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DRAFT NATURAL RESOURCES PLAN   

Regional Plan Review 

Greater Wellington Regional Council 

WELLINGTON 

regionalplan@gw.govt.nz 

 

INTRODUCTION 

The Wellington Civic Trust (the Trust) appreciates the opportunity to submit comments on the Natural Resources 

Plan (NRP) for the Wellington Region at the stage before it becomes a publicly notified proposed plan which has 

some legal effect. The Trust considers that the opportunity for people to comment will greatly assist the Greater 

Wellington Regional Council (GW) to make this document a more useable framework for the future use, 

development and protection of the Region’s natural resources for the next decade or longer. 

The Wellington Civic Trust was founded in 1981 and has among its Objectives: 

• To promote a civic environment whereby the City of Wellington, its surroundings, and its adjacent 

countryside becomes a resource for the use, benefit and enjoyment of all Wellington citizens; 

• To stimulate public interest in and care for the beauty, history and character of the City of 

Wellington and its surroundings and adjacent countryside and coastline and its dignity as the 

Capital City; and 

• To create or improve features of beauty or interest in and about the City and its contiguous 
countryside and coastline. 

While the Wellington Civic Trust has a wider interest in the region and its sustainable management, its key focus 
is the Wellington City urban area and nearby surroundings, including the coast and coastal marine area (CMA). 
The Trust supports a compact city with effective public transport which contains and, as far as is practicable, 
minimises adverse effects on the wider natural environment. 
 
These comments are made on the basis of that focus. The points below are made in no particular priority.  
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS  

1. The Trust generally commends GW for producing a document which is readable and well-

presented, particularly including the numbering of objectives, policies and rules. The Trust also 

generally supports the approach of integrated management, including catchment management, as 

the fundamental principled approach throughout the plan.  It also supports the interweaving of 

tangata whenua concepts and values into the generic approaches in many parts of the plan. 

2. Some of the wording, particularly in the general discussion material, is quite poor and would benefit 

from a comprehensive edit. For example, in Table 1, the contact recreation value is described as 

being “managed to a level to allow immersion”.  We expect the real intention for contact recreation 

is that “freshwater is managed so that people can be fully immersed during contact recreation”. 

Under waterway characteristics, “effect” should be “affect”. There are some typographic errors in 

other parts of the plan, including the rules. 

3. The Regional Council is congratulated on the comprehensive mapping of ‘values’ that has been 

undertaken.  Some maps are however hard to interpret.  For example the colours used on the River 

Class maps are very similar so that some of the 6 classes are difficult to distinguish one from 

another. 

4. The introductory sections (other than an attempt in Figure 1.2) do not explain adequately that the 

NRP sits alongside and works with the district plans within the Region which are developed and 

administered by the various territorial local authorities in the region and which provide land use 

rights and restrictions. It should be made clear that there are separate objectives and policies that 

also apply to the use of land through district plans. 

5. Better explanation is needed as to the application of provisions that have the coastal icon. For 

example, some appear to be limited to the CMA and not the wider coastal environment, such as the 

objectives in section 3.20, including for those which relate to the Lambton Harbour Development 

Area (RP.O56 and RP.O59), whereas others clearly do apply to both the CMA and the wider 

coastal environment (such as wastewater discharges RP.O53 and RP.O54).  At the moment, the 

only explanation appears to be in section 2.1, and that is of limited practical relevance to the 

ordinary user of the plan. 

6. The definitions have technical application, and we have only briefly reviewed them. However, we 

have noted the following definitions in particular and make the comments below: 

a. The definition of “offset” seems to be confused with the usual meaning of “mitigate” or 

“remedy”.  This could be fixed by saying that the residual effect remains after avoidance, 

mitigation or remedial provisions are taken into account (this is explained in Schedule G, and 

needs to be aligned).  The application of offsets to cumulative effects is by no means settled 

practice (or law), and it is not clear how this would be applied. We also note the possible 

confusion with the definition of residual risk, which is a much more accepted term. 

b. We note the potential for confusion with the RMA use of the term “designated” in the definition 

of “whaitua”.  This could be changed to “specified”. 

c. The term “regionally significant infrastructure” includes parts of networks that are found in 

suburban and rural areas. Some thought needs to be given as to how this relates to objectives 
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and policies that apply it, such as RP.O9. While this is clearly intended to be a reverse 

sensitivity provision, could it be applied in a way that limited residential intensification in some 

appropriate areas, or could it limit intensification if infrastructure providers were not willing to 

increase capacity in some areas? 

d. The inclusion of a definition of “good management practice” is endorsed as a practical means 

of applying continuous improvement through the range of provisions to which it is applied in 

the plan. 

7. The Trust notes section 3.5 which sets out three natural hazard objectives. While RP.O16 is a 

necessary part of sustainable management, the practicable application of RP.O15  which is that 

“the risk, residual risk, and adverse effects from natural hazards and climate change on people, the 

community and infrastructure are reduced”.  Climate change is an all-pervading issue, closely 

linked with natural hazards exposure, and the plan seems to be setting up an objective that is 

overly complex and unrealistic. It also does not recognise that there are numerous communities 

which may be affected to different degrees and in different ways by both within the region.  It is 

unlikely that sufficient remedial action will occur as a result of this plan to reduce all natural hazards 

exposure or climate change adverse effects.  It may be sensible to aim for “not increased” as an 

alternative to “reduced”. 

8. RP.O17 sets out a very high test for “hard engineering” mitigation and protection against natural 

hazards – i.e. that it must be the “last practicable option”.  This objective potentially may have 

unanticipated consequences in terms of the maintenance of existing structures, including flood 

protection and coastal structures, and it is not clear how this would work in terms of building and 

structure foundation engineering (which often requires regional consents), dam and bridge design 

and remedial work for land stability. It would set a very high standard of proof in all circumstances. 

This objective should probably be limited to specific types of natural hazards and/or specific 

circumstances. We also note that the NZCPS provides for a range of responses to coastal hazards 

and sea level rise, particularly for established developed areas, and does not always rule out “hard 

engineering”. Policy GP.P16  follows directly from this objective, but is more realistic and therefore 

could be seen as incompatible with it. 

9. Policy CM.P139 follows on and relates specifically to seawalls. It allows construction of new 

seawalls to protect existing infrastructure. It is not clear whether this is limited to the defined 

regionally significant infrastructure, and/or whether the infrastructure that may be in areas of 

development (such as roads and network utilities) is intended to be a proxy for protection of 

development. 

10. The Trust is supportive of protection of heritage items and resources, and is very supportive of 

Policy GP.P34 which strictly limits the circumstances in which demolition of listed items can occur. 

In particular we support the conjunctive requirement for the two sub-clauses. 

11. The policies that relate to objectives RP.O35 and RP.O36 are not very clear. In particular, those 

that apply in the coastal environment may be inconsistent with NZCPS Policy 13. For example, 

Policy GP.P42 requires the avoidance of adverse effects on areas of high natural character, which 

goes beyond the requirements of NZCPS Policy 13. It is not clear if high natural character is 

intended to include outstanding natural character.  If it does not, the plan includes a policy gap.  If it 

does, the plan provisions are stronger than the NZCPS.   
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12. Since the King Salmon decision, the interpretation of meaning of “avoid” has been clarified and 

enhanced.  Policy GP.P42 may limit some desirable development for the Wellington City area (for 

example, it is not clear now a new foreshore cycleway between Kaiwharawhara and Korokoro 

would fare in terms of this policy).  The uncertainly of the implication of this policy is increased 

given that neither outstanding nor high natural character areas in the coastal environment are 

identified or mapped to our knowledge. We do note, however that “a regional list” of outstanding 

natural landscapes and features, and areas of outstanding natural character in the coastal 

environment is to be prepared by 2017 under Method 19.  

13. The section 32 analysis indicates that the identification of outstanding/high/other natural character 

in the coastal environment will be done on a case-by-case basis until the regional work has been 

completed. The section 32 analysis states there are risks associated with that approach, however, 

“due to a lack of pressure on the coastal environment in the Wellington Region, a full identification 

of natural character in the CMA was not required at this time”. The Civic Trust does not support a 

“case-by-case” approach to the management of the coastal environment and does not agree that 

there is a lack of pressure around the coast, particularly the near-urban coast. The Trust is 

concerned both about the lack of certainty in the absence of a comprehensive analysis, and also 

that additional costs are thereby transferred to public interest and community groups having to 

undertake and support their own analyses should inappropriate development be proposed. 

14. The Trust has also noted that the section 32 analysis claims that the benefits of protection of 

natural character by default contributes to protecting biodiversity and areas of cultural 

significance. These comments are confusing; ‘Natural Character’ embraces a range of values that, 

cumulatively, constitute a particular quality and uniqueness. The actual management of natural 

character requires that the various values that contribute to it are appropriately managed. 

Biodiversity and cultural attributes of value must be recognised and appropriately managed not only 

for their contribution to natural character but also because the council is required to do so in terms 

of RMA section 6 and the NZ Coastal Policy Statement 2010. This should be clarified. 

15. The Wellington Civic Trust has long had an interest in the area of the Kaiwharawhara reclamation 

(Kaiwharawhara Point) for three primary reasons. Firstly, this area includes the estuary of the 

Kaiwharawhara Stream and is known as an important area for wildlife (we support its inclusion in 

Schedule F4) as well as being of significance to Tangata Whenua and recognised in the statutory 

acknowledgements relating to  Taranaki Whanui ki te Upoko o te Ika a Maui. Secondly, the area is 

currently used for limited public recreation – the Civic Trust considers that any change such as 

further port development in this area should result in improved public access.  Thirdly, this area is 

one of the key gateways into the Wellington CBD when approaching from the north and northwest, 

and any development in this area should be very carefully managed so that the visual and gateway 

significance of the area is enhanced rather than reduced. The Wellington Civic Trust would like to 

see this area subject to specific controls applying to both land and sea which require a concept 

plan and public review, prior to any change in the area. The main way that this could occur within 

the confines of this plan is through the reference to visual amenity in policy CM.P132, which we 

support, along with the range of rules relating to reclamation and earthworks. There is the potential 

that if change occurs piecemeal in this area, the public would have no say and enhancement 

opportunities would be lost.  The Wellington Civic Trust would like to see this area identified as a 

“special development area” or similar within the regional coastal plan where any development 

needs to be undertaken on a comprehensive basis alongside “land-side” planning through the 

district plan, with protection of existing values as key criteria for consideration of any development 

proposals. 
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16. The Trust is also aware that the airport is likely to seek to undertake a major reclamation to provide 

for a longer runway within the life of this plan. It is unclear as to how a major reclamation such as 

that likely to emerge from design analysis would be analysed within the context of this plan and are 

concerned that the policy framework may be found wanting. If the general extent of the runway 

extension is known, it should also be identified as a special development area within the plan, with 

specific criteria and processes developed as a context for a future application. 

17. The Wellington Civic Trust has briefly reviewed the range of rules in the draft plan, but has no 

specific comments to make on them.  

18. Section 6 is an important section in terms of filling the current gaps in the plan, and also in that 

methods other than rules can be an effective means of encouraging sustainable management. We 

endorse those that are relevant to the Wellington Civic Trust’s areas of interest. 

19. The Wellington Civic Trust registers its concern that the draft plan includes no benchmarking or 

monitoring provisions, and no specific undertakings in terms of regular reporting, that would help 

Greater Wellington and/or the wider community identify whether the provisions are being effective 

in terms of managing environmental change over the life of the plan.  While it is acknowledged that 

this is no longer a requirement of an RMA plan, and that environmental monitoring in the past has 

not been closely tied to the current plans, the absence of any effort in this direction for the new plan 

is disappointing. 

 
CONCLUSION 
 
The Wellington Civic Trust would be happy to discuss any of the matters raised with Greater Wellington Regional 
Council prior to the draft being notified as the region’s Proposed Resource Management Plan (contact details 
below).  Thank you for this opportunity to comment. 

 

 

 
 
 

Alan Smith 

Chairman 

The Wellington Civic Trust Incorporated 

 

e:  secretary@wellingtoncivictrust.org  

w: www.wellingtoncivictrust.org 

p:  P.O. Box  10183 WELLINGTON 

t:   04-566-3034 

m: 027-285-6304 


