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This is a submission by Hutt City Council on Proposed Plan Change 1 to the 
Natural Resources Plan for the Wellington Region.  This submission was approved 
at the Hutt City Council meeting on 12 December 2023. 

The full table of submission points at attached.  A summary of the submission 
points is provided below. 

Summary of Submission Points 

The overall intent of the proposed plan change to reduce discharges and 
contaminants, and to provide a 100 year vision towards full restoration of Te
Whanganui a Tara’s waterways and the coastal marine area is supported. 
However, there are two significant areas of concern in relation to the proposed 
changes regarding the inclusion of a 2040 E.coli target, and in relation to the 
proposed prohibiting of unplanned urban growth. 

In addition to the two key concerns identified above, there are other submission 
points included that are considered to improve implementation of the proposed 
provisions.  

2040 E.coli target 

The proposed plan change includes an ambitious 2040 E.coli target that will 
affect the consenting of stormwater and wastewater discharge consents. In 
some catchments this will require up to a 90% reduction in the E.coli load.  

According to the Section 32 Evaluation that accompanies the plan change, for 
Hutt City there would be significant stormwater and wastewater network 
upgrades required to meet the 2040 E.coli target. 

An economic assessment has been completed to understand the costs of the 
network improvements required to meet the E. coli targets. The estimated costs 
for the capital works required to upgrade the wastewater network to achieve the 
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E. coli target has been calculated between $2.5 3.1 billion for Te Whanganui a
Tara Whaitua.  

For Hutt City Council the increased cost to ratepayers to meet the 2040 E.coli 
limit is stated to be 25 31% per year (this is on top of business as usual rates 
increases).  

The pre notification consultation draft of the proposed plan change included 
two options for E.coli reduction targets of 2040 or 2060. It is understood that 
GWRC officers’ recommended to include the longer 2060 timeframe due the 
funding and implementation challenges associated with achieving either of the 
2040 and 2060 targets.  

The increased cost to ratepayers to meet the 2060 E.coli limit is estimated to be 
between 12 15% per year. Whilst this still represents a significant increase, it is 
more achievable than the 2040 target noting that other funding avenues can be 
explored in addition to rates increases. 

It is also important to note that repairing and upgrading the public network 
would only reduce a proportion of the contaminant load. There are known issues 
with private laterals that make up half the network by length and a significant 
portion of untreated discharges to land and water. Wellington Water’s high level 
indicative estimates for the identification and repair of cross connections and 
leaking private wastewater laterals is between $250  350 million.  

The costs that would fall on landowners to upgrade pipes within the private 
network to meet the 2040 target would also be substantial in addition to the 
estimates rates increases.  

In addition to the significant financial implications set out above, Wellington 
Water Ltd also has concerns in relation to the ability to deliver the work required 
to meet the 2040 target.  

In summary: 

• The proposed 2040 E.coli reduction target has significant funding and 
implementation challenges for Hutt City Council. 
 

• GWRC should review this target and accept its officers’ recommendation to 
include the 2060 target, which whilst still challenging, is considered to be a 
more viable option.  
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Prohibited activity status for unplanned urban growth  

The proposed plan change provides for planned greenfield growth. Unplanned 
urban growth is proposed to be a prohibited activity, which is the most restrictive 
activity status and prevents the possibility of applying for a resource consent.  

The recent Housing and Business Assessment (HBA) identified that Lower Hutt 
has sufficient housing capacity within existing urban areas for the next 30 years 
without the need for additional greenfield development, but that there is a 
regional shortfall for industrial land.  

In accordance with the National Policy Statement on Urban Development (NPS
UD), Council must review the HBA every three years, and it must ensure that that 
it provides sufficient housing and business development capacity based on the 
results of the HBA.  

In addition to the above requirement to provide sufficient housing and business 
development capacity, Policy 8 of the NPS UD also requires. “Local authority 
decisions affecting urban environments are responsive to plan changes that 
would add significantly to development capacity and contribute to well
functioning urban environments, even if the development capacity is: a) 
unanticipated by RMA planning documents; or b) out of sequence with planned 
land release”.  

The use of the prohibited activity rule for unplanned urban growth is a blunt 
instrument that could prevent Hutt City Council from meeting its ongoing 
requirements under the NPS UD.  

It may also result in unintended consequences with no consenting pathway to 
consider a proposal located in these areas that may be appropriate and / or 
have positive outcomes.  

In summary: 

• The proposed prohibition on greenfield development is inconsistent with the 
NPS UD, and may directly conflict with Council’s ability to give effect to its 
requirements under the NPS UD. 
 

• A more appropriate policy direction is to amend the prohibited status to a 
non complying activity status. 
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Please contact Tim Johnstone if you require any further information: 

 

 

Tim Johnstone 
Head of Planning   

M: 027 239 3588   

tim.johnstone@huttcity.govt.nz    

  





reduction in E.coli by 2040 to achieve Criteria 
WH.O3 (g) and (h). 
 
In its pre-notification feedback on these options, 
Council raised concerns about the lack of 
information on the scale of infrastructure 
investment required to achieve the objectives, as 
well as not knowing the impact of these limits on 
development capacity. According to the s32 Part A 
(para 45), these concerns were also raised by 
Kāinga Ora, other territorial authorities and 
Wellington Water. 
 
An addendum to the s32 Report (page 32 of Part C) 
outlines how the position of GWRC councillors did 
not align with the GWRC officers’ recommendation 
to set 2060 as the target, and 2040 was set through 
Plan Change 1 in line with the Whaitua 
Implementation Plans. GWRC officers 
recommended a longer timeframe due to funding 
and implementation challenges in achieving this 
timeframe.  
 
GWRC councillors noted that not enough 
information was presented by the territorial 
authorities to compel the Regional Council to 
extend the WIP timeframes. However, Council was 
not in a position to provide this information as 
outlined in the pre-notification feedback: 
 
“More information is required on the achievability 
of target attribute states, including impact on 
Council assets and development capacity, for 
Council to make an informed decision.” 
 
The relief sought by Council was: 
  
“Prior to notification, provide a briefing from GWRC 
technical staff to understand the modelling 
underpinning limits and targets, including the 
impact on Council assets and city-wide 
development capacity. This will allow Council to 
make an informed submission.” 
 
No such briefing was provided to Council. As such, 
Council was not able to have an informed 
discussion with GWRC officers or elected members 
about the proposed options. Reviewing Part C of 
the s32 Evaluation, it appears that: 
 



• The modelled percentage reductions in E. coli 
load needed to achieve the target attribute states 
in Te Awarua o Porirua range between 59% 
(Takapū) and 92% (Te Rio o Porirua and Rangituhi) 
(para 102) 
• While a similar assessment was not undertaken 
for Te Whanganui-a-Tara Whaitua, a similar 
magnitude of reduction in E. coli is expected in 
order to meet the target attribute states where the 
receiving water of the part FMU is currently in D or 
E state (para 102) 
• An economic assessment has been completed to 
understand the cost and affordability of the 
wastewater network improvements required to 
meet the E. coli target attribute states by GHD. This 
assessment has used ‘% increase cost to 
ratepayers’ as a metric to understand the scale of 
investment required to achieve the target attribute 
states (para 107) 
• The estimated undiscounted costs for the capital 
works required to upgrade the wastewater network 
to achieve the E. coli target attribute states has 
been calculated by GHD as between $344-419 
million for Te Awarua-o-Porirua Whaitua and 
between $2.5-3.1 billion for Te Whanganui-a-Tara 
Whaitua. These costs are likely to go up as further 
investigations are completed, and remedial work 
gets underway. (para 109) 
• For Hutt City Council the increased cost to 
ratepayers to meet the 2040 E.coli limit is 25-31% 
per year (Table C3 based on 20 years spread of 
costs) and 12-15% by 2060. 
 
Council notes that this would be on top of BAU 
rates increases. It is highly unlikely that our 
ratepayers will be able to afford 25-31% increases 
on top of this. While the 2060 target of 12-15% will 
still put a significant strain on households, it is 
much more achievable than the 2040 target 
provided other funding avenues are explored as 
outlined in the s32 including growth charging and 
debt funding. In addition to these other avenues, 
significant central government funding will be 
required. 
 
Repairing the public network would only reduce a 
proportion of the contaminant load. There are 
known issues with private laterals that make up 
half the network by length and a significant portion 
of untreated discharges to land and water. The 
costs that would fall on landowners to upgrade 







greenfield development is defined as areas 
identified in maps 86,87, 88 and 89. 
 
For Hutt City, Map 89 reflects the Operative 
District Plan. Council is currently undertaking a full 
District Plan Review. Unlike other territorial 
authorities in the region, Council is yet to notify a 
district plan that is fully implements the NPS-UD, 
including the identified demand for housing and 
business land, therefore the avoid/prohibited 
approach may therefore directly conflict with 
Council’s ability to give effect to the NPS-UD.  
 
Further, Policy 8 of the NPS-UD requires: 
 
Local authority decisions affecting urban 
environments are responsive to plan changes that 
would add significantly to development capacity 
and contribute to well-functioning urban 
environments, even if the development capacity is:   
a) unanticipated by RMA planning documents; or  
b) out-of-sequence with planned land release. 
 
A prohibited activity status makes it difficult for 
territorial authorities to consider a plan change in 
an unplanned greenfield area. The s32 Evaluation 
says that this (part C para 65):  
 
“Unplanned greenfield developments are also 
prohibited in order to enable a future regional plan 
change to be considered alongside a change to the 
district plan to facilitate any such urban 
development…It should not be regarded as an 
impediment to urban development, merely the 
solution to managing the competing directives of 
the two NPSs.”  
  
Having to undertake two plan changes (both a 
district and regional plan change) would most 
certainly be an administrative and financial 
impediment to urban development. A single plan 
change under the RMA is very expensive and 
complex, and undertaking two would be doubly so. 
While Council understands the intent behind the 
approach, the economic impact of having to 
undertake two parallel plan changes is high. This 
impact has not been fully assed in the s32 with 
regard to the NPS-UD, or in terms of the impact on 
housing and business capacity.  
 
















