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Submission on Plan Change 1 to the Natural Resources Plan for the Wellington Region 
 
 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback on draft Plan Change 1 to the Natural 

Resources Plan. We would like to acknowledge the work that has been put into this plan change 

over a number of years, including from the Whaitua committees and Mana Whenua. 

Some other overarching themes from our feedback are as follows: 

• Porirua City supports improving our harbour as stated in our Strategic Directions; this has 

been a priority for several years for our city. We have invested significant amounts of resource 

towards improving our water infrastructure demonstrated in our Long-term Plan and in our 

Proposed District Plan (decisions have been notified in December this year).  

• That said and as you are aware, the financial levers and system the Council has at its 

disposable simply cannot afford the types of improvements Plan Change 1 is seeking. It is 

no longer a viable option to expect city ratepayers alone to cover the magnitude of cost 

identified in the three waters reform programme. The approach taken in Plan Change 1 to 

regulating wastewater networks is seemingly ignorant of the well-documented national issue 

that councils simply cannot afford to maintain and upgrade wastewater networks under the 

current funding model available to them. It therefore comes down to the degree to which we 

can achieve the outcomes you are seeking, the length of time and who pays. We would 

appreciate the Regional Council working closely with territorial authorities on this collective 

challenge.  

• Porirua City strongly opposes the unachievable 2040 E.coli target set by Plan Change 1. This 

will affect the consenting of stormwater and wastewater discharge consents, and in some 

catchments this will require up to a 90% reduction in the E.coli load in an impossible short 

timeframe. According to the Section 32 evaluation, for Porirua City the stormwater and 

wastewater network upgrades required to meet the 2040 E.coli target is in the order of 12-

14% rates increases per year. This is on top of BAU rates increases of around 10 to 30%. It 

is not a tenable option to expect ratepayers to afford this level of cost under the current cost 



of living crisis. Whilst the 2060 target of 6-7% will still put a significant strain on households, 

it is much more achievable than the impossible 2040 target provided other funding avenues 

become available as outlined in the s32, including growth charging and debt funding. In 

addition to these other avenues, significant central government funding will be required. 

• The use of the prohibited activity rule is a very blunt instrument and careful consideration 

should be given to its use, particularly when considering the tensions that exist between 

national policy statements for freshwater and urban development (noting that the NPS-UD 

requires consideration be given to out of sequence urban development). There is insufficient 

evidence base to support the approach being taken, especially considering the prohibited 

activity status approach. The definition and associated provisions may result in many 

unintended consequences with no consenting pathway to consider a proposal located in 

these areas that may have positive outcomes, including positive outcomes for freshwater. 

• The unplanned greenfield maps as they stand will be inconsistent with Panel decisions on 

the Intensification Planning Instrument, as they appear to be taken from the notified Proposed 

District Plan. If the maps are retained for unplanned greenfield development, Greater 

Wellington officers will need to engage with Council’s planning officers to ensure they 

accurately reflect the Hearing Panel’s decisions which are being released in December 2023. 

Otherwise, a policy pathway needs to be provided for the final Future Urban Zoning in Porirua 

PDP to be subject to Policy P14 and associated rules and methods, rather than Policy P15. 

• Council supports in principle Greater Wellington regulating Water Sensitive Urban Design 

(WSUD) and other stormwater controls to improve freshwater outcomes. However, the 

provisions seem to be light on detail on how WSUD will be implemented. For example, it is 

unclear what specifications will apply to WSUD (there are no technical guidelines 

incorporated into the NRP), how development will be monitored where no resource consent 

is required (will Greater Wellington be monitoring building consents?), and how will these 

assets be maintained and by who. If there is an expectation that territorial authorities will play 

a role, is there going to be an MOU or transfer of functions?  Noting that many of these assets 

will be in land owned by or vested in territorial authorities such as roading corridors and parks. 

For WSUD to really deliver, a coordinated regional implementation programme is needed. 

• There are various new plans and strategies required, we are unclear how these relate to each 

other, and how they relate to existing programmes such as Council’s strategies and 

Wellington Water’s current programme to develop stormwater management strategies.  

• PC1 is in a pdf format of 348 pages with no hyperlinked definitions and with A4 maps in 

appendices. This will eventually be added to the Natural Resources Plan which is also in a 

similar pdf format and is over 700 pages. This approach is out of step with current technology 

and best practice where plans are presented in digital formats. All district plans in the region 

are in eplan format with interactive GIS maps. It is 2023, and we strongly request that Greater 

Wellington convert both the PC1 and the NRP to an eplan format as soon as practicable to 

enable plan users to efficiently find information. This will improve regulatory compliance and 

reduce costs through time savings for plan users. 

 

 



We welcome the opportunity to discuss our feedback with Greater Wellington Regional Council 

staff. 

Ngā mihi 

 
Anita Baker  
Mayor  
Koromatua 
 



















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 op�ons. Reviewing Part C of 
the s32 Evalua�on, it appears that: 
 
• The modelled percentage reduc�ons in E. coli 
load needed to achieve the target atribute states 
in Te Awarua o Porirua range between 59% 
(Takapū) and 92% (Te Rio o Porirua and Rangituhi) 
(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 atribute 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 atribute 
states (para 107) 
• The es�mated undiscounted costs for the capital 
works required to upgrade the wastewater network 
to achieve the E. coli target atribute 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 
inves�ga�ons are completed, and remedial work 
gets underway. (para 109) 
• For Porirua City the increased cost to ratepayers 
to meet the 2040 E.coli limit is 12-14% per year 
(Table C3). 
 
Council notes that this would be on top of BAU 
rates increases of anywhere between 10-30%. It is 
highly unlikely that our ratepayers will be able to 
afford 12-14% increases on top of this. While the 
2060 target of 6-7% will s�ll 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 addi�on to 
these other avenues, significant central 
government funding will be required. 
 
These numbers also do not take into account debt 
affordability and availability with Local Government 



Funding Agency Covenants. Council has debt limits 
which currently require the cu�ng of various 
programmes, with the introduc�on of accelerated 
costs we would have to further depriori�se other 
major projects. 
 
Repairing the public network would only reduce a 
propor�on of the contaminant load. There are 
known issues with private laterals that make up 
half the network by length and a significant por�on 
of untreated discharges to land and water. The 
costs that would fall on landowners to upgrade 
pipes within the private network are not figured 
into the s32 Evalua�on, and these investments 
would be substan�al to meet the 2040 target.  
 
The s32 Evalua�on notes (para 104) that: 
 
Approximately half of the network, by length, is 
on private property, and is the responsibility of 
the private landowner. In some cases, it is 
appropriate for landowners to be required to fix 
issues on their properties. However, this can be 
time consuming. Particularly in older suburbs is 
far more efficient for the infrastructure provider 
to do this work.  
 
Laterals on private property are the responsibility 
of the landowner, and they must bear the costs to 
fix them when faulty rather than the ratepayer. 
Wellington Water does undertake inves�ga�ons to 
iden�fy issues with pipes on private proper�es that 
are discharging into the stormwater network, 
however the costs to fix these fall on the 
landowner. If Council undertook the work, or 
funded it upfront with cost recovery, there are 
numerous prac�cal administra�ve issues that 
would arise. For example, if an owner refuses to 
pay do we enforce, undertake the works, or place 
owners into debt collec�on? Does a legal 
instrument need to be placed on the �tle to 
prevent sales without remedy? These are all detail 
maters however it is not as simple as “find, fund, 
and fix”. 
 
Many of these issues are historic and costly to 
address, and could cost anywhere from $10,000 to 
$20,000 per property or more. Wellington Water’s 
high level indica�ve es�mates for the iden�fica�on 





GWRC councillors noted that not enough 
informa�on was presented by the territorial 
authori�es to compel the Regional Council to 
extend the WIP �meframes. However, Council was 
not in a posi�on to provide this informa�on as 
outlined in the pre-no�fica�on 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 op�ons. Reviewing Part C of 
the s32 Evalua�on, it appears that: 
 
• The modelled percentage reduc�ons in E. coli 
load needed to achieve the target atribute states 
in Te Awarua o Porirua range between 59% 
(Takapū) and 92% (Te Rio o Porirua and Rangituhi) 
(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 atribute 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 atribute 
states (para 107) 
• The es�mated undiscounted costs for the capital 
works required to upgrade the wastewater network 
to achieve the E. coli target atribute 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 
inves�ga�ons are completed, and remedial work 
gets underway. (para 109) 



• For Porirua City the increased cost to ratepayers 
to meet the 2040 E.coli limit is 12-14% per year 
(Table C3). 
 
Council notes that this would be on top of BAU 
rates increases of anywhere between 10-30%. It is 
highly unlikely that our ratepayers will be able to 
afford 12-14% increases on top of this. While the 
2060 target of 6-7% will s�ll 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 addi�on to 
these other avenues, significant central 
government funding will be required. 
 
These numbers also do not take into account debt 
affordability and availability with Local Government 
Funding Agency Covenants. Council has debt limits 
which currently require the cu�ng of various 
programmes, with the introduc�on of accelerated 
costs we would have to further depriori�se other 
major projects. 
 
Repairing the public network would only reduce a 
propor�on of the contaminant load. There are 
known issues with private laterals that make up 
half the network by length and a significant por�on 
of untreated discharges to land and water. The 
costs that would fall on landowners to upgrade 
pipes within the private network are not figured 
into the s32 Evalua�on, and these investments 
would be substan�al to meet the 2040 target.  
 
The s32 Evalua�on notes (para 104) that: 
 
Approximately half of the network, by length, is 
on private property, and is the responsibility of 
the private landowner. In some cases, it is 
appropriate for landowners to be required to fix 
issues on their properties. However, this can be 
time consuming. Particularly in older suburbs is 
far more efficient for the infrastructure provider 
to do this work.  
 
Laterals on private property are the responsibility 
of the landowner, and they must bear the costs to 
fix them when faulty rather than the ratepayer. 
Wellington Water does undertake inves�ga�ons to 
iden�fy issues with pipes on private proper�es that 
are discharging into the stormwater network, 





Council considers that this policy direction should 
be amended to “avoid” with a non-complying 
activity status for these reasons.  
 
The application of a prohibited activity status 
requires a high level of evaluation to justify its use. 
Council does not consider that the s32 Evaluation 
is sufficient.  
 
Firstly, the s32 Evaluation contains contradictory 
statements with regard to the ability of PC1 to 
mitigate contaminants from urban developments. 
Paragraph 64 of Part C states: 
 
The plan change manages the water quality effects 
of urban development as set out in Part D of this 
report. It requires all urban developments and 
redevelopments to incorporate contaminant 
treatment and hydrological controls. New 
greenfield developments within planned urban 
areas are required to offset any residual 
contaminant loads via financial contributions.  
 
If this is the case and PC1 does manage all water 
quality effects, including residual effects (e.g 
through provisions relating to financial 
contributions including WH.)15, WH.R6), it is hard 
to see how a prohibited activity status could be 
justified on an effects management basis. 
 
The prohibition on greenfield development is also 
inconsistent with the NPS-UD. Unplanned 
greenfield development is defined as areas 
identified in maps 86,87, 88 and 89. 
 
For Porirua, Map 86 is already inconsistent with 
the recently released decisions on the Proposed 
District Plan. In some instances the unplanned area 
in includes areas confirmed as Future Urban Zone 
in decisions including in Waitangirua, Pukerua Bay 
and Judgeford. There are also parts of Judgeford 
that were not rezoned as Future Urban Zone due 
to natural hazard risk. The Panel’s decision 
weighed up evidence brought by submitters and 
Council directly related to the degree in which the 
PDP gives effect to the NPS-UD, therefore the 
avoid/prohibited approach may therefore directly 
conflict with Council’s ability to give effect to the 
NPS-UD.  
 

(d) requiring a reduc�on in contaminant loads from urban 
wastewater and stormwater networks, and 
(e) stabilising stream banks by excluding livestock from 
waterbodies and plan�ng riparian margins with 
indigenous vegeta�on, and 
(f) requiring the ac�ve management of earthworks, 
forestry, cul�va�on, and vegeta�on clearance ac�vi�es, 
and 
(g) soil conserva�on treatment, including revegeta�on 
with woody vegeta�on, of land with high erosion risk, 
and 
(h) requiring farm environment plans (including 
Freshwater Farm Plans) to improve farm prac�ces that 
impact on freshwater. 



Another issue is that Hongoeka has been identified 
as an area of unplanned urban development, 
meaning any greenfield development in this area is 
prohibited. This will likely be of huge concern to 
Hongoeka Whanau. Hongoeka is partly urban in 
nature in terms of lots sizes, and has reticulated 
sewerage and drinking water supply. Council 
worked in partnership with Te Rūnanga and with 
the Hongoeka Marae Committee on creating an 
enabling zoning for this area in the PDP.  

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.  
 
Council is unclear of the intent of P.P2(b) and 
considers it is not consistent with an duplicates (c) 
and (d). Council supports the regulation of 
contaminant discharges from redevelopment 





















acceptable solu�on known to Council for 
hydrological controls, it is recommended that the 
threshold start at 40sqm at a minimum. 
 
For this rule to be successfully implemented, there 
needs to be more guidance for plan users on how 
they can comply with the rule, either though 
incorpora�ng guidance by reference, within the 
rule itself, or as an appendix to the plan. 
 
Nor does the s32 Evaluation outline the costs to 
GW to monitor compliance with this rule. It is 
assumed that GWRC officers will need to review 
building consents to monitor this rule, and may 
need to install staff within territorial authorities to 
undertake this role.  
 
The term “an existing urbanised property” is not 
necessary as this is outlined in the definition of 
redevelopment. 
 
Council seeks changes to enable our Parks & City 
Services Team to carry out their business-as-usual 
ac�vi�es in line with the Proposed District Plan for 
Porirua. 

Most earthworks ac�vi�es carried out by the Parks 
& City Services Team are carried out in the context 
of open space, typically grassed or vegetated areas 
with a lot of porous surfaces, and in sensi�vity to 
the environment in accordance with the Reserves 
Act 1977. We consider that this is dis�nct from the 
ac�vi�es that this rule is designed to control. 

The construc�on, opera�on, and maintenance 
earthworks ac�vi�es carried out by the Parks & 
City Services Team are generally low-risk in terms 
of environmental impacts due to the factors raised 
above. 

Finally, there is difficulty si�ng permanent 
hydrological control in reserves that have limited 
flat land and compe�ng uses, for instance 
ecological restora�on/management, recrea�on, 
play, and infrastructure. Further, the land on which 
reserves are situated usually has a lot of porous 
surfaces such as grass and vegeta�on, mi�ga�ng 
the need for on-site hydrological control. For these 
reasons, we consider that this level of hydrological 
control is not required on reserve land. 

(b) all new building materials associated with the 
development shall not include exposed zinc (including 
galvanised steel) or copper roof, 
cladding and spou�ng materials, and 
(c) the proposal provides hydrological control measures 
(for example rain tanks) onsite or offsite, where 
discharges will enter a surface water body (including via 
an exis�ng local authority stormwater network): 
(i) for all impervious areas associated with a greenfield 
development, or 
(ii) for all redeveloped and new impervious areas 
involving greater than 4030m2 of impervious area of a 
redevelopment (an exis�ng urbanised property), and  
(…) 
 
Note: this rule does not apply to the construction, 
operation, and maintenance of tracks, boardwalks, and 
playground equipment on land managed under the 
Reserves Act 1977’ 







to see how a prohibited activity status could be 
justified on an effects management basis. 
 
The prohibition on greenfield development is also 
inconsistent with the NPS-UD. Unplanned 
greenfield development is defined as areas 
identified in maps 86,87, 88 and 89. 
 
For Porirua, Map 86 is already inconsistent with 
the recently released decisions on the Proposed 
District Plan. In some instances the unplanned area 
in includes areas confirmed as Future Urban Zone 
in decisions including in Waitangirua, Pukerua Bay 
and Judgeford. There are also parts of Judgeford 
that were not rezoned as Future Urban Zone due 
to natural hazard risk. The Panel’s decision weighed 
up evidence brought by submitters and Council 
directly related to the degree in which the PDP 
gives effect to the NPS-UD, 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 
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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. 
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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 









avoid/prohibited approach may therefore directly 
conflict with Council’s ability to give effect to the 
NPS-UD.  
 
Another issue is that Hongoeka has been identified 
as an area of unplanned urban development, 
meaning any greenfield development in this area is 
prohibited. This will likely be of huge concern to 
Hongoeka Whanau. Hongoeka is partly urban in 
nature in terms of lots sizes, and has reticulated 
sewerage and drinking water supply. Council 
worked in partnership with Te Rūnanga and with 
the Hongoeka Marae Committee on creating an 
enabling zoning for this area in the PDP.  
 

 




