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The Submitter opposes the following parts of the Proposed PC1: 

1. The entirety of PC1; and specifically: 

2. Amendments to definitions; 

3. Amendments to Chapters 5.2 and 5.3 – Discharges to land and water and Land use rules;  

4. New Chapter 8 - Whaitua Te Whanganui-a-Tara 

5. New Chapter 9 – Te Awarua-o-Porirua 

6. Amendments to schedules 

7. Amendments to maps  

 

The Submitter seeks the following amendments to PC1: 

1. Withdrawal of PC1 in its entirety to allow for a more comprehensive review of the policy and rule 

framework as it relates to freshwater management (including stormwater management and earthworks); 

OR 

2. Should the relief sought in point 1) not occur, the Submitter seeks the relief set out in Section 3 below; 

AND 

3. Any other relief (including consequential relief) to give effect to the decisions sought in Section 3 below.  

 

 

The reasons for the requested withdrawal of Plan Change 1 are set out below. Should Plan Change 1 not be 

withdrawn, the reasons for the requested changes to amendments are set out in Section 3.  

As revealed in the GWRC Q&A sessions on Plan Change 1, several drafting errors have surfaced, yielding 

unintended consequences for housing and land development projects, primarily because the provisions took 

immediate legal effect upon notification. Although the Clause 16 memorandum issued on December 6, 2023, 

rectified some of these errors, a host of lingering uncertainties persist. 

Notably, numerous questions posed during the Q&A sessions were deferred by GWRC Officers to the 

organisation's legal counsel for responses, which are still pending. Consequently, the application and 

interpretation of provisions remain in a state of flux, resulting in adverse outcomes for the consenting of 

housing and land development projects during. 

 

The implications of Plan Change 1 on the affordability of housing and land development in the Wellington 

Region will be significant and have not been appropriately addressed in the plan change or supporting 

material. The introduction of a significant financial contribution for new residential units is anticipated to have 
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cascading effects on housing affordability throughout the region. The new requirements are at odds with 

Objective 2 and policies relating to housing affordability  in the National Policy Statement on Urban 

Development 2020 (NPS-UD), which seemingly, were not addressed in the Section 32 Report.  

 

Schedule 30 and associated provisions are strongly opposed. Whilst acknowledging the importance of 

addressing stormwater contaminants, the imposition of a financial contribution is an overly burdensome 

measure with the potential to impede the urban growth and intensification. This, in turn, could adversely affect 

housing availability and elevate housing supply costs, thereby exacerbating current challenges associated 

with housing affordability. 

Plan Change 1 and supporting documentation fails to assess the impact on landowners and developers, 

overlooking the consequential effects on housing supply and affordability. This lack of consideration extends 

to the potential impacts on the commercial viability of the private sector, which plays a pivotal role in providing 

new housing supply and construction. The mandatory imposition of a flat fee financial contribution, without 

nuanced evaluation, risks incentivising the provision of large lots over intensification, undermining, and at odds 

with Objective 2 and associated policies of National Policy Statement on Urban Development 2020 (NPS-UD), 

which seemingly, were not addressed in the Section 32 Report. 

Moreover, the acknowledgment that stormwater contaminant treatment can only be achieved for a portion of 

the contaminant load underscores the limitations of the proposed solution. The policy relies heavily on 

financial contributions, neglecting exploration of alternative solutions and failing to recognise that changes in 

land use and new developments can lead to improvements in water quality. 

While the NPS-UD 2020 prioritizes maintaining or improving freshwater quality, the reliance on financial 

contributions to offset residual stormwater contaminants is deemed inequitable and inefficient. Anticipating 

potential water quality deterioration, as outlined in Policy WH.P15 and P.P13, should prompt a more 

comprehensive exploration of solutions beyond relying solely on financial contributions. 

Additionally, Schedule 30 highlights the collection of funds for catchment-scale stormwater treatment 

systems, but the feasibility, effectiveness, and timing of such systems remain unclear. 

Lastly, and probably most concerning is GWRC's follow up answers to the Q&A session that outlines that, 

even if a development achieves greater than an 85% reduction, the financial contribution would still be 

mandatory, a stance strongly opposed as lacking proportionality and any effects-based rationale. In essence, 

the proposed contribution is inconsistent with the purported purpose outlined by the GWRC. 

The new non-complying resource consent requirement for winter earthworks is opposed. The Section 32 

Evaluation justifies this requirement by citing a heightened risk of sediment discharges during the winter 

season.  

The existing approach to managing winter earthworks should be maintained, wherein a separate approvals 

process is employed against criteria recently established by GWRC. This method, coupled with oversight by 

GWRC compliance monitoring officers, has proven effective. Under the current practice, GWRC retains the 

authority to assess applications for winter works based on their merits, including the project's pre-winter track 

record. Imposing blanket non-complying activity resource consents for winter works is deemed inappropriate, 

as it overlooks factors such as the scale, nature, and duration of the works. Nor does it allow evaluation of the 

management of works already undertaken on the applicable site.  

Also, the requirement to stabilize earthworks against erosion and implement sediment controls before shutting 

down may not be feasible, potentially leading to unintended environmental consequences.  

Lastly, the specified shutdown period may not align with the unique conditions of each site. Implementing 

blanket restrictions is considered an ineffective approach to address the diverse challenges posed by different 

sites and areas. If an Applicant demonstrates the ability to effectively manage winter works, such instances 

should be supported to prevent unnecessary delays in housing supply and delivery. 
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The new provisions relating to unplanned development are opposed.  

This is a blunt instrument that denies a consenting pathway for proposals situated in these areas, even if they 

could yield positive outcomes for the community or freshwater, when compared with the effects of rural 

activities and land uses.  

As the Section 32 Evaluation seemingly suggests that all contaminants can be addressed through a 

combination of treatment and financial contributions the classification of prohibited activity is therefore 

deemed inappropriate from an effects management standpoint and lacks justification.  

As outlined in the Section 32 Evaluation, it appears that the rationale for the prohibited activity status is to 

necessitate both a regional and district plan change for greenfield development. This dual requirement poses 

significant challenges for the private sectors responsiveness to housing needs, making the process both 

onerous and costly. As a result, this approach could jeopardise the economic viability of development and 

hinder the supply of affordable housing. 

 

Plan Change 1 does not provide sufficient detail on what types of hydrological controls and water sensitive 

design are required for various types and scales of development. Further, the conditions outlined in the 

standards pose significant burdens on property owners and developers, requiring the treatment of all 

impervious surfaces, while at the same time reducing the need for treatment of all areas through the control of 

building materials.  

Also, that there is a permitted activity rule that applies to impervious surfaces as small as 30m². The creation 

of these small areas of impervious surfaces should necessitate requirements to seek engineering advice for 

the design of site-specific controls. In this regard, Plan Change 1 does not adequately evaluating the financial 

costs on landowners, developers, and district council ratepayers. This includes overlooking the flow-on costs 

and impacts on the commercial viability of housing supply, housing affordability, and the broader implications 

of these additional costs on the feasibility of facilitating essential urban growth to accommodate projected 

population expansion and economic development. 

 

Given the errors and current state of flux regarding the application and interpretation of provisions and the 

significant cost implications of the Plan Change 1 that were not adequately assessed, the Submitter seeks 

that Plan Change 1 be withdrawn in entirety.   

Should Plan Change 1 not be withdrawn, the Submitter seeks the amendments outlined in Section 3 below.  

 




























































