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Comments on Plan in relation to Hazardous Substances. 

 1 This submission is lodged on behalf of Mangawhai Estates which is a partnership of 5 people. Two 
of those, Ewan and Jenny Price, live on the land, while the others are respectively in Auckland and 
Tauranga. We have owned the land since 1981. 

The resident partners live at 41B Clarke Road and tend to an avocado orchard which is within Lot 25 
DP 329406 with an area of 12.4240 hectares. Adjoining the same proprietors have Lot 24 DP 329406 
with an area of 15.3530hectares, but that is not currently farmed although the apples and pear trees 
which were cultivated are still there. Competing with orchards in Poverty and Hawkes Bay was a 
significant loss. The residential area of Avocado Lane was previously in kiwi fruit but that also could 
not compete with much larger operations much closer to pack houses.    

The area is under pressure from proposed residential subdivisions, but we have no intention of 
joining that group, although there has been some pressure to do so. Both our Lots border Paul Road 
which has no formed road at that point, and the NW area of that road is under water. 

2 We are submitting this document without appearing in person, because running the orchard 
without any full-time employees is demanding in time, and that is exacerbated by the seemingly 
constant adverse weather. We are currently planting and grafting replacement trees of the Reed 
variety and reducing the Hass which is well supplied. 

3 The orchard uses hazardous substances the year round. Spraying requires either liquid or powder 
supplies; diesel and petrol is used every day; fertilisers are used usually once every 2 months; I have 
a rifle and bullets in a locked cabinet; rat poison is laid under fruit trees; wasps are treated with 
aerosol. In short, an orchard going about its normal business is a rather lethal place.   

4 The average individual is not going to comply with the proposal in the Plan in establishing the 
status of the chemical. They are both lengthy and in technical language, so will take time. The 
alternative is to check the instructions on the container and proceed as indicated on that document. 

5 So in HS-R3 dealing with fertiliser confirming the product is to be temporarily stored it must also be 
of a particular sub-class. Bear in mind once the first hurdle is jumped there is little point to do 
anything more. It is a “temporary” arrangement. But there are other questions. That requires the 
product to be 30m from a watercourse. No mention of a shed, wall or door? No mention of the 
relevance of the 30 metres. Nor is “watercourse” defined in the Plan. The next question requires 
storage does not exceed 28 days. If the product is used 2 or 3 times a year proving that may be 
difficult. And why is that required? If anything, the potency of the fertiliser will deteriorate in storage. 
Finally, it must be intended for the location and not delivered or sold to a customer buying for 
example young fruit trees for planting.  

6 The suggestion in the original submission was that there were more than enough auditing and 
supervision in the horticultural industry to supervise the activities contemplated by “land based 
primary industry. “To add to that, at the cost of the farmer, is unfair and unnecessary.  A Growsafe 
certificate is required in our orchard, plus an audit of the industry manual. A copy of Chapter 29 of 
the Manual as to fertiliser is attached. In addition to industry control the Food Act 2014 has its own 



requirements supervised by the Ministry for Primary Industries. Most of the paper I have on file for 
that entity stipulate the cost to the grower of its services, already advising the anticipated increases 
year on year. Additionally, we have Regional Council controls of water use. Two officials come from 
Whangarei to check the chemical content and usage and also take a sample back for analysis 
although a separate diary is required at the end of the year.  Four people all charging for their 
service. We are also included in the NRC inspection of the Avocado Lane residents’ adherence to the 
wastewater system the plant for which is on Lot 24 referred to above. They pay the cost of that to 
the NRC. 

7it is suggested the solution is to exclude horticulture from the HS provisions. We were party to a 
similar provision introduced some years ago when KDC proposed to include Avocado Lane in new by-
laws for septic tanks and their treatment plant. KDC had no knowledge of the Building Consent for 
that system provided by KDC but excluded any jurisdiction when the Consent was provided by an 
appropriated authority As indicted above there are plenty of them in the horticultural industry. 

8 While my time is limited, I will deal with any questions arising from the above.  

 

Ewan Price      

    










