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INTRODUCTION  

1. My full name is Carolyn Wratt. 

Qualifications and Experience 

2. I am a Principal Policy Planner with the consultancy firm of MWH, now 

part of Stantec. 

3. I hold the degrees of Bachelor of Science (Geography and Resource 

Management) (1997) and Masters of Science (Hons) in Coastal 

Geomorphology and Resource Management (1999), both from the 

University of Auckland. I am a full member of the New Zealand 

Planning Institute and an accredited Resource Management 

Commissioner under the Ministry for the Environment programme 

Making Good Decisions.  

4. I have eighteen years experience in planning – both regulatory and 

policy, including working primarily for local and regional authorities 

around New Zealand. In my capacity as both a consultant and 

council planner, I have provided policy advice to a number of clients, 

including assisting the Hearing Panel for the Proposed Waikato 

Regional Plan. I have appeared as an expert planning witness 

numerous times.  

Code of Conduct 

5. I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for expert witnesses in 

the Environment Court Practice Note 2014 and that I have complied 

with it when preparing this evidence. Other than when I state that I 

am relying on the advice of another person, this evidence is within my 

area of expertise. I have not omitted to consider material facts known 

to me that might alter or detract from the opinions that I express.  

My involvement with the PNRP 

6. I first became involved with the Proposed Natural Resources Plan 

(“PNRP” or “Plan”) whilst undertaking a scoping report for the 

Paraparaumu Wastewater Treatment Plant renewal of consents. 

Kapiti Coast District Council’s Paraparaumu Wastewater Treatment 
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Plant currently has five discharge consents to air, land and water that 

expire on 31st March 2022.  Kapiti Coast District Council are 

proactively embarking on a programme of investigation and 

consultation that is necessary to ensure that robust and defendable 

future decisions are made relating to the activities required for the 

new consents.  This project required analysing the PNRP, and 

summarising the relevant strategic directions (objectives and policies) 

and provisions as they pertained to wastewater.  

7. I was contracted by Wellington Water Limited (“WWL”) over twelve 

months ago to provide planning assistance with the PNRP hearings. I 

had no involvement in preparing WWL’s submission or further 

submission. 

8. I have been involved in two pre-hearing meetings on behalf of WWL. I 

attended the pre-hearing on 11 October 2016 regarding Schedule N: 

Stormwater Management Strategy, and the subsequent pre-hearing 

meeting on 3 November 2016 regarding the stormwater consenting 

framework and Schedule N. I have not been involved in any expert 

conferencing.  

9. I have also given evidence on behalf of WWL in Hearing 1, and have 

filed a Statement of Evidence dated 6 June 2017 and a 

Supplementary Statement dated 19 June 2017 in relation to those 

matters. 

Scope of Evidence 

10. I have been asked by WWL to prepare this evidence, covering those 

matters identified as being part of Hearing 2: 

(a) Air quality management; 

(b) Land use in riparian margins and stock access to water bodies; 

and 

(c) Soil Conservation. 

11. Within the scope provided by the WWL submission and further 

submission, I will cover: 
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(a) aspects of the PNRP relevant to these matters that I support; 

and 

(b) aspects of the PNRP relevant to these matters that I do not 

support.  

12. In preparing this evidence, I have taken into account the following 

Section 42A reports: 

(a) Air Quality Management Report (Paul Denton); 

(b) Air Quality Management Appendix C: Recommended  

Decisions (Paul Denton); 

(c) Soil Conservation Report (Paul Denton); 

(d) Soil Conservation Appendix C Recommended Decisions(Paul 

Denton); 

(e) Land Use in Riparian Margins and Stock Access Report  (Barry 

Loe); and 

(f) Land Use in Riparian Margins and Stock Access Report 

Appendix C Recommended Decisions (Barry Loe). 

13. I have also taken into consideration relevant provisions of the 

Resource Management Act 1991 (“RMA” or “the Act”), and higher 

level planning documents including: 

(a) New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement (“NZCPS”); 

(b) National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 2014;  

(c) National Environmental Standards for Air Quality 2004; and 

(d) Regional Policy Statement for the Wellington region (“RPS”) 

14. I have also reviewed a number of submissions where submitters 

were seeking amendments to provisions that WWL submitted upon.  
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

15. As this second hearing is focused on three sections of the Plan, my 

evidence only addresses those provisions pertaining to Air Quality 

Management, Soil Conservation and Land Use in Riparian Margins 

and Stock. At a broad scale my evidence addresses the following: 

(a) Support for the inclusion of a definition for “ambient air quality” 

as recommended in the Section 42A report as this will provide 

clarity for Policy P52;  

(b) Concern about the uncertainty of references to “good 

management practices” in Policies P58 and P97, as this 

introduces an element of uncertainty into the Policy and 

provides no guidance.   

(c) Difficulty with the use of the term “minimise” in various policies 

including Policies P52, P58, P9 and Objective O44.  Use of this 

term leads one back to Policy P4 where the definition of 

“minimised” is established and I have a number of concerns 

with Policy P4 (set out in my evidence in Hearing 1). In 

addition, it is not clear whether some of the policies provide an 

alternative definition of what minimise means, specific to the 

subject matter of the Policy, or whether Policy P4 applies in its 

entirety to all uses of the word “minimise”.   If the term 

“minimise” in Policies P52, P58 and P59 applies to air discharges 

from three waters infrastructure, then there is a conflict 

between these provisions and Policy P13 (which considers 

existing regionally significant infrastructure to be beneficial and 

generally appropriate) and Policy P12 (which recognises the 

benefits of regionally significant infrastructure). 

(d) The need to meaningfully give effect to the RPS with regards to 

the social, economic, cultural and environmental, benefits of 

regionally significant infrastructure being recognised and 

protected.  

(e) Support for Rule R8, R12 (with minor amendments), R33, R34 

(with minor amendments), 
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INTRODUCTION AND PROCEDURAL MATTERS 

16. In the context of the RMA, all of WWL’s activities enable 

“…communities to provide for their social, economic and cultural 

wellbeing and for their health and safety…”. The protection of people 

and property from flooding, provision of safe drinking water and the 

transport and treatment of wastewater are essential services and 

enable people and communities to provide for their social, economic 

and cultural well-being and for their health and safety. Without the 

three waters networks these outcomes cannot be achieved. 

17. While WWL’s physical structures for water supply, wastewater and 

stormwater are included in the definition of regionally significant 

infrastructure, the benefit of the network is not so much in the pipes 

and treatment plants themselves, but in the activity they enable. At its 

simplest level, the wastewater network enables wastewater to be 

taken away from communities and treated, thus ensuring people’s 

health.  The stormwater network takes away flood water and thus 

protects people’s health, businesses and properties. The water supply 

network is essential for life by providing potable water. Without the 

conveyance of the three waters, WWL’s infrastructure is merely pipes 

in the ground.  

18. Of particular relevance to this hearing are the discharges to air 

associated with wastewater and water supply treatment plants. WWL 

currently has four wastewater treatment plants which have the 

following consents for discharges to air: 

Wastewater 
Treatment Plant  

Reason for air discharge consent Expiry of 
air 
discharge 
consent 

Moa Point  To continuously discharge 
contaminants (including odour) to air 
from the Moa Point Wastewater 
Treatment Plan ventilation system. 

2034 

Bluff Point (main 
outfall location for 
the Seaview 
WWTP) 

Discharge of contaminants to air, 
from the outfall venting structures 
and vents. 

Discharge of contaminants to air, 
from the sewage outfall structure 
and the sewage effluent. 

2029 
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Continuous discharge of foul air 
comprising mainly hydrogen sulphide 
and related compounds and other 
malodorous products of sewage 
decay. 

Western 
Wastewater 
Treatment Plant  

To discharge contaminants to air 
from the operation of the Western 
Wastewater Treatment Plant 

2035 

Porirua To discharge contaminants to air 
from the Porirua City Council 
Wastewater Treatment Plant 

2020 

Carey’s Gully 
Southern Landfill, 
Brooklyn 

To discharge contaminants to air, 
namely odour, from the biofilter, 
centrate treatment plant and other 
structures and operations at Carey’s 
Gully Landfill Sludge Treatment 
Facility 

To discharge contaminants to air, 
namely odour, from the disposal of 
dewatered human effluent('sludge') 
contaminants to land at the Southern 
Landfill 

2026 

19. The main issue with discharges to air from wastewater treatment 

plants is objectionable odour rather than discharge of chemicals or 

contaminants. In terms of monitoring of the discharges, only three 

specific components are managed in the conditions of consent – 

hydrogen sulphide, faecal coliforms and salmonella. All of the 

consents have conditions requiring there to be no discharges to air 

that are noxious, dangerous, offensive or objectionable resulting from 

the operation at or beyond the property boundary. 

20. In terms of discharges to air from water treatment plants, WWL 

currently have the following resources consents: 

Water Treatment 
Plant  

Reason for air discharge consent Expiry of 
air 
discharge 
consent 

Waterloo Pumping 
Station, Oxford 
Terrace, Lower Hutt  

To discharge to air contaminants 
associated with the operation of 
three stationary diesel engines used 
to power two standby pumps and a 
standby electricity generator 

2018 

Seaview, Petone To discharge contaminants to air 
associated with the operation of 

2026 
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municipal water supply fluoridation 
tanks 

Te Marua Water 
Treatment Plant, 
Kaitoke 

To discharge exhaust fumes from 
diesel generators and lime dust from 
the water treatment plant.  

2030 

Wainuiomata 
Water Treatment 
Plant complex 

To discharge filtered air from the lime 
transfer blowers at the Wainuiomata 
Water Treatment Plant complex 

2018 

21. The main issue for water treatment plants is the discharge of exhaust 

fumes from generators, although there are two consents related to  

lime and fluoridation treatment tanks. The conditions of these 

consents relate to ventilation rates and discharge rates, as well as a 

requirement that there shall be no discharges to air that are noxious, 

dangerous, offensive or objectionable at or beyond the legal 

boundary of the property. This is not limited to discharges of odour, 

dust and other particulate matter.  

22. More detail on these consents is included in “Attachment 1”. 

23. As I emphasised in the Hearing 1, the context of the RPS objective and 

policies pertaining to regionally significant infrastructure (and the 

three waters network which is included in this definition) is key. The 

three waters network is included in the definition of “regionally 

significant infrastructure” in terms of both the RPS as well as the PNRP. 

The RPS Objective and Policies relevant to Regional Plans and 

regionally significant infrastructure are: 

(a) Objective 10: The social, economic, cultural and 

environmental, benefits of regionally significant infrastructure 

are recognised and protected 

(b) Policy 7: Requires regional plans to include policies and/or 

methods that recognise the benefits of regionally significant 

infrastructure; 

(c) Policy 8: Requires regional plans to include policies and rules 

that protect regionally significant infrastructure from 

incompatible new use and development; 

(d) Policy 39: When reviewing regional plans, particular regard 

shall be given to the social, economic, cultural and 
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environmental benefits and protecting regionally significant 

infrastructure from incompatible use and development. 

24. The benefits of the infrastructure associated with the three waters are 

obvious and have been recognized in the RPS as regionally significant 

infrastructure in Objective 10 and Policies 7, 8, 39 as outlined above. 

The PNRP provisions must give effect to those provisions.  

25. For clarity and ease of reading, I have structured my evidence 

around the three topics of the Section 42A reports being: 

(a) Air Quality Management; 

(b) Soil Conservation; and 

(c) Land use in Riparian Margins and Stock Access to Surface 

Water Bodies and the CMA. 

AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT 

26. Seven points of WWL’s submission were coded to the topic Air Quality 

Management. The main outcomes sought were: 

(a) Clarification as to whether the policies were relevant to 

wastewater and water treatment plants; 

(b) Exclusion of wastewater and water treatment plants from 

Policies P52, P58 and P59; 

(c) Removal of references to good management practice from 

Policy P58; and 

(d) Retention of Rules R8, R13, R33 and R34 with minor 

amendments.  

27. While I do not consider it necessary to exclude wastewater and water 

treatment plants from these policies, I am concerned at the use of the 

words “minimise” and therefore the importation of Policy P4 and the 

difficulties therein for regionally significant infrastructure. The term 

“good management practices” is problematic by introducing 

uncertainty for Plan users.  
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Policy P52 Managing Ambient Air Quality 

28. As notified:  

Ambient air quality shall be managed to protect human health and 

safety by: 

(a) maintaining the acceptable category or better identified in 

Schedule L1 (ambient air) for the specific contaminants, and 

(b) improving unacceptable or poor ambient air quality to at least the 

acceptable category or better identified in Schedule L1 (ambient air), 

and 

(c) managing the discharge of other contaminants so that the 

adverse effects on human health, including cumulative adverse 

effects, are minimised.  

29. The WWL submission considered it is not clear whether discharges to 

air from wastewater and potable water treatment plants fit into this 

policy. The submission sought an explicit exclusion for three waters 

regionally significant infrastructure air discharges, if they are covered 

by this policy.  

30. I am aware that Policy P52 is intended to assist in achieving Objective 

O39 which seeks to maintain or improve ambient air quality. The 

Section 42A explains that Policy P52 is focused on reducing pollutants 

in ambient air where the pollutant level has reached a level that is not 

acceptable according to the limits in Schedule L1 of the proposed 

Plan.1 

31. WWL’s submission is focused on the discharges from wastewater 

treatment plants and water treatment plants. However I note that the 

Section 42A report recommends inclusion of a definition for “ambient 

air quality” which expressly excludes “contaminated air discharges 

from a source”.2 I support inclusion of this definition as it clarifies that 

Policy P52 is focused on the “air outside buildings and structures” (as 

contained in the recommended definition) and does not include 

contaminated air discharges from a source. While there will clearly be 

a relationship between a discharge to air and the ambient air quality, 

                                            
1  Paragraph 58, Report on submissions and further submissions: Air Quality Management 

(Paul Denton) 

2  Paragraph 82, Report on submissions and further submissions: Air Quality Management 
(Paul Denton) 
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I am satisfied that the inclusion of the definition for “ambient air 

quality” as proposed in the Section 42A report addresses WWL’s 

concerns.  

32. From a planning perspective there seems to be some tension in the 

policy between “protecting human health” and minimising the 

“adverse effects on human health” as sought by Clause c). It is not 

clear which of these would take primacy. This should be considered 

alongside my concerns with the term “minimise” which I address later 

in this evidence at paragraph 40.  

Policy P58: Industrial discharges and Policy P59: Industrial point source 
discharges 

33. As notified:  

Policy P58: Industrial discharges 

Industrial point source discharges and fugitive emissions into air will be 

minimised by using good management practices. 

Policy P59: Industrial point source discharges  

The significant adverse effects from industrial point source discharges 

of hazardous air pollutants beyond the boundary of the property 

where the discharge is occurring, including any noxious or dangerous 

effects on human health or the environment, shall be avoided. 

34. WWL’s submission on both of these policies questioned whether 

discharges to air from wastewater and potable water treatment 

plants fit into these policies. The submission sought an explicit exclusion 

for three waters regionally significant infrastructure air discharges, or a 

policy specifically for such discharges. The submission sought removal 

of reference to good management practice from Policy P58, unless a 

particular practice guide is referenced. 

35. The Section 42A report considered water treatment and wastewater 

treatment plants are industrial and trade premises, as part (b) of the 

definition of “industrial and trade premises” in the RMA includes any 

premises used for the storage, transfer, treatment or disposal of waste 
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materials or other waste management purposes.3 While wastewater 

treatment plants would seem to fall under this definition, it is not so 

clear for water treatment plants. I note that the RMA definition also 

includes “any other premises from which a contaminant is discharged 

in connection with any industrial or trade process” which could 

encompass water treatment plants.  

36. I accept that wastewater treatment plants and water treatment 

plants are encompassed by the RMA definition of “industrial and 

trade premises”, so therefore conclude that Policy P58 and P59 do 

indeed apply to these plants.  

37. So the question therefore arising from this is: should Policy P58 and P59 

apply to wastewater treatment plants and water treatment plants? In 

my consideration of this matter I researched the resource consents 

that WWL hold for discharges to air from wastewater and water 

treatment plants.  

38. In terms of WWL’s submission expressing concern about the 

uncertainty of references to “good management practices” in Policy 

P58, I agree that this introduces an element of uncertainty into the 

Policy.  I note that a definition for good management practice is 

included in the PNRP as follows: 

Practices, procedures or tools (including rules) that are effective at 

achieving the desired performance while providing for desired 

environmental outcomes. Good management practice evolves 

through time and results in continuous improvement as new 

information, technology and awareness of particular issues are 

developed and disseminated. Good management practice 

guidelines can be found on the Wellington Regional Council’s website 

http://www.gw.govt.nz/good-management-practice/ 

39. The Section 42A report considers this is an appropriate term as it is not 

possible to list all the practices that may be relevant at any point in 

time as they vary and are frequently updated (as is inherent in the 

definition of good management practice). The Section 42A report 

considers the policy position is to provide industry with an approach to 

                                            
3  Paragraph 110, Report on submissions and further submissions: Air Quality Management 

(Paul Denton) 
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follow, where the actual details are worked out by the industry 

concerned to meet the policy requirements.4 

40. I note that definition of good management practice is to be 

canvased under the hearing topic: Water Quality.  While I accept 

that management practices are constantly changing with regards to 

what may be deemed best practice, I do not consider this is helpful in 

a policy as it provides no certainty. It is essentially leaving 

interpretation of this policy to a case-by-case basis which provides no 

certainty or direction for WWL.  

41. Policy P58 requires industrial point source discharges and fugitive 

emissions into air to be “minimised”. This leads one back to Policy P4 

where the definition of “minimised” is established. In my evidence in 

Hearing 1, I set out the concerns I have with Policy P4, including  

(a) existing three waters infrastructure would have difficulty 

meeting Policy P4 and the Policy is more relevant to new 

development;  

(b) Does not recognise the "sunk investment" of existing 

infrastructure; 

(c) Does not recognise efficiency; 

(d) Does not recognise that alternative locations may not be 

appropriate for existing facilities; and 

(e) Does not recognise that there are limitations, including 

practical or financial, to minimising adverse effects.   

42. I expressed concern in my evidence at Hearing 1 that some of the 

policies provide an alternative definition of what minimise means, 

specific to the subject matter of the Policy.  Policy P58 is an example 

of this. The question is whether one policy has primacy over the other? 

I can only assume that one could substitute Policy P4 for the word 

“minimised” in Policy P58 which is a very high bar for industrial point 

discharges and fugitive emissions, particularly those existing activities 

that are already located within Schedule A (outstanding water 

                                            
4  Paragraph 111, Report on submissions and further submissions: Air Quality Management 

(Paul Denton) 
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bodies), Schedule C (mana whenua), Schedule E (historic heritage) 

and Schedule F (indigenous biodiversity).5   

43. WWL are undertaking mapping of the wastewater and water 

treatment plants to determine whether there are any located within 

Scheduled areas. Because of the scale of the exercise and time 

constraints, it is expected that this will be tabled at Hearing 2 as 

supplementary evidence. 

44. The other possible interpretation is that that Policy P58 trumps Policy P4 

because it is more specific i.e. the definition of “minimise” in this 

instance would be limited to using “good management practices” 

rather than importing the whole of Policy P4.  

45. I also note that this drafting would result in “good management 

practices” essentially being duplicated in Policy P58 as this concept 

already appears in Policy P4(d).  

46. While I will not repeat my concerns with Policy P4 here, this is a good 

example of how the Plan does not reconcile potentially conflicting 

provisions such as Policy P13 (which considers existing regionally 

significant infrastructure as beneficial and generally appropriate), and 

Policy P12 (which recognises the benefits of regionally significant 

infrastructure) with directives (Policy P4) that make operating 

regionally significant infrastructure challenging.  

47. If the common everyday understanding of “minimised” and “good 

management practices” were adopted, Policy P58 would seem 

sensible. However the implications of those words in Policy P58 could 

create difficulties for consenting existing WWL air discharges in the 

future. While I do not think an exclusion is necessary for WWL 

wastewater treatment plants and water treatment plants, I consider 

the use of those terms is problematic.  

48. In my evidence on Hearing 1, I supported the inclusion of the concept 

of best practicable option in Policy P4 as a means of addressing some 

of the concerns raised by WWL. Depending on where the Panel land 

                                            
5  Policy P4(b) as notified includes “locating the activity away from areas identified in 

Schedule A (outstanding water bodies), Schedule C (mana whenua), Schedule E 
(historic heritage), Schedule F (indigenous biodiversity)” 
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on Policy P4, this concept could equally be inserted in Policy P58, but 

limited to Regionally Significant Infrastructure to appropriately give 

effect to the RPS provisions requiring the social, economic, cultural 

and environmental benefits of regionally significant infrastructure to 

be recognised and protected. Policy P58 could be amended as 

follows: 

Industrial point source discharges and fugitive emissions into air will be 

minimised by using good management practices. In terms of 

regionally significant infrastructure, this may include adopting the best 

practicable option.  

49. Turning to Policy P59, I note that many (if not all) of the consents for 

discharges to air arising from wastewater and water treatment plants 

have a consent condition such as: 

There shall be no discharges to air that are noxious, dangerous, 

offensive or objectionable at or beyond the legal boundary of the 

property. 

50. I note that while the consent conditions are do not relate to specific 

discharges, Policy P59 is specific to “hazardous air pollutants” which is 

defined in the PNRP as being those identified in Schedule L2. Given 

the recent Supreme Court decision on King Salmon,6 I consider that 

“avoid” as a policy directive needs to be very carefully used, and 

only in those cases where it is appropriate, having given considerable 

thought to the consequences of the use of the word. It seems that this 

Policy is essentially being implemented through consent conditions, 

albeit that the consent conditions go further and apply to “offensive 

and objectionable” as well as “noxious and dangerous”.  

51. It would seem that the arbiter of “significance” in terms of Policy P58 is 

typically whether or not the discharge is “noxious or dangerous”.  Thus 

it would seem that the reference to “significant adverse effects” is 

superfluous and I therefore recommend that Policy P58 be amended 

to more closely reflect the conditions of consent for discharges to air: 

The significant adverse effects Noxious or dangerous effects on 

human health or the environment from industrial point source 

                                            
6  Environmental Defence Society Inc v The New Zealand King Salmon Co Ltd [2014] NZSC 

38, [2014] NZLR 593. 
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discharges of hazardous air pollutants beyond the boundary of the 

property where the discharge is occurring, including any noxious or 

dangerous effects on human health or the environment, shall be 

avoided. 

Rule R8: Diesel or kerosene - permitted activity 

52. As notified:  

The discharge of contaminants into air from any large scale generator 

not exceeding a maximum generating capacity of 2MW, from the 

combustion of diesel or kerosene outside a polluted airshed is a 

permitted activity, provided the following conditions are met: 

(a) the discharge shall not cause noxious, dangerous, offensive or 

objectionable odour, dust, particulate, smoke, vapours, droplets or 

ash beyond the boundary of the property, and 

(b) the sulphur content of the kerosene shall not exceed 0.5% by 

weight, and 

(c) when the maximum generating capacity is more than 1MW, the 

discharge shall occur via a chimney stack or chimney at least 9.5m 

above ground level, or at least 3m above the ridge line of the roof or 

building or other structure, whichever is the highest, within a radius of 

50m of the chimney stack or chimney, and 

(d) the discharge shall be directed vertically into air, and shall not be 

impeded by any obstruction above the chimney stack or chimney 

that decreases the vertical efflux velocity, and 

(e) rain excluders shall not impede the vertical discharge of 

combustion gases, and 

(f) the discharge shall not at any time increase the concentration of 

PM10 (calculated as a 24-hour mean) by more than 2.5�g/m3 in any 

part of a polluted airshed, and 

(g) the fuel burning equipment is maintained by a suitably qualified 

person at least once per annum, with a copy of the maintenance 

report held by the operator and presented to the Wellington Regional 

Council on request. 

53. WWL’s submission supported Rule 8 which classifies the discharge of 

contaminants into air from any large scale generator not exceeding a 

maximum generating capacity of 2MW, from the combustion of 

diesel or kerosene outside a polluted airshed as a permitted activity. I 
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note the minor change to the policy title recommended in the 

Section 42A, and have no concerns with the minor change.7  

Rule R12: Emergency power generators – permitted activity 

54. As notified:  

The discharge of contaminants into air from combustion equipment 

not exceeding a maximum generating capacity of 300kW, but up to 

2MW in (a) applies from the combustion of diesel, petrol, natural gas 

or liquefied petroleum gas, to provide emergency power generation, 

when: 

(a) the electricity network is disrupted through weather, 

accidents, or any unforeseen circumstances, or 

(b) the person operating the equipment is undertaking 

necessary maintenance or testing of the device, or 

(c) the electricity connection is not available  

is a permitted activity, provided the following conditions are met: 

(d) the discharge into air shall not cause noxious, dangerous, 

offensive or objectionable odour, dust, particulate, smoke, 

vapours, droplets or ash beyond the boundary of the property, 

and 

(e) the discharge shall not at any time increase the 

concentration of PM10 (calculated as a 24-hour mean) by more 

than 2.5�g/m3 in any part of a polluted airshed. 

55. WWL’s submission considered standby generators are an essential 

component of water and wastewater treatment plants and some 

critical pumping stations and this rule assists in the ongoing use of 

these facilities. The submission sought changing the title from 

“emergency power generators” to “standby power generators”. 

While the term “emergency power generators” accurately reflected 

the purpose of Rule R12 as it was notified, the amendments 

recommended in the Section 42A report to Clause (c) incorporate 

“standby” situations as well as unforeseen “emergency” scenarios.8 

While I support the amendments recommended to Clause c), I 

recommend that the title of the policy be amended to read: 

                                            
7  Paragraph 127, Report on submissions and further submissions: Air Quality Management 

(Paul Denton) 

8  Paragraph 129, Report on submissions and further submissions: Air Quality Management 
(Paul Denton) 
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Rule R12: Emergency and standby power generators – permitted 

activity 

Rule R33: Mobile source emissions – permitted activity 

56. As notified:  

The discharge of contaminants into air from a mobile source is a 

permitted activity. 

57. WWL’s submission supported this rule, as did a number of other key 

infrastructure providers. While there is no discussion of this rule in the 

Section 42A, I would like to reiterate my support to retain the rule. I 

note that Council’s legal counsel have advised that where a provision 

is not subject to a submission, or there is only a submission in support of 

the provision (with no changes sought), the Panel cannot make an 

amendment to that provision.9 

Rule R34: Gas, water and wastewater – permitted activity 

58. As notified:  

The discharge of contaminants into air from the storage, conveyance 

and pumping of gas, water and wastewater is a permitted activity, 

provided the following condition is met: 

(a) the discharge shall not cause offensive or objectionable odour at 

the boundary of a sensitive activity. 

59. WWL’s submission noted that wastewater networks and pump stations 

etc. will discharge low levels of contaminants to air and this proposed 

rule is appropriate to provide for operation and maintenance of 

regionally significant infrastructure and will avoid the need for many 

costly and unnecessary consents. The submission sought inclusion of 

the word "processes" after "wastewater" in the title of the rule. I agree 

and consider this minor amendment better aligns with the heading of 

Section 5.1.11. I therefore recommend the following amendment: 

Rule R34: Gas, water and wastewater processes – permitted activity 

                                            
9  Paragraphs 41-44,  Supplementary responses from legal advisers and section 42A 

authors addressing questions arising during Council's opening session on 22/23 May 
2017, 26 May 2017 
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SOIL CONSERVATION 

60. In terms of the provisions coded to the topic of soil conservation, WWL 

made one submission point on Policy P97 and was a further submitter 

to submissions on the definition of “earthworks”.  

Policy P97: Managing sediment discharges 

61. As notified:  

The discharge of sediment to surface water bodies and coastal water 

from earthworks activities shall be minimised by using a source control 

approach. 

Good management practices shall be used in site management, 

erosion and sediment control design operation and maintenance in 

order to minimise the adverse effects of sediment-laden stormwater 

discharges. 

Effects that cannot be minimised may be appropriately offset. 

62. WWL submitted that the term “good management practice” is open 

to many possible interpretations. It would be better to be more 

specific and refer to published guidelines. The requirement to offset 

should be part of a proper policy framework and only as part of 

mitigation and not another additional step after mitigation (which 

would be consistent with the RMA). The submission sought removing 

"good management practice" or be more specific, for example, refer 

to published guidelines. The submission also sought removing the 

reference to offsetting. 

63. Policy P97 has similar issues to those I have raised above in relation to 

P58 – namely the concern with the uncertainty associated with “good 

management practices” and the problem of essentially inserting 

Policy P4 for the word “minimised”.  I note this word is used in all three 

clauses of Policy P97.  

64. The relationship between Policy P4 and Policy P97 is uncertain – Policy 

P97 seems to offer an alternative definition of “minimise” as meaning 

“by using a source control approach”. The policy is unclear as to what 

is “source control approach” and this term is not defined in the PNRP.  
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65. I note that in comparison to the Policy P97, the PNRP definition of 

“offset” refers to “significant” residual effects, so there is an 

inconsistency between the definition and the Policy. 

66. I therefore recommend that Policy P97 be amended as follows: 

The discharge of sediment to surface water bodies and coastal water 

from earthworks activities shall be avoided, remedied or mitigated 

through minimised by using a source control approach. 

Good management practices shall be used in site management, and 

erosion and sediment control measures design operation and 

maintenance in order to minimise the adverse effects of sediment-

laden stormwater discharges. 

Effects that cannot be minimised may be appropriately offset. 

LAND USE IN RIPARIAN MARGINS AND STOCK ACCESS TO SURFACE WATER 

BODIES AND THE CMA 

67. While WWL did not make any primary submissions to the provisions 

contained in this topic, it did further submit on Objective O44 in 

support of the submission from Powerco NZ Ltd [29/008].  

Objective O44 

68. As notified:  

The adverse effects on soil and water from land use activities are 

minimised. 

69. The submission from Powerco NZ Ltd sought inclusion of “avoided, 

remedied or mitigated” at the end of the Objective rather than 

minimised.  

70. As discussed above, the difficulty with this Objective is the importing of 

Policy P4 with regards to “minimised” and the implications of that. If 

the everyday understanding of “minimised” was used instead, the 

Objective would be workable.  

71. As an aside, I note that as an Objective it is not a particularly effective 

statement of an outcome. The Objective is too broad to be 

particularly meaningful, as it relates to: 
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(a) “adverse effects” i.e. any adverse effect 

(b) “soil and water”, which is effectively the whole region 

(c) “land use activities” – i.e. human activities 

72. In essence, the Objective relates to everything, everywhere.   

 

 
 
 
 

_______________________ 
CAROLYN WRATT 

23 JUNE 2017  


