
Egon Guttke 	 11/5/2017 
6 Glengavel Grove 
Papakowhai 
Porirua 

To: Hearing Panel for the proposed Natural Resources Plan 

Subject: Hearing Stream 2 — for prehearing reading 

Commissioners 

I have submitted under submitter # 14 on the proposed Natural Resources Plan, and wish 
to present to the panel on the issues raised below. 

In  
I am a resident of Porirua. Together with my wife, I own a 220 ha block of land within 
the Kapiti district, that is significantly affected by the provisions of the proposed plan. 

When we acquired the land in 1992, it was marginal farmland showing some signs of 
erosion, and had a very low biodiversity due to grazing activities and the impact of pests. 
We converted around 80 ha to plantation forest, and one of the results has been a much 
improved water quality in the streams on our property. Flooded creeks are now very rare, 
due to the forest retaining a large amount of water. 

Over the last 25 years, I have - supported by DOC - invested a large amount of time in 
possum and general pest control. We are also using a local hunter to manage the wild pig 
population. This resulted in an increase in biodiversity for my land, and e.g. Kereru is 
now a common sight, were it was initially quite rare. 

In a nutshell, I believe that I have been a good custodian for the land and the natural 
environment. 

Definitions: Erosion prone land 
I have raised my concerns about the change of the definition of "Erosion prone land" 
before. While I do not want to repeat my arguments, I would like to illustrate the impact 
the proposed new definition will have: 

-Under the previous definition, none of my production forest (80 ha) was on 
erosion prone land. Applying the new definition, around 95% of my production 
forest will be on erosion prone land 

-Under the previous definition, perhaps 5% of my remaining land (140 ha) was 
classified as erosion prone. Under the new definition, all of my remaining land 
will be on erosion prone land 

For my direct neighbours, the situation is similar. 





The relief I seek remains unchanged: 

Relief sought: The definition should not be changed and be consistent with the 
Regional Soil plan. Alternatively, the erosion susceptibility classification used by 
Landcare and contained in the draft NES-Plantation Forestry could be used 

Rule R99 
The rule reads "The use of land, and the discharge of stormwater into water or onto or 
into land where it may enter water from earthworks of a contiguous area up to 3,000m2  
per property per 12 month period is a permitted activity". 

I submitted that the use of the term "where it may enter water from earthworks" is not 
clear. This was rejected in the Section 42 report. I maintain that the grammar used leads 
to ambiguity. A simple change would be to change the wording by adding a comma 
following the word "water", so that rule reads: 
"The use of land, and the discharge of stormwater into water, or onto or into land where 
it may enter water,  from earthworks of a contiguous area up to 3,000m2  per property 
per 12 month period is a permitted activity". 

Relief sought: Clarify the meaning of "where it may enter water from earthworks" 

The section 42 report proposes to change the wording of Rule 99 so that "earthworks 
shall not occur within 5m of a surface water body". This change would contradict Rule 
114 and Rule 115, which for example allow the placement of a ford or a small culvert. 
Both those activities generally require earthworks within 5 meters of a water body. 
Another typical example of where the 5 meter setback is inappropriate is the placement of 
a silt trap. This is normally placed just before any runoff would flow into a stream. 

Rule R101 
As in Rule 101, I submitted that the meaning of the term "where it may enter water from 
earthworks" is not clear. This has been rejected by the S42 report. As in Rule 99, I 
maintain that the wording used is ambiguous. 

Relief sought: Clarify the meaning of "where it may enter water from earthworks" 

Rule R102 and R103 
Rule R102 permits the harvesting of a forest on erosion prone land. The Section 42 
report proposes the following wording for Rule R103: 

"The use of land, and the discharge of sediment-laden runoff stormwater into 
water or onto or into land that may enter water from plantation forestry 
harvesting on erosion prone land that is not permitted by Rule R102 is a 
controlled activity. 



The phrase is ambiguous, and can be interpreted to say the "The use of land, 	that is 
not permitted by Rule R102 is a controlled activity". The rule lacks punctuation and 
needs to rephrased in order to be clear. The title of the Rule should also reflect, that it 
only deals with the harvesting of forests on erosion prone land 

Relief sought: to ensure that Rule 103 is unambiguous and only covers erosion prone 
land 

The Section 42 report states that only forestry on erosion prone is governed by the plan 
and that forestry on other land is controlled by district plans. It proposes to clarify this by 
adding "Plantation forestry is also controlled by provisions in district plans" 

This does not provide any new information, and is simply not sufficient. If the proposed 
natural resources plan does not control plantation forestry on non erosion prone land, then 
that is precisely what should be stated in the plan. 

Relief sought: To change the wording of the addendum to say: 

"Plantation forestry on non erosion prone land is not controlled by this plan" 

The S42 report further proposes to split the definition of plantation forestry from 
harvesting. Plantation forestry is proposed to be defined as a forest with a minimum size 
of 1 ha. Rule R102 will therefore not cover the harvesting of less than 1 ha on erosion 
prone land. Given that, if an activity is not permitted, it will require consent, this implies 
that the harvesting of such a small area would require resource consent. This is clearly 
not the intent of the rules, and I suggest change the rule to state that harvesting of an area 
of a less than 1 ha is permitted. 

Relief sought: to change the wording of Rule R102 as outlined 
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