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Putting Northland first

	New RPS Discussion Document
	


Please use this form to make your comments and return to:

Freepost 139690

New RPS

Northland Regional Council

Private Bag 9021

Whangarei Mail Centre

Whangarei 0148

or email to mailroom@nrc.govt.nz 

Please attach additional sheets, if required for any further comments – thank you for your time.

	
Feedback should reach the Northland Regional Council by 17 December, 2010.


	Name
	

	Organisation (if applicable) 
	

	Postal address
	
Postcode:

	Email 
	

	Telephone number
	

	Note: We’ll be putting together a summary of all responses and publishing these on our website early next 
year.  (Please note, this may include your name/company and a summary of your comments but not your 
contacts details.)  



	We want to know what you think …

The following are some general questions to help you with your comments.  

(Have we identified the significant resource management issues for Northland?

(How do you think we should be managing those issues?

(How can we improve the integrated management of our natural and physical resources (e.g. focusing on common overarching themes across resource areas)?

(How can we make the new RPS more user-friendly (e.g. structure of the document)?

There are additional issue-specific questions below (these are also throughout the document) which have been included to assist you.  




Support organic farming. One benefit is vastly reduced fertiliser runoff. Another is building soil humus, carbon carrying capacity and reducing erosion.

Rules ARE needed to encourage good land management practices

Help landowners plant trees via workshops explaining the ETS and how they can financially benefit. Set up and run a 'Emissons Trading Post' to pass on  economic benefits at cost.

Animal and plant pests.

The NRC is faced with a huge challenge here. It can only succeed if it manages to get the community onboard and focussed on maintaining and enhancing our indigenous biodiversity. Everyone feels proud of our bush and forest, our 'clean green' image but bugger all people do anything about it !

The Councils biggest failing here is to enlist the support of the communities in the battle to preserve our natives species and stop our bush being over-run with weeds.

It is all very fine to put up signs saying “Destroy wild ginger before it destroys our forests” but these words are empty unless they are backed up with a comprehensive plan and financial backing to make it work. Wild ginger is getting out of hand in many areas and is a time bomb that will decimate our forests and indigenous ecosystems unless it is given the priority it needs NOW !

This is a perfect opportunity for the Council to lead on a number of issues – community growth and jobs, integrated catchment management, Maori involvement, youth participation and development - 

There needs to be some sort of onus on property owners to either get rid of wild (Kahili) ginger themselves or to cooperate with groups attempting to control it. It is the 'Aids' of terrestrial weeds and to not do anything about it is grossly irresponsible. It spreads in a viral fashion via birds, stock, waterway, machinery and silly gardeners. If we don't do something soon it will condemn a huge percentage of our bush and forests to wasteland.

There needs to be much more support, both technical and financial, for Landcare groups which are often able to 'lever' ratepayers contributions with that of other funding agencies and get local people to work on controlling animal and plant pests.

The Councils current focus on water quality as a deciding factor for Environment Fund applications has meant Landcare groups are impeded in their work in this area

Minerals and land management.

There should be strict controls on any mining operations to ensure the minimisation of any harm to the environment or communities surrounding them.

The landowners on which the minerals are claimed to exist should have the right to refuse to let their land be mined. It is not acceptable to have an outside commercial interest come in and wreck our beloved habitats for short term profit.

Any mining company should need the explicit consent of the landowners BEFORE any exploration or mining takes place.

Any company considering mining operations should be fully registered in NZ and totally responsible for all clean up costs. Too often they are able to offshore their profits and socialise their costs. This is a lose- lose situation for Northland and needs rectifying.

As burning coal is a major contributor to climate change ALL coal mining in Northland should be a prohibited activity. Anything less makes a mockery of the Councils concerns over climate change.

The new RPS should NOT encourage mining except aggregate mining needed to maintain regional roading infrastructure should be allowed.

Climate change

Yes, it is a VERY significant issue for Northland

· weeds will grow faster (see above)

· adverse weather events will upset our economic drivers

· climate catastrophes will become more common 

· there is an urgent need to build resilience to climate change into the new RPS

· infrastructure – roads, power, telecommunication and  sewerage – can be taken out in an instant

· emphasis on distributed power supply to minimise power outages

· discourage coastal development

· encourage forestry (especially indigenous) see above and work towards Northland being 'Carbon negative' ! 

· Don't allow ANY coal mining

· lead on the issue, don't wait for Central Govt

Climate change needs to be a factor in every section of the new RPS

There is no real uncertainty in regard to climate change – it is happening and its effects will increase with time – we need to be prepared so we need to start to plan for it now

Yes, support and promote diversifying our economy to handle climate change – diversity is the KEY to resilience, which we need lots more of !

Promote energy efficiency and locally produced renewable energy – especially wind, which there will be lots more of.

Biodiversity and ecosystems.

Northland’s biodiversity is under huge and sustained onslaught by introduced pest plants and animals.

We are losing indigenous biodiversity fast. The Council is 'asleep on watch' in regard to this.

Yes, the Council needs to work in partnership with landowners and community groups but has not really devoted the thought, energy and finance to even begin to realise the potential here. 

Most ratepayers probably wouldn't mind paying a bit more if they could see things being done and there was action in the community supported by the NRC

The discussion document boasts “50 groups devoted to biodiversity, one of the highest in the country.” What could be done if the Council adequately supported these groups?  This is a huge opportunity that the Council is missing.

The Council should detail areas of significance and then start doing something to protect them now.

The Council also needs to have a better working relationship with DoC. There seems to be little in the way of combined planning, especially in regard to animal pest controls

With Maori being given more co management in Conservation estates there is another opportunity to synergise with other groups and agencies

Genetically modified organisms

Nothing threatens the environmental, economic or community wellbeing more that the uncontrolled release of GMOs into our open environment.

The Council should, for the protection of our environment, economy and communities, fully adopt the Precautionary principle and ban the release of any GMO in its territory.

It should take a proactive stance and not rely on central government for leadership.

GMO in the environment are uncontrollable and pose a threat to both organic and conventional agriculture / horticulture.

GMOs have no proven benefits and are only there for the benefit of overseas multinational corporations that would avoid liability.

The Government has acknowledged that the Council has the authority to prohibit GMOs. Northland has much to gain by having the status of a GE free zone.
	Land Management & Rural Productivity (includes Minerals)
Note – The options we have provided, below, are not necessarily the only options.  
· Please tick which option/s you prefer, if any. If you have other suggestions, please provide these.  

Questions:

Have we identified the right regionally significant issues? Are there others?
Have we identified the right objectives?  Are there others?

Comments:

Rural productivity

· Status quo – providing advice and assistance to landowners.

· Increased utilisation of economic instruments (including financial incentives) to promote sustainable land management.

· Promote collaborative research in association with industry leaders (including the development and transfer of new land management technologies).

· Establish minimum ‘standards of care’ for each of the land use capability classes in Northland and require or encourage all land to be managed according to the applicable ‘standard of care’.

Comments:

Question:  
Should we introduce rules to require good land management practises or should it be left up to individual land owners? 

Comments:

Soil erosion

· Status quo – Regional Council engagement with landowners and industry representatives to educate about erosion and sediment control.  Rules for some specific activities that have the potential to cause erosion.

· Promote sustainable land management practices (e.g. incentives for retiring and planting of priority erosion prone land).

· Promote the Emissions Trading Scheme as a way of encouraging the planting of marginal land. 

· Introduce more restrictive rules for land uses that are likely to lead to erosion.

Comments:

Question:  

Should we introduce a targeted rate to increase the amount of money available through the Environment Fund?

Comments:

Residential subdivision and development 

· Status quo – the new RPS promotes the protection of highly productive and versatile soils from subdivision and land uses which are likely to result in their permanent removal from primary production.  Also recognises that access to potentially valuable mineral resources should be maintained.

· Map all existing and potential mineral extraction sites and highly productive and versatile soils, and discourage subdivisions within and around these areas.

· Promote or require new residential dwellings to be located a set distance from the boundaries of land used for horticulture and/or agriculture.

Comments:

Question: 
Should we preserve our rural land for rural activities?

Comments:

Animal and plant pests

· Status quo - regulation supported by community/landowner assistance through the Regional Pest Management Strategy and Environment Fund.

· Greater use of the RMA to manage pests (for example subdivision conditions of consent).

· Increase assistance to landowners to manage pests (environment fund, community pest control schemes).

· Require a maximum density of pests in particular locations across Northland (i.e. no more than 20 pest plants per hectare).

Comments:

Question: 

Should animal and plant pest issues be addressed through the new RPS or are these dealt with adequately through the Regional Pest Management Strategy?

Comments:

Minerals and land management

Questions: 
Have we identified the right regionally significant issues?  Are there others?

Should minerals be its own resource management area in the new RPS or should it be integrated with land management, infrastructure and/or growth?

Do you think that the current objectives for minerals are still relevant?  Are there others?
Comments:

Status Quo

(The current management approach is a mixture of – or balance between – identifying and protecting significant mineral resources and managing the use and rate of that use.)  

Comments:

More information
Question:  should the new RPS continue to support more mineral research and studies? 

If yes, should we be specific about future studies or retain a generic approach? 

If no, should we pursue other options to create inward investment in mineral development or leave this to the market / Crown? 

Comments: 



Regional self-sufficiency (for aggregates and other minerals) 

Question: should the new RPS support regional self sufficiency for aggregates?

Should an aggregate strategy be produced?
Comments:

Promoting areas for mineral exploration and extraction 

Summary of options:

· Status quo – case by case assessment combined with information gathering, incentives and assistance measures.
· Provide clear policy support for the social and economic benefits of mineral extraction 
· Promote Northland as a self-sufficient region for aggregates and other minerals.

· Rules, including performance standards, buffer zones, zoning, etc. could be used in District and Regional Plans to identify areas where activities could occur and identify conditions or considerations to manage adverse effects and reverse sensitivity.  

· Promote mineral exploration and extraction by identifying (map or criteria) go ahead / no go areas in RPS or in Regional or District Plans.
· Case by case, effects based decision, no priority or direction.
Comments:

Questions:  
How should we deal with uncertainty?

Should the new RPS identify no-go and/or go-ahead areas for future mining activity? If so, how should those areas be identified? Which criteria should be used? Should there be exceptions?

Can we/should we map those areas? 

Should the direction, and/or encouragement and controls etc. be in the RPS or in a Regional or District Plan? Which guidelines, protocols, controls should be adopted?

Comments:





