigenous Biodiversity chapter could be included in the Overview 
section of the Mineral Extraction chapter. While we do not favour the proliferation of cross-
references within the PDP, we accept that it is appropriate to do so in this case given the 
link to RMA Part 2 matters, the NPS-IB and RPS provisions in relation to indigenous 
biodiversity.  

5.6.3 Hearings Panel Recommendations  

The Hearings Panel adopts the recommendations of the reporting officer and recommends 
that the Overview for the Mineral Extraction chapter is amended as follows:  

…. 
Depending on the scale, mineral extraction can have adverse effects 
including on amenity, landscape values, natural character, indigenous 
biodiversity values,     
…. 
This chapter also provides for mineral extraction activities, exploration 
and prospecting outside of the Mineral Extraction zone with rules 
contained in the zones and the relevant district wide chapters, including 
the Natural Environment Values chapters and Coastal Environment 
chapter. … 

 
6 Paragraph 83 of Hearing Report – Mineral Extraction 
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5.7 Key Issue 3: Mineral Extraction Chapter – Objectives and Policies 

5.7.1 Matters Raised in Submissions and Evidence 

Objectives 

We note that the wording of the objectives for the new Mineral Extraction chapter are 
essentially unchallenged other than those submissions that seek that they be applied as a 
zone district wide matter rather than as an overlay. No changes were recommended from 
the hearing report.   

Policies 

There was broad support for the policy framework as notified, but with a number of 
submitters seeking amendments to the policies, mostly aimed at strengthening them. We 
have reviewed the hearing report recommendations on those submissions that were not 
contested at the hearing and we agree with the reporting officer’s recommended 
amendments. 

At the hearing, the evidence of Mr Williams for Forest and Bird (S511) questioned some of 
the wording in policies ME-P3 – ME-P6 on the grounds that they were not consistent with 
the NPS-IB and the NZCPS. His primary contention was that mineral extraction activities 
should not be expressly provided for outside the Mineral Extraction zone. Instead, the 
effects of Mineral Extraction activities should be managed appropriately under the relevant 
policies and rules contained in other chapters of the plan. 

Forest and Bird also identified an inconsistency with activity status within the Coastal 
Environment, Natural features and landscapes; Natural character, and Ecosystems and 
Indigenous Biodiversity chapters and sought clear policy (and rules) changes that excluded 
any Mineral Extraction within these areas outside the Mineral Extraction zone.  The Council 
reporting officer agreed and suggested amendments to policies ME-P3, P4 and P6. 

5.7.2 Hearings Panel Evaluation 

Objectives 

The Hearings Panel agree that wording of the new Mineral Extraction chapter objectives are 
appropriate.    

Policies 

We note here that the whole Mineral Extraction chapter is new and therefore provisions are 
all underlined.  However, for clarity here, we have accepted the right of reply amended 
version of the Mineral Extraction chapter policies below and shown our additional 
recommended amendments as track changes. 

For policy ME-P1 we have considered the assessment criteria in the Northland Regional 
Policy Statement, specifically 5.1.4 Policy – Regionally significant mineral resources; and 
we consider that, at least, criteria (a), (b), (c), (g) and (h) are relevant.  However, we note 
that this regional policy is not ‘assessment criteria’ it is ‘policy’ criteria’.  Therefore, we find 
that policy ME-P1 should be amended as follows to reflect the ‘policy’ criteria.   
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ME-P1 Identify the extent of regionally significant mineral resources using 
the assessment policy criteria in the Northland Regional Policy 
Statement. 

The Hearings Panel have considered the new Mineral Extraction chapter policies and 
consider that further wording is required in policy ME-P2 to ensure ‘other adverse effects 
are avoided, remedied or mitigated’.  ME-P2 is therefore recommended to be amended as 
follows: 

ME-P2 Enable new and provide for the expansion of existing mineral 
extraction activities where significant adverse effects are avoided 
and other adverse effects are avoided, remedied or mitigated. 

We agree with Forest and Bird and the reporting officer that policies ME-P3, P4 and P6 be 
amended to make it clear that mineral extraction is only enabled in other zones where it is 
located outside of the defined, identified and/or scheduled Coastal Environment, 
Outstanding Natural Features and Outstanding Natural Landscapes overlays and that 
adverse effects on indigenous biodiversity are avoided, remedied, mitigated, offset or 
compensated in accordance with the Ecosystems and Indigenous Biodiversity chapter.  
We agree.  However, we also consider that policy ME-P3 requires a link to the regional 
policy 5.1.2.  We recommend the following wording: 

ME-P3 Provide for mineral extraction, and processing outside the a 
Mineral Extraction zone where: 

a. there is a public benefit derived from the activity it meets the 
criteria for Regionally Significant Mineral Resources in the 
Northland Regional Policy Statement; 

b. it is located outside of the Coastal Environment, Outstanding 
Natural Features and Outstanding Natural Landscapes 
overlays; 

c. adverse effects on indigenous biodiversity are avoided, 
remedied, mitigated, offset or compensated in accordance 
with the Ecosystems and Indigenous Biodiversity chapter; 

d. the location is sufficiently away from Urban zones, 
Carrington Estate zone, Kauri Cliffs zone, Orongo Bay zone, 
Quail Ridge zone and Māori Purpose Special Purpose zones 
and the Settlement zone and Rural Residential zones; 

e. significant adverse effects are avoided; and 

f. other adverse effects are avoided, remedied or mitigated. 

We also consider amendments and corrections, as outlined below, are required in policy 
ME-P12 to better reflect and consider mineral extraction activity.   

ME-P12 Consider the following matters where relevant when assessing and 
managing the effects of mineral extraction activities: Manage land 
use and subdivision (including mineral extraction activities) to 
address the effects of the activity requiring resource consent, 

https://farnorth.isoplan.co.nz/eplan/rules/0/97/0/0/0/72
https://farnorth.isoplan.co.nz/eplan/rules/0/97/0/0/0/72
https://farnorth.isoplan.co.nz/eplan/rules/0/97/0/0/0/72
https://farnorth.isoplan.co.nz/eplan/rules/0/97/0/0/0/72
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including (but not limited to) consideration of the following matters 
where relevant to the application: 

a. the size and scale of extraction or processing activities; 

b. the size, scale, and location of ancillary activities, buildings 
or structures; 

c. the expected length of operations of the extraction site; 

d. the design and layout of the site, access roads and 
supporting facilities; 

e. the area which the mineral extraction operation will service 
and the demand for mineral resources within this area; 

f. noise, vibration, dust and light spill, particularly after daylight 
hours and on weekends; 

g. the surrounding road network and the safety of road users; 

h. the natural environment including watercourses within the 
extraction site and the effects from the site on the 
surrounding environment; 

i. land instability and the potential exacerbation of natural 
hazard risk; 

j. visual amenity, natural character and landscape values; 

k. historic heritage and cultural values, and whether the 
provision of a cultural impact assessment is necessary to 
understand these values and effects on them; 

l. ecological values; 

m. the management of tailings, overburden and sediment 
controls; 

n. the adequacy of a Mineral Extraction Activity Management 
Plan to manage avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse effects; 
and 

o. options anticipated for the rehabilitation of the site, either by 
a staged process or at the end of the economic life of the 
quarry mineral extraction activity, including responsibility for 
implementation and the need for bonds; 

p. hours of operation; and 

q. number of people proposed to be employed, and parking 
spaces and amenities provided onsite. 

5.7.3 Hearings Panel Recommendations 

The Hearings Panel recommends the following additional amendments to the policies of 
the Mineral Extraction chapter: 
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ME-P1 Identify the extent of regionally significant mineral resources using 
the assessment policy criteria in the Northland Regional Policy 
Statement. 

ME-P2 Enable new and provide for the expansion of existing mineral 
extraction activities where significant adverse effects are avoided 
and other adverse effects are avoided, remedied or mitigated. 

ME-P3 Provide for mineral extraction, and processing outside the a 
Mineral Extraction zone where: 

b. there is a public benefit derived from the activity it meets the 
criteria for Regionally Significant Mineral Resources in the 
Northland Regional Policy Statement; 

c. it is located outside of the Coastal Environment, Outstanding 
Natural Features and Outstanding Natural Landscapes 
overlays; 

d. adverse effects on indigenous biodiversity are avoided, 
remedied, mitigated, offset or compensated in accordance 
with the Ecosystems and Indigenous Biodiversity chapter; 

e. the location is sufficiently away from Urban zones, 
Carrington Estate zone, Kauri Cliffs zone, Orongo Bay zone, 
Quail Ridge zone and Māori Purpose Special Purpose zones 
and the Settlement zone and Rural Residential zones; 

g. significant adverse effects are avoided; and 

h. other adverse effects are avoided, remedied or mitigated. 

ME-P12 Consider the following matters where relevant when assessing and 
managing the effects of mineral extraction activities: Manage land 
use and subdivision (including mineral extraction activities) to 
address the effects of the activity requiring resource consent, 
including (but not limited to) consideration of the following matters 
where relevant to the application: 

a. the size and scale of extraction or processing activities; 

b. the size, scale, and location of ancillary activities, buildings 
or structures; 

c. the expected length of operations of the extraction site; 

d. the design and layout of the site, access roads and 
supporting facilities; 

e. the area which the mineral extraction operation will service 
and the demand for mineral resources within this area; 

f. noise, vibration, dust and light spill, particularly after daylight 
hours and on weekends; 

g. the surrounding road network and the safety of road users; 

https://farnorth.isoplan.co.nz/eplan/rules/0/97/0/0/0/72
https://farnorth.isoplan.co.nz/eplan/rules/0/97/0/0/0/72
https://farnorth.isoplan.co.nz/eplan/rules/0/97/0/0/0/72
https://farnorth.isoplan.co.nz/eplan/rules/0/97/0/0/0/72
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h. the natural environment including watercourses within the 
extraction site and the effects from the site on the 
surrounding environment; 

i. land instability and the potential exacerbation of natural 
hazard risk; 

j. visual amenity, natural character and landscape values; 

k. historic heritage and cultural values, and whether the 
provision of a cultural impact assessment is necessary to 
understand these values and effects on them; 

l. ecological values; 

m. the management of tailings, overburden and sediment 
controls; 

n. the adequacy of a Mineral Extraction Activity Management 
Plan to manage avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse effects; 
and 

o. options anticipated for the rehabilitation of the site, either by 
a staged process or at the end of the economic life of the 
quarry mineral extraction activity, including responsibility for 
implementation and the need for bonds; 

p. hours of operation; and 

q. number of people proposed to be employed, and parking 
spaces and amenities provided onsite. 

The Hearings Panel recommend that the submissions and further submissions be 
accepted, accepted in part or rejected, as set out in Appendix 4.3. 

5.8 Key Issue 4: Mineral Extraction Zone - Rules and Standards 

5.8.1 Matters Raised in Submissions and Evidence 

We received a number of submissions on the rules and standards for mineral extraction. 
Most of these concerned the issue of buffer areas within and adjoining (i.e. outside a zone). 
With regard to the latter, we acknowledge that any rule applying to mineral extraction 
adjoining the Mineral Extraction zone would need to be imposed within the rule pertaining 
to that zone, which in most (if not all) cases would be the Rural Production zone. 

The reporting planner recommended consequential changes to Subdivision Rule SUB-R16 
so that it only relates to land within the Mineral Extraction zone (Discretionary Activity) with 
a new rule SUB-RXXX relating to subdivision within 100m of a Mineral Extraction zone 
(discretionary activity). 

The hearing report also discussed reciprocal rules to apply to the Rural Production zone 
requiring 100m setbacks for new “sensitive activities” from the Mineral Extraction zone. 

We also received planning evidence from Mr McPhee for Ventia Limited (Ventia) (S424), a 
quarry operator near Paihia. Mr McPhee generally supports the controlled activity status 
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for the expansion of existing mineral extraction but questioned why mineral extraction 
activities are a discretionary activity in the Mineral Extraction zone, when the policy 
direction in ME-P2 uses the word ‘enable’. He also questioned why the controlled activity 
rule CON-3 is required in MEZ-R4 (the extraction volumes do not increase by more than 
10%), noting that the Northland Regional Council has moved away from controlled volume 
threshold for mineral extraction activities. 

5.8.2 Hearings Panel Evaluation 

There was some discussion at the hearing regarding what an appropriate buffer distance 
should be for sensitive activities adjoining a Mineral Extraction zone. The hearing report 
helpfully included a summary of other separation distances from other district plans which 
ranged from 200m to 500m (where blasting was involved). The reporting officer 
recommended retaining the setback at 100m and not increasing it on the following basis: 

• the majority of mineral extraction activities are located in remote rural areas, 
surrounded by large land parcels, where there is limited development pressure 
(including dwellings); and 

• the operators have not provided evidence at this time to demonstrate that there have 
been reverse sensitivity issues arising with the current 100m setback, nor have they 
provided any detailed evidence to demonstrate that a larger setback is necessary; 

We agree with this approach and reasoning. In making this finding we acknowledge that 
each of the Mineral Extraction identified sites are currently operating as either lawfully 
established by way of existing use rights, or under current resource consents. On that basis 
they are already part of the existing environment and a number, where there are potential 
buffer issues, are already built into the existing environment. 

With regard to the setback required for quarry operators within the Mineral Extraction zone, 
we acknowledge that the Mineral Extraction Overlay (as notified) included a rule applying 
to expansion of a mineral extraction activity: ME-R2 CON-4 that required a 30m buffer from 
the overlay boundary. In response to submissions from a number of quarry operators, this 
has been recommended to be reduced to 10m. We note that the reporting officer provided 
the justification that a 10m buffer was common to conditions imposed on recent mineral 
extraction resources consents. We agree with this approach and note that there was no 
opposition to this in the evidence we received.  We also agree with the reporting officers 
suggested, consequential amendments to rules in the Subdivision chapter SUB-R16 and a 
proposed new rule. 

We have also considered the evidence of Mr McPhee for Ventia regarding the need for a 
volume limitation (now MEZ-R4 CON 3) as part of the controlled activity status for the 
expansion of mineral extraction activities. In evidence Mr McPhee questioned the need for 
the controlled activity standard and what it was intending to control. This is a fair question. 
In our view there is direct link between the effects of mineral extraction activities (and in 
particular the effects of noise, traffic and dust) and the volumes being extracted. In our 
experience the mitigation measures associated with mineral extraction (and often imposed 
as conditions) are often linked to the volumes being extracted. We are also cognisant that 
an expansion of a mineral extraction activity does not necessarily mean an increase in 
volumes. It is common for minerals in one area to be extracted and then rehabilitated and 
the expansion move to new areas for extraction, but the extracted volumes remain the 
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same. In that sense, if an expansion also coincides with a significant volume increase, we 
are minded that this should trigger additional assessment for a discretionary activity. We 
note that the reporting officer, in the right of reply, observed that the management plan 
conditions in MEZ-S1 require details on the total volume to be extracted and that this also 
forms part of the conditions of consent. For these reasons we recommend that the volume 
limit in MEZ-R4 CON-3 remain.  We also discuss rule MEZ-R4 further next. 

Matters Raised by the Panel in Minute 21 

Following the completion of Hearing 8 we issued Minute 21 requesting some further 
comment from the reporting officer. Included in that request, we asked reporting officer to 
further consider the evidence Forest and Bird as to whether a restricted discretionary 
activity status was merited for the expansion of an existing mineral extraction activity under 
Rule MEZ-R4, as opposed to the recommended controlled activity status. 

The Forest and Bird evidence sought that any expansion needed additional oversight on the 
basis that there was a lack of evidence provided to the Council on any ecological values 
that may be present prior to setting the boundaries of the Mineral Extraction zone. The 
Forest and Bird evidence also raised concerns that the matters of control in the rule contain 
no reference to ecological values7. 

We have given this evidence further consideration and have had further regard to the 
Council’s obligations under the NPS-IB, RPS and the provisions in the Ecosystem and 
Indigenous Biodiversity chapter of the PDP. We agree with Forest and Bird that there needs 
to be a higher level of scrutiny as part of any expansion of a Mineral Extraction Activity within 
the zone. We agree that this should be a restricted discretionary activity in the first instance 
and defaulting to a full discretionary activity where compliance with listed standards is not 
achieved.   

We agree with Forest and Bird that MEZ-R4 should be a restricted discretionary activity, 
with associated amendments to provide for matters of discretion. 

We note that the reporting officer, in response to Minute 21, has engaged with the reporting 
officer for Hearing 4 (which included the Ecosystem and Indigenous Biodiversity chapter) 
and we acknowledge their agreement and collaboration to recommend amended 
provisions and matters of discretion.   

However, we consider that the Matters of Discretion need to also consider planting and 
screening (potential with landform) in the context of potential effects on visual amenity 
values and we have therefore further amended the matters of discretion as follows: 

Matters of discretion are restricted to: 

i.  measures to manage off-site effects including dust, odour, lighting, 
visual amenity values (such as with planting and/or landform 
screening), traffic generation, noise and vibration;  

ii. mitigations proposed to manage effects on identified values within and 
beyond the Mineral Extraction overlay measures to avoid, remedy or 

 
7 Paragraphs 49-51 - Forest and Bird Speaking Notes, Hearing 8 - Mineral Extraction. 
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mitigate adverse effects on identified ecological and landscape values 
within and immediately beyond the Mineral Extraction zone; 

iii. landscaping and screening 

iv. the tenure of activities including extraction, processing and sales; 

v. the proposed rehabilitation programme including provision for clean-
filling, recontouring and revegetation;  

….. 

Therefore, we recommend rule MEZ-R4 is amended as follows: 

• Amend the activity status of MEX-R4 from ‘Controlled’ to ‘Restricted Discretionary’ 
and amend the matters of discretion. 

MEZ-R4 Expansion of existing mineral extraction activity 
Mineral 
Extraction 
zone 

Activity status: Controlled Restricted 
Discretionary 

Where: 

CON-1 RDIS-1 

A Mineral Extraction Activity Management 
Plan has been provided that contains the 
information required in MEZ-S1 Mineral 
extraction activity management plan. 

CON-2 RDIS-2 

The hours of operation remain the same. 

CON-3 RDIS-3 

The extraction volumes do not increase by 
more than 10%. 

CON-4 RDIS-4 

Any expansion does not occur within 10m 
of a site boundary where the boundary 
adjoins a site that is not part of the 
Mineral Extraction zone.  

CON-5 RDIS-5 

The vehicle access to the Mineral 
Extraction Activity remains unchanged. 

Matters of control discretion are limited 
restricted to: 

i. measures to manage off-site effects 
including dust, odour, lighting, visual 

Activity status where compliance 
not achieved: CON-1, CON-2, CON-
3, CON-4 or CON-5: Discretionary 

https://farnorth.isoplan.co.nz/eplan/rules/0/97/0/0/0/72
https://farnorth.isoplan.co.nz/eplan/rules/0/97/0/0/0/72
https://farnorth.isoplan.co.nz/eplan/rules/0/97/0/0/0/72
https://farnorth.isoplan.co.nz/eplan/rules/0/97/0/0/0/72
https://farnorth.isoplan.co.nz/eplan/rules/0/97/0/0/0/72
https://farnorth.isoplan.co.nz/eplan/rules/0/97/0/0/0/72
https://farnorth.isoplan.co.nz/eplan/rules/0/97/0/0/0/72
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amenity (such as with planting and/or 
landform screening), traffic 
generation, noise and vibration; 

ii. mitigations proposed to manage 
effects on identified values within 
and beyond the Mineral Extraction 
zone. measures to avoid, remedy or 
mitigate adverse effects on identified 
ecological and landscape values 
within and immediately beyond the 
Mineral Extraction zone; 

iii. landscaping and screening; 
iv. the tenure of activities including 

extraction, processing and sales; 
v. the proposed rehabilitation 

programme including provision for 
clean-filling, recontouring, and 
revegetation;  

vi. monitoring; and 
vii. recommendations, proposed 

mitigation measures and conditions 
of the Mineral Extraction Activity 
Management Plan, including the 
means by which the Consent Holder 
will comply with the relevant rules in 
the Plan and the conditions of the 
consent.; and 

viii. The matters set out in MEZ-P12. 

 

Lastly, we have considered the submissions and Council reporting on inclusion of “farm 
quarries” within the Mineral Extraction zone provisions and agree that farm quarries are 
different in terms of scale and purpose to commercial mineral extraction activities. We 
agree that the management of farm quarries (which are small in scale, non-commercial 
and intended to support a rural production activity) should be addressed in the Rural 
Production zone provisions (see also Recommendation Report 9). 

5.8.3 Hearings Panel Recommendations 

The Hearings Panel recommend: 

• the amendments to the new Mineral Extraction zone rule MEZ-R4 as outlined section 
in 5.8.2 above.  This is reflected in Appendix 2.6. 

• consequential amendments to the Subdivision chapter in the form of amendment to 
SUB-R16 and the introduction of a new rule regarding subdivision within 100m of a 
Mineral Extraction zone as follows: 

SUB-R16  Subdivision of a land within site containing a the mineral extraction overlay  zone 

https://farnorth.isoplan.co.nz/eplan/rules/0/97/0/0/0/72
https://farnorth.isoplan.co.nz/eplan/rules/0/97/0/0/0/72
https://farnorth.isoplan.co.nz/eplan/rules/0/97/0/0/0/72
https://farnorth.isoplan.co.nz/eplan/rules/0/97/0/0/0/72
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All zones 
Mineral 
Extraction 
zone 

Activity status: Discretionary  
 
Where: 
 
DIS-1 
A building platform for each allotment can be setback 100m 
or more from the Mineral extraction overlay. 

Activity status where compliance not 
achieved: N/A Non-complying 

 

SUB-
RXX 

Subdivision of land within 100m of a Mineral Extraction Zone 

All 
zones 

Activity status: Discretionary Activity status where compliance not achieved: 
Not Applicable 

 

These amendments are shown in Recommendation Report 16, Appendix 2. 

The Hearings Panel recommend that the submissions and further submissions be 
accepted, accepted in part or rejected, as set out in Appendix 4.3. 

5.9 Key Issue 5: The Spatial Extent of Existing Quarries Within the Mineral Extraction 
Zone 

5.9.1 Matters Raised in Submissions and Evidence 

The Council’s hearing report contained Appendix 3 pertaining to maps of the notified 
mineral extraction overlay and amendments to this to reflect the amendment to a new 
Mineral Extraction zone and amendments to the extents of areas included or excluded, 
based on approved resource consents etc.   

We also received, in evidence and at the hearing, large amount of evidence regarding the 
spatial extent of the various mineral extraction areas. These were identified in the notified 
PDP as corresponding to an existing lawfully established or consented mineral extraction 
operation.  Therefore, we have addressed this evidence below by quarry/quarry operator. 

Puketona Quarry  

The Puketona Quarry is located on Puketona Road (SH 11), Paihia and is reportedly the 
largest quarry in the Far North. It is operated by Ventia (NZ) Limited (Submitter 424). Ventia 
seek an increase to the extent of the Mineral Extraction zone  

https://farnorth.isoplan.co.nz/eplan/rules/0/164/0/0/0/72
https://farnorth.isoplan.co.nz/eplan/rules/0/164/0/0/0/72
https://farnorth.isoplan.co.nz/eplan/rules/0/164/0/0/0/72
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Figure 1: Puketona Quarry (Source: Hearing 8 Hearing Report) 

Ventia seeks an extension to the quarry overlay (as it was notified) to encompass land 
immediately to the east. At the hearing, Mr McPhee presented us with an Environment 
Court consent order, dated 15 January 2007. That consent order stated: 

It is recorded that the Far North District Council has resolved to initiate a 
plan change or variation process, at the request of McBreen Jenkins 
Limited, in respect of the extension of the minerals zone to include all or 
part of Lot 1 DP 164802 and to remove the Outstanding Landscape overlay 
from that site, PROVIDED THAT before the plan change or variation 
process is commenced, a management plan which includes 
rehabilitation for all parts of the minerals zone which are no longer actively 
quarried (on both Pt 6 DP 39381 and Lot I DP 164802) is prepared by 
McBreen Jenkins and approved by Council. It is recorded that Council has 
resolved to consult with and obtain agreement of all parties to these 
appeals before approving the management plan.8 

Mr McPhee acknowledged that at this time no management plan had been provided but he 
opined that the PDP process was a “plan change” and that this site can meet the 
management plan requirements as set out in notified Standard ME-S1 (now MEZ-S1). Mr 
McPhee stated: 

The matters required by the Environment Court consent order are addressed 
through the following information requirements within ME-S1: 

 
8 Paragraph 19 - Evidence of Andrew McPhee, Hearing 8.  
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•   areas for extraction (including pits and faces), storage (including 
overburden), stock piling, processing and distribution; 

•   the proposed methodology for clean filling any areas of the quarry; 

•   Rehabilitation anticipated for the site following the completion of 
mineral extraction. 

Rehabilitation is specifically required by the Environment Court consent 
order and is required as is a matter of control for any expansion to mineral 
extraction activities. I therefore consider that rezoning the land, which is 
anticipated by the Environment Court consent order, is appropriate as any 
expansion to the existing mineral extraction activities needs to provide the 
information required by the Environment Court consent order. 

It is reasonable to draw a conclusion that the Environment Court consent 
order required the management plan prior to rezoning being approved 
because the operative district plan is an effects-based district plan. The 
PDP is a hybrid district plan that is more activities based, as such it 
focusses on the activities that require consent within the zone. 

I consider that the consent requirements in the PDP to expand mineral 
extraction activities is sufficient to give Council comfort that they have 
adequate control to rezone Lot 1 DP 164802 Mineral Extraction zone.9 

The evidence for Ventia seeks the rezoning of Lot 1 DP164802 (Lot 1) but offers the 
exclusion of Area B as per the consent order. 

Following the hearing and prior to the Council’s right of reply, the Council sought legal 
advice regarding the status of the consent order. We were subsequently advised in the 
Council’s right of reply that there is no time limited or expiry date on the Consent Order and 
that is remains current and valid as a whole. 10  

Bellingham Quarries (S7) 

Jarrod and David Bellingham presented evidence describing the importance of aggregates 
to the Far North and the geographical scarcity of deposits within the District. While they 
operate quarries and mineral extraction sites, the evidence presented identified three sites 
which they considered met the criteria of ‘significant extraction site’.  These are: 

• Hobbs Road Quarry, 61 Hobbs Road, Totara North; 

• Te Hapua Quarry, Te Hapua Road approximately 5km from Waitiki Landing; and 

• Tangoake Quarry, 538 Te Ahu Road, Te Kao. 

We were advised by the reporting officer that these quarries all have resource consents and 
approved management plans.  

 
9 Paragraphs 24-27, Evidence of Andrew McPhee for Ventia, Hearing 8.  
10 Paragraph 22, Council Right of Reply, Hearing 8. 
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Evidence was presented in support of the proposed Mineral Extraction zone being applied 
to these sites. 

5.9.2 Hearings Panel Evaluation 

Puketona Quarry 

In the Council’s right of reply the reporting officer acknowledged the consent order as still 
being valid but noted concerns that a detailed assessment had yet been undertaken 
concerning the spatial merits of the expansion sought. In the Council officers’ view any 
additional area to be considered in the Mineral Extraction zone would require a full 
assessment under s32 of the RMA and other relevant parts of the statutory framework. 

We acknowledge that this is a somewhat special case due to the consent order creating a 
pathway for an agreed extension to the extent of the quarry, subject to a plan change and 
management plan being prepared. In that light we consider that there is potential merit to 
having Lot 1 DP164802 rezoned (or a substantial part of it) as requested.  

However, our interpretation of the consent order is that a new management plan exercise 
needs to be undertaken for the land and we note that the consent order also refers to 
consultation with affected persons 11  which has not occurred either. In our view, the 
consent order clearly required further assessment to justify the exact location and extent 
of any expansion prior to a plan change process. In our view that would require a quarry 
management plan to be prepared and that would be supported by a s32 level of analysis to 
justify the exact zone parameters. We note that there should be other matters to address 
that involve effects beyond the site including ridgeline effects, visual effects and proximity 
to existing rural residential activities.  

We have considered the Ventia submission and evidence to expand the existing quarry as 
set out in Mr McPhee’s primary and supplementary evidence and whether this relief is 
generally in accordance with the approach taken by the Environment Court consent order. 
We are generally supportive of recognising that the Ventia Quarry (and potentially its 
proposed expansion area) is a regionally significant mineral resource as set out in Policy 
5.1.4 of the RPS, within the context of the proposed new policy in the Mineral Extraction 
chapter, ME-P1. 

That said, we note that the consent order is a recognition by the Environment Court of an 
agreement between the parties (namely the quarry operator, the Council and submitters in 
opposition) and that no evidence was presented or tested as part of that proceeding. On 
that basis we see the consent order more as an agreement between the parties than as a 
finding of fact on the merits or otherwise of the requested zone expansion. If the agreed 
plan change were to be progressed, then we assume that the merits of the new mineral 
extraction area would be fully tested as part of the plan change process (assisted by a 
proposed quarry management plan) and that all interested parties (i.e. adjoining property 
owners) would be able to participate in that process. Indeed, we note that the consent 
order, in paragraph 2, required engagement with the parties to the appeals with regard to 
the preparation of such a management plan. 

We consider it a pity that no further progress on this plan change has occurred since the 
consent order was issued in January 2007 and that no section 32 or management plan has 

 
11 A matter which Mr Brett King also highlighted to us in his further submission (FS124). 
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been prepared or presented to us to support the requested relief. We agree with the 
reporting officer that we need to be presented with a combination of section 32 analysis 
and mineral extraction management plan details to give us comfort that expansion of the 
quarry is the best way to achieve the purpose of the RMA, and recognise the natural justice 
rights of adjoining landowners to be involved in that process. We note that we have 
considered allowing additional time for Ventia to provide this information, but ultimately 
determined that any further evidence on this matter would need to be subject to a further 
hearing (including further Council reporting and evidence) and we have determined that 
there simply is not sufficient time in the PDP hearing process to allow for that to occur in a 
fair, efficient and transparent manner. 

Accordingly, we have determined that while there is clearly potential merit in providing for 
an expansion of the mineral extraction zone as requested at the Puketona Quarry, we were 
not presented with sufficient evaluation and evidence to support this request. We note that 
the consent order remains ‘live’ and that there remains an opportunity for Ventia to pursue 
a plan change (or Council variation) in the future in the manner set out in the consent order.  
Therefore, the submission points on this aspect are rejected. 

Bellingham Quarries  

We thank Messrs Bellingham for their evidence and the clarification of those active 
quarries where a mineral extraction zoning was sought. Having received the right of reply 
from the Council we agree with the reporting officer that the extent of Mineral Extraction 
zone applied to these quarries is in accordance with what they sought and is sufficient to 
give effect to the existing resource consents while also enabling future expansion within 
the zoning being provided. 

Overall Spatial Extent of Mineral Extraction zone 

With reference to our discussion above, we agree with the reporting officer regarding the 
spatial extent of the new Mineral Extraction zone as identified in the maps provided.  These 
maps are provided in our recommendation as Appendix 3. 

The Panel agrees with the reporting officer’s recommendation and reasons in the hearing 
report that the Paranui Limeworks quarry operated by Bellingham’s and the Whatuwhiwhi 
Quarry on the Carrington Estate not be included in the Mineral Extraction Zone.  We also 
note that the Council’s right of reply advised that Bellingham’s no longer seek an extension 
of the Paranui Limeworks quarry due to the limited longevity of this site. 

5.9.3 Hearings Panel Recommendations 

With regard to Puketona Quarry, the Hearings Panel recommends no further change to the 
Mineral Extraction zone boundary on the basis that we have not been provided with 
sufficient analysis under s32 of the RMA or a quarry management plan to support the 
requested zoning.  Therefore, the submission point S424.001 by Ventia is rejected.  

With regard to the Bellingham’s quarries (Hobbs Road Quarry, Tangoake Quarry; Te Hapua 
Quarry; and Larmer Road Quarry we agree with the extent of area identified for these 
quarries in the notified PDP, and that no additional extension under the new Mineral 
Extraction zone is required.  Therefore, submission points S7.001, 0014 and 005 are 
rejected. 
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The Hearings Panel recommends that submission points S351.005 and S7.003 in relation 
to the Paranui Limeworks quarry operated by Bellingham’s and the Whatuwhiwhi Quarry 
on the Carrington Estate be rejected. 

The hearings panel recommends that the spatial extent of the new Mineral Extraction zone 
is as identified in the maps provided as Appendix 3. 

6. Conclusion 
For the reasons set out in this recommendation report, we recommend amendments to the 
notified PDP provisions relating to Open Space zones (Natural Open Space zone, Open 
Space zone; Sport and Active Recreation zone); and the deletion of the Mineral Extraction 
overlay and its replacement with a new Mineral Extraction chapter containing objectives 
and policies, and a new Mineral Extraction zone containing the necessary rules and 
standards.  We also recommend amendments to the planning maps to reflect the new 
Mineral Extraction zone and its spatial extent; and consequential amendments to other 
chapters.   

The Hearings Panel recommended amendments are identified in Appendices 2.1 – 2.6.  

We have had regard to the submissions and further submissions received, the evidence 
tabled and presented to us and to the Council’s hearing reports (including the rights of 
reply). We have also incorporated our own s32AA evaluation when needed into the body of 
our recommendation report as part of our reasons for any recommended amendments. 

Accordingly, we recommend that the submissions and further submissions should be 
accepted, accepted in part or rejected, as set out in this recommendation report and in the 
table of Recommended Decisions on Submissions in Appendices 4.1 – 4.3. 

Overall, we consider that our recommendations will ensure the PDP achieves the statutory 
requirements, national and regional policy directions, and provide for the PDP being easier 
to implement and understand for users of it. 
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Mineral extraction zone

Overview

The mineral extraction zone identifies all known quarrying and mineral extraction activities. It is understood each
potentially meet one or more of the criteria for regional significance as identified in the NRPS. Once NRC has identified
any additional regionally significant mineral resources, Council or private parties may undertake a plan change to show
these areas.
 
All objectives and policies relating to this zone are contained within the Mineral Extraction chapter in the General District
Wide Matters section.

Objectives

 There are no objectives in the Mineral Extraction zone. The relevant objectives are contained within the
Mineral Extraction chapter of the General District Wide Matters section.

Policies

 There are no policies in the Mineral Extraction zone. The relevant policies are contained within the Mineral
Extraction chapter of the General District Wide Matters section.

Rules 

Notes:
1. There may be rules in other District-Wide Matters that apply to a proposed activity, in addition to the

rules in this chapter. These other rules may be more stringent than the rules in this chapter. Ensure that
the relevant District-Wide Matters chapters are also referred to, in addition to this chapter, to determine
whether resource consent is required under other rules in the District Plan. Refer to the how the plan
works chapter to determine the activity status of a proposed activity where resource consent is required
under multiple rules.

2. Forestry quarrying is subject to the regulations in the National Environmental Standards for Commercial
Forestry. Access to Crown owned minerals is addressed in the Crown Minerals Act 1991. 

3. The Northland Regional Plan currently regulates water and soil and enforces the National Environmental
Standards for Fresh Water. Consent may be required in terms of the rules in those documents.

4. Where soil sampling and land disturbance is proposed on land where a hazardous activity or industry has
been, is more likely than not have been or is currently operating, then the National Environmental
Standard for Assessing and Managing Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human Health Regulations 2011
apply.

5. The Earthworks chapter rules do not apply to Mineral Extraction Activities. Rules for Mineral Extraction
Activities are contained within each zone chapter.

MEZ-R1 New buildings or structures and relocated buildings, or extensions or alterations to existing
buildings or structures

Mineral
Extraction
zone

 

Activity status: Permitted

Where:

PER-1
The new building or structure and relocated building or
extension or alteration to an existing building or
structure, will accommodate a permitted activity or is for
a mineral extraction activity.

PER-2
The new building or structure and relocated building or
extension or alteration to an existing building or structure
complies with standards:
MEZ-S2 Maximum height;
MEZ-S3 Setback (excluding from MHWS or wetland,
lake and river margins);
MEZ-S4 Building or structure coverage.

Activity status where compliance not
achieved with PER-1 or PER-2:
Discretionary
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MEZ-R2 Farming

Mineral 
Extraction
zone

Activity status: Permitted Activity status where compliance not
achieved: Not applicable

MEZ-R3  Mineral prospecting and exploration

Mineral 
Extraction
zone

Activity status: Permitted Activity status where compliance not
achieved: Not applicable

MEZ-R4 Expansion of existing mineral extraction activity

Mineral
Extraction
zone 

Activity status: Restricted discretionary

Where:

RDIS-1
A Mineral Extraction Activity Management Plan has been
provided that contains the information required in MEZ-
S1 Mineral extraction activity management plan.
 
RDIS-2
The hours of operation remain the same.
 
RDIS-3
The extraction volumes do not increase by more
than 10%.

RDIS-4
Any expansion does not occur within 10m of a
site boundary where the boundary adjoins a site that is
not part of the Mineral Extraction zone.

RDIS-5
The vehicle access to the Mineral Extraction
Activity remains unchanged.

Matters of discretion are restricted to:
a. measures to manage off-site effects including

dust, odour, lighting, visual amenity (such as with
planting and/or landform screening), traffic
generation, noise and vibration;

b. measures to avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse
effects on identified ecological and landscape
values within and immediately beyond the Mineral
Extraction zone;

c. the tenure of activities including
extraction, processing and sales;

d. the proposed rehabilitation programme including
provision for clean-filling, recontouring, and
revegetation;

e. monitoring;
f. recommendations, proposed mitigation measures

and conditions of the Mineral Extraction Activity
Management Plan, including the means by which
the Consent Holder will comply with the relevant
rules in the Plan and the conditions of the
consent; and

g. The matters set out in ME-P11.

Activity status where compliance not
achieved with RDIS-1, RDIS-2, RDIS-3,
RDIS-4 or RDIS-5: Discretionary

MEZ-R5 New mineral extraction activity

Mineral
Extraction
zone

Activity status: Discretionary Activity status where compliance not
achieved: Not applicable

MEZ-R6 New noise sensitivity activity or alterations or additions to a building or structure containing a
lawfully established sensitive activity
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Mineral
Extraction
zone

Activity status: Discretionary
 

Activity status where compliance not
achieved: Not applicable

MEZ-R7 Any activity not otherwise listed in this chapter

Mineral
Extraction
zone

Activity status: Non-complying
 
 

Activity status where compliance not
achieved: Not applicable

Standards 

MEZ-S1 Mineral extraction activity management plan

Mineral
Extraction
zone

A Mineral Extraction Activity Management Plan shall
include the following information as a minimum:

1. A site plan showing:
a. existing topography, contours, drainage,

waterbodies, vegetation cover and any
other significant landform or feature;

b. site layout, general design and location; of
buildings and structures;

c. areas for extraction (including pits and
faces), storage (including overburden),
stockpiling, processing and distribution;

d. predicted final contours and drainage; and
e. areas where land disturbance/earthworks

are not proposed.
2. A description of current and future

operations, including:
a. staging of extraction activities, tenure of

extraction activities and the anticipated total
volume for extraction;

b. the anticipated depth and location of
excavations and stockpiling of overburden
or aggregate materials, including
assessment of slope stability;

c. vegetation removal and site preparation,
including stripping and stockpiling or
disposal of soil and overburden;

d. the proposed methodology for clean-filling
any areas of the quarry;

e. the method of access, egress and onsite
parking;

f. the anticipated number of people onsite
involved with the quarry activities and sales;

g. detail of any rock breaking or blasting
activities; and

h. details of any retail sales of quarry
materials.

3. Monitoring and reporting proposed;
4. Rehabilitation anticipated for the site following

the completion of mineral extraction; and
5. Integrated traffic assessment.

Where the standard is not met, matters of
discretion are restricted to: Not applicable

MEZ-S2 Maximum height

Mineral
Extraction
zone

The maximum height of a building or structure,
or extension or alteration to an existing building or
structure is 12m above ground level.

This standard does not apply to:
a. solar and water heating components

provided these do not exceed the height by more
than 0.5m on any elevation; and

b. chimney structures not exceeding 1.2m in
width and 1m in height on any elevation; and

c. chimney structures not exceeding 1.2m in
width and 1m in height on any elevation; or

Where the standard is not met, matters of
discretion are restricted to: Not applicable
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d. architectural features (e.g. finials, spires) that
do not exceed 1m in height on any elevation.

MEZ-S3 Setback (excluding from MHWS or wetland, lake and river margins)

Mineral
Extraction
zone

The new building or structure and relocated building or
extension or alteration to an existing building or structure
must be setback at least 10m from all site boundaries.

Where the standard is not met, matters of
discretion are restricted to: Not applicable

MEZ-S4 Building or structure coverage

Mineral
Extraction
zone

The building or structure coverage of any site is no more
than 12.5%.

Where the standard is not met, matters of
discretion are restricted to: Not applicable

Mineral extraction zone Decisions: 22/07/2026
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Attachment 6: List of names and addresses of persons to be served with a copy of this 

notice of appeal: 

Territorial Authority:   Far North District Council 

Email: pdp@fndc.co.nz     

 

Submitters and further submitters contact details: 

 Submission / 

Further 

Submission 

number 

Name Address for service 

1.  Submission 424  Ventia NZ Limited office@bayplan.co.nz  
  

2.  Submission 065 Imerys Limited office@bayplan.co.nz  

3.  Submission 511 / 

Further Submission 

346  

Royal Forest and 

Bird Society of New 

Zealand 

D.Baigent-
Mercer@forestandbird.org.nz  
  

4.  Submission 359 Northland Regional 

Council 

ingridk@nrc.govt.nz  
 

5.  Further Submission 

213 

Amy Weston daznamy@xtra.co.nz  

6.  Further Submission 

145  

Bay Bush Action baybushaction@gmail.com 

7.  Submission 533 Colin Robert Jay and 

Daryl Judith Jay  

61 Hobbs Road, RD2, Kaeo 0479  
  

8.  Further Submission 

124 

David Brett King nzavocados@gmail.com  
 

9.  Further Submission 

396 

Ed and Inge Amsler office@bayplan.co.nz  

mailto:pdp@fndc.co.nz
mailto:office@bayplan.co.nz
mailto:office@bayplan.co.nz
mailto:D.Baigent-Mercer@forestandbird.org.nz
mailto:D.Baigent-Mercer@forestandbird.org.nz
mailto:ingridk@nrc.govt.nz
mailto:daznamy@xtra.co.nz
mailto:baybushaction@gmail.com
mailto:nzavocados@gmail.com
mailto:office@bayplan.co.nz
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10.  Submission 368  Far North District 

Council 

greg.wilson@fndc.govt.nz  
 

11.  Submission 363 / 

Further Submission 

542  

Foodstuffs North 

Island Limited 

Mattn@barker.co.nz  
  

12.  Further Submission 

540  

Gareth Raymond 

Anthony Doull  

garethdoull@gmail.com  

13.  Further Submission 

125/ Further 

Submission 330 

Gavin and Pru 

McMahon  

pru.gav.nz@gmail.com  
 

14.  Further Submission 

118  

Guillaume de 

Rouvroy  

forestwaters.kerikeri@gmail.com  
  

15.  Further Submission 

339  

Haititaimarangai 

Marae Kaitiaki Trust 

karikarikaitiaki@outlook.com  
  

16.  Further Submission 

169  

Jason Wootton billfishnz@yahoo.com  
 

17.  Further Submission 

329  

Jeffrey Edward 
Archer 
 
 

haelo@icloud.com  
  

18.  Further Submission 

150   

Jennifer Troup & 
Rowan White 
 

troup_j@yahoo.co.nz  
 

19.  Submission 442 / 

Submission 446  

Kapiro Conservation 
Trust 
 

kapiroconservationtrust@gmail.com  

20.  Further Submission 

566 

Kapiro Conservation 
Trust 2 

kapiroconservationtrust@gmail.com  
  

21.  Further Submission 

132  

Katrina Sumpton  kfranklin@slingshot.co.nz  
  

mailto:greg.wilson@fndc.govt.nz
mailto:Mattn@barker.co.nz
mailto:garethdoull@gmail.com
mailto:pru.gav.nz@gmail.com
mailto:forestwaters.kerikeri@gmail.com
mailto:karikarikaitiaki@outlook.com
mailto:billfishnz@yahoo.com
mailto:haelo@icloud.com
mailto:troup_j@yahoo.co.nz
mailto:kapiroconservationtrust@gmail.com
mailto:kapiroconservationtrust@gmail.com
mailto:kfranklin@slingshot.co.nz
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22.  Further Submission 

025 

Kiwi Fresh Orange 
Company Limited 

 
 

burnette@thepc.co.nz  
 
 

23.  Further Submission 

373  

Lucklaw Farm Ltd  andrew@cepservices.nz  

24.  Further Submission 

362 

Lucy Anna Doull burnette@thepc.co.nz  
 

25.  Submission 160 / 

Further Submission 

108  

Manulife Forest 
Management   

ubuckingham@manulife.com  
 

26.  Submission 365  Michael Jurlina  nina@tohuconsulting.nz  
 

27.  Further Submission 

140  

Murray Blom  murray.blom@gmail.com 
  

28.  Submission 516  Ngā Tai Ora - Public 
Health Northland 
 

Gavin.DeKlerk@northlanddhb.org.nz  
davidb@barker.co.nz  
 

29.  Further Submission 

345  

Ngawha Generation 
Limited 

taryn.collins@topenergy.co.nz 
davidb@barker.co.nz 

30.  Further Submission 

158 

Nicola & Bart 
Graham 

homenkg@gmail.com  
 

31.  Further Submission 

344 

Paihia Properties 
Holdings Corporate 
Trustee Limited and 
UP Management Ltd 
 

RPorter@urbanpartners.co.nz  
DavidB@barker.co.nz 

32.  Further Submission 

103  

Proposed Puketona 
Quarry Expansion 

haelo@icloud.com  
  

33.  Further Submission 

164  

Scrumptious Fruit 
Trust  

T.CHURTON@XTRA.CO.NZ 

34.  Submission 148  Summit Forests New 
Zealand Limited  

chayne.zinsli@summitforest.co.nz 

35.  Submission 399  Te Hiku Iwi 
Development Trust 

Adele.Gardner@fndc.govt.nz  
 

mailto:burnette@thepc.co.nz
mailto:andrew@cepservices.nz
mailto:burnette@thepc.co.nz
mailto:ubuckingham@manulife.com
mailto:nina@tohuconsulting.nz
mailto:murray.blom@gmail.com
mailto:Gavin.DeKlerk@northlanddhb.org.nz
mailto:davidb@barker.co.nz
mailto:taryn.collins@topenergy.co.nz
mailto:davidb@barker.co.nz
mailto:homenkg@gmail.com
mailto:RPorter@urbanpartners.co.nz
mailto:DavidB@barker.co.nz
mailto:haelo@icloud.com
mailto:T.CHURTON@XTRA.CO.NZ
mailto:chayne.zinsli@summitforest.co.nz
mailto:Adele.Gardner@fndc.govt.nz
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36.  Submission 483 / 

Further Submission 

369  

Top Energy Limited  taryn.collins@topenergy.co.nz 
davidb@barker.co.nz  
 

37.  Further Submission 

078 

Transpower New 
Zealand Limited  

environment.policy@transpower.co.nz  
 

38.  Further Submission 

325  

Turnstone Trust 
Limited  

burnette@thepc.co.nz  
 

39.  Further Submission 

569 

Vision Kerikeri visionkerikeri@gmail.com  
 

 

40.  Further Submission 

570  

Vision Kerikeri 3  visionkerikeri@gmail.com  
 

41.  Submission 463 /  

Further Submission 

534 

Waiaua Bay Farm 
Limited 

steve.tuck@mitchelldaysh.co.nz  
 

42.  Further Submission 

374  

Waipapa Pine 
Limited 

office@bayplan.co.nz  
 

43.  Further Submission 

036  

Waka Kotahi NZ 
Transport Agency 
 

kim.cottle@nzta.govt.nz  
Environmentalplanning@nzta.govt.nz  
 

 

mailto:taryn.collins@topenergy.co.nz
mailto:davidb@barker.co.nz
mailto:environment.policy@transpower.co.nz
mailto:burnette@thepc.co.nz
mailto:visionkerikeri@gmail.com
mailto:visionkerikeri@gmail.com
mailto:steve.tuck@mitchelldaysh.co.nz
mailto:office@bayplan.co.nz
mailto:kim.cottle@nzta.govt.nz
mailto:Environmentalplanning@nzta.govt.nz
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