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ARA POUTAMA AOTEAROA THE DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS: 
SUBMISSION ON PLAN CHANGE 1 TO THE NATURAL RESOURCES 

PLAN FOR THE WELLINGTON REGION  
 
 
 
 

To:   Greater Wellington Regional Council 
PO Box 11646 
Wellington 6011 
 
Email:  regionalplan@gw.govt.nz  

 
 
Submitter:  Ara Poutama Aotearoa the Department of Corrections 
  Private Box 1206 
  Wellington 6140 

 
Attention: Andrea Millar – Manager, Resource Management and Land Management 
Phone:  027 216 7741 
Email:  andrea.millar@corrections.govt.nz  
 

 
 
Ara Poutama Aotearoa the Department of Corrections (Ara Poutama) makes the submissions on Plan 
Change 1 (PC1) to the Natural Resources Plan for the Wellington Region (NRP) in the attached document.  
 
Ara Poutama confirms it could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission.  
 
Ara Poutama would like to be heard in support of its submission. If other submitters make a similar 
submission, Ara Poutama will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing.  
 
 

 
______________________________________________________________ 
Andrea Millar – Manager, Resource Management and Land Management 
 
For and on behalf of Ara Poutama Aotearoa the Department of Corrections 
 
Dated this 15th day of December 2023 
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Introduction 
 
Ara Poutama is responsible under the Corrections Act 2004 for enforcing sentences and orders of the 
criminal court and the New Zealand parole board. In meeting this responsibility, Ara Poutama establishes 
and operates custodial and non-custodial corrections sites, monitors people in the care of Ara Poutama 
serving their sentences in the community and provides supported and transitional accommodation to assist 
the rehabilitation and/or reintegration of people back into the community.  
 
Ara Poutama considers that its services enable people and communities to provide for their social and 
cultural well-being, and therefore those activities and services contribute to the sustainable management 
purpose of the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA). 
 

Custodial Corrections Facilities 
Custodial corrections facilities include prisons, and detention facilities and may include non-custodial 
transitional accommodation for people with high and complex needs, who have completed a prison sentence 
and are being supported and prepared for reintegration and transition back into the community. Non-
custodial rehabilitation activities and programmes may also occur on site.  
 
Within the Wellington Region, Ara Poutama operates the Rimutaka Prison and Arohata Prison facilities, 
which are located at Freyberg Road, Trentham, and 13 Main Road, Tawa, respectively. 
 
The Rimutaka Prison site is split-zoned Special Activity, General Rural, and Rural Lifestyle Rural in the 
Upper Hutt District Plan, and is subject to designation COR1, with the Minister of Corrections being the 
Requiring Authority. The zoning is proposed to change to Special Activity and General Rural under Plan 
Change 50 to the Upper Hutt District Plan. 
 
The Arohata Prison site is zoned Rural in the Operative Wellington District Plan, and is subject to 
designation K2, with the Minister of Corrections being the Requiring Authority. Under the Proposed 
Wellington District Plan, the Arohata Prison site is zoned Special Purpose Corrections Zone and is subject to 
designation MCOR2, with the Minister of Corrections being the Requiring Authority.  
 

Non-Custodial Community Corrections Sites 
Non-custodial community corrections sites include service centres and community work facilities and are 
essential social infrastructure. Non-custodial services and their associated infrastructure play a valuable role 
in reducing reoffending. Community work helps offenders learn vital skills and to give back to their 
community, and in return the community benefits from improved amenities.  
 
The service centres provide for probation, rehabilitation, and reintegration services. Offenders report to 
probation officers as required by the courts or as conditions of parole. Ara Poutama’s staff also use service 
centres to undertake assessments and compile reports for the courts, police, and probation officers. Service 
centres may also be used as administrative bases for staff involved in community-based activities. The 
overall activity is effectively one of an office where the generic activities involved are meetings and workshop 
type sessions, activities which are common in other office environments. 
 
In addition to these service centres, Ara Poutama operates community work facilities. Community work is a 
sentence where offenders are required to undertake unpaid work for non-profit organisations and community 
projects. Offenders will report to a community work facility where they subsequently travel to their community 
work project under the supervision of a Community Work Supervisor. The community work facilities can be 
large sites with yard-based activities and large equipment and/or vehicle storage. Service centres and 
community work facilities may also be co-located on the same site. 
 
Community corrections sites support offenders living in that community. Ara Poutama therefore looks to 
locate its sites in areas accessible to offenders, and near other supporting government agencies. Commonly, 
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sites are therefore located in commercial or business areas, but may also be located in industrial areas, 
where large lots and accessibility suit the yard-based nature of some operations. 
 
Ara Poutama operates the following non-custodial community corrections sites in the Te Whanganui-a-Tara 
and Te Awarua-o-Porirua whaitua within the Wellington region:  
 

• Lower Hutt Community Corrections: 5 Market Grove, Lower Hutt. 
• Porirua Community Corrections: 7 Prosser Street, Porirua. 
• Upper Hutt Community Corrections: 8 Railway Avenue, Upper Hutt. 
• Wellington Community Corrections: 42 Adelaide Road, Wellington. 

 
 
Ara Poutama’s Submission on PC1 to the NRP 
 
Ara Poutama has a vested interest in the implications that PC1 may have on the establishment and 
operation of custodial and non-custodial facilities. 
 
All of Ara Poutama’s non-custodial community corrections sites are located in “planned greenfield areas”.  
 
Rimutaka Prison is mostly within “planned/existing urban area”, with a small part of the western edge of the 
site being located within a “unplanned greenfield area”, and Arohata Prison is entirely located within an 
“unplanned greenfield area”. There are scattered points of “highest erosion risk land (woody vegetation)”, 
“highest erosion risk land (pasture)”, and “highest erosion risk land (plantation forestry)” at various locations 
within the prison sites on the surrounding hills.  
 
The context for Ara Poutama’s submissions on PC1 to the NRP are set out in the following sections, with 
specific relief outlined in the table attached as Appendix 1.  

 
Prohibiting “unplanned greenfield development” 
Ara Poutama considers that the general approach taken by PC1 to “unplanned greenfield development” is 
potentially inappropriate due to the definition of “unplanned greenfield development” being broad and 
uncertain. In particular, it is unclear whether all development is prohibited by the approach, or only specific 
kinds of urban development. As a result, the approach could prohibit works associated with the maintenance, 
upgrading and development of Rimutaka and Arohata prisons in areas identified as “unplanned greenfield 
development areas”, where such works are considered “greenfield development”. PC1 does not define what 
“greenfield development” is.  
 
Ara Poutama also raises concerns about the practicality and efficiency of this approach. It creates significant 
jurisdictional overlap between territorial authorities, the regional council, and the Minister of Conservation 
(because the provisions are coastal provisions) on the management of development in “unplanned greenfield 
development areas”.  
 
This raises procedural concerns about the concurrent process that must be used to manage development in 
“unplanned greenfield development” areas. Decisions on separate plan changes must be made separately 
by the territorial authority and regional council, and in this case, any change to the unplanned greenfield 
development area maps must also be approved by the Minister of Conservation. Territorial authorities and 
the regional council have a duty to avoid unreasonable delay, which, when applied to separate plan change 
process, may result in concurrent plan changes becoming unsynchronised. Such an ad-hoc process is likely 
to be highly inefficient for those seeking changes to regional and district plans and frustrating for those 
submitting on them, and the risk of inconsistent decision making in relation to the same resource 
management issue is high. If it is the Council’s position that this issue requires a combined regulatory 
approach with territorial authorities, then the appropriate means of providing for this is through a combined 
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planning document to address the issue (and the Council is obliged to consider this under section 80(7) of 
the RMA). This is what the RMA anticipates in this circumstance, but it is not what PC1 provides for. 

 
High-risk industrial or trade premises 
Some activities occurring within Ara Poutama’s facilities are likely to meet the proposed definition of “high 
risk industrial or trade premises”, due to the wide-range activities occurring on the sites. For instance, 
storage of chemicals and fuel is common within prisons, and engineering-related activities may occur within 
prisons and community corrections sites. 
 
Ara Poutama supports appropriate control through the NRP over high-risk industrial or trade premises. 
However, the provisions proposed by PC1 for high risk industrial or trade premises are unreasonable with 
respect to the control of impervious surfaces, which provide for the redevelopment of existing or the creation 
of new impervious surfaces at high-risk industrial or trade premises as a discretionary activity. This approach 
does not enable a reasonable level of maintenance, upgrading, or development (subject to appropriate 
conditions). Additionally, the rules incentivise retaining existing degraded impervious surfaces, and do not 
recognise that new or redeveloped impervious surfaces will perform better at containing hazardous 
substances and other contaminants than existing ones. This is counter-productive and contrary to the 
objectives of the NRP, which seek to maintain or improve water quality. 
 
To address this, Ara Poutama considers that amendments are necessary to the rules that relate to new or 
redeveloped impervious surfaces to provide for a reasonable level of impervious surface development or 
redevelopment at high-risk industrial or trade premises as a permitted or controlled activity, subject to 
appropriate conditions. 

 
Earthworks 
Ara Poutama considers that the proposed earthworks policies and rules do not provide for a reasonable level 
of earthworks activities. Under the earthworks rules proposed by PC1, earthworks on any scale are no 
longer a permitted activity (unless they are to implement actions in a farm erosion risk treatment plan or farm 
environmental plan). As a result, all earthworks are a restricted discretionary activity regardless of scale and 
are a non-complying activity if those earthworks (again regardless of scale) occur between 1 June and 1 
October. 
 
While Ara Poutama understands the above notified rule framework is an error, Ara Poutama’s comments are 
made on the plan change as notified given the legal effect of the provisions.  
 
Ara Poutama considers it is inefficient to require resource consent for almost all earthworks regardless of 
scale. This will create a significant administrative burden for applicants and Council with little clear 
environmental benefit. Ara Poutama considers that the adverse environmental effects associated with small 
scale earthworks can be appropriately addressed through permitted activity conditions in the NRP and 
District Plans. 
 
In addition to this, Ara Poutama considers that restricting all earthworks activities between 1 June and 1 
October is overly restrictive. Ara Poutama recognises earthworks should be planned so that the majority of 
bulk earthworks occur outside of the winter months. However, there may be instances where earthworks are 
unavoidable at this time, and with careful management can be undertaken in a manner that avoids, 
remedies, or mitigates adverse effects on land stability and runoff. Ara Poutama  notes that the GWRC 
Erosion and Sediment Control Guideline for the Wellington Region (2021), which is referred to in the 
earthworks provisions as the guiding document for earthworks practice, provides a pathway for earthworks to 
be undertaken during the winter months subject to careful management (refer specifically to section G5.0 of 
the guideline), and Ara Poutama considers that pathway should continue to be available to applicants 
through the consent process. 
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Ara Poutama also considers that non-complying activity status for earthworks that do not meet restricted 
discretionary conditions does not sufficiently facilitate the maintenance, upgrade, or development of its sites. 
This leads to a high degree of uncertainty as to whether consents for maintenance, development, or 
upgrades to corrections sites will be granted under section 104D of the RMA, even where the adverse 
effects of the part of the proposal that triggered non-complying activity status can be appropriately managed 
through consent conditions. 
 
In summary, Ara Poutama considers that a reasonable level of earthworks, including potentially necessary 
earthworks during the winter months, should be enabled subject to appropriate conditions to manage 
potential adverse effects.  

 
Woody vegetation, pasture, and plantation forestry 
Ara Poutama also questions the appropriateness of the mapping used to identify where resource consent is 
required for vegetation clearance, plantation forestry, or earthworks on erosion-prone pasture. The mapping 
for these features includes numerous small and incohesive areas and Ara Poutama questions the efficiency 
or effectiveness of regulating numerous small (which in many cases measure no greater than 5m by 5m) 
incohesive areas to manage land stability. Ara Poutama considers the maps should be amended to only 
identify cohesive areas being subject to the rules. 
 
In relation to policies, rules, and schedules relation to plantation forestry, Ara Poutama suggests these could 
be refined to enable plantation forestry operations to continue, particularly where it provides benefits for 
minimising soil erosion and carbon sequestration. In addition, Ara Poutama considers much of Schedule 34 
duplicates statutory requirements contained in other documents (particularly the National Environmental 
Standard for Commercial Forestry) and considers Schedule 34 should be part of a Part 1 Schedule 1 
planning instrument, and not part of the freshwater planning instrument. 

 
Financial contributions for residual adverse effects of contaminants in stormwater 
Ara Poutama considers that the mandatory requirement to take financial contributions provided for by PC1 
are not consistent with the effects management hierarchy set out under the NPS-FM. PC1 promotes 
mandatory financial contributions as a method of offsetting residual adverse effects of contaminants from 
impervious surface runoff that are considered impractical to treat on site, through the treatment methods 
incorporated into the stormwater discharge rules. 
 
The approach taken by PC1 is to require financial contributions to offset all residual adverse effects 
regardless of scale, however this is inconsistent with the effects management hierarchy in the NPS-FM, 
which requires that only residual adverse effects that are more than minor be offset (or compensated). Ara 
Poutama considers that applicants should be given reasonable opportunity to avoid, minimise, or remedy 
adverse effects associated with contaminants in stormwater runoff, to the extent that residual adverse effects 
are minor or less than minor. Only in circumstances where residual adverse effects are more than minor 
should offsetting (or compensation) be required. Further, in circumstances where offsetting or compensation 
is required, applicants should not be bound to financial contributions, and should have an option to propose 
offsetting or compensation in line with Appendix 6 and Appendix 7 of the NPS-FM. 
 
Notwithstanding this, Ara Poutama recognises that the financial contributions method proposed by PC1 
could be an effective method of offsetting and should remain open as an option in circumstances where 
offsetting is required. However, financial contributions will only be effective where they are used to deliver 
appropriate offsetting projects. In order for this to occur, those projects must be planned for and delivered 
through the Council’s Long-term Plan and Infrastructure Strategy. 
 
To ensure consistency between the financial contributions provisions proposed by PC1 and the NPS-FM, 
Ara Poutama’s submissions seek that the mandatory requirement for financial contributions as a condition of 
the rules is removed, but that the financial contributions regime proposed by PC1 continues to be provided 
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For the avoidance of doubt, the relief sought in Appendix 1 includes any consequential amendments that 
may be required to give effect to the relief sought (even if these consequential amendments have not been 
specified in the submission). 
 












































































































































































