New Plymouth District Council

Private Bag 2025

NEW PLYMOUTH

Attention: Juliet Hickford

18 February 2009
Dear Juliet

RE: SUBDIVISION AND LAND USE IN THE RURAL AREA – COMMENTS ON DISCUSSION PAPER
Background – PEPANZ 
1. PEPANZ appreciate the opportunity to comment on the discussion paper which reviews the effectiveness of the New Plymouth District Plan (NPDP) in relation to the rules for Land Use and Subdivision in the Rural Environment Area.
2. The Petroleum Exploration and Production Association of New Zealand (PEPANZ) is an incorporated society, operating as a trade association, which promotes the interests of petroleum producers and explorers in New Zealand. PEPANZ was set up to represent private sector companies which hold petroleum exploration and mining permits, and service companies and individuals working in the industry. 

3. A large proportion of the members of PEPANZ have petroleum interests in the New Plymouth District. They have been working under the NPDP since its conception, and the comments made in this submission are a reflection of our experiences working under the current NPDP. Some of our members may also make individual submissions on the rural review.
Introduction

4. The interaction between the activities which occur in the rural area and rural living activities is identified as a key aspect of the rural review. A number of our PEPANZ members with “historic” activities (well sites, production facilities etc) have been affected by subsequent lifestyle development occurring in many of their permit areas – the reverse sensitivity issue. We therefore agree that this aspect of the NPDP needs to be reviewed to ensure that activities which are reliant on a rural environment area still have somewhere to occur. 

5. Petroleum Exploration and Production activities include the following activities;

· Petroleum exploration & production wells and their associated sites and access tracks
· Petroleum pipelines
· Production stations of varying scales and sizes, producing a variety of products
· Block valve stations and other above ground facilities associated with wellsite and pipeline networks

· Construction and earthworks activities associated with all of the above

· Seismic Surveying
6. With respect to the environmental effects currently managed by the NPDP, petroleum exploration and production activities may involve any combination of the following;

· Generation of traffic – often heavy (e.g. crude/condensate/LPG tankers).

· Noise emissions.

· Use and storage of hazardous substances.

· Light emissions (e.g. flares, security lighting).

· Earthworks.

7. Production activities are experiencing some expansion in New Zealand, with related ancillary activities which utilize gas (such as power generation) becoming more common on a production site.  

8. The discussion paper outlines what the NPDC hopes to achieve with this review. We also note that the balance between the various aspirations and the values the community wishes to retain can be influenced by directions from all sectors of Central Government, particularly in relation to petroleum exploration and production activities where the NZ Government (Crown Minerals) is actively encouraging exploration and development of NZ’s petroleum reserves. Local government policy (and subsequent planning rules and restrictions) has significant potential to influence development: it impacts upon costs and timeframes and sends a vital signal to the community about what to expect in the rural area.
9. The NPDC policies currently reflect that petroleum activities occur in the rural environment in New Plymouth.  Like poultry farming, pig farming and other intensive rural activities, the rural environment area is usually the only area within which petroleum activities can be located. By virtue of geography, some of New Plymouth’s petroleum activity also occurs in the Industrial Environment, but the majority of the production stations, pipelines and well sites occur in the rural environment.
Discussion of Issues Identified

Issues 1- 5: 
10. These issues discuss effects on Landscape (including significant landscapes) and Rural Amenity. Predominantly the issues center around the impacts of subdivision in these areas. The impacts of petroleum activities and land use activities other than subdivision are not specifically discussed. There are some large petroleum developments along the coastline of North Taranaki, including the Omata Tank Farm and the Pohokura Production Station.  These have not been mentioned and from this we assume that they have been considered and are not a concern for Council. 
11. With activities associated with an off-shore field, an installation on the coast is practical and often essential. This is the case with Pohokura in the New Plymouth District, and the Oaonui and Kupe production stations in South Taranaki. PEPANZ would be concerned about additional restrictions of such development within the Coastal Policy Area for this reason – there is a risk that provisions and policy to address residential type development and subdivision in the coastal area may inadvertently place significant restrictions on the activities of our members there. We would like to discuss how the NPDC intends on addressing these types of activities if the rules and policies in the Coastal Policy Area were to be altered.  
12. There are also a number of examples of well sites within the coastal area drilling for off-shore targets (e.g. Pohokura and Terrace) and we would be concerned about the implications of tighter restrictions in the coastal area on any such exploration activities and associated structures and developments, where effects are generally temporary in nature. 

Issues 6 and 7

13. Issue 6: “Conflicts between Land Uses” and Issue 7: “Managing Reverse Sensitivity” are issues identified in the report which are relevant to PEPANZ activities. A general statement in this regard is that petroleum exploration and production activities have been occurring in the rural area of New Plymouth District for a very long time – the activity is not a new one. Lifestyle living, while not a new concept, has reached a level of popularity where it now threatens our activities – in terms of costs, complaints, and restrictions on location and expansion. Our members now feel they need some protection from the inflow of residential dwellings and appreciate the specific reference under issue 7. This issue is discussed in more detail in our consideration of the various options put forward by the NPDC.
Issue 8

14. ‘Viability of future industry’ sits along side the reverse sensitivity and land use conflict issues above. Discussed is the potential for restriction of rural residential development in some areas, for example where there is expected oil exploration and production activity. Oil exploration activity could occur anywhere in the rural area, as could production activities. We see there is merit in discussing restrictions on rural residential development in proximity to EXISTING petroleum facilities (i.e. once they are established) in a similar way to the current rules for poultry and piggery farming operations. Practical application of such restrictions based on expected future locations for such development would be very difficult to achieve given the wide scope of the area that could be involved. We would expect such future developments to be appropriately managed within the relevant provisions of the District Plan, as they are currently.
Discussion of Options Presented

Option 1: Effects Based
15. The discussion document correctly identifies that the ‘status-quo’ is not likely to be able to address the issues identified, particularly in the areas of reverse sensitivity and conflicting land uses. 
16. The effects based approach is an approach which suits our industry and copes with the evolving nature of petroleum development. The environmental parameters within which our members need to work are well defined in most cases, and this gives a degree of certainty when seeking consents for activities.

17. We would be interested in hearing more details on the ‘rigorous monitoring program’ which is suggested under Option 1 – what this may entail, and the steps the NPDC would take if monitoring did show that important values associated with the rural area were being compromised. Clear identification of these ‘important values’ would also be essential and will be required before we can assess how our industry may impact (or be perceived to impact) upon these important values: and in turn, just how we may be affected by this approach.  
18. The discussion paper does allude to the need to better define the rural environment in the NPDP and PEPANZ would like to be involved in assisting with this.

Option 2: Effects based with greater protection;

19. This option will allow the rules to be reviewed to address reverse sensitivity and land use conflict, however could result in an overly restrictive coastal environment (and possibly other environments, such as significant landscape areas) which may impact on future petroleum development. 
20. It would also allow some better consideration to be given to the rules relating to Hazardous Facilities and Traffic Generation, and possibly other rules which impact upon our operations in the New Plymouth District. 
Option 3: Focus lifestyle growth
21. This option will allow the rules to be reviewed to address reverse sensitivity and land use conflict.  It would clearly indicate where the lifestyle locations are, so that they can be avoided with development if possible and taken into account when developing bids for a certain permit area. This option may also slow down, or enable NPDC to more tightly restrict, lifestyle development in the more open ‘rural’ zone which would reduce the reverse sensitivity pressures on developments.
22. It is clear however that the concentration of lifestyle living into one area would result in it being less acceptable for petroleum exploration and development to occur in that area.  This is a downside our members would have to consider. Existing development could be present in a ‘rural lifestyle’ zone and could face even more pressure from the increased residential activity. 
For PEPANZ to agree with an approach to focus lifestyle growth, we would need to be satisfied that there was provision for new petroleum development in these areas, and existing development within these areas (e.g. pipelines, wellsites, production stations and other infrastructure) were protected with adequate rules to prevent reverse sensitivity. 
23. Option 4: Protecting the landscape

24. PEPANZ would need more information on the proposed means by which ‘protecting the landscape’ could be achieved before commenting fully on this option – i.e. the areas affected and the proposed rules.
25.  Petroleum exploration seldom has the flexibility to avoid locating on or near large features such as a specific landscape. Discreet features, such as Waahi Tapu sites, can usually be avoided, however it does come at a cost. 

26. As with the discussion around protecting the coastal environment, we are concerned that this approach may inadvertently place undue restriction on petroleum development. We would imagine that factors such as height, structures and earthworks and landscaping would be more tightly controlled in the ‘identified landscape’ areas. 

27. Given the subjective nature of landscape effects, we would be concerned about the lack of certainty this option would present. We would also be concerned about the potential for ‘landscape’ issues to be used as leverage to achieve other agendas which impact upon the industry.

28. The definition of the ‘extent’ of the landscape and when it would need to be considered would be important to PEPANZ in considering the suitability of this option. Activities can often involve use of a drilling rig which is 55m tall. It would be a concern to have to start considering the visual impact of, for example, the temporary drilling mast against the backdrop of a significant landscape. 

Option 5: Protecting industry areas
29. There are some petroleum sites/assets located in the New Plymouth District which are strategically vital for their owners, the local district and New Zealand. In addition to the sites themselves, the access routes and pipelines associated with them are also strategically important.  These facilities need to be formally recognized, and if necessary future developments which might cause unacceptable effects or reverse sensitivity complaints need to be managed.
30. It would be necessary for the NPDC to work closely with the industry to identify these key areas, and to agree on the planning protection mechanisms which would be suitable. PEPANZ would be expressly interested in working with the NPDC and our members to identify areas which would be ‘common’ sites – sites which if rezoned, would have benefits to the sector in general, as opposed to rezoning areas that are privately owned. 
31. Exploration activities however do not fit into a defined area, and we would be concerned if protection of key infrastructure areas resulted in a trade-off of less flexibility in the more general rural environment. 
Option 6: Controls relating to Reverse Sensitivity
32. Option 6 could be used instead of or in conjunction with option 5, however we see option 6 as more relevant to our wellsite activities, where the scale of activity can fluctuate significantly, while option 5 would apply more to larger, more obviously industrial activities with a consistent level of activity such as production stations. 

33. The introduction of rules to further mitigate effects from existing activities – such as landscaping, noise, and setbacks – will need further definition and refinement before we can make worthwhile comment. We note however that the majority of the sites involved operate under land use consents. Compliance with these consents at the time of issue is easily achieved, however if lifestyle development encroaches on the site, then compliance becomes a concern and the reverse sensitivities begin to emerge.
In reality, we believe it is likely a combination of the above options would be used and hence have discussed each option in general terms. It may be of benefit for the NPDC to undertake more work on the landscape impacts associated with the petroleum industry, which would aid in identifying how the industry sits within the discussion about landscape and rural amenity. 
We look forward to ongoing discussion with you in relation to these matters, and ongoing involvement in the rural review process. 
Yours sincerely
John Pfahlert
Executive Officer
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