What are the values and benefits associated
with existing food growing hubs and how can
these be maximised?

A 2018 report on the Pukekohe Hub (‘Hub’), which has an area of 4,359 ha (representing 3.8% of New
Zealand’s total fruit and vegetable growing area) stated that:
• The Hub’s horticulture industry directly contributes approximately $86 million per annum, in
value-added terms, to the regional economy;
• The Hub’s horticulture industries indirect contribution, reflecting expenditure on
intermediate inputs such as agriculture support services, water, machinery, feed, fertiliser
and seed, is $175 million per annum, in value-added terms;
• The Hub employs 3,090 full time equivalents and 90% of the produce grown in the Hub is for
the domestic market; and
• The Hub contributes to the social fabric of the community.
Hawke’s Bay is another important food growing hub, and the following illustrate the value and
benefit of that food production to the region and New Zealand as a whole:
• ‘Food production’ in Hawke’s Bay accounts for 52.5% of the region’s GDP1;
• There are about 400 growing operations in the Hawke’s Bay region, comprised of orchards,
fresh vegetable and process vegetable growing operations, and there are also three growers
of indoor covered crops;
• Hawke’s Bay produces 61% of New Zealand’s apple and pear crops, 70% of the country’s
summer fruit and 50% of the country’s squash crop;
• While a range of fresh fruit and vegetables are grown for domestic supply, with Hawke’s Bay
providing into the domestic food chain at times of the year when other regions are not able
to provide fruit and vegetables, the majority of Hawke’s Bay’s horticultural produce is
exported – either fresh, or processed by one of the several large processing firms located in
Hastings;
• Two of the largest post-harvest facilities located within the region (Heinz, Watties and
McCains) alone employ over 1800 people; and
• Around 16,800 ha of commercial fruit and vegetable production is on the Heretaunga Plains.
Ensuring the ability of the food growing sector to continue to grow in Hawke’s Bay is critical to both
the region and the country – particularly from an economic perspective, but also from a cultural and
social perspective as well.
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In Northland region overall, the horticulture industry affords a range of social, cultural,
environmental and economic benefits to the region:
a) Cultural values
The kumara has a long history of cultivation in New Zealand, dating back over a thousand years with
the arrival of early Maori settlers. Although today’s kumara are not the same species, it still has a
place within New Zealand’s cultural tapestry and is classified as a national taonga under the Wai
262 Treaty Settlement findings.
b) Economic values
The horticulture industry contributes significantly to local economy. In 2017, Northland’s kumara
industry contributed over $60 million in profit and has grown almost $20 million in value in 3 years.
The kumara production in Kaipara is regionally and nationally significant as 90% of the domestic
production occurs within a small footprint in the area.
Northland’s avocado industry represents 47% of national avocado production. In 2016/2017 the
industry generated $43 million to Northland growers.
For the 2017/2018 season, the kiwifruit industry contributed over $44 million to Northland kiwifruit
growers. Using standard economic multipliers this equates to $264 million to the wider Northland
economy.
c) Social value
The kumara is an important food source for New Zealanders. In 2017, kumara was in the top 10
vegetables for consumer spend as is reflected in the $20 million increase in revenue since 2014.
Significantly, the Northland kumara industry alone provides 90% of domestic supply.
At a local level, the Northland horticulture industry provides much needed employment
opportunities. The kumara industry employs 170 full time employees (FTE), increasing to 1,200
during planting and harvesting. The kiwifruit industry employs 182 FTE (2015/2016) with a 133%
increase (to 886 FTE’s) anticipated by 2029/2030.
For each of these hubs and the other growing hubs in New Zealand, there are different opportunities
and constraints that impact on the productive capacity of land; issues around urban and lifestyle
expansion as well as environmental constraints, policy constraints, and constraints around
infrastructure and labour.

As a result of this ‘policy gap’ there is inconsistent and sometimes deficient policy with regard to:
• Subdivision and urban growth in rural areas and protection of highly productive land;
• Management of the rural/urban interface, which shifts as a result of urban growth; and
• Plan approaches to protect and supporting horticultural production activities and the
allocation of resources to sustain production.
Limited policy guidance can result in these values only being considered at the resource consent
stage.
Horticulture as an industry is unique in that highly productive soils need to be considered at a
broader scale, the value of highly productive land cannot be considered only at the local level. At
present, the regional and district planning system generally does not allow consideration of the
overall national food system in New Zealand and how land use decisions at a district or regional level
affect food production and availability of supply at both the local and national level.
Highly productive land and the growing hubs that rely on this resource cannot be considered in
spatial isolation at the district or regional level. The land is part of the national food production
system around which there is benefit in direct RMA policy and a national food strategy.
Does the RMA framework provide sufficient
clarity on how highly productive land should be
considered alongside competing uses?
Why/why not?

The RMA does not provide sufficient clarity on how highly productive land should be considered
alongside competing uses.
As noted above, highly productive land (by reference in Part 2 to protection of natural resources to
enable people and communities to provide for their social, economic, and cultural well-being,
safeguarding the life-supporting capacity of soil, efficient use and development of natural resources
and having regard to finite characteristics of natural resources) is a matter central to sustainable
management, however unlike other national issues there is no further national level policy guidance.
In the absence of specific recognition (and policy) for highly productive land, there is no guidance on
how to consider this alongside competing uses. This lack of guidance on how to consider highly
productive land in decision making is particularly apparent when being compared to other activities
that have National Policy such as urban development and electricity transmission.

Competing uses are not just urban development and rural lifestyle development but also include
activities in rural production areas such as infrastructure, industrial and commercial uses and
tourism. The existence of such activities can compromise the use of highly productive land but the
RMA does not provide a clear framework for balancing such competing uses.
We suggest that there is currently not sufficient guidance on how highly productive land should be
considered alongside other competing uses and that the introduction of an NPS, and the need for
that to be given affect to in lower order planning documents, will provide clarity on how highly
productive land should be considered.
How are values and wider benefits of highly
productive land being considered in planning
and consenting processes?

There is considerable variability in how the values and wider benefits of highly productive land are
being considered in planning and consenting processes. Somewhat unhelpfully, there is variation
within regions (as well as between regions). Some local authorities are putting very high importance
on the protection of the soil resource – both in planning and consenting processes, and have declined
applications citing the need to protect versatile land as one of the key reasons for decline. However
other local authorities do not appear to be placing such importance on the value and benefit of highly
productive land with the assumption being that the resource is not limited and that a loss of
production in one area may be supplemented by production in another. This approach demonstrates
a lack of understanding about what is required to produce food and that not all land is suitable for
food production.
To ensure that highly productive land is considered as part of resource consent application there
needs to be a robust planning framework to enable assessment of the effects of the activity on the
highly productive land resource. Without clear direction in the RMA and at a national level there is no
requirement to include such provisions in a district plan, and hence part of the consent assessment
process.
Otago Regional Council has identified ‘significant soils’ in the RPS and established a framework which
district council will need to give effect to but as yet district plan changes have not been made.
Whangarei District Council established criteria for identifying areas suitable for rural residential
development that gave some consideration to highly productive land that sought to provide for a
variety of rural living opportunities in the District without materially reducing the potential of the
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District (Rangitikei PC to rezone 217 hectares south of Marton from existing rural land into
industrial)2
What is typically lacking is consideration of the future interface of urban land with highly
productive land – the sterilisation of production activity occurs not just on the highly
productive land lost to urban land use but also in the urban-rural interface where conflict
with differing amenity expectations occur.

The Northland RPS has Objective 3.6 which seeks to limit reverse sensitivity and sterilisation of land
to support economic activity in the region. However, while this objective and policy were part of the
consideration in the Whangarei District Rural plan changes, some highly productive land was lost to
urban development and rural residential development.
The policies for significant soils in the Proposed Otago Regional Policy Statement provided a strong
direction to protect the resource. However, through the appeal process and giving effect to the
NPSUDC the policy framework was weakened as the requirements of the NPSUDC had a higher
priority than the protection of significant soils.
In Hawke’s Bay, the Heretaunga Plains Urban Development Strategy3 (2017) (HPUDS) has as one of its
guiding principles “the productive value of its versatile land and water resources are recognised and
provided for and used sustainably” and in the preamble to the 2017 version, specifically recognises
the value of soil and water as a significant resource for ongoing food production and as a major
contributor to the regional economy. The strategy sets out the preferred settlement pattern of
‘compact design’ and defines growth areas. The Regional Policy Statement identifies management of
the built environment as a significant regional issue, and gives effect to the “general tenents” of
HPUDS, but also includes specific objectives and policies that relate to versatile soil and provide some
direction about how versatile soils should be considered when urban expansion is being considered.
For example, Objective UD1 seeks the establishment of compact and strongly connected urban form
throughout the region that, [amongst other things] (d) avoids unnecessary encroachment of urban
activities on the versatile land of the Heretaunga Plains; and POL UDI states that in providing for
2
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A joint initiative between Hastings District Council, Napier City Council and Hawke’s Bay Regional Council that seeks to manage urban growth on the Heretaunga Plains from 2015 [it was
initially drafted in 2010 and reviewed in early 2017] to 2045. It is not a statutory planning document, although its development, ongoing review and implementation by the signatory Council’s
has been set out and agreed to in a Memorandum of Agreement.

urban activities in the Heretaunga Plains sub-region, territorial authorities must place priority on (a)
the retention of the versatile land of the Heretaunga Plains for existing and foreseeable future
primary production.

How should highly productive land be
considered when planning for future urban
expansion?

However regardless of the guiding principles, significant areas of Heretaunga Plains have been
identified for urban development. Such rezoning reinforces the need from strong policy direction to
ensure that highly productive land is appropriately protected.
The values of highly productive land and potential costs and benefits of enabling and/or allowing
urban expansion onto highly productive land should be specifically considered as part of the process
of identifying areas that may be appropriate for future expansion. The impact of losing that land to
primary productive use is a matter that should be specifically investigated, and those findings then
considered, alongside other relevant matters, when decisions about areas that are potentially
suitable for future urban expansion are made. An NPS could direct this, and we believe that would be
useful.
The spatial scale of the assessment is relevant. When an assessment of the social, economic and
cultural values associated with the primary production use, compared to an urban use of a specific
block are compared against the same assessment at a Fresh Management Unit, the magnitude of
adverse and beneficial effects will differ. At a catchment scale the benefits of urban development
may be achievable on alternative land compared to a loss of productive capacity which may not be
able to be replaced. On the other hand, the loss of some highly productive land may be offset at the
fresh water management scale by improvements in productive capacity elsewhere associated with a
development.
The temporal scale of the assessment is relevant. Land that has potential to have high productive
capacity could have temporarily reduced productivity, for example due to pests or disease or water
over allocation. In the longer-term the land and the lands productivity could be enhanced, for
example, due to future investments in water storage or improvements in technology. On the other
hand, when the productivity of highly productive land is constrained in the present, preventing
landowners from exiting constrained land and maximising their land value through urbanisation can
have significant impacts on the long-term viability of those businesses.
An NPS could direct these assessments, and we believe that would be useful.

should be a non-complying activity thereby having to demonstrate it meets the objectives and
policies of the plan and the effects are no more than minor.
As part of the resource consent processes rural-lifestyle development should only be allowed on land
identified as being highly productive if it can be shown (by an appropriately qualified person) that the
identification of it as highly productive is not accurate at the individual property level, or that there
are benefits for the productive capacity of highly productive land and other benefits and these
benefits exceed the benefit of using alternative land for rural-lifestyle development.
There are a range of effects from rural-lifestyle development. It is also important to be aware that
residential activities in a countryside living situation have rights under section 14 of the RMA to take
water to meet reasonable domestic needs. While a single dwelling will have a limited impact, the
cumulative effect of ‘as of right’ water takes for domestic use can be significant and reduce what is
available for other users including for growing food. There is also a potential conflict with water
abstraction for domestic uses. The nitrate levels in groundwater are elevated beneath some highly
productive land. A planned approach is needed to provide for essential water sanitation for urban
communities to the scale to enable a drinking water sources to be protected, and for treatment to be
provided. For a country side living situation, ensuring un-treated water meets the health needs of
people in any location, places considerable constraints on highly productive land. A planned approach
to urban and lifestyle development which considers the constraints on the development could place
on the water and nutrient allocation within the same catchments is required.
Demand for countryside living is a consequence of urban growth and also has a relationship with
improvements to transport and communication connections. New areas become commutable for
urban workers when road or rail services improve. Home occupations become more attractive as
communications technologies change. As this happens the character and amenity expectations in
rural areas change. Conflicts develop between competing land uses for resources and space. Pressure
comes on Councils to provide more urban services, including ‘rubbish collection’, hard engineering
responses (kerb and channel), effluent disposal, water, and street lighting. For these reasons, it is
important that these activities are well managed. Where there is significant pressure, specific rural
residential or countryside living zones should be put in places. In others, directive policies and rules
that avoid ad hoc rural lifestyle subdivision and land use from undermining the productive potential
of rural land are required.

between providing such separation/buffer and not effectively preventing additional highly productive
land from being utilised for primary production purposes.
There is a need to recognise that not all effects can be internalised and the introduction of sensitive
elements into rural production environments erodes the accessibility and utility of highly productive
land.
An example of where tensions between incompatible activities has been evident is around Kerikeri in
Far North District where there has been a very open approach to activities locating in the rural area
and led to a high density of rural lifestyle development in key horticultural growing areas which are
located on highly productive land. This planning framework has led to industrial activities, child care
facilities and lifestyle development locating and placing considerable pressure on the orchardists in
the area leading to increasing complaints about the orchard activities.
Clear policy direction at a national level for highly productive land which are given effect through the
RPS and district plan would contribute significantly to limiting the type of outcome in Kerikeri.
Another issue that is observed is the expectations around the amenity of rural land, with an
expectation from some that rural should be an open pastoral or arable landscape, with resistance to
essential horticultural infrastructure such as crop protection structures on highly productive land. For
example, in Opotiki District Plan, an environment NGO’s preference was the rural amenity associated
with low-value maize production, and sought stricter controls on the use of crop protection
structures. The protection structures are required to convert the land to high value horticulture, and
realise the potential productive capacity of the land. The NPSHPL could provide some assistance in
weighing up the amenity effects of increasing the productive capacity of highly productive land.
There is potential to provide more ‘education’ of those pursuing a rural lifestyle who have not
previously had any experience in a rural area. Who is best to deliver such information/education is
difficult to identify, but it would seem that local authorities have a role to play in some way.
How can reverse sensitivity issues at the ruralurban interface best be managed?

Reverse sensitivity issues can manifest within the rural production area, between rural lifestyle areas
and at the rural-urban interface because of the location of incompatible activities. It is not just a rural
urban interface issue. Objective 3 in the draft NPSHPL does not limit reverse sensitivity to the rural
urban interface.

What matters, if any, should be added to or
excluded from the scope of the National Policy
Statement? Why?

The Discussion Document (pg. 36) expects that councils will articulate the key values and benefits
associated with highly productive land within the context of their region or district. Yet there is no
requirement to identify those values prior to identifying the highly productive land in the region.
Identifying such values would greatly assist the identification process, particularly where land other
than LUC 1-3 is considered to be highly productive land. Such a step is akin to the identification of
values in the NPSFM prior to establishing freshwater objectives. It is suggested that this step be
added to Policy 1.
In our view, it is important that if land cannot be used for productive purposes due to water policy
(water quality, allocation or water quantity), or other significant constraints then it should not be
prevented from being developed, particularly if development could result in improvement in the
productive capacity of other land, for example though additional mitigations partly funded by
development, or development of some highly productive land into lifestyle to reduce pressure on an
overallocated catchment, such that the highly productive land with the highest productive capacity
can utilised. In some cases, where the constraints on the productive use of highly productive land are
significant, an exit strategy that includes compensation of land owners could be developed to ensure
the highly productive land can remain intact for future generations who may have technological
solutions that are not yet available to enable the land to be used productively gain.
We do not think the definition of highly productive land should include access to water – this should
be included within the definition of productive capacity.

Should future urban zones and future urban
areas be excluded from the scope of the
National Policy Statement? What are the
potential benefits and costs?

We believe that the proposal to exclude future urban areas identified in district plans is reasonable.
Perhaps there could be a process whereby people with highly productive land that have been
identified as future urban and to be removed, although this is unlikely to resolve reverse sensitivity
risks.
Growth strategies outside the RMA process should be re-evaluated based on the NPSHPL criteria.
Where a Schedule 1 process is still underway for potential future urban or urban areas on highly
productive land, consideration could be given to re-evaluation using the NPSHPL criteria to confirm if
the land is still suitable for future urban or urban zoning.

Should the National Policy Statement apply
nationally or target areas where the pressures
on highly productive land are greater?

The NPS should apply nationally as areas that may come under increasing pressure from urban
growth may change in the future, and if the NPS was only targeting specific areas, these areas would
not be afforded the protection of the NPS.

Specific questions for Section 5.3
How should the National Policy Statement best
influence plan preparation and decision-making
on resource consents and private plan changes?

Should the National Policy Statement include
policies that must be inserted into policy
statements and plans without going through
the Schedule 1 process? What are the potential
benefits and risks?

The NPSHPL should explicitly require the specific consideration of the impact of any activity (other
than primary production) on highly productive land – in both plan preparation and decision-making
on resource consents and private plan changes. Objectives and policies in the NPSHPL need to be
included that require this.
This would seem to ensure almost immediate protection for highly productive land and avoid a
subdivision rush as is typical of district plan changes processes where more restrictive subdivision
methods are proposed. It would also save councils time and money that would otherwise be
absorbed going through a Schedule 1 process, so on balance this would seem to be an effective
means of embedding the NPS into local level documents efficiently.
However, the accuracy of the LUC information presents some risks. People should have the
opportunity to challenge, review and update the soils information that underpins the decisions on
how to identify land for future urban development on an ongoing basis, for decisions around private
plan changes and subdivision. For example, the former Franklin District Plan Transferable Title
method had a requirement for paddock scale assessment of LUC classes.
In addition, the mapping could be treated in a similar manner to significant ecological overlays in
Auckland, which are mapped, but also the criteria are described and features meeting the description
but not mapped are still subject to policies. This approach could work to manage impacts of private
plan changes and subdivisions, while the regional mapping is being developed.
There is a risk that land identified in the RPS without going through a Schedule 1 process can only be
changed through a plan change initiated by a territorial authority or regional council. An RPS cannot
be changed through a private plan change. Therefore, a requirement to identify highly productive
land as Class 1-3 may mean that some land is included that may not be included if a full assessment

There must be an opportunity for land owners to challenge council interpretation of highly
productive land, where site specific evidence is available, and there should be the opportunity for this
information to inform strategic planning and private plan change and subdivision applications.
Are the proposed criteria all relevant and
important considerations for identifying highly
productive land? Why/why not?

We are of the view that all natural and physical resources that contribute to the productive capacity
of land should be identified when identifying highly productive land.
There should also be the ability for councils to identify land with specific characteristics that make it
highly productive land but sits outside the mandatory LUC classes of the NPS. Such examples are
Whatatiri in Whangarei where the land is Class IV due to slope and rock but highly productive for
avocado; Central Otago where Class IV land is highly productive for cherries; some Class V sandy land
that is highly productive for asparagus. Such crops are significant at a regional or district level and will
be reflected in the values for highly productive land that the Council establish prior to identifying
highly productive land. The NPS needs to provide scope for such land to be identified as highly
productive land.
There also needs to be the ability to not include mandatory LUC 1-3 land as highly productive land if
there are extenuating circumstances that means it is so constrained that it is unable to be used for
high production value. Such a determination should be linked to an assessment of productive
capacity and how it applies to particular areas of land.
We also note that, while some of these factors are natural, others are subject to policy and
investment decisions historically and decisions in the future could also enhance or constrain the
productive capacity of highly productive land. Those elements that are subject to change due to
investment (for example irrigation storage or crop protection structures), or subject to change due to
policy (for example water and nutrient allocation policy), must be considered when decisions are
made about the degree to which activities maintain, enhance, or constrain the productive capacity of
highly productive land.

Specific questions for Policy 1
What are the pros and cons of requiring highly
productive land to be spatially identified?

HortNZ believes highly productive land should be spatially identified, this would provide certainty for
investment in rural production systems and for plan users.

There should be the opportunity for the maps to be updated outside of the planning cycle and be
kept as living documents for the purposes of assessing private plan changes and subdivision
applications. For private plan changes and subdivision, site specific information would be required,
and detailed site-specific information would generally be expected to be more reliable than LUC or SMap datasets. Site specific information should be given more weight in decisions where this level of
information is available.
A risk of spatially identifying highly productive land is that if this exercise is not done comprehensively
to include a broad range of factors, land that is not identified will not be afforded protection, or
protected unnecessarily; this emphasises the importance of the Appendix A criteria and the process
undertaken.
As any classification system will have advantages and disadvantages, and pathways for identifying
new land that isn’t spatially identified as being highly productive, but meets the criteria, and
therefore should be afforded the same level of protection as land that is spatially identified; needs to
be clearly addressed in the NPS.
Is the identification of highly productive land
best done at the regional or district level? Why?

What are the likely costs and effort involved in
identifying highly productive land in your
region?
What guidance and technical assistance do you
think will be beneficial to help councils identify
highly productive land?

HortNZ considers that the identification is best done at a regional level and included in the RPS to
ensure consistency in approach across a region. Expertise related to land generally sit within regional
councils rather than at district level, however if an approach is agreed and all districts within a region
agree to follow it, then the issue of consistency could be addressed. Ultimately, the identification of
highly productive land should be done by appropriately qualified persons, in a cost-effective manner,
and how that is best achieved in each region could vary.
N/A

The criteria that is selected to be used to identify highly productive land and the productive capacity
of highly productive land will need to be very well defined so that terms used are well understood,
and therefore consistently applied across the country.

A ‘user guide’ in how to identify highly productive land will need to be produced, and should be road
tested with councils as part of the development process, but also needs to be publicly available at the
same time the NPS is gazetted, as any delay will otherwise result in councils having to start work on
identification of soils without clear, consistent guidance, which will result in a multiplicity of
interpretations of how to do it.
The Ministry also needs to ensure resource is available to respond to queries that will inevitably arise
as councils start to identify highly productive land and productive capacity in a timely fashion, and
guidance is regularly updated and made available as quickly as possible.

Specific questions for Appendix A (Criteria to
identify highly productive land)
Should there be a default definition of highly
productive land based on the LUC until councils
identify this? Why/why not?
What are the key considerations to consider
when identifying highly productive land? What
factors should be mandatory or optional to
consider?

We support the use of LUC as an interim dataset. This should also include soils other than LUC I, II, II
where councils have already identified these are highly productive. The LUC data se should be used
until better or site-specific information is available. However, the definition must include the other
aspects of highly productive land as well.
In our view, highly productive land should be defined on the basis of the natural and physical
resources that contribute to the existing and potential productivity of land. This would include:
Soil (LUC or better information), fragmentation and cohesion, climate, water resource availability,
receiving environment sensitivity and infrastructure. These elements can be considered the longterm natural physical resource foundation of highly productive land.
Highly productive land is made up a combination of natural and physical resources, and these
together with social, legal and investment decisions define the potential productive capacity of land.
The legal environment can alter the cohesion of highly productive land, this could enhance the
productive capacity of land through amalgamation of fragmented titles, or could constrain the
productive capacity through allowing subdivision of highly productive land.
The legal environment includes policy decisions on water and nutrient allocation. These policies could
enhance or constrain the productive capacity of land, for example the pastoral natural capital
allocation system used in the Horizons One Plan, which prevents the use of highly productive land for

vegetable growing. National and regional policy create a legal constraint. Similarly, resource consents
create an allocation regime. Consents are generally granted for between 10 – 30 years.
The physical resources are modified with investments, for example investment in infrastructure can
enhance or constrain the productivity of land. For example, land that is too windy to support high
value horticulture, can become suitable with the provision of crop protection structures. Land that
has insufficient water reliability to support irrigated horticulture, could have its productive capacity
improved through water storage. Investment in worker accommodation, can improve the productive
capacity of land by alleviating labour shortages.
Incompatible neighbouring land uses can constrain the productive capacity of land through social
pressures and complaints.
All factors must be considered together when determining the impact of activities on highly
productive land and impact on its productive capacity.
What are the benefits and risks associated with
allowing councils to consider the current and
future availability of water when identifying
highly productive land? How should this be
aligned with Essential Freshwater Programme?

We think that existing water availability and receiving water sensitivity should be included within the
definition of highly productive land.
However, there is uncertainty regarding the future availability of water (due to a range of issues such
as catchment specific plan changes, opportunities for water storage, the impacts of climate change).
We suggest the initial identification of land should not include consideration of current availability of
water, but that is a matter along with the other factors that contribute to the productive capacity of
land, and future policy decisions and climate change can be taken into account when going through a
planning or resource consenting process to determine the impact of the development on the
productive capacity of land.
We think there is a link to the Freshwater Programme at the farm scale in contributing to achieving
maintenance of the productive capacity of land. This would be implemented though good
management practices that, for example, improve the soil health or reduce erosion risk within the
Freshwater Module of the Farm Plan.

Submission on proposed objectives and policies
Provision
Objective 1: Recognising the benefits of
highly productive land

Support
/oppose
Support
in part

To recognise and provide for the value and longterm benefits of using highly productive land for
primary production.

Objective 2: Maintaining the availability of
highly productive land

Support
in part

To maintain the availability of highly productive
land for primary production for future
generations.

Objective 3: Protecting from inappropriate
subdivision, use and development
To protect highly productive land from
inappropriate subdivision, use and
development, including by:
• avoiding subdivision and land
fragmentation that compromises the

Support,
in part

Reason

Decision sought

Support the reference to long-term benefits
to reflect that sustainable management
requires sustaining natural resources for
future generations and to recognise the finite
nature of the resource, and its productive
capacity values, in particular for producing
food.

Objective 1: Recognising and providing for the
benefits of highly productive land

It is not just the availability of highly
productive land that is required, but the
productivity of that land, so policy should
seek to maintain the productivity of the land
through measures such as avoidance and
mitigation of reverse sensitivity and by
considering the relationship between soil and
water in achieving productivity.

Objective 2: Maintaining the availability and
productive capacity of highly productive land

Recognises that protection of highly
productive land is not absolute, because on a
case-by-case basis an argument could be
made that subdivision use and development
is appropriate. We support a focus on
strategic planning and avoidance and
mitigation of reverse sensitivity and
fragmentation impacts.

Objective 3: Protecting from inappropriate
subdivision, use and development

To recognise and provide for the values and longterm benefits of using highly productive land for
primary production, in particular the capacity for
food production.

To maintain the availability and the productive
capacity of highly productive land for primary
production for future generations.

To protect the productive capacity of highly
productive land from inappropriate subdivision,
use and development, including by:
• avoiding subdivision, and land
fragmentation and inappropriate use and
development that compromises the use of

•

•

use of highly productive land for primary
production;
avoiding uncoordinated urban
expansion on highly productive land that
has not been subject to a strategic
planning process; and
avoiding and mitigating reverse
sensitivity effects from sensitive and
incompatible activities within and
adjacent to highly productive land.

Policy 1 – Identification of highly productive
land

•

•

Support
in part

Regional councils must identify areas of highly
productive land using the criteria set out in
Appendix A and:
• map each area of highly productive land;
and
• amend their regional policy statements
to identify areas of highly productive
land within the region.
Territorial authorities must amend their district
plans to identify highly productive land
identified by the relevant regional council under
policy 1.1.
Appendix A: Criteria to identify highly
productive land
In accordance with Policy 1, regional councils
must use the following criteria to assess and
identify areas of highly productive land:

We support identification of HPL within the
RPS.
Support the requirement to map, for clarity
and certainty. Mapping should be subject to
technical standards, there should be a process
to incorporate new and better information on
the location of HPL, in response to detailed
soil surveys.
There is a need to identify the values of HPL
are a precursor to identifying HPL in a region.

Support,
in part

In our view, it is important that the
relationship between water quality and
quantity allocation and highly productive land
is considered together, but defining highly
productive land by water policy risks masking
the tension between water allocation

highly productive land for primary
production;
avoiding uncoordinated urban expansion
on highly productive land that has not
been subject to a strategic planning
process; and
avoiding and mitigating reverse sensitivity
effects from sensitive and incompatible
activities within and adjacent to highly
productive land.

Policy 1 – Identification of highly productive land
Regional councils must identify the values of
highly productive land for the region and areas of
highly productive land using the criteria set out
in Appendix A and:
• Identify regional values for highly
productive land;
• map each area of highly productive land;
and
• amend their regional policy statements to
identify areas of highly productive land
within the region.
Territorial authorities must amend their district
plans to identify highly productive land identified
by the relevant regional council under policy 1.1.
Appendix A: Criteria to identify highly
productive land
In accordance with Policy 1, regional councils must
use the following criteria to assess and identify
areas of highly productive land:

•

•
•

the capability and versatility of the land
to support primary production based on
the Land Use Capability classification
system;
the suitability of the climate for primary
production, particularly crop
production; and
the size and cohesiveness of the area of
land to support primary production.

When identifying areas of highly productive
land, local authorities may also consider the
following factors:
• [the current or potential availability of
water – see question below];
• access to transport routes;
• access to appropriate labour markets;
• supporting rural processing facilities and
infrastructure;
• the current land cover and use and the
environmental, economic, social, and
cultural benefits it provides; and
• water quality issues or constraints that
may limit the use of the land for primary
production.
Highly productive land excludes:
• urban areas; and
• areas that have been identified as future
urban zones in district plans.

decisions and the impact of them on highly
productive land.
Therefore, at the RPS level it is our preference
that existing water availability is included in
the definition of highly productive land, but
that additional policy and investment matters,
which are subject to change, are picked as
part of the productive capacity of land that
Policy 2 addresses.
This criteria enables Councils to identify land
that is not LUC I, II, III where this is highly
productive. Some regions have already done
this, and these existing assessment would
generally be expected to meet the criteria of
appendix 1.

•

•

•
•
•
•
•

the capability and versatility of the land to
support primary production based on the
Land Use Capability classification system
or better information as it becomes
available;
Identify specific areas of land that has
special characteristics suitable for highly
productive value that is regionally
significant;
the suitability of the climate for primary
production, particularly crop production;
the size and cohesiveness of the area of
land to support primary production;
Existing access to water;
Existing infrastructure; and
Sensitivity of receiving environment.

When identifying areas of highly productive land,
local authorities may also consider the following
factors:
[the current or potential availability of water see
question below];
access to transport routes;
access to appropriate labour markets;
supporting rural processing facilities and
infrastructure;
the current land cover and use and the
environmental, economic, social, and cultural
benefits it provides; and
water quality issues or constraints that may limit
the use of the land for primary production.
Highly productive land excludes:

•
•

Proposed Policy 2: Maintaining highly
productive land for primary production
Local authorities must maintain the availability
and productive capacity* of highly productive
land for primary production by making changes
to their regional policy statements and district
plans to:
• prioritise the use of highly productive
land for primary production
• consider giving greater protection to
areas of highly productive land that
make a greater contribution to the
economy and community;
• identify inappropriate subdivision, use
and development of highly productive
land; and
• protect highly productive land from the
identified inappropriate subdivision, use
and development.
*Note the draft definition for productive
capacity is: “means, in relation to highly
productive land, the physical qualities of the
land to support primary production and
generate the most economic output. This
includes consideration of physical constraints on
use of land for primary production (e.g. lot size,
presence of structures and buildings) but does

Support,
in part.

We agree with greater consideration for areas
of highly productive land that make a greater
contribution to the economy and community,
based on the values identified in the RPS.
We think the assessment of capacity must
include those aspects that can change
through investment (e.g. packhouses) or
through other polices which Council
influences (e.g. water quality allocation).
This definition of capacity, also assists in
clarifying what may be appropriate or
inappropriate. For example, uses that
improve capacity while reducing availability
may be appropriate in some situations.

urban areas; and
areas that have been identified as future
urban zones in operative district plans.

Proposed Policy 2: Maintaining highly
productive land for primary production
Local authorities must maintain the availability
and productive capacity* of highly productive land
for primary production at the freshwater
management unit scale, by making changes to
their regional policy statements, regional plans
and district plans to:
• prioritise the use of highly productive land
for primary production;
• consider giving greater protection to areas
of highly productive land that make a
greater contribution to the economy and
community;
• identify inappropriate subdivision, use and
development of highly productive land;
and
• protect highly productive land from the
identified inappropriate subdivision, use
and development.
*Note the draft definition for productive capacity
is: “means, in relation to highly productive land,
the physical qualities of the land to support
primary production and generate the most
economic output. This includes consideration of
physical constraints on use of land for primary
production (e.g. lot size, presence of structures and
buildings) but does not include consideration of

not include consideration of wider soil quality
issues

wider soil quality issues means, in relation to
highly productive land, the physical qualities of
the land to support primary production. The
measure for productive capacity is the economic,
environmental, social and cultural contribution
from the highly productive land at the freshwater
management scale.
Assessment of the productive capacity of land
must consider the physical and legal constraints
and enhancements for the productive capacity of
land. The assessment must include all relevant
factors, including the following factors, and may
include others:
• Water allocation limits and allocation
policy;
• Water quality limits and allocation policy;
• Lot size;
• Presence of structures and buildings;
• Access to transport routes;
• Access to appropriate labour markets;
• Supporting rural processing facilities and
infrastructure;
• The current land cover and use and the
environmental, economic, social, and
cultural benefits it provides;
• Availability of suitable land for crop
rotation;
• Lack of reverse sensitivity constraints;
• Access to energy for greenhouses;
• Access to transport routes;
• Worker accommodation; and

•

Proposed Policy 3: New urban
development and growth on highly
productive land
Urban expansion must not be located on highly
productive land unless:
• there is a shortage of development
capacity to meet demand (in
accordance with the NPS-UDC
methodologies and definitions); and
• it is demonstrated that this is the most
appropriate option based on a
consideration of:
o a cost-benefit analysis that
explicitly considers the longterms costs associated with the
irreversible loss of highly
productive land for primary
production;
o whether the benefits
(environmental, economic,
social and cultural) from
allowing urban expansion on
highly productive land outweigh
the benefits of the continued
use of that land for primary
production; and
o the feasibility of alternative
locations and options to provide
for the required demand,

Support
in part

This policy directs the Council planned urban
expansion and future growth. In our opinion
this planned development should avoid
reducing the productive capacity of highly
productive land, unless the criteria defined
are met.

Other constraints that may limit the use of
the land for primary production.

Proposed Policy 3: New urban
development and growth on highly
productive land
Urban expansion must not be located on highly
productive land, unless:
• there is a shortage of development
capacity to meet demand (in accordance
with the NPS-UDC/NPS-UD methodologies
and definitions); and
• it is demonstrated that this is the most
appropriate option based on a
consideration of:
o a cost-benefit analysis that
explicitly considers the long-term
costs associated with the
irreversible loss of highly
productive land for primary
production;
o Values based assessment of the
benefits (environmental,
economic, social and cultural)
from allowing urban expansion on
highly productive land outweigh
the benefits of the continued use
of that land for primary
production; and
o the feasibility of alternative
locations and options to provide
for the required demand,

including intensification of
existing urban areas.
Proposed Policy 4: Rural subdivision and
fragmentation

including intensification of
existing urban areas.
Support,
in part

Territorial authorities must amend their district
plans to manage rural subdivision to avoid
fragmentation and maintain the productive
capacity of highly productive land, including by:
• setting minimum lot size standards for
subdivision located on highly productive
land to retain the productive capacity of
that land;
• incentives and restrictions on
subdivisions to help retain and increase
the productive capacity of highly
productive land; and
• directing new rural lifestyle
development away from areas of highly
productive land.

Proposed Policy 5: Reverse sensitivity
Territorial authorities must recognise the
potential for sensitive and incompatible

Support,
in part

We support policy to reduce fragmentation,
we see incentives as an important way to
achieve improvements in the productive
capacity of highly productive land.

Proposed Policy 4: Rural subdivision and
fragmentation

We are of the view that new sensitive and
incompatible activities on highly productive
land should be avoided.

Proposed Policy 5: Reverse sensitivity

Territorial authorities must amend their district
plans to manage rural subdivision to avoid
fragmentation and maintain the productive
capacity of highly productive land, including by:
• setting minimum lot size standards for
subdivision located on highly productive
land to retain the productive capacity of
that land;
• incentives and restrictions on subdivisions
to help retain and increase the productive
capacity of highly productive land; and
• directing new rural lifestyle development
away from areas of highly productive land,
unless, there are benefits for the
productive capacity of the highly
productive land at the freshwater
management scale, associated with the
subdivision, compared to the long-term
productive capacity that would occur
from the continued or potential use of the
land for primary production.

Territorial authorities must recognise the
potential for sensitive and incompatible activities

activities within and adjacent to areas of highly
productive land to result in reverse sensitivity
effects and amend their district plans to:
• identify the typical activities and effects
associated with primary production
activities on highly productive land that
should be anticipated and tolerated in
rural areas;
• restrict new sensitive and potentially
incompatible activities on highly
productive land to ensure these do not
compromise the efficient operation of
primary production activities;
• establish methods to avoid or mitigate
reverse sensitivity effects including
through setbacks and the design of
developments; and
• establish methods to avoid or mitigate
reverse sensitivity effects at the
interface between areas of highly
productive land and adjacent residential
and rural lifestyle zones.
Policy 6: Consideration of requests for plan
changes
When considering a request for a private plan
change for urban expansion on highly productive
land, or to rezone an area of highly productive
land to rural lifestyle use, local authorities must
have regard to:
• The alignment of the request with
relevant local authority statutory and

within and adjacent to areas of highly productive
land to result in reverse sensitivity effects and
amend their district plans to:
• identify the typical activities and effects
associated with primary production
activities on highly productive land that
should be anticipated and tolerated in
rural areas;
• restrict avoid new sensitive and
potentially incompatible activities on
highly productive land to ensure these do
not compromise the efficient operation of
primary production activities;
• establish methods to avoid or mitigate
reverse sensitivity effects including
through setbacks and the design of
developments; and
• establish methods to avoid or mitigate
reverse sensitivity effects at the interface
between areas of highly productive land
and adjacent residential and rural lifestyle
zones.
Support,
in part

We have removed the clause providing for
the alternative land assessment. This
recognizes that that planned urban expansion
approach is likely to provide sufficient
capacity due to the requirements of NPSUD
and therefore this criterion may be practically
difficult to meet.
We think consideration could be given to
private plan changes if they can demonstrate

Policy 6: Consideration of requests for plan
changes
When considering a request for a private plan
change for urban expansion on highly productive
land, or to rezone an area of highly productive land
to rural lifestyle use, or industrial or commercial
use, local authorities must have regard to:
• The alignment of the request with
relevant local authority statutory and non-

•

•

non-statutory plans and policies relating
to urban growth and highly productive
land;
The benefits (environmental, economic,
social and cultural) from the proposed
use of land compared to benefits from
the continued use of that land for
primary production; and
Whether there are alternative options
for the proposed use on land that has
less value for primary production.

benefits for highly productive land capacity as
well as environmental, economic, social and
cultural values.
•

•

•

Proposed Policy 7: Consideration of
resource consent applications for
subdivision and urban expansion on
highly productive land
When considering an application for subdivision
or urban expansion on highly productive land,
consent authorities must have regard to:
• The alignment of the application with
relevant local authority statutory and
non-statutory plans and policies relating

Support,
in part

We support the requirement for applications
to include a site-specific LUC assessment
prepared by a suitably qualified expert.
It stands to reason that the development or
subdivision of a block would impact that
block. We think a more useful test is the
degree to which it could be designed to
provide an overall benefit to the productive
capacity of highly productive land.

statutory plans and policies relating to
urban growth and highly productive land
including the values of highly productive
land;
The benefits (environmental, economic,
social and cultural) from the proposed use
of land compared to benefits, from the
continued use of that land for primary
production; and
There are benefits for the productive
capacity of the highly productive land at
the freshwater management scale,
associated with the development,
compared to the long-term productive
capacity that would occur from the
continued or potential use of the land for
primary production.
Whether there are alternative options for
the proposed use on land that has less
value for primary production,

Proposed Policy 7: Consideration of
resource consent applications for
subdivision, use or development and
urban expansion on highly productive land
When considering an application for subdivision
use or development or urban expansion on highly
productive land, consent authorities must have
regard to:
• The alignment of the application with
relevant local authority statutory and non-

•

•
•

•

•

to urban growth and highly productive
land;
The extent to which the subdivision or
development will impact on the existing
and future use of the land for primary
production;
The practical and functional need for the
subdivision or urban expansion to occur
at that location;
The potential for reverse sensitivity
effects and proposed methods to avoid
or mitigate potential adverse effects on,
and conflicts with, lawfully established
activities; and
The benefits (environmental, economic,
social and cultural) from the proposed
activity compared to the long-term
benefits that would occur from the
continued or potential use of the land
for primary production.
Resource consent applications must
include a site-specific Land Use
Capability Assessment prepared by a
suitably qualified expert.

•

•

•
•

•

•

statutory plans and policies relating to
urban growth and highly productive land;
The extent to which the subdivision or
development will impact on the existing
and future use of the land for primary
production;
The benefit on productive capacity of
other highly productive land from the
proposed activity compared to the longterm benefits that would occur from the
continued or potential use of the land for
primary production;
The practical and functional need for the
subdivision, use or development or urban
expansion to occur at that location;
The potential for reverse sensitivity effects
and proposed methods to avoid or
mitigate potential adverse effects on, and
conflicts with, lawfully established
activities;
Values based assessment of the benefits
(environmental, economic, social and
cultural) from the proposed activity
compared to the long-term benefits that
would occur from the continued or
potential use of the land for primary
production; and
Resource consent applications must
include a site-specific Land Use Capability
Assessment prepared by a suitably
qualified expert.

Definition - Highly productive land means:
land that has been identified as highly
productive by
a. local authority in accordance with
Policy 1 and Appendix A of this
national policy statement; or
b. where a local authority has not
identified highly productive land in
accordance with Policy 1 and
Appendix A, a land parcel in a rural
area that contains at least 50% or 4
hectares of land (whichever is the
lesser) defined as Land Use
Capability 1, 2 and 3 as mapped by
the New Zealand Land Resource
Inventory or by more detailed site
mapping; but
c. does not include urban areas or
areas that have been identified as
a future urban zone in a district
plan or proposed district plan.

Support,
in part

We have added the ability for Regional
Councils to alter the definition of the
applicable parcel size. Some horticultural
activities can be productive on small sites, but
other require larger site to be productive, it is
crop and region specific.

Definition - Primary production means:
a) any agricultural, pastoral,
horticultural, or
b) forestry activities; and includes
initial processing, as an ancillary

Support

Consistent with National Planning Standards

Definition - Highly productive land means:
land that has been identified as highly
productive by
a. local authority in accordance with
Policy 1 and Appendix A of this
national policy statement; or
b. where a local authority has not
identified highly productive land in
accordance with Policy 1 and
Appendix A, a land parcel in a rural
area that contains at least 50% or 5
hectares of land (whichever is the
lesser),or a different scale as defined
by the Regional Council to reflect local
horticultural use, defined as Land Use
Capability 1, 2 and 3 as mapped by
the New Zealand Land Resource
Inventory and may include other soils
identified by the Regional Council as
highly productive and must use more
detailed site mapping where it exists ;
but
c. does not include urban areas or
areas that have been identified as a
future urban zone in an operative
district plan.

activity, of commodities that result
from the listed activities in a); and
c) includes any land and buildings
used for the production of the
commodities from a) and used for
the initial processing of the
commodities in b); but excludes
further processing of those
commodities into a different
product.
n -Primary production
Definition -Productive capacity means, in
Support
relation to highly productive land, the
in part
physical qualities of the land to support
primary production and generate the
most economic output. This includes
consideration of physical constraints on
use of land for primary production (e.g.
lot size, presence of structures and
buildings) but does not include
consideration of wider soil quality issues

Definition -Productive capacity means, in
relation to highly productive land, the
physical qualities of the land to support
primary production and generate the most
economic output. This includes consideration of
physical constraints on use of land for primary
production (e.g. lot size, presence of structures and
buildings) but does not include consideration of
wider soil quality issues. The measure for
productive capacity is the economic, social
and cultural contribution from the highly
productive land at the freshwater
management scale, the weighting of the
economic, social, environmental, and
cultural contribution of the productive
capacity of land, is defined by the values
established for highly productive land.
Assessment of the productive capacity of
land must consider the physical and legal
constraints and enhancements for the
productive capacity of land. The
assessment must include all relevant

Definition Sensitive activity means an
education facility, community facility,
residential activity, visitor
accommodation, retirement village,
health facility or hospital, marae.
Definition Rural area means an area
identified in a district plan or proposed
district plan as a general rural zone or
rural production zone, but does not

Support,
in part

Support

factors, including the following factors, and
may include others:
• Water allocation limits and allocation
policy;
• Water quality limits and allocation policy;
• other constraints that may limit the use of
the land for primary production;
• Lot size;
• Presence of structures and buildings;
• access to transport routes;
• access to appropriate labour markets;
• supporting rural processing facilities and
infrastructure;
• the current land cover and use and the
environmental, economic, social, and
cultural benefits it provides;
• Availability of suitable land for crop
rotation;
• Lack of reverse sensitivity constraints;
• Access to energy for greenhouses;
• Access to transport routes; and
• Worker accommodation
Definition Sensitive activity means an
education facility, community facility,
residential activity, visitor accommodation,
retirement village, places of worship,
health facility or hospital, marae.

include an area identified as a rural
lifestyle zone (however described).
Definition Rural lifestyle development
means subdivision and development
where the primary purpose is ruralresidential or rural lifestyle use within a
rural area with a lot smaller than those of
the General Rural and Rural Production
zones, typically in the range of 0.2-8
hectares
Definition Urban area means
an area identified in a district plan or
proposed district plan as being primarily
zoned for residential, industrial, or
commercial activities, together with
adjoining special-purpose and openspace zones, however described; but
does not include an area zoned primarily
for rural or rural-lifestyle activities,
however described.
Definition Urban expansion means a
rezoning or development proposal that
would result in land use change from a
primarily rural use to a primarily urban
use (residential, industrial or
commercial).
Definition – General rural zone

Oppose

The Planning Standard describes the
Rural lifestyle zone as areas used
predominantly for a residential lifestyle
within a rural environment on lots
smaller than those of the General Rural
and Rural production zones, while still
enabling primary production to occur.

Support

Support

Support

Consistent with National Planning Standards

Definition – Residential activity

Support

Consistent with National Planning Standards

Definition – Rural lifestyle zone

Support

Consistent with National Planning Standards

Definition – Rural production zone

Support

Consistent with National Planning Standards

Definition Rural lifestyle development
means subdivision and development where
the areas used predominantly for a
residential lifestyle within a rural
environment on lots smaller than those of
the General rural and Rural production
zones, while still enabling primary
production to occur.

New Definition - Values of highly
productive land

New Definition - Values of highly
productive land
The productive capacity of highly
productive land is measured as social,
economic and the cultural contribution.
Examples of contributions could be:
•
•

•
•
•
•
•

•

Economic benefits – employment, export,
industry growth potential, infrastructure
needs;
Diversity and resilience in New Zealand’s
rural production system – using the most
highly productive land for a broad range
of domestic and export products;
Health outcomes and social well-being –
adverse health outcomes resulting from
not eating enough fruit and vegetables;
Other primary products;
GDP contribution;
Biodiversity;
Cultural and social values associated with
some crops e.g., Kumara in Northland,
Kiwifruit in Bay of Plenty, leafy greens
from the Horowhenua; and
Cultural significance of growing systems,
e.g. market gardening.

The value setting process identifies the
regional importance of the elements of the
social, cultural and economic contribution
made by highly productive land.
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