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S239 Orogen 
Limited 

S239.002 General comments - 
definitions 

Allow  Add definition of 'greenfield 
development'  

A definition of 'greenfield development’ is required to 
provide certainty regarding the application of new rules 
particularly for the application of Rules WH.R6 and P.R6. 
 
The final definition should be prepared in consultation with 
relevant stakeholders. 

S219 Cuttriss 
Consultant s Ltd 

S219.002 General comments - 
overall  

Allow Withdraw PC1 There is insufficient detail on the types of hydrological 
controls required for various types and scales of 
development.  
 
The standards pose significant burdens on property owners 
and developers.  
 
Engineering advice should not be necessary for the 
creation of small impervious areas. 
 
PC1 does not adequately evaluate financial costs on 
landowners, developers and ratepayers, including flow-on 
costs on the commercial viability of housing supply and 
affordability. 

S33 Wellington 
City Council 

S33.005 General comments - 
stormwater management  

Allow  Withdraw PC1 The proposed framework for managing the effects of 
stormwater runoff from development is already or will be 
regulated through TA’s district plans and this would lead to 
applicants going through two different consenting 
processes. Stormwater runoff from development should be 
regulated at the TA level only. 
 

S247 Carrus 
Corporation Ltd 

S247.008 Unplanned greenfield 
development t 

Allow Withdraw PC1 or remove 
prohibited activity status for 
greenfield development. 

The use of the prohibited activity rule is a blunt instrument 
which conflicts with the NPS-UD and in particular Policy 8 
and as such could prevent TAs from meeting their ongoing 
requirements under the NPS-UD.  
 
This provision is likely to lead to unintended consequences. 
 
Prohibited activity status will affect the ability of territorial 
authorities to make strategic decisions on growth and 
create difficulties with minor changes to urban zoning. 
 

S33 Wellington 
City Council 

S33.004 
S33.018 

General comments - 
unplanned greenfield 
development  

Allow Withdraw PC1 or remove 
prohibited activity status for 
greenfield development. 
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The prohibited status has not been reasonably justified, 
and that alternatives that could achieve the strategic intent 
of the rule without requiring a dual plan change process.  
 
The prohibited status removes a consenting pathway for 
proposals that may have positive outcomes for the 
community and for freshwater.  
 
The s32 evaluation suggest that contaminants can be 
addressed through a combination of treatment and 
financial contributions, therefore prohibited activity status 
inappropriate.  
 
The requirement for two plan changes to enable greenfield 
development on the basis that it will create challenges for 
the private sector's responsiveness to the housing needs, 
is onerous and costly, and could jeopardise the economic 
viability of development and supply of affordable housing. 
 
The prohibition laden objective and policy framework (both 
in NRP and RPS) would render future plan change an 
impossibility due to not implementing the higher order 
documents, and any section 32 analysis would be at risk of 
identifying development as being contrary to objectives and 
policies in these plans. 
 
GWRC should be considering each development 
individually, based on the merits and the impacts it has on 
the environment and any mitigation propose. 

S243 Land 
Matters Limited 

S243.036 General 
comments - urban 
development –. 

Allow  Remove the new 
requirements for 
stormwater 
management and financial 
contributions from all new 
stormwater discharge 
provisions or amended to 
provide a more balanced 
approach to catchment 
management. 

PC1 introduces increased uncertainty and cost to the 
provision of housing in Wellington region, directly affecting 
housing affordability. 
 
The requirement for financial contributions and risk cost 
introduced through additional consenting will have flow on 
effects to the cost of housing in the region and is 
inconsistent with Objective 2 and associated policies of 
NPS-UD. 
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S33 Wellington 
City Council  

S33.003 General 
comments - 
water quality  

Allow Remove all requirements I 
relation to brownfield sites.  

WCC is already engaging in multiple statutory and non-
statutory processes in processes to achieve water quality 
improvements.  
 
PC1 would require all brownfield development to seek 
consent for stormwater discharges from both District and 
Regional Councils, which is an unnecessary duplication. 

S33 Wellington 
City Council 

S33.013 Redevelopment - 
Support 

Allow Amend the definition taking 
into account for the issues 
raised by the submitters. 
 
Delete all associated rules 
requiring additional 
consents from GW for 
consent for development. 
 
If the above is not done 
provided exemptions for 
maintenance, extensions 
and alterations. Make it 
clear that these rules do 
not apply when the 
redeveloped of site does 
not increase the permitted 
hard surfacing on the site 
ie: the current hard 
surfacing + and allowance 
provide for under the 
definition and/or rules.  
 

The proposed definition is unreasonable. It does not take 
into consideration the need to intensify development in 
urban areas and overlaps with the functions of territorial 
authorities and the consideration for stormwater 
management as set out in 80E of the RMA and 3.5(4) of 
the NPS-FM.  
 
The definition does not work in the context of the NPS-UD 
and conflicts with the Policies of PC1. For example Policy 
WH.P2 seeks to "encourage" redevelopment, but 
associated provisions, including this definition do not permit 
the associated increases in impervious surfaces that would 
be expected with the use of this term in a policy.  
 
WH.R4 refers to "redevelopment of existing impervious 
surfaces" which implies that the definition of redevelopment 
is inclusive of maintenance of existing impervious surfaces. 
 
The definition should exclude minor alterations and 
additions to existing buildings to provide for the small 
redevelopment of existing sites as a permitted activity in 
associated rules. 
 
Except where required in relation to heritage buildings, zinc 
or copper roofs should be excluded from the final exception 
clause. 
 
Concerned about implications definition may have on 
business-as-usual activities undertaken by territorial 
authorities and infrastructure providers.  
 

S219 Cuttriss 
Consultants Ltd 

S219.007 Redevelopment -  Allow  
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S33 Wellington 
City Council 

S33.060 Rule WH.R5: Stormwater 
from new and 
redeveloped impervious 
surfaces – permitted 
activity. 

Allow Delete  
 
If not deleted significantly 
amend to limit the 
applicability of the rule to 
development that is not 
connected to local 
authority stormwater 
networks.  

The proposed framework does not promote integrated 
management and will result in consenting overlap without 
evidence of improved resource management outcomes.  
 
PC1 Rule WH.R5 would require all brownfield 
developments to seek consent for stormwater discharges 
from both District and Regional Councils, which is an 
unnecessary duplication. 
 
Requiring two consents for the same thing from two 
different consent authorities is unnecessary and inefficient 
and will lead to increased costs for all.  
 
Stormwater discharges are already managed via a global 
stormwater discharge consent, and TAs manage land use 
and therefore stormwater discharges via the land use 
consent process.  
 

(a) Should be deleted as it discourages development of 
large brownfield sites. This is something which should 
be encouraged. Especially as GW is effectively 
preventing any future greenfield development.  

(b)  Should be deleted as the materials used are 
controlled by TAs. A policy in the NRP would be 
sufficient as TAs will have to incorporate appropriate 
rules into their District Plans to meet that policy.   

 

(c) Territorial authorities are responsible for the 
discharged from their networks. A policy in the NRP 
would be sufficient as TAs will have to incorporate 
appropriate rules into their District Plans to meet that 
policy.   

 
(c)(i) Is somewhat ironic. Why is it necessary to implement 
hydrological controls for greenfield development. when 
PC1 effectively bans them. 
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A mandatory flat fee financial contribution may incentivise 
large lots over intensification. 
 
The requirement for financial contributions and risk cost 
introduced through additional consenting will have flow on 
effects to the cost of housing in the region and is 
inconsistent with Objective 2 and associated policies of 
NPS-UD. 
 
Financial contributions to offset all residual adverse effects 
regardless of scale is inconsistent with the RMA and NPS-
FM, which only requires mitigation of residual adverse 
effects that are more than minor. 
 
It is not clear what the financial contributions will be used 
for.It unreasonable to collect these contributions tax prior to 
consent being given effect to. This may make some 
developments non-viable exacerbating the current housing 
availability and affordability issues.The schedule also 
requires the tax be based on the number of EHU's 
expected to be delivered. This is impossible to predict if the 
application relates simply to earthworks.  

 




