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Submission on Proposed Plan Change 1  

Natural Resources Plan 
 

INTRODUCTION 
Winstone Aggregates (a division of Fletcher Concrete and Infrastructure) is the leader in 
aggregate products and services in New Zealand, operating eleven extractive quarries, two 
joint venture quarries, four managed fills/clean fills, six laboratories and a transportation 
fleet. In the Wellington Region, Belmont Quarry and Otaki Quarry are Winstone’s largest 
operations, with smaller operations at Petone, Dry Creek, Kapiti and Waikanae. As context to 
Proposed Plan Change 1, the Belmont Quarry, Dry Creek and Petone are located within the 
Te Whanganui-a-Tara Whaitua. 
 
Rock is a natural resource that is utilised for any roading or construction. The quality and 
accessibility of the resource varies across the country. Like other natural resources, such as 
wind energy and freshwater, it needs to be utilised where quality resource is found and 
transported to locations of high demand. While aggregate supply is not scarce in New 
Zealand, high quality, versatile and readily extracted resources close to centres of demand 
are becoming depleted or operationally limited, due to urban encroachment and reverse 
sensitivity of people moving close to areas identified as suitable for quarrying. Urban spread 
can limit access to sources of aggregates and necessitate resorting to more distant sources, 
increasing transport costs with widespread associated social and environmental impacts. 
Quarried products are generally very low value, on average around $20/tonne. However, 
once a load of aggregate is taken more than 30km from a quarry, the consumer is generally 
paying more in cartage costs than for the actual aggregate1.  Additionally, longer transport 
distances does not support decarbonisation and moving to a low emission transport network. 
Continuing to support and enable the local source of aggregate is therefore essential. This is 
supported by the Regional Policy direction of the Operative Regional Policy Statement for 
Wellington through Objective 31 and Policy 60 and RPS Plan change 1.  
 
The need for local supply of aggregate has been recently felt as a result of supply issues due 
to the COVID-19 pandemic which has been widely recognised at contributing to housing 
unaffordability. As aggerate is a mineral, quarries do not have the choice of location. They 
must locate where the resource is located, and that resource under the ground needs to be 
accessible. Much of the accessible aggregate resource within western Wellington region (this 
side of the Remutaka Range) has been exhausted or sterilised, due to urban development of 
the land, the current use of the land or legal protections of natural features upon the land 
that make quarrying difficult/impossible. The main source of aggregate for the western 
Wellington region is now Winstone’s Belmont Quarry, located within the Hutt Valley. In 
addition, there are smaller deposits at Horokiwi and Kiwi Point quarries. The ongoing ability 
for the Wellington Region to access locally sourced aggregate, including Belmont Quarry, will 
be essential for their long-term future. Aggregate plays a vital role in the creation of new 
housing, businesses, roads, cycleways, and three waters infrastructure. Additionally, the 

 
1 https://aqa.org.nz/fact-files/ 
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Wellington Region is projected to grow by 200,000 people by the year 2050 and will require 
an additional 99,000 homes2. There are also various transport infrastructure projects that will 
occur over the short- to medium-term, including3: 

• Various proposals to improve traffic networks around Wellington City (Let’s Get 

Wellington Moving and any replacements or future iterations)  

• Rail improvements, 

• Otaki to North Levin, 

• Cycleways and shared paths, 

• State Highway 55 improvements, and  

• The West-East Connection. 

Aggregate is also used as part of the region’s approach to climate change, whether it is coastal 
protection or rebuilding as a result of slips, flooding, or building more resilient 
cycling/transport infrastructure. While Winstone support the direction of the plan towards 
climate adaption, the importance of aggregate in that response, and increasing the region’s 
resilience (or any earthquake response) should not be downplayed.   
 
The aggregates sector needs support from local government by designing a legislative 
environment that allows us to supply quarry materials for affordable housing and 
infrastructure both now and in the future. In order to do this, it is critical that the Natural 
Resources Plan acknowledges the importance of aggregate to Greater Wellingtons economy; 
that the consenting process is both enabling and streamlined; and quarry resources are 
protected from sterilisation and reverse sensitivity effects. 

Submission to PPC1 
 

Proposed Plan Change 1 (PPC1) seeks to give effect to the National Policy Statement for 
Freshwater Management (February 2023 update), and specifically Policy 5 in identifying the 
target attribute states for the Te Whanganui-a-Tara and Te Awarua-o-Porirua Whaitua. The 
changes introduce objectives, policies and methods to either maintain or improve water 
quality and ecological health.  
 
Appendix 1 contains Winstone’s detailed submission on PPC1. The following general relief 

sections summarise the key issues raised by Winstone in its detailed submission and for the 

avoidance of doubt, form part of the submission. 

General Relief  

Recognition of quarrying activities 
Winstone considers that PPC1 lacks consideration of quarrying activities4. This is apparent 
through both the drafting of the rules, and the Section 32 Evaluation. PPC1 introduces 
separate rule frameworks to manage rural activities, and to manage urban activities. 

 
2 Based on the Housing and Business Development Capacity Assessment: Wairarapa-Wellington-Horowhenua 
2023 
3 Based on the Wellington Regional Land Transport Plan 2021 
4 For the purposes of this submission, reference to “quarrying activities” has the same meaning as definition 
included in the National Planning Standards. 
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Quarrying activities being a ‘fringe’ activity, are not specifically anticipated under either of the 
rule frameworks. As drafted, the urban related rules would apply to quarrying activities. These 
provisions are not drafted to anticipate quarrying activities, but rather residential, 
commercial, and industrial activities within an urban area. The mis-categorisation and 
treatment of quarrying activities in this way, mean that PPC1 introduces an overly onerous 
planning framework that will significantly restrict the continued operation of local quarries.  
 
As noted above, the Wellington Region requires a steady and secure supply of locally available 
aggregate. PPC1 introduces a significant risk to the local quarrying industry which will risk the 
existing and future operation of quarrying activities. Winstone consider that the current 
approach is inconsistent with the Regional Policy Statement that directs recognition of the 
benefits of the Regions mineral resources and seeks to enable the ongoing use of the 
resource,5 recognition of the role of aggregates in the Policy direction of the RPS and 
provisions of the NRP that do not form part of Plan Change 1.  The proposed approach to 
PPC1 would also appear to be inconsistent with national direction that provide for clear 
consenting pathways for beneficial activities, such as quarrying activities. The NPS-FM and 
the National Environmental Standard for Freshwater provide a consenting pathway for 
quarrying and clean filling activities. In addition, other national policy statements, including 
the National Policy Statement for Indigenous Biodiversity and National Policy Statement for 
Highly Productive Land also provide a clear pathway for aggregate extraction and aggregate 
supply. This intention of this direction is also tied to implementation of the National Policy 
Statement for Urban Development in providing for the necessary infrastructure to deliver 
well-functioning urban environments6.The direction of PPC1 which will restrict and preclude 
certain activities required within a quarry will undermine the ability for the national directions 
to be implemented.  
 
Winstone is seeking specific consenting pathway for the continuation of regionally significant 
quarrying activities within the Wellington Region.  
 

Activity statuses   
Winstone make a general observation of the restrictive nature of the activity statuses 

proposed in PPC1. 

PPC1 proposes prohibited activity status rules, and various non-complying status rules which 

are relied upon as where an activities is not otherwise provided for.  

Prohibited status is the most restrictive status rule that can be applied. This status precludes 

any ability to undertake the activity, regardless of whether adverse effects can be managed 

or not. A resource consent application cannot be made for a prohibited activity and a consent 

cannot be granted. This status is typically afforded to activities that will cause a significant 

and unmitigable adverse effect, or an activity that would be fundamentally contrary to a 

planning document. Based on the wide range of activities that would be captured by the 

proposed prohibited rules, Winstone does not consider that the status is reasonable. The 

 
5 Objective 31 and Policy 60 
6 Ministry for the Environment. 2022. Amendments to the NES-F and NPS-FM: Section 32 report. Wellington: 
Ministry for the Environment. Accessed via: https://environment.govt.nz/assets/publications/Amendments-to-the-
NES-F-and-NPS-FM-Section-32-report.pdf  
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decision to apply a prohibited activity status must also be backed by a strong evidence base 

and robust Section 32 evaluation. This is highlighted in Section 32(1)(c) which requires the 

level of detail to correspond to the scale and significance of the environmental, economic, 

social, and cultural effects that are anticipated from the implementation of the proposal. By 

its nature, a prohibited rule brings a very high scale and significance of environmental, 

economic, social, and cultural effects through the inability for the activity to be undertaken 

in all circumstances. Winstone does not consider that a sufficient evidence base or evaluation 

has been provided.  Notwithstanding this, Winstone submits that insufficient consideration 

has been given to alternative activity statuses that may still appropriately manage the 

resource management issue, for instance, use of a discretionary activity status that would 

allow for case-by-case assessment and an ability to decline further inappropriate 

development.  

Non-complying activity status does allow for a resource consent process but sets the onerous 

‘gateway test’ that an application must pass through in order to have the consent granted. 

The gateway test is meeting the requirements of Section 104D that requires an activity to 

either not be contrary to all objectives and policies of a relevant planning document, or cause 

adverse effects that are no more than minor. Non-complying status is typically applied for 

activities that are likely to be contrary to the objectives and policies of the plan.   

Winstone is also concerned about the overuse of non-complying activity status where in its 

view a less restrictive status would be adequate. When deciding whether to impose non-

complying and discretionary activity statuses for a particular activity, the planning authority 

must consider whether the appropriate level of assessment can be undertaken under the 

discretionary activity tests. The planning authority should seek to use the least restrictive 

activity status available to adequately control the adverse effects it is seeking to control and 

achieve the objectives of the plan. Where the purpose of the RMA and the objectives of the 

plan can be met by a less restrictive regime, then that regime should be adopted (Royal Forest 

& Bird Protection Society v Whakatane District Council [2017] NZEnvC 051 at [59]).  

Discretionary activity basis allows for the adverse effects of the activity and objectives and 

policies to be weighed up by the decision maker on a case-by-case basis. Importantly, the 

consent can be declined. This is general terms likely to be an efficient and effective way of 

achieving the objectives and policies of the plan through a resource consent process.  

In order to impose non-complying activity status, the planning authority must conclude that 

subjecting consent applications to the additional restriction of needing to pass through the s 

104D gateways is the most appropriate option, taking into account the efficiency and 

effectiveness of that approach in achieving the objectives. 

Winstone submits that it is inappropriate for PPC1 to rely on a non-complying activity status 

as a default where an activity is not otherwise provided for. As drafted, quarrying activities 

will trigger non-complying activity status for earthworks. This will result in onerous consenting 

processes for an activity that should be anticipated and provided for. It also creates significant 

uncertainty for future quarrying activities as to whether that test can be met. This approach 

would appear to be inconsistent with national direction that provide for clear consenting 
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pathways for beneficial activities, such as quarrying activities. Specifically, the NPS-FM and 

the National Environmental Standard for Freshwater provides a discretionary consenting 

pathway for quarrying and clean filling activities. The non-complying status would undermine 

the ability for the national direction to be effectively implemented by bundling any resource 

consent application into a non-complying status.  

 

High-risk industrial or trade premises 
PPC1 introduces a definition of “high risk industrial or trade premises” along rules relating to 

stormwater discharges and imperious surfaces. The definition, as drafted, would imply that 

quarrying activities are to be captured in this definition, despite not resulting in any discharge 

of a hazardous substance. Being captured by this definition, the following rules would apply 

to Winstone’s Belmont Quarry: 

- Permitted Rule WH.R4 for any stormwater discharges from existing impervious 
surfaces,  

- Discretionary Rule WH.R11 for any stormwater discharges from any new or 
redeveloped surfaces, and  

- Non-complying activity rule WH.R12 where either of the above two rules are not met.  

Winstone supports appropriate management of high risk industrial or trade premises where 

they present a risk of discharges of hazardous substances. However, as drafted, the quarrying 

activities would fall into this definition, despite not generating any hazardous substances.  

Including quarrying activities in this category and rule is unreasonable and unwarranted. It 

adds onerous consenting requirements to Winstone for activities that pose little to no risk. 

For instance, Winstone would now require consent as a discretionary activity for 

redevelopment of their concrete pads, construction of any haul road (the location of which 

does change over time as quarrying and overburden activities progress across the site), and 

construction of any building with a roof; despite all stormwater within the site being captured 

and appropriately treated.  

In their submission, Winstone have sought a specific rule framework that applies to quarrying 

activities. The proposed rule framework is similar to the approach taken for ports and airports 

in that a restricted discretionary activity would apply to most discharges anticipated from an 

operational quarry.  This rule status provides reasonable certainty to Winstone, allowing for 

the existing quarrying operations to continue to provide a much needed aggregate supply for 

the region while still enabling reasonable ability to consider the resource consent and any 

appropriate conditions. The proposed rules are also linked to the target attribute state for the 

related Whaitua. Where a discharge would result in an inability to meet any relevant target 

attribute state for the part of the Freshwater Management Unit, the activity would fall to a 

non-complying activity status.  

Earthworks 
There are specific earthworks rules introduced under PPC1 for the Te Whanganui-a-Tara and 

Te Awarua-o-Porirua Whaitua. As drafted, any earthworks (excluding earthworks on a farm) 

require resource consent as at least a restricted discretionary activity, regardless of scale or 
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adverse effect. It is understood that this was an error, and that the conjunctive requirement 

was not intended for all clauses. The restricted discretionary activity status is subject to 

meeting a water quality performance standard, and that the earthworks do not occur during 

the winter months (1 June to 30 September). Where those conditions are not met, earthworks 

are non-complying. 

While Winstone appreciate that there was error in the permitted rule, it is noted that the rule 

has taken immediate legal effect and takes its effect as drafted, not as intended. Winstone 

seek that an urgent variation to PPC1 is issued to correct this error to avoid unreasonable cost 

and uncertainty.  

Notwithstanding the correction to the permitted rule, Winstone strongly oppose the rule 

framework and associated policy direction that restrict any earthworks over the winter 

months. This direction fails to account for long term ongoing permanent earthwork activities 

that need to undertake earthworks year-round, such as quarrying activities. Winstone has 

operated the Belmont Quarry for 60 years, is well skilled at winter works and has a good track 

record. 

Winstone also consider that there is little justification provided in the Section 32 Evaluation 

for this shut down period. The assessment of costs and benefits has not considered the direct 

and indirect effects caused by this direction to quarrying activities. These restrictions will 

substantially increase both the cost and length of construction periods. This would create 

difficulties to maintain a suitable and secure supply of aggregate (and concrete) to respond 

to demand will result in cost and supply issues). Belmont is limited by hours of operation and 

noise limits so it is not possible to work for longer hours at other times of the year. 

Winstone also question the rationale behind the restriction – other than the climatic 

characteristics of the winter months being more likely to cause increased sediment 

discharges. This is a poor assumption, noting the unpredictable rainfall events that would 

cause uncontrolled releases of sediment can occur at any time of the year, which will only 

increase with the effects of climate change. Further, the receiving environments are typically 

less vulnerable during the winter months with water temperatures lower and flows higher.  

Winstone also considers that non-complying activity status for earthworks that do not meet 

restricted discretionary conditions is too onerous and unreasonable. Any replacement 

earthworks consent for the Belmont Quarry would be subject to this rule. This creates 

significant uncertainty for Winstone and fails to recognise the importance of local source 

aggregate, which is contrary to the Regional Policy direction. Winstone notes that where non-

complying activity status is in practical terms no different to discretionary activity status then 

the less onerous activity status (i.e. discretionary) ought to be considered the most 

appropriate provision as part of the plan making process. 

Winstone seek that the shutdown period over the winter months is removed, and that the 

non-complying status is reduced to discretionary.  
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High Erosion Risk Land  
PPC1 introduces new definitions for high erosion risk land that differentiates the land by 

vegetation type, being pasture, woody vegetation, and plantation forestry. The definitions 

cross reference spatial areas that have been included in maps. This introduces nuance to the 

existing approach which applies a broad definition of erosion prone land, being land with a 

slope greater than 20o. There are related rules for any “high erosion risk land (woody 

vegetation)” in each of the Whaitua that generally require consent as a controlled activity for 

vegetation clearance.  

Winstone support a more nuanced approach and the proposed controlled activity rule 

(WH.R18 and P.R17) which is anticipated to capture most vegetation clearance greater than 

200 m2. However, Winstone is concerned about the accuracy of the mapping that is 

referenced in the definitions. The mapping appears to be identified using a 5m resolution 

raster surface which results in pixelated and non-contiguous areas identified, including very 

small, isolated pockets. The mapping also seems to include inaccuracies. Winstone have 

included a map illustrating this in Appendix 2 which shows “high erosion risk land (woody 

vegetation)” being incorrectly mapped within the extent of the existing Belmont Quarry 

(being an exposed surface).  

Given the clear inaccuracies in the mapping, Winstone seek that either the mapping is 

reviewed, or removed with the current approach relied upon until robust mapping is 

undertaken. At present the mapping is insufficient to allow potential submitters to determine 

the impact on their land and make a submission on the plan.  

Greenfield development 
PPC1 has a particular focus on “greenfield development” with the direction seeking to 

prohibit any “unplanned greenfield development”.  It is understood that this direction seeks 

to achieve the required improvement to water quality and in particular the ‘urban’ 

contaminants being zinc and copper. Based on the Section 32 evaluation, it is understood that 

“greenfield development” is intended to capture residential, commercial, and industrial 

development in an urban context.  

However, there is no definition for “greenfield development” in PPC1. While there is a 

definition for “unplanned greenfield development”, it simply refers to any greenfield 

development within spatial areas included in PPC1’s maps 86–89. The mapped extent 

resembles the existing rural zones of each relevant district plan.  Winstone is concerned that 

that in the absence of a clear definition, any development in the mapped areas is captured by 

the term “greenfield development” and associated rules. Winstone note that parts of their 

sites, including a portion of Winstone’s Belmont Quarry7, is located within land subject to the 

“unplanned greenfield development” definition despite being recognised as a Quarry 

Management Area in the Hutt City District Plan. Based on the proposed rules, any stormwater 

discharge from an impervious surface within this part of the quarry could be a prohibited 

activity.  

 
7 The Cottle Block of Belmont Quarry 
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Avoiding all stormwater discharges within a quarry is impossible due to various site-specific 

factors. Taking the Belmont Quarry as a case in point, its footprint spans approximately 17 

hectares, not accounting for additional catchments that extend beyond its boundaries. The 

quarrying process necessitates the removal of overburden, exposing large land areas and 

potentially increasing sediment loads in stormwater. Although effective mitigation and 

control measures can be implemented as Belmont has shown, the complete elimination of 

stormwater discharge in an operational quarry setting is often unattainable.  

Winstone also raise concern over the general approach of managing greenfield development. 

It would seem that the approach is seeking to manage/restrict land use itself, rather than an 

effect. Specifically, rules are proposed that relate to earthworks generally (without any 

associated discharge to water) and creation of impervious surfaces (without an associated 

discharge to water). Land use, with relation to land8, is a territorial authority function.  The 

function of regional councils in relation to controlling land use must be linked to the purposes 

of soil conservation, water quality, water quantity, water ecosystems, or natural hazards (as 

set out in section 30(1)(c) of the RMA). Winstone question the overlap that is created with 

the proposed approach and whether the proposed rules fall within the Regional Councils 

jurisdiction.  

In addition, Winstone do not consider that there is sufficient and sound evidential basis to 

support prohibiting unplanned greenfield development in all circumstances. A prohibited 

status is the most restrictive form of regulation and should be reserved for activities that will 

cause significant and unmitigable adverse effects. Based on the Section 32 evaluation, there 

is no evidence to suggest that all new development will cause such effects. It is also 

questioned whether there has been sufficient consideration of the efficiency and 

effectiveness of the approach. It is understood that the intention of the provision is that a 

private plan change is sought to the Natural Resources Plan to exclude an area from the 

unplanned greenfield development mapping. It is implied through the note that follows the 

prohibited rule that the plan change request could be undertaken concurrently with any 

associated plan change to the district plan. However, there is no ability for joint territorial and 

regional plan change processes to be considered under the RMA, and separate decisions 

would need to be made by both the territorial authority and the regional authority.  

Further, the prohibited rule also relates to the coastal marine area, therefore final approval 

would also be required by the Minister for Conservation. It is also likely that any district plan 

change could only be undertaken following the completion of the plan change to the Natural 

Resources Plan given a district plan change must not be inconsistent with any regional plan.9  

A Council is also not obliged to accept a private plan change request for processing or approve 

it, Schedule 1, cl.25(4) RMA allows a Regional Council has discretion to refuse to accept the 

private plan change request on various grounds, including where the subject of the plan 

change has been recently considered or has been operative for under 2 years means there is 

no certainty that a plan change would be successful and there could be a sufficient 2-4 year 

 
8 Section 9 of the RMA 
9 Section 74(2) 
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time lag until a private plan change can be advanced, is a slow option that provides very little 

relief. 

Following those plan change processes, it is likely that resource consent would still be 

required based on the proposed rules for impervious surfaces and stormwater discharges 

within planned greenfield development areas. It is anticipated that this would bring significant 

cost, resourcing, and time delay. It is questioned whether this approach is the most efficient 

and effective method, compared with a rule framework that manages the issue without need 

for plan change processes.  

Winstone seek that the definition of greenfield development (and unplanned greenfield 

development) is defined to be specific to urban development and does not capture quarrying 

activities.   

Financial Contributions as an Offset 
PPC1 introduces provisions requiring financial contributions as a means of offsetting any 

residual adverse effects of post treatment stormwater contaminants. This is a mandatory 

requirement for the associated discretionary activity rule10.  

Winstone consider that this is inconsistent with the NPS-FM and limits the ability to 
implement the effects management hierarchy. Aquatic offsetting or aquatic compensation 
are required by the NPS-FM where there are more than minor residual adverse effects, rather 
than residual adverse effects generally. It is expected that there will be some residual adverse 
effect, which is appropriate, provided that effect is no more than minor. It is unlikely to be 
effective or efficient to seek to address minor/residual effects via a contribution mechanism. 
The provisions also imply that financial contributions are the only form of offset that may be 
provided. Appendix 6 of the NPS-FM sets out principles that are to be applied when 
identifying an appropriate aquatic offset. It would be contrary to the NPS-FM to not allow for 
consideration against those principles. There are other forms of aquatic offsetting that would 
meet the principles in Appendix 6; and conversely it cannot be assumed that a financial 
contribution would necessarily meet those principles. Lastly, the provisions also limit the 
management of residual adverse effects to only aquatic offsetting. The effects management 
hierarchy provides for aquatic compensation where aquatic offsetting is not able to be 
provided. 
 
Winstone accept that a financial contribution may be an appropriate form of aquatic offset, 
but seek that the provisions do not frustrate the ability for other forms of aquatic offsetting 
or aquatic compensation to be undertaken. Winstone have suggested that the financial 
contribution offset is retained as optional alongside other forms of aquatic offsetting, and 
that aquatic compensation is enabled where aquatic offsetting cannot be achieved.  
 

Discharges into a stormwater network 
There are several new proposed rules that apply to discharges “via” or “through” a 

stormwater network. It is understood that this is intended to capture discharges into a 

stormwater network to manage the issue at its source.  

 
10 WH.R11 and P.R10 
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While Winstone understand the intent of this, it appears this is ultra vires considering the 

Council may only mange discharges where they enter “water” in accordance with Section 15 

of the RMA. The term water is defined in the RMA as11: 

water— 

(a) means water in all its physical forms whether flowing or not and whether over or under 
the ground: 

(b) includes fresh water, coastal water, and geothermal water: 

(c) does not include water in any form while in any pipe, tank, or cistern 

Stormwater networks are piped and therefore any water within a stormwater network is not 

considered ‘water’ or subject to the Regional Council’s jurisdiction. While rules may apply to 

stormwater discharges to a surface waterbody from a stormwater network, they cannot 

manage effects before this point. This point is confirmed by caselaw, which holds that the 

regulation of discharges into water under section 15 does not apply to discharges into the 

pipes that form a reticulated system (Cooks Beach Developments Ltd v Waikato Regional 

Council Environment Court A127/99, 4 November 1999 at 12).  

Winstone seek that amendments to ensure that these rules only relates to discharges from a 

stormwater network and not into one.  

Freshwater Planning Process 
Several of the provisions relating to PPC1 have been proposed to be subject to the Freshwater 
Planning Process (FPP). The FPP process provides limited scope for future public input, and a 
large number of provisions are subject to the FPP where freshwater is not the primary issue 
and is instead peripheral or only one of several issues to which the provision relates. Winstone 
is very concerned with this approach and considers that it is an inappropriate use of the FPP 
process and gives rise to jurisdictional problems, including restricted appeal rights. Improper 
allocation (including Officer’s revisiting allocation decisions in a piecemeal way late in the 
hearing stage, as has occurred in the WCC and GWRC-RPS-PC1 hearings) results unnecessary 
time, additional cost and uncertainty for submitters which is amplified due to restrictive 
activity status’ being proposed.  
 
Winstone seeks that the scope of the FPP versus Schedule 1 processes is reviewed and that 
only those provisions where freshwater is the primary issue are subject to the FPP the rest of 
the provisions should be allocated to the regular schedule 1 process. This exercise should be 
urgently completed by GWRC to determine what can lawfully be included in a FPP in light of 
the High Court’s in Otago Regional Council v Royal Forest and Bird Protection Society of New 
Zealand Inc [2022] NZHC 1777, [2022] NZRMA 565.  

Winstone’s detailed submission on PC1 
The relief sought by Winstone is set out under the “relief sought” column of the table in 

Appendix 1. The following text conventions have been used: 

 
11 Section 2 
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Text convention Description 

Black text underlined Text of PC1 as notified. 

Red text underlined Text sought to be added by Winstone 
through its submission on PC1. 

Red text struck through Text sought to be deleted by Winstone 
through its submission on PC1. 

 

For the avoidance of doubt, the relief sought in Appendix 1 includes any alternative relief to 

better address Winstone’s submission points (below) and the general submission points 

(detailed above) and any consequential amendments that may be required to give effect to 

the relief sought (even if these consequential amendments have not been specified in the 

submission). 
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Appendix 1: Detailed submission  
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Appendix 2: High Erosion Risk Land Mapping  






