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DM/10/01 
Mayor and Councillors 
COUNCIL 

27 NOVEMBER 2014 

Meeting Status: Public 

Purpose of Report: For Decision 

SUBMISSION ON DRAFT NATURAL RESOURCES PLAN FOR 
THE WELLINGTON REGION 

PURPOSE OF REPORT 

1 This report presents a draft submission on the Greater Wellington Regional 
Council’s Draft Natural Resources Plan for Council’s consideration and 
endorsement.  

SIGNIFICANCE OF DECISION 

2 This report does not trigger the Council’s Significance Policy. 

BACKGROUND 

3 A Draft Natural Resources Plan (NRP) for the Wellington Region has been 
prepared by Greater Wellington Regional Council (GWRC) for consultation (see 
http://www.gw.govt.nz/regional-plan-review/). The consultation period closes on 
30 November 2014. 

4 The Draft NRP is a combined air, land, water and coastal plan. It will be the 
primary document through which GWRC will meet its obligations under the 
Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA).  

5 The document is a draft for consultation purposes. The rules and policies 
contained within it currently have no legal effect.  

6 A Proposed NRP is expected to be publicly notified by GWRC in the second half 
of 2015. Many of the rules in the Proposed Plan will have legal effect from the 
notification date because they protect or relate to matters set out in section 
86(B)(3) of the RMA (eg, air, soil, water, significant habitats of indigenous fauna, 
historic heritage). It is therefore important Council provides feedback on the draft 
provisions so they can be carefully considered by GWRC prior to the NRP being 
notified. 

7 Once adopted by GWRC, the NRP will replace the current suite of operative 
regional plans, i.e. the Regional Plan for Discharges to Land, Regional Air 
Quality Management Plan, Regional Soil Plan, Regional Freshwater Plan and 
Regional Coastal Plan. 

8 The RMA requires regional plans give effect to National Policy Statements and 
the Regional Policy Statement (RPS). The National Policy Statement for 
Freshwater Management and the NZ Coastal Policy Statement are two key 
influences on the Draft Plan’s provisions, as is the RPS (2013). The RMA also 
stipulates that a regional plan must not conflict with a provision in a National 
Environmental Standard (NES). Relevant NES’s include those for air quality, 
contaminated land and human drinking water. 

http://www.gw.govt.nz/regional-plan-review/
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CONSIDERATIONS 

Issues 

9 The draft submission for Council’s endorsement is attached as Attachment 1. 

10 The submission focuses on the following areas: 

 General submission matters  

 Matters of general support 

 Stormwater management 

 Coastal management 

 Biodiversity 

 Wetlands 

 Water resources 

 Culverts  

 Wastewater 

 Plantation forestry 

 Earthworks and vegetation clearance.  

11 The issues raised in the submission principally focus on: 

 The relationship between the Draft NRP and the Kāpiti Coast District 
Plan/Proposed District Plan (PDP); and 

 The implications of the draft provisions on Council’s asset management 
planning and the operation and maintenance of Council’s infrastructure. 

12 The submission supports the combining of the currently multiple separate 
regional plans into a single regional plan, provided the outcome is a clear, 
logical, integrated and streamlined document. Several suggestions are made to 
help improve the Draft Plan’s clarity and interpretation. A statement for plan 
users which clarifies the Plan’s relationship with district planning documents is 
also requested. 

13 The submission highlights a number of areas of general support, including for 
example: 

 Objectives and policies for ecosystem health and mahinga kai, sites with 
significant values, outstanding natural features and special amenity 
landscapes, natural character, recreation and public access, soil and land 
use; 

 Non-regulatory methods, particularly regarding plan implementation and 
integration, natural hazards, land and water, stormwater, contaminated 
land, water and energy, biodiversity, coastal management, and natural 
features and landscapes; and 

 Initiatives such as global consents for stormwater discharges, stormwater 
management strategies, harvest plans, and wetland restoration and 
management plans. 
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14 The submission emphasises the recent work initiated between this Council and 
GWRC to achieve greater alignment and regulatory efficiency between the PDP 
and regional planning documents (Note: the KCDC/GWRC guiding principles for 
plan development were presented to RMC on 28 August 2014, refer SP-14-
1294).  

15 The submission requests continued collaboration on key topic areas through to 
the notification of the Proposed NRP (and potentially beyond), and for the results 
of the work to be appropriately recognised in the Proposed NRP. Key areas 
include for example avoiding duplication of regional and district consenting, 
management of wetlands, sites of significance to tāngata whenua, earthworks, 
natural hazards, forestry and stormwater. Other provisions for further discussion 
with GWRC include wastewater, water allocation, culverts and dewatering. 

16 The NRP will have important implications for the district’s infrastructure, and 
requirements for regional resource consents for stormwater and wastewater 
discharges, water supply, coastal structures and maintenance activities. The 
submission identifies key issues for Council and requests amendments and/or 
further discussions with GWRC. For example: 

 Removing drains for stormwater purposes from the definition of surface 
water bodies; 

 Developing an interim MOU between GWRC and Council on the use of a 
global consent for the maintenance aspects of stormwater infrastructure; 

 Identifying the matters that a global stormwater discharge consent will 
cover in a policy; 

 Making clear provision in the plan for operational activities (eg 
maintenance of drains and stormwater outfalls) as permitted activities; 

 Amending Policy LW.77 to recognise that land-based wastewater 
treatment may be impractical and/or unaffordable in some situations; 

 Identifying/mapping the extent of the Coastal Marine Area (CMA) and 
coastal environment; 

 Adding provisions that specifically recognise coastal hazards and the 
need to assess all options for addressing these hazards; 

 Amending the permitted activity conditions for dewatering to ensure they 
are practical; 

 Changing the consent status for a Forestry Harvest Plan from permitted 
to controlled to enable more effective monitoring and enforcement. 

17 The submission supports the integrated catchment management approach that 
establishes regional water quality and quantity provisions while enabling 
priorities and programmes to be established at the catchment level by Whaitua 
committees. Given the importance of Whaitua to the future management of water 
resource issues, the submission welcomes Council’s future involvement in the 
Kāpiti Coast Whaitua (currently estimated by GWRC to be established in 2017). 

Financial Considerations 

18 Preparation of the Council’s submission on the Draft NRP has involved staff and 
consultant time which has been met from existing infrastructure and 
environmental planning team budgets. 
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Legal Considerations 

19 There are no legal considerations at this stage. 

Delegation 

20 The Council has the authority to consider this matter. 

Consultation 

21 GWRC commenced the regional plan review in 2009 and since then have 
undertaken a large amount of consultation and engagement across the region 
which has informed the Draft Plan’s development. Community workshops, 
meetings with mana whenua iwi and territorial authorities (including Kāpiti Coast 
District Council), and an online survey were conducted in 2010. Community 
drop-in sessions were held in November 2011 (including a Kāpiti Coast session), 
and a series of public presentations were held around the region during 2012. 

22 Council officers have been involved from time to time in the plan review process, 
including attendance at several regional plan consultation workshops and 
meetings with GWRC officers. GWRC elected members and officers provided 
the Mayor, Councillors and Community Board members with a briefing on the 
Draft Plan on 28 August 2014 prior to the opening of the consultation period in 
mid-September 2014. Council officers also helped host a workshop session on 
the Draft Plan for local planning consultants and key stakeholder groups on 7 
November 2014. 

Policy Implications 

23 The NRP will be the primary document through which the GWRC will meet its 
obligations under the RMA. As such, it will be a key regional-level resource 
management planning document with important implications for Council’s policy 
making and planning, regulatory management, and infrastructure 
maintenance/management activities. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

24 That the Council endorses the draft submission, subject to any amendments, 
attached as Attachment 1 of this report (SP-14-1401). 

 

Report prepared by: Approved for submission 
by: 

Approved for submission 
by: 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

Sherilyn Hinton Stephen McArthur Sean Mallon 

Principal Policy Planner Group Manager Strategy 

＆ Partnerships 

Group Manager 
Infrastructure Services 

 

ATTACHMENTS: 

Attachment 1 – Kāpiti Coast District Council submission: Draft Natural Resources 
Plan for the Wellington Region. 
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Attachment 1 – Kāpiti Coast District Council submission: Draft Natural 
Resources Plan for the Wellington Region 

 

 
 

27 November 2014 

 

 

Email: regionalplan@gw.govt.nz 

 

Kāpiti Coast District Council submission: Draft Natural 
Resources Plan for the Wellington Region  
 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit on the Draft Natural Resources Plan for the 
Wellington Region (the draft NRP).  Kāpiti Coast District Council (the Council, KCDC) 
recognises that the draft NRP is an additional step in the plan-making process, which 
provides greater opportunity for the Council and other stakeholders to participate in 
the development of the plan provisions.   

The Council commends and supports the drive to combine currently separate plans 
into one document – provided the outcome is a clear, integrated and streamlined 
document. 

The Council also supports the integrated catchment management approach that 
establishes regional provisions while enabling priorities and programmes to be 
established at the catchment level by Whaitua committees.  We welcome future 
involvement in the Kāpiti Coast Whaitua.  

The Council’s submission principally focusses on the relationship between the draft 
NRP and our District Plan / Proposed District Plan, and the effect of the draft 
provisions on our district’s infrastructure.   

Our submission is structured as follows: 

1. General submission matters 

2. Matters of general support  

3. Stormwater management 

4. Coastal management 

5. Biodiversity 

6. Wetlands 

7. Water resources 

8. Culverts 

9. Wastewater 

10. Plantation Forestry 

11. Earthworks and vegetation clearance. 
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1. General submission matters 
The following matters apply to provisions throughout the draft NRP. 

1.1  Guiding principles for planning documents 

We note that in August 2014, officers of KCDC and Greater Wellington (GWRC) 
jointly drafted a set of principles to guide the ongoing development of district and 
regional planning documents (see Appendix 1 to this submission). The principles 
cover four themes: plan consistency, allocation of responsibilities, compliance and 
monitoring, and collaboration.  The principles are appended in full to this submission. 

The development of the NRP is an ideal opportunity to put these principles into 
practice. While the agreement is only between KCDC and GWRC, the Council 
believes that the same principles are relevant for all territorial authorities within the 
region. Although the joint principles may have had some influence on the draft NRP 
to date, the Council considers that relevant provisions should be explicitly examined 
to consider whether they are in accordance with the intent of the agreement. Taking 
that action will in fact be an expression of the collaboration principle, which specifies 
that each council will “take every opportunity to implement these principles in their 
respective work programmes on both plans”. 

The Council supports the explicit statement of guiding principles in section 1.4.3 of 
the draft NRP. These principles are relevant and useful. However, the Council 
considers that it would also be useful to adopt and state the joint principles agreed 
between the two councils as having relevance across the region and as being a 
foundation for the Plan. 

The Council makes the following broad observations about each of the principles: 

a) Plan consistency 

The Councils have agreed that they will achieve regulatory efficiency by aligning the 
NRP and District Plan/Proposed District Plan as much as possible. Particular areas 
for consistency relate to: avoiding duplication of regional and district consenting; 
management of wetlands in relation to water quality and stock exclusion; sites of 
significance to tāngata whenua; earthworks; natural hazards; forestry; and 
stormwater. 

On that basis, KCDC and GWRC are advancing work on consistency issues. The 
Council wishes to emphasise that this work should continue up until at least the 
notification of the proposed NRP, and potentially beyond. The Council believes that 
consistency is more desirable to achieve through actively working together, rather 
than through the statutory process. It is also noted that the 7 November meeting 
between GWRC and local Kāpiti consultants/stakeholder groups emphasised the 
importance of consistency between regional and district planning documents. 

b) Allocation of responsibilities 

The Councils have agreed that the NRP will exclusively manage structures within the 
CMA; activities within the beds of rivers and streams; within lakes; and within 
wetlands.  Building on that principle, the Council requests that the draft NRP provides 
additional clarity around the allocation of responsibilities between GWRC and the 
territorial authorities. This will ensure that plan-users understand the region-wide 
approach to specific resource management issues and the situations in which 
resource consent may also be required under district plans. This matter is discussed 
further in section 1.2 of our submission, and specific examples are provided in 
section 5 (biodiversity).  



SP-14-1401 

Page 7 of 26 

c) Compliance and Monitoring 

KCDC and GWRC have agreed that there should be joint compliance inspections 
and high levels of communication on non-compliance issues where both councils 
have jurisdiction. A current example of this is the ecology advice jointly engaged by 
the councils on the MacKays to Peka Peka section of the Kāpiti expressway and 
Transmission Gully. There are many other areas where a joint approach could be 
taken, including: forestry harvesting (where district and regional plan rules are both 
triggered); earthworks activities (where there are related impacts on 
streams/waterways); coastal structures (such as for stormwater or other structures); 
wetlands (where there are also impacts on terrestrial ecology/habitats); stormwater 
and flooding. 

The Council requests that the draft NRP specifically recognise and actively enable 
joint approaches where relevant. 

d) Collaboration 

The Councils have agreed that officers will take every proactive opportunity to 
implement the principles set out above, in their work programmes on their respective 
plans. The Councils have also agreed that additional principles can be added via 
mutual agreement. 

Relief sought 

The Council requests that: 

 GWRC continues to adequately resource the plan consistency working group 
to ensure that areas of consistency are identified and appropriately reflected 
in the notified NRP (this may include, but is not limited to, the matters 
identified in the comments regarding plan consistency on the previous page). 

 The draft NRP is amended to adopt and state the joint principles agreed 
between the two councils (refer Appendix 1). 

 The draft NRP is amended to provide additional clarity around the allocation 
of responsibilities between GWRC and the territorial authorities. 

 The draft NRP is amended to specifically recognise and actively enable joint 
approaches that support increased consistency and regulatory efficiency. 

1.2 Resource Management Act context and jurisdiction 

The Council considers that the draft NRP would benefit by further clarifying the 
resource management context of the plan and its relationship to other planning 
documents. While the draft NRP does provide an introduction to the statutory context 
in section 1.4.1, we consider this could be improved by clarifying the 
interrelationships between the Regional Policy Statement, the NRP, and district 
plans. 

A ‘wiring diagram’ approach could be used to illustrate the hierarchy of provisions in 
the three documents. In particular, it would be a useful way of depicting the 
relationships referred to in the second to last paragraph of section 1.4.1. That is, it 
would show the flow of directive provisions; those that fall into the category of 
“particular regard”; and those that allocate responsibilities between the regional 
council and territorial authorities. 

The Council also considers that the NRP should provide a high level of clarity around 
issues of jurisdiction, addressing the matters of individual responsibility and overlap. 
Enhanced clarity is required because the NRP is a document for a wide audience, 
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not just for resource management practitioners (who presumably understand the 
complex relationship between district and regional responsibilities).  

In a similar vein, the Council would like to see the draft NRP include an explanation 
about the potential situations in which consent may be required under both the NRP 
and from territorial authorities. This explanation could be provided in the introductory 
material to the NRP and under each of the rule tables. (Note: this could be developed 
by the GWRC/KCDC plan consistency working group).  

Relief sought 

The Council requests that the draft NRP be amended to include: 

 A ‘wiring diagram’ or similar approach to illustrate the hierarchy of provisions 
in the RPS, draft NRP and district plans.  

 An explanation in the introductory material to the NRP and under each rule 
table about the potential situations in which consent may be required under 
the NRP and from territorial authorities.  

 Specific explanations of jurisdictional overlap in relation to wetlands, 
earthworks, natural hazards, stormwater and contaminated land. 

1.3 Issues, explanations and strategic direction 

The Council appreciates that there is no legal obligation to state the issues that the 
NRP seeks to address, or to include any aspect of explanation.  However, the 
inclusion of region-wide issues in the NRP in some way provides important context to 
understand the strategic direction for the region and the integration of regional and 
district responsibilities to address these issues. For this reason, the Council requests 
that the draft NRP expands on the key issues flagged in section 1.4.2 (this could for 
example, be by way of a clear reference/link to the s.32 reports available on the 
website).  

Relief sought 

 The Council requests that the draft NRP be amended to include a reference 
or link to the key resource management issues that underpin the Plan. 

1.4 Legal effect of rules 

The Council notes that the rules in the NRP will not all have legal effect at the same 
time.  For example, we anticipate that many of the rules will have legal effect when 
the NRP is notified because they protect or relate to matters set out in section 
86(B)(3) of the RMA.   

We are concerned that there is no explanation in the draft NRP about the stage at 
which each rule will be enforced.  Therefore, we request that the legal effect of rules 
is clarified in the introductory information (for example, section 2.1.3 - Rules and 
other methods) and notations are included in the rules sections for those that take 
immediate legal effect upon plan notification (as part of the rule tables and alongside 
specific rules). 

Relief sought 

The Council requests that the draft NRP be amended to include: 

 An explanation in section 2.1.3 (Rules and other methods) of when rules will 
have legal effect. 
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 Notations in the rule tables and against each rule to highlight those that will 
have immediate legal effect when the NRP is notified.  

1.5 Use of macrons 

The Council requests that, where appropriate, macrons are used for Māori words in 
line with our Memorandum of Partnership with Te Āti Awa ki Whakarongotai, Ngāti 
Raukawa and Ngāti Toa Rangatira. Principle two of the vision from tāngata whenua 
specifically concerns Te Reo – it is the language of the tāngata whenua through 
which tikanga is conveyed and kawa is upheld. 

Relief sought 

The Council requests that the draft NRP be amended to include macrons for the 
following Māori words:  

 Tāngata whenua 

 Hapū 

 Paekākāriki 

 Ōtaki  

 Ngā 

 Ngāti 

 Kāpiti 

 Ātiawa or Āti Awa.  

1.6 Clarity, definitions and language 

An overriding concern of the Council is that the NRP should be clearly written for 
both the public and practitioners. Writing for these two audiences does not need to 
be mutually exclusive. The Council considers that the public will most frequently refer 
to permitted activity rules. For that reason, special care needs to be taken to ensure 
that those rules are simply constructed and easy to understand. Clarity and relative 
simplicity throughout the NRP is an important aim. 

The Council is supportive of the draft NRP approach which includes a 
comprehensive section of definitions. To avoid any risk of confusion, especially 
where district and regional responsibilities overlap, the definitions used in the Plan 
should be as consistent as possible with the definitions used in district plans. In 
particular, the Council wishes to see consistency in definitions that relate to 
stormwater and earthworks. 

The Council cautions that the implications of the draft NRP’s language, and specific 
terms, must be carefully thought through. The recent King Salmon court decisions 
highlight the significance of language; in that particular case, the implications of the 
word “avoid”. The Council considers that precision around plan language, and its 
interpretation, may become a hallmark of future planning decisions. 

Some of the following comments are made in light of the above concern. 

Disturbance, damage and destruction 

The terms disturbance, destruction and damage are used throughout the draft NRP. 
Sometimes they are used in combination (such as in many coastal marine area 
rules), and sometimes individually. These words, or variants of them, are commonly 
used in plans and environmental legislation and the Council infers that they represent 
a continuum from relatively minor effects (disturb), through to irreversible change 
(destroy). To aid future interpretation of the NRP by all parties, the Council suggests 
that they either be defined, or some other form of guidance be provided. Once having 
given thought to their meaning, the Council also suggests that the context of their use 
in the NRP should be reviewed to ensure they are used appropriately. 
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Additions and alterations 

“Additions and alterations” is a phrase used in the coastal and heritage sections of 
the draft NRP. The draft NRP does not define either term, although some of the rules 
set out the extent of a permitted or controlled addition. The Council’s view is that any 
term used in rule should be defined in some way – either in the definitions section of 
the draft NRP or as part of the rule. 

Regionally significant infrastructure 

The second and third bullet points of the definition refer to “strategic” facilities as 
defined in two Acts. The Council notes that these definitions do not exist in those 
Acts, and the bullet points should therefore be removed from the NRP’s definition. 

Relief sought 

The Council requests that: 

 GWRC and the territorial authorities continue to work together to determine 
consistent definitions for stormwater and earthworks prior to the NRP being 
notified. 

 The rules are reviewed to ensure they are clearly and simply written. 

 The draft NRP is amended to include a definition, or some other form of 
guidance, on the terms “disturbance”, “damage”, “destruction”, “additions”, 
“alterations”. 

 The draft NRP is amended to delete the second and third bullet points of the 
definition of “regionally significant infrastructure”. 

1.7 Adaptive management 

Adaptive management is increasingly seen as a useful tool within the broader suite of 
environmental management techniques. While the outcomes may initially seem less 
certain, it improves long-run management outcomes.  

The Council supports the current references to adaptive management in the draft 
NRP.  However, we consider that the NRP would benefit from providing much clearer 
context and explanation on this matter.  At present, the technique is only referred to 
under Policy GP.P1(b) – establishing it as a principle of catchment management, and 
under Method M12 – referring to information collected for rural land management. It 
is referred to in some greater detail under Schedule G(6) in relation to biodiversity 
offsets, but this is still isolated and inadequate. Collectively and individually, the 
Council considers these references to poorly represent the concepts of adaptive 
management or to clearly establish its role in resource management. An explanatory 
section on adaptive management and how it fits into the framework created by the 
Plan would therefore be beneficial. 

There will be specific sections of the NRP where adaptive management could have a 
role. As one example, the Council assumes that adaptive management will be a key 
concept for the Whaitua committees to address. Although it may be implicit in some 
of the matters listed for the Whaitua Implementation Programme (see Policy GP.P2), 
the Council considers that adaptive management should be a more explicit 
consideration.   

The Council notes that one difficulty with a plan created under the RMA is that 
adaptation of plan provisions, as a consequence of learning about outcomes, 
requires the use of the plan change process – which can be time consuming and 
uncertain. Possibly for that reason, adaptive management tends to be catered for via 
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resource consent conditions (and we note that GWRC applies this to its major 
consents). Despite the difficulties, the Council supports building specific recognition 
of adaptive management into the NRP. Where practicable, the NRP should therefore 
provide a framework to acknowledge and build an explicit recognition of risk and 
uncertainty, encourage and allow iterative experimentation, and include deliberate 
review that challenges existing assumptions – rather than just accept change by 
‘incrementalism’1. 

To be successful, the Council considers there also needs to be a high degree of 
collaboration between Greater Wellington and territorial authorities in instances 
where a formal adaptive management approach is taken. The Council notes that this 
would be consistent with the GWRC/KCDC agreement principle of collaboration. 

Relief sought 

 The Council requests that the draft NRP be amended to include an 
explanatory section on adaptive management, how it fits into the framework 
of the Plan, and collaboration between GWRC and the territorial authorities 
where formal adaptive management approaches are undertaken.  

1.8 Nature of the policy framework 

The Council notes that in some instances the policy framework, and the rules that 
flow from it, are somewhat inflexible. There is minimal ability to have regard to 
circumstances that fall outside the current wording. For instance, Policy GP.P34 
(demolition of heritage structures in the coastal environment) only allows demolition 
in one circumstance – if the structure has been substantially damaged by fire or 
natural hazard and it is impractical to repair it. 

There would be no clear ability to allow for cost as a mitigating factor. There would 
also be no ability at all to have regard to other reasons why demolition may be 
necessary, for instance, the need to replace a heritage seawall to respond to 
increased risks arising from sea level rise. In this example, the policy ignores the 
function of the structure and solely focusses on its heritage value. 

The Council appreciates that this would not necessarily be the only policy taken into 
account if GWRC was in the position of making a broad overall judgment in the 
course of a resource consent process. However, as noted elsewhere in this 
submission, the Council is concerned about the language of the NRP and how it 
might be interpreted in light of the King Salmon decision. In this particular example, 
the use of the word “inappropriate” (except in the very narrowly defined 
circumstances) may preclude the ability to grant consent in a case where those 
circumstances are not strictly met. In other words, considerations that might 
otherwise be brought into play under a ‘broad judgment’ approach would have no 
influence. 

The Council also notes that the general approach of the draft NRP policies is to 
establish barriers or thresholds, rather than to be enabling. That is, the approach 
generally focuses on what can’t be done, rather than clearly identifying and 
facilitating positive environmental outcomes. 

Relief sought 

 The Council requests that the policies be reviewed to ensure the wording 
provides appropriate flexibility and they clearly identify and facilitate positive 
environmental outcomes. 

                                                
1
 An incremental approach is one that doesn’t move beyond basic monitoring and policy 

refinement.  
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1.9 Other plan structure matters 

Cross-referencing policies 

The Council considers that it is important for NRP users to understand the policy 
context that individual rules sit within. Therefore, the Council suggests the use of 
policy references as ‘side bar’ annotations to rules. In an on-line or pdf version of the 
NRP, these references would also be useful if hyper-linked back to the policy. 

Hyperlinking to definitions 

The Council supports the use of ‘bold’ text for NRP definitions, and considers that 
hyperlinking should also be applied to these where they are used in the text. 

Rule tables 

The use of rule tables in the manner proposed is supported for the clarity it brings to 
the draft NRP. The Council considers that even greater clarity could be achieved by 
some explanatory text following each table. In particular, the text could be used to 
highlight matters of integration with other aspects of resource management, including 
the use of ‘other methods’ in the draft NRP and the potential for overlapping district 
plan considerations. 

Structure of schedules 

The Council requests that the schedules be restructured to reflect individual territorial 
authority areas.  For instance, Schedule F4 sets out sites with significant indigenous 
biodiversity values in the coastal marine area (CMA). In doing so, it lists estuaries, 
reefs, river mouths and reserves in alphabetical order. These sites would be easier to 
identify if they were geographically grouped under each territorial area.  Schedule E, 
which identifies sites of significant historic heritage value, should have its listed 
features grouped in the same way.  

In addition, the various heritage tables should clarify that the heritage values covered 
by the NRP are those that exist within the CMA. This is an important distinction to 
make, as some of the features cross into the ‘dry’ area subject to district plan 
provisions. An example of this is the Centennial Highway, which is listed in a way that 
implies the entire structure is subject to the Plan, when in fact it is only parts that are 
within the CMA. 

Relief sought 

The Council requests that the draft NRP be amended to: 

 Include policy references as ‘side bar’ annotations to rules, with hyperlinks 
back to the policies in electronic versions. 

 Include hyperlinks from ‘bold’ text back to definitions in electronic versions. 

 Include explanatory text below the rule tables to provide greater clarity on 
related implementation matters, such as other methods. 

 Restructure the schedules to provide the information on the basis of territorial 
authority areas. 

 Clarify that the heritage tables only apply to heritage values in the CMA (not 
the terrestrial/dry areas). 
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2. Matters of general support 
The Council wishes to note general support for the following matters in the draft 
NRP:  

 Ki uta ki tai –Objective RP.O1 – RP.O4 and Policies GP.P1 and GP.P2. 

 Ecosystem health and mahinga kai - section 3.6, in particular Objective 
RP.O19 and Objective RP.O21. 

 Sites with significant values – support section 3.9, in particular Objective 
RP.O25, RP.O26, RP.O27 and RP.O28, and Policies GP.P28 to P34. 

 Outstanding natural features and special amenity landscapes - support 
section 3.12. 

 Natural character - support section 3.13 and Policies GP.P43 and GP.P44. 

 Recreation and public access - support section 3.14. 

 Soil - support section 3.16. 

 Land use - support Objective RP.O48 and Policies in section 4.3.7. 

 Beneficial use and development – support Policies GP.P11 and GP.P14. 

 Mauri - support the policies in section 4.1.4. 

 Outstanding water bodies – support Policy GP.P26 

 Natural hazards - generally support the policies in section 4.1.3 and in 
particular the policies that refer to avoiding hard engineering (coastal-related 
polices) and Policy GP.P16.  

 Other methods (section 6) – generally support non-regulatory methods 
particularly for plan implementation and integration, natural hazards, land and 
water, stormwater, contaminated land, water and energy, biodiversity, coastal 
management, and natural features and landscapes. 

Other matters of support are noted in the following sections of our submission, where 
we discuss specific topics in more detail.  

3. Stormwater management 
The following comments are made from the Council’s perspective as a utility asset 
manager for stormwater and from a regulatory perspective in assessing resource 
consent applications for land use activities (and associated compliance). 

3.1 Hydraulic neutrality 

The Council supports the overall intention of Policy LW.P81 with regard to source 
control, treatment and water sensitive urban design. The Council infers that this 
policy has a relationship to the concept of hydraulic neutrality, but it is unclear. The 
Council acknowledges that neutrality may also be inherent in Rule LW.R44(h), but 
considers that it should be clearer and the policy rationale explicit. 

Notwithstanding the Council’s support for the principle of hydraulic neutrality, it is 
accepted that it may be easier to implement in some environments than others. For 
instance, it will generally be easier to implement hydraulic neutrality in a rural or low 
density suburban environment, than in a highly built up urban environment. It may 
also be easier to implement at a sub-catchment level than at the level of each 
individual property. Therefore, if hydraulic neutrality is clearly adopted as a policy 
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direction in the NRP, the Council considers that there should be recognition that ‘one 
size does not fit all’. Some flexibility must be built into the policy and rule framework. 

Relief sought 

The Council requests that the draft NRP be amended to: 

 Clarify the policy direction on hydraulic neutrality (Policy LW.P81). 

 Appropriately implement the policy direction through rules and/or other 
methods that recognise differences for achieving hydraulic neutrality 
depending on the landuse environment and catchment level.  

3.2 Definition of drain and surface water body 

The Council is concerned that drains are classified by the draft NRP as both drains 
and surface water bodies.  A drain is defined as: 

“Any artificial watercourse, open or piped, that is designed and constructed for the 
purpose of land drainage of surface or subsurface water. Channels designed and 
constructed to convey water only during rainfall events and which do not convey or 
retain water at other times are excluded from this definition. 

Only for the purpose of Rule LW.R123 (drain clearance) a drain also includes a highly 
modified watercourse or river and is channeled to such an extent that it has the 
characteristics of a farm drainage canal.” 

 
A surface water body is defined as  

“A river, lake, wetland, drain or water race, and its bed.  For the purpose of this plan, 
surface water body does not include ephemeral flow paths and bodies of water designed, 
installed and maintained for any of the following purposes: 

(a) Water storage ponds for 

i. Firefighting or 

ii. Irrigation, or 

iii. Stock watering or 

(b) Water treatment ponds for 

i. Wastewater or 

ii. Stormwater, or 

iii. Nutrient attenuation, or 

iv. Sediment control, or 

v. Animal effluent. 

The implication of these definitions are that all rules relating to surface water bodies 
will apply to drains that the Council uses and maintains for stormwater purposes, 
including monitoring for water quality and biodiversity purposes.  This could pose a 
significant change to the current operating environment for the Council’s reticulated 
stormwater assets. 

The Council appreciates GWRC staff time over recent weeks to discuss this matter, 
and requests that these discussions continue until an appropriate resolution is 
agreed prior to the NRP being notified.  These discussions have included the 
potential to remove drains from the definition of surface water bodies, and the 
development of an interim MOU between the two councils to create a global consent 
on the maintenance aspects of stormwater.  Maintenance is discussed further in 
section 3.5. 
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Relief sought 

The Council requests that GWRC and KCDC staff continue to work collaboratively to 
develop provisions relating to drains that are appropriate for reticulated stormwater 
networks.  This may include: 

 Developing an interim MOU between GWRC and KCDC on the use of a 
global consent for the maintenance aspects of stormwater infrastructure. 

 Amending the draft NRP to remove drains for stormwater purposes from the 
definition of surface water bodies. 

3.3 Global stormwater discharge consent (Policy LW.P82) 

The Council supports the general concept of a single global consent for managing 
stormwater discharges.  However, given the significance of this approach we are 
concerned at the lack of detail in the draft NRP about the matters that a global 
consent would cover, including information requirements and responsibilities.  One 
specific concern is that the Council (rather than GWRC) should be responsible for 
deciding the extent of the network or network sub-catchment to be covered by a 
global consent.  

Relief sought 

The Council requests that the draft NRP be amended to: 

 Include a policy that lists the matters that a global stormwater discharge 
consent will cover. 

 Clarify that it will be the responsibility of the territorial authority to decide the 
extent of the network covered by a global consent. 

3.4 Stormwater management strategy (Policies LW.P82 and LW.P83, Rule 
LW.R46) 

The Council supports the general concept of moving towards the development and 
implementation of stormwater management strategies for reticulated networks as 
required by Policies LW.P82 and LW.P83. However, it is considered that the 
timeframe of two years from NRP notification, which is imposed by Rule LW.R46, 
may be too onerous and therefore counterproductive. 

We are concerned that this timeframe does not reflect the time and cost involved to 
councils and their communities.  To achieve what the rule envisages would require a 
significant amount of funding, which must be secured via the Annual Plan and Long 
Term Plan processes, and time to gather the necessary information. The three year 
process of the Long Term Plan does not align with the two-year timeframe required in 
the draft NRP.  Therefore, the Council suggests that a five year timeframe would be 
far more achievable. 

Relief sought 

 The Council requests that the draft NRP be amended to increase the two-
year timeframe in Rule LW.R46 to five years after public notification of the 
Plan. 

3.5 Operational matters for stormwater infrastructure  

The Council is concerned that the stormwater rules make no clear provision for 
operational activities which are currently undertaken on the stormwater network 
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without the need for resource consent. Operational activities include the maintenance 
of drains and monitoring. 

Maintenance of drains 

Rule LW.R123 allows for the maintenance of drains to remove vegetation or bed 
material and associated sediment as a permitted activity.  While the Council supports 
the permitted activity status, we are concerned with the practicality of the following 
permitted activity conditions: 

 Conditions (i)(i) and (i)(ii) restrict the timing of drain clearance and the part of 
the drain that can be cleared when mechanical clearance is undertaken.  
Mechanical clearance can only take place on one side at any one time, with 
the other side only to be cleared after three months, and places restrictions 
on clearing the middle of the drain.  This approach will add significant cost to 
mechanical clearance of vegetation as there will be multiple establishment 
costs (going back to the same drain multiple times) and effectively doubles 
the frequency of disturbance. For some drains the restrictions on the part of 
the drain that can be cleared are impractical given the size of existing drains 
(0.6m to 1.0m wide) and the size of a digger bucket.  These restrictions will 
unduly constrain maintenance, which is a particular concern in situations 
where it must be undertaken quickly for flood protection reasons. 

 Condition (j) requires that where there is mechanical clearance of a drain, it 
should commence at the downstream end.  In certain circumstances the 
Council commences at the upstream end to use the downstream vegetation 
as a filter for sediment and any debris which escapes during the clearance 
operation.  The Council considers this appropriate where ecological resources 
will not be adversely affected. 

The Council also notes that pipe maintenance that involves flushing with reticulated 
water (which would therefore result in a discharge of chlorinated and fluoridated 
water) may require consent (this is similar to flush-testing for fire hydrants). Rule 
LW.R38 allows for minor discharges of contaminants into water or onto land where it 
may enter water as a permitted activity, but it does not apply to reticulated 
stormwater networks.  Either consent for a controlled or restricted discretionary 
activity would be required pursuant to Rules LW.R45 and LW.R46.  

For the above reasons, we request an opportunity to work with GWRC to 
collaboratively develop provisions that provide greater flexibility for the continued 
operational activities of reticulated stormwater networks while ensuring good 
environmental outcomes.  

Relief sought 

The Council requests that the draft NRP be amended to:  

 Enable owners/operators of reticulated stormwater networks to select a 
methodology for the maintenance of drains and pipes that is most appropriate 
to the local environment (this may include rewording Rules LW.R123 and 
LW.R38). 

 Include an ‘other method’ that requires the development of good practice 
guidance on preferred stormwater maintenance methodologies. 

Stormwater monitoring 

Policy LW.P82 and Rule LW.R45 require monitoring of stormwater quality from first-
stage territorial authority networks.  Policy LW.P82 specifies the extent of monitoring, 
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including aquatic ecosystem health and mahinga kai, contact recreation and Māori 
use, areas with significant values (as identified in the schedules), and water and 
sediment quality in the receiving environment and the benthic habitat of sensitive 
receiving environments.   

The requirement for monitoring could have significant implications for the ongoing 
operation of stormwater in Kāpiti.  While the Council agrees in principle with the 
intent of the monitoring provisions, we believe that the extent of monitoring should be 
relative to the sensitivity of the receiving environment and the scale of the potential 
effects of specific discharges.  This is particularly pertinent with drains being 
classified as surface water bodies under the definitions of the draft NRP (as outlined 
in section 3.2 above).  

The Council notes that it is unclear where monitoring should take place for 
stormwater that discharges to wetlands, because the definition of a zone of 
reasonable mixing does not specifically include wetlands.  

The Council also notes that Rule LW.R45 refers to the “management of acute effects 
of stormwater on aquatic ecosystem health and human health detected during 
monitoring”, but the draft NRP does not provide guidance on what an acute effect is.   

Relief sought 

The Council requests the draft NRP be amended to: 

 Include a definition of ‘sensitive receiving environments’ for the purposes of 
Policy LW.P82. 

 Exclude discharges of stormwater to drains from the monitoring requirements 
for surface water bodies. 

 Include a statement in Policy LW.P82 and associated provisions that the 
extent of monitoring will be relative to the sensitivity of the receiving 
environment and to the scale of potential effects from each discharge.  

 Include a statement in Schedule N (stormwater management strategy) that 
the details of the monitoring will be a matter for consultation between GWRC 
and the territorial authorities.  

 Provide guidance on the term “acute effects” in relation to Rule LW.R45. 

 Provide guidance on where monitoring should take place for stormwater 
discharges to wetlands. 

3.6 Stormwater from individual properties (Rule LW.R44) 

The Council considers that the current wording of Rule LW.R44 is very complicated 
and will create difficulties for plan users in determining whether stormwater activities 
are a permitted activity.  We note that the section 32 report on discharges to water is 
not yet available to understand the rationale for the details provided in this rule.   

For instance, the Council queries how an increase in flow of a receiving body can be 
measured by a private individual when there is no flow information for the water body 
in the first place?  The Council is also concerned that this implies that territorial 
authorities will be required to monitor the flow rates of all waterbodies in their area.  
This would have significant implications for our Council, as we currently only monitor 
two flow gauges.  

We note that condition (h) sets a limit on the increase in flows in the receiving water 
body at the point of discharge (no more than 1% of flood event with an annual 
exceedance probability of 20% / 1 in 5 year event).  We would like clarification on 
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how GWRC envisages this condition being monitored and how the enforcement of 
this condition will be resourced. 

We also note that condition (i) prohibits the discharge onto another property from up 
to 24 hour duration 2% annual exceedance probability rainfall event.  This does not 
appear to align with the Land Drainage Act, which requires that downstream 
properties must accept natural runoff irrespective of the magnitude of the rainfall 
event.  

Relief sought 

The Council requests the draft NRP be amended to: 

 Simplify Rule LW.R44 to ensure that councils and potential applicants can 
clearly determine whether specific stormwater discharges are permitted or 
require resource consent. 

 Clarify how condition (h) of Rule LW.R44 will be monitored and who will 
resource the enforcement of this rule.   

 Clarify how condition (i) of Rule LW.R44 aligns with the Land Drainage Act. 

 Clarify that territorial authorities will not be required to monitor flow rates 
across all waterbodies. 

4. Coastal management  
The following comments are made from the Council’s perspective as a utility asset 
manager that undertakes activities within the Coastal Marine Area (CMA), and from a 
planning and regulatory perspective with responsibilities adjacent to the CMA and 
within the coastal environment. 

4.1 CMA and coastal environment boundaries 

The location of the CMA is important in relation to many structures that are either 
near the CMA, or cross the jurisdictional boundary between districts and the region. 
One such example is seawalls, with consequent implications for the jurisdictional 
management of natural hazards.  However, the CMA boundaries in the draft NRP 
that are relevant for Kāpiti (Maps 47 and 48) only show small stretches at the CMA 
and river mouth boundaries. Similarly, the lack of mapping of the coastal environment 
has a knock-on effect for district planning.  Therefore, the Council requests that the 
NRP provides greater clarity about the location of the CMA and coastal environment.   

Relief sought 

The Council requests that: 

 All of the CMA and river mouth maps in the draft NRP are amended to extend 
the CMA boundary along the full extent of the land/sea interface that is 
shown, i.e. the entire CMA boundary for the region is mapped and included in 
the NRP. 

 Additional maps are included in the NRP that show the location of public / 
private coastal protection structures. 

 The extent of the coastal environment is mapped, although this could sit 
outside the NRP. 
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4.2 Maintenance in the CMA 

The Council supports Policy GP.P14 which recognises that the maintenance and use 
of existing structures in the CMA are beneficial activities.  However, we have 
comments on specific provisions relating to the maintenance of existing structures in 
the CMA activities.   

We support the permitted activity status for maintenance works to clear stormwater 
outfalls. However, in some areas this conflicts with rules that do not permit vehicles 
on beaches.  For example, the rules permit us to clear the stormwater outfalls for 
Hadfield / Te Kowhai Stream, but we would not be permitted to use vehicles to 
access this outfall because Te Kowhai Stream is listed in Schedule C1 and Map 3 as 
a site of significance to mana whenua.  We request that this is resolved by GWRC 
prior to the NRP being notified, to ensure that weed removal remains a permitted 
activity for our outfalls in the CMA.  

We note the use of different names for the same drain/stream in the draft NRP: 
“Hadfield drain” and “Kowhai Stream” (for example in Table 5.1 and Schedule C1).  
This should be Hadfield / Te Kowhai Stream.  

We note that none of Kāpiti’s beaches are included in Rule CM.R194 to enable 
beach grooming as a permitted activity.  This means that we cannot remove large 
logs or debris without applying for resource consent.  We request that this rule be 
amended to include Paraparaumu, Raumati, Waikanae and Otaki beaches. 

We note that Table 5.1 of Rule CMR 196 (River/Stream Mouth Cutting) needs 
updating to reflect recent work: 

 Wharemauku Stream - the twin culvert with a single span bridge and the 
bridge is now at a much higher level and hence there is a greater distance to 
the water.  It should be amended to read “when the stream mouth closes or 
the distance from the soffit to the water level at the downstream end of the 
single span bridge across Matatua Road is less than 2.3m in normal flow at 
low tide.”  

 Waikakariki Stream - the grill has been shifted and the timber wall extended 
by the property owner via resource consent process.  It should be amended 
to read “When the stream mouth closes or becomes blocked with debris and 
logs or the distance from the top of the right hand side of the training wall 
looking landward, to the water level is less than 800mm”.  

Relief sought 

The Council requests: 

 Paraparaumu Beach, Raumati Beach, Waikanae Beach and Otaki Beach are 
included in Rule CM.R194. 

 The reference to Wharemauku Stream in Rule CMR 196 (River/Stream Mouth 
Cutting) Table 5.1 is amended to read “when the stream mouth closes or the 
distance from the soffit to the water level at the downstream end of the single 
span bridge across Matatua Road is less than 2.3m in normal flow at low 
tide”. 

 The reference to Waikakariki Stream in Rule CMR 196 (River/Stream Mouth 
Cutting) Table 5.1 is amended to read “When the stream mouth closes or 
becomes blocked with debris and logs or the distance from the top of the right 
hand side of the training wall looking landward, to the water level is less than 
800mm”. 



SP-14-1401 

Page 20 of 26 

 The various references to Hadfield Drain and Kowhai Stream in the draft NRP 
are replaced with ‘Hadfield / Te Kowhai Stream’. 

 Clarification on whether the use of vehicles to undertake maintenance works, 
such as weed removal, is a permitted activity for Hadfield Stream / Te Kowhai 
Stream. 

4.3 Coastal hazards 

The Council supports the objectives for the coast in general, and the non-regulatory 
methods for managing natural hazards: M3 (Wellington Regional Hazards 
Management Strategy) and M4 (sea level rise) in the draft NRP.  We want to work 
closely with GWRC on these matters. 

However, we note that the draft NRP largely focuses on the efficient use of the 
coastal area and does not explicitly address coastal hazards.  We request that an 
objective, policy and potentially rule framework be included in the Draft NRP that 
explicitly recognises coastal hazards and the need to assess all options to address 
them.  

Relief sought 

 The Council requests the draft NRP be amended to insert an objective, policy 
and rule framework that specifically recognises coastal hazards and the need 
to assess all options for addressing coastal hazards. 

5. Biodiversity 

5.1 Biodiversity objectives and related provisions  

The Council supports Objective RP.O1 which states that ‘Land, freshwater bodies 
and the coast are managed as integrated and connected resources’.  However, we 
are concerned that an integrated and connected approach will not be achieved for 
biodiversity with the current content in the draft NRP.  For example, the objectives for 
indigenous biodiversity (RP.O30-O32) and related provisions do not include 
terrestrial biodiversity and there is no reference to the importance of the link between 
terrestrial and coastal/freshwater biodiversity.   

The approach to biodiversity that is established in the RPS allocates responsibilities 
for indigenous biodiversity in water bodies and coastal water to regional plans, and 
all other areas of indigenous biodiversity to city and district councils.  If this 
delineation between responsibilities for biodiversity in ‘wet’ and ‘dry’ areas is to work, 
there must be clarity about the different responsibilities of GWRC and territorial 
authorities, and the implications for resource users under the two levels of plans, as 
well as GWRC’s Biodiversity Strategy which sits alongside the RPS and applies 
across all areas.  The Council is concerned that an integrated approach to 
biodiversity will not be achieved if the draft NRP does not clarify GWRC’s strategic 
planning and guidance role for biodiversity, and remains silent on terrestrial 
biodiversity.  We request that options be pursued for amending the draft NRP to 
better reflect region-wide responsibilities for biodiversity matters. 

Relief sought 

The Council requests that the draft NRP be amended to:  

 Include a description of the relationship between the way in which biodiversity 
is addressed in the regional plan compared to district plans, including the 
relationship to the Biodiversity Strategy.  
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 Provide guidance for territorial authorities on their responsibilities and 
methods for managing terrestrial biodiversity (as an Other Method). 

 Initiate a forum or process for all relevant bodies, such as GWRC, the 
territorial authorities, Department of Conservation and QEII National Trust, to 
collaborate on identifying the areas of highest need to focus biodiversity 
initiatives on (as an Other Method). 

5.2 Biodiversity schedules 

We have noted some biodiversity schedules that require clarification and/or 
amendments. 

Relief sought 

The Council requests:  

 Clarification on whether Te Kowhai and Wainui streams were surveyed for 
Schedule F1b and Map 14 (Known rivers and parts of the coastal marine area 
with inanga spawning habitat).  It is our understanding that these streams 
provide inanga spawning habitats.  

 Waikanae River, from the mouth to at least the confluence with 
Maungatukutuku Stream, is included in Schedule F2a and Map 16 (Habitats 
for indigenous birds in rivers) as a habitat for the black shag and little black 
shag.  

 The Australasian bittern is added to the list of threatened species present in 
Waikanae estuary on Schedule F2c (Habitats for indigenous birds in the 
coastal marine area).  Recent photographic evidence is available to support 
this request. 

 Te Kowhai Stream is included in Schedule F4 and Map 19 (Sites with 
significant indigenous biodiversity values in the coastal marine area) as the 
stream provides inanga spawning habitat, habitat for native fish populations in 
the lower reaches, and it may provide habitat for potentially threatened bird 
species (dotterel). 

6. Wetlands  
The Council supports the policies on natural wetlands in section 4.3.9 of the draft 
NRP and generally supports the rules. The Council also supports Method M17: 
Wetlands.  

As signalled, this is one of the key topic areas forming part of the GWRC/KCDC plan 
consistency work. Council would like to continue its work with GWRC and envisages 
the results will be incorporated into the NRP before its notification in 2015. An 
example of increased consistency could be the use of common map boundaries in 
the NRP & Proposed District Plan for significant natural wetland areas. 

We note that Rule LW.R104(c) and Rule LW.R111(e) refer to the removal of existing 
structures in wetlands.  An existing structure may be large and the removal process 
could have potential negative effects.  Therefore, we consider that these rules should 
be amended to ensure that the removal of structures does not detrimentally impact 
on the wetland.   

We also note that the rules refer to “vegetation disturbance”, which should be 
defined) to assist with their interpretation (for example Rules LW.R108, LW.R109, 
LW.R112). 
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Relief sought 

The Council requests that the draft NRP be amended to:  

 Ensure that the removal of structures from wetlands does not detrimentally 
impact on the wetland (this may include amending Rules LW.R104(c) and 
LW.R111(e) or cross-referencing to other relevant rules).  

 Include a definition for “vegetation disturbance”. 

 Incorporate the results from the GWRC/KCDC plan consistency work into the 
Proposed NRP. 

 Explore the potential for mapping consistency between each council’s 
respective plans. 

7. Water resources  
The following comments are made from the Council’s perspective as a utility asset 
manager – with respect to stormwater management and water supply.  

7.1 Water allocation 

The Council supports the approach to water allocation in general as stated in 
Objective RP.O55 and the policies in section 4.3.13 of the draft NRP.  The Council 
also supports the prioritisation of water of a suitable quality for the health needs of 
people (Objective RP.O5).   

We would like the opportunity for further discussions on the details around water 
allocation with GWRC before the NRP is notified.  In particular, we wish to 
understand the modelling used to derive the numbers referred to in the draft NRP (for 
example, those used in section 10 – Kāpiti Coast Whaitua), and to discuss 
implications of the Whaitua process in relation to setting specific limits.   

We also request an opportunity to discuss details about the permitted activity 
conditions for dewatering (Rule LW.R143).  We note that condition (a) is unlikely to 
be achievable as most works exceed 1 month and usually extend up to 12 months.  
We also require clarification that the discharges pumped from dewatering activities 
into a stormwater network is a permitted activity. 

Relief sought 

The Council requests that: 

 GWRC and KCDC work together to confirm the water allocation details prior 
to the NRP being notified.  

 GWRC and KCDC work together to amend the permitted activity conditions 
for dewatering (Rule LW.R143) to ensure that they are practical prior to the 
NRP being notified.  

7.2 Water quality 

We note that there are references in the water quality provisions of the draft NRP 
regarding flows of freshwater and coastal water.  We request clarification as to 
whether GWRC envisages that flow gages would be required, or whether GWRC is 
expecting design flow information. 
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Relief sought 

 The Council requests that the water quality provisions in the draft NRP be 
clarified to confirm whether flow gages or design flow information will be 
required to implement the rules.   

7.3 Kāpiti Coast Whaitua 

Council supports the draft NRP Whaitua approach and the goal for Whaitua to set 
appropriate and relevant water quality and quantity limits for each catchment. We 
understand that the Kāpiti Coast Whaitua process will refine the draft NRP’s 
catchment provisions, however we also note that the limits set by the Whaitua 
process need to be affordable and achievable, and that the implications (such as cost 
to the community through rates) for any upgrades etc, is clearly understood. 

Relief sought 

The Council requests that: 

 The role of Council in the Kāpiti Coast Whaitua Committee is clarified to 
ensure Council’s interests as manager and operator of infrastructure for 
stormwater and wastewater systems are considered. 

8. Culverts 
Rule LW.R117 provides for culverts as a permitted activity, subject to a number of 
conditions.  The Council is concerned that the rule may not adequately ensure that 
culverts placed in streams administered by territorial authorities will take into account 
flood conveyance required by the territorial authority.  The Council is also of the view 
that it is preferable to have one culvert, rather than multiple culverts, to minimise 
blockages.   

Relief sought 

 The Council requests that further discussions be held with GWRC on culverts 
and territorial authority flood management responsibilities. 

9. Wastewater 
The Council generally supports the approach in the draft NRP to promote discharges 
of wastewater to land over discharges to fresh water and coastal water (Objective 
RP.O53), and avoiding adverse effects on mana whenua and community values from 
discharges of wastewater containing human effluent to fresh water and coastal water 
(Objective RP.054).   

However, Policy LW.77 goes on to state that adverse effects on Maori and 
community values shall be avoided and it outlines four requirements for achieving 
this. The Council wishes to highlight that whilst it can be an aspirational aim, it may 
not be possible to completely ‘avoid’ adverse effects on mana whenua or community 
values. Where land-based treatment is not practicable and/or affordable (which is a 
key part of the new Local Government Act purpose), there could be significant cost 
(and compliance) implications for Council. Council is particularly concerned about the 
implications of this policy on the Paraparaumu wastewater treatment plant and 
discharge consent. Council requests that the draft NRP takes a pragmatic approach 
that recognises that ‘avoiding’ adverse effects is too high a threshold. 

Relief sought 

 Amend Policy LW.77 (or provide an alternative policy) that: 
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o Recognises Council’s existing approach and the investment made in 
our existing infrastructure in order to ensure high quality discharges 
into receiving water bodies; 

o Acknowledges that for Council, land-based disposal may be 
impractical; and 

o Recognises that where adverse effects cannot be avoided, remedying 
or mitigating effects is appropriate.   

 The Council requests that further discussions be held with GWRC to ensure 
realistic and workable plan provisions for wastewater discharges. 

10. Plantation forestry 
As signalled, this is one of the key topic areas forming part of the GWRC/KCDC plan 
consistency work. Both councils have responsibilities in managing the environmental 
effects of forestry activities, but each council has slightly different concerns. For this 
Council, traffic, noise, landscape/amenity and nuisance effects are of key interest. 
Council would like to continue its work with GWRC and envisages the results will be 
incorporated into the NRP before its notification in 2015.  

The Council notes that Rule LW.R102 permits plantation forestry subject to a number 
of conditions, including a harvest plan.  Council supports harvest plans, however it is 
our view that a controlled activity status would be more appropriate for this rule in 
order to enable effective monitoring and enforcement of harvest plan conditions. This 
would help ensure the effectiveness of harvest plans as management tools while still 
minimising regulatory impacts on landowners/forestry operators. 

We also note that the details of a harvest plan in Schedule P do not provide a 
reference to other relevant provisions in the draft NRP, such as heritage features and 
significant landscapes.  A harvest plan should require any scheduled features and 
any features that are significant but not scheduled, to be listed and mapped in the 
plan, and protected accordingly. 

Relief sought 

The Council requests that the draft NRP be amended to: 

 Incorporate the results from the GWRC/KCDC plan consistency work into the 
Proposed NRP. 

 Change the activity status of Rule LW.R102 to controlled.  

 Include references in Schedule P to all relevant provisions (such as heritage 
features and significant landscapes). 

 Include a requirement for harvest plans created under Schedule P to list and 
map any scheduled features and any features that are significant but not 
scheduled. 

11. Earthworks & vegetation clearance 
This is another key area for the GWRC/KCDC plan consistency working party to 
progress. 

The Council supports the policies on earthworks and vegetation clearance in section 
4.3.8 of the draft NRP and Rules LW.R99, LW.R100 and LR.R101.   

We note that condition (c) of Rule LW.R65 (discharge of cleanfill material) requires 
cleanfill material to be located to avoid being undermined or eroded by natural 
processes or inundated from coastal or river flooding.  We also consider that this rule 
should refer to stormwater as a potential source of flooding. 
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Relief sought 

 Incorporate the results from the GWRC/KCDC plan consistency work into the 
Proposed NRP. 

 The Council requests that Rule LW.R65(c) of the draft NRP be amended to 
state “the cleanfill material is located to avoid being undermined or eroded by 
natural processes or being inundated from coastal or river flooding or 
stormwater,…” 

Conclusion 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit on the draft Natural Resources Plan.  We 
look forward to continuing to work with Greater Wellington Regional Council on the 
development of our respective plans. 
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Appendix 1 – GWRC and KCDC guiding principles for district 
and regional planning documents 
 

 

Kapiti Coast District Council (KCDC) 

And 

Greater Wellington Regional Council (GWRC) 

District Plan / Regional Plan 

Guiding Principles 

 

25 August, 2014 (updated) 

 

Plan consistency 

1. That KCDC and GWRC will achieve regulatory efficiency by aligning the 
regional plan and district plan as much as possible, including by: 

a. Removing the requirement for unnecessary resource consents for the 
same activity within district and regional plans. 

b. Ensuring plan provisions for both the management of wetlands and 
their margins and riparian management for the purposes of water 
quality and stock exclusion should be contained within the regional 
plan. 

c. Exploring means to achieve greater consistency in relation to sites of 
significance to tangata whenua/waahi tapu, earthworks, natural 
hazards, forestry and stormwater. 

 
Allocation of Responsibilities 

2. The GWRC Regional Plan will exclusively manage structures within the 
Coastal Marine Area, and activities within: 

a. the beds of rivers and streams; 

b. lakes; and 

c. wetlands. 

 
Compliance and Monitoring 

3. That joint compliance inspections and high levels of communication exist on 
non-compliance issues that both Councils have jurisdiction over. 

 
Collaboration 

4. Council officers will take every proactive opportunity to implement these 
principles in their respective work programmes on both plans. 

 
5. That additional guiding principles can be added with the mutual agreement of 

both KCDC and GWRC. 


