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Introduction 

1 My name is Kate Pascall.  I am a Senior Advisor within the District Plan 

team at Wellington City Council (the Council or WCC).  I have 6 and a 

1/2 years professional experience working as a planner. 

Qualifications and experience  

2 I hold a Bachelor of Resource and Environmental Planning with First 

Class Honours from Massey University, and a Master of Resource and 

Environmental Planning, also from Massey University.  I am an 

Intermediate Member of the New Zealand Planning Institute.  

3 I have been employed in my current role with the Council since 

November 2016.  In that role, I am part of a team responsible for the 

maintenance and review of the Wellington City District Plan (District 

Plan).   

4 In my previous role at Ministry for the Environment I was involved in 

research and analysis in relation to the development of the National 

Planning Standards. Specific areas of research included the structure, 

format and high level content of regional plans and policy statements, 

coastal planning, and zones and overlays.  

5 Prior to this, I was employed by Transpower and contributed to 

submissions on district and regional plan changes to ensure those 

documents gave effect to the National Policy Statement for Electricity 

Transmission (NPSET). 

6 I was also employed for four years by Hastings District Council, within 

the Environmental Policy team, working on the District Plan Review. 

That role involved community consultation, the development of new 

plan provisions (specifically the residential, commercial and heritage 

topics), submissions analysis and reporting on those submissions. 
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7 Accordingly, my experience has provided me with a broad knowledge 

and understanding of the resource management and planning system in 

New Zealand. 

Code of conduct 

8 I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses in the 

Environment Court Practice Note.  I agree to comply with this Code.  

The evidence in my statement is within my area of expertise, except 

where I state that I am relying on the evidence of another person.  I have 

not omitted to consider material facts known to me that might alter or 

detract from the opinions I expressed. 

9 I am authorised to give this evidence on behalf of the Council. 

Involvement in the Proposed Natural Resources Plan 

10 I was not the author of the Council’s submission on the Proposed 

Natural Resources Plan (PNRP).  However, I am familiar with the 

content of the submission and the process of its development.  

11 In preparing my evidence, I have considered the following: 

 The PNRP as notified 

 The Council’s submission 

 The relevant Greater Wellington Regional Council (GWRC) 

officers’ s42A reports to the Panel and related appendices, by: 

 Mr Paul Denton – Air Quality Management 

 Mr Barry Loe – Land use in riparian margins and stock 

access to surface water bodies in the CMA. 

 The section 32 report: Air Quality Management 

 The relevant provisions of: 

 The operative Regional Policy Statement for the 

Wellington Region  
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 The Resource Management Act 1991 

Executive Summary 

12 WCC sought a number of amendments to the provisions in relation to 

Air Quality Management and Land Use in Riparian Margins and Stock 

Access. For the most part these amendments sought clarification of 

intent, clearer definitions, or a less restrictive consenting regime where 

the effects of an activity are known and can be clearly managed. 

13 The majority of the Council’s submission points have been accepted or 

accepted in part. Overall WCC is satisfied with the officer’s 

recommendations in relation to the relief sought in the submission.  

14 However, I note that the officer has recommended that the Committee 

reject the relief sought by WCC in relation to rules for abrasive blasting. 

While we acknowledge the Officer’s approach in this regard, WCC 

considers a less restrictive consenting regime may be more appropriate. 

Scope of Evidence 

15 The PNRP hearings are being held on a topic basis. This statement of 

evidence is therefore targeted to the scope of the provisions identified as 

relevant to Hearing 2. 

16 WCC’s submission relates to the following topic areas within this 

hearing stream: 

16.1 Air Quality Management 

16.2 Land Use in Riparian Margins and Stock Access 

17 My evidence notes where the Officers have recommended that the Panel 

accept or accept in part WCC’s submission points. The majority of my 

evidence is focused on discussion of an alternative approach for the 

abrasive blasting rules. 
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WCC Submission and the s42A reports 

18 The Council’s submission points are covered by two separate s42A 

reports – Air Quality Management and Land Use in Riparian Margins 

and Stock Access. I have structured my commentary around the relevant 

aspects of the Council’s submission under the heading first by the 

relevant report and then the issue relating to that submission point as set 

out in the s42A report. 

Air Quality Management 

Issue 2.5 – Dust Generating Activities 

19 Rules 25 and 26 do not permit abrasive blasting either within or outside 

an enclosed booth where it involves blasting lead based paint. A 

Discretionary Activity status applies in these situations. 

20 WCC submitted that there are effective measures that can be utilised to 

ensure that lead based paint is not discharged into the environment. In 

these cases, the submission stated that a Permitted Activity status should 

apply.  

21 As such, WCC sought a Permitted Activity status for the blasting of lead 

based paint when the activity is managed to prevent the discharge of 

lead into the environment. 

22 An example of where such a rule would apply for work the Council 

undertakes is in relation to bridge maintenance activities, such as 

removing old paint and spray painting. 

23 In the section 42A report, Mr Denton has recommended that the relief 

sought by WCC in relation to Rule 25 be rejected. However, the report 

does not appear to provide a recommendation in relation to Rule 26. The 

WCC submission related to both Rule 25 and Rule 26. This appears to 

be an omission of the report and we seek clarity on this point.  
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24 Mr Denton’s report states that discharges from abrasive blasting should 

be excluded from the permitted activity conditions of Rule 25 for the 

following reasons: 

 Good management practices should be operating for abrasive 

blasting for all types of paint removal where paint debris may 

fall to the ground; and 

 For lead-based paints, there should be stringent paint collection 

systems operating where all lead-paint scrapings are collected 

and disposed of appropriately. 

25 I agree that good management practices should be operating for such 

activity and that the waste generated from blasting of lead-based paint 

should be disposed of with care. 

26 I accept the Officer’s reasons for rejecting the request for a Permitted 

Activity status for this type of activity. I note also that the PNRP rule 

framework for this type of activity is consistent with the Operative Air 

Quality Management Plan. 

27 Notwithstanding this, I do consider that if the effects of such abrasive 

blasting are known, and the activity can be undertaken in accordance 

with good management practices, as outlined by Mr Denton, then a 

Discretionary activity status may be too restrictive.  

28 As an alternative, I consider that a Restricted Discretionary Activity 

status may be more appropriate. Matters of discretion could be limited to 

the extent to which the activity will be undertaken in accordance with 

good management practices of the time (noting that these practices do 

evolve over time), and the proposed method for the collection and 

disposal of paint scrapings. 

29 Such an approach would be consistent with commentary elsewhere in 

Mr Denton’s report where he states that the general approach of GWRC 

in the PNRP is to apply a discretionary activity status in those situations 

where the matters of discretion are wide ranging. We note that in 
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relation to Rule 38, Mr Denton has recommended a less restrictive status 

for agrichemicals because the extent of the effects is known
1
.  

30 An example of where a less restrictive regime is applied for abrasive 

blasting is the National Environmental Standard for Electricity 

Transmission Activities (NESETA). The NESETA sets out specific 

conditions for abrasive blasting activities, including those where lead-

based paint is involved, such that these can be considered as permitted, 

controlled or restricted discretionary activities
2
.  

31 It is of course acknowledged that those regulations are specific to the 

National Grid and I do not wish to diminish the national importance of 

that infrastructure. I merely use this example to show that a less 

restrictive regime can be applied to manage the effects of abrasive 

blasting of lead-based paints where the effects are known and can be 

appropriately managed. 

Issue 3.2: Ground-based applications (Agrichemicals Rule 36) 

32 WCC sought clarification in relation to Rule 36 with regard to the 

reference to ‘residential area’. As drafted, Rule 36 states that the 

discharge of agrichemicals into air or onto or into land where it may 

enter water is a permitted activity, subject to conditions.  

33 However, prior to the list of conditions there is a further statement 

that appears to exclude ‘residential areas’ from the conditions, such 

that the rule does not apply to applications in those areas.  

34 WCC sought clarification as to the application of ‘residential areas’ 

and whether it is intended to apply to the entire urban area or not. 

WCC suggested the use of a map or better description of what is 

meant by ‘residential area’ might be useful in determining whether 

the rule applies to reserves in urban areas. 

                                                      

1
 Page 64, para 229 of the s42A report. 

2
 Clauses 25 to 26 
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35 WCC supports the officer’s recommendation to delete this reference to 

‘residential areas’. The amendment will provide the clarity that was 

sought in the original submission. 

Issue 3.4: Default Rule (Rule 38: Agrichemicals not permitted – 

Discretionary Activity) 

36 In relation to Rule 38, WCC submitted that a Restricted Discretionary 

Activity status should apply to agrichemical discharges that do not meet 

the Permitted Activity rule, rather than a Discretionary status. This is 

consistent with the earlier draft Natural Resources Plan. 

37 Mr Denton has acknowledged that a Discretionary status is unnecessary. 

An amendment has been recommended so that the spray applications of 

agrichemicals are considered as a Restricted Discretionary Activity. Mr 

Denton has also recommended the addition of a new list of matters for 

discretion. 

38 This amendment is consistent with the Council’s submission and with 

the draft Natural Resources Plan. We therefore support the officer’s 

recommendation. 

Issue 5.1: Definitions related to odour, smoke and dust – Definition of 

‘property’ 

39 WCC sought clarification on the definition of ‘property’ as it relates 

to the air quality rules. The submission noted that as ‘property’ is 

defined in the PNRP as ‘any contiguous area of land held in one 

ownership’ it was unclear as to how the rules would be applied to 

locations such as rivers. 

40 Mr Denton has recommended that the definition be replaced with a new 

definition which incorporates roads or rivers which may bisect a 

contiguous piece of land. 

41 WCC considers that this amendment will provide sufficient clarity, and 

is supportive of this approach. 
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Land Use in Riparian Margins and Stock Access 

Issue 1.8:  Definition of ‘zone of reasonable mixing’ 

42 The WCC submission sought amendments to the definition of ‘zone of 

reasonable mixing’ to provide more certainty for activities involving 

discharges to coastal water and to determine whether or not an activity is 

permitted. The submission also raised concerns about the amount of 

discretion provided within the definition in determining what activities 

are permitted and which are not.  

43 Mr Loe has recommended that the definition of ‘zone of reasonable 

mixing’ be amended to provide more clarity in line with the Council’s 

original submission. 

44 WCC considers the recommended amendments will provide sufficient 

clarity and certainty and is supportive of these changes. 

Conclusion 

45 Overall, WCC supports the recommendations of the Officers to amend 

the following PNRP provisions: 

 Rule 36: Agrichemicals – Permitted Activity 

 Rule 38: Agrichemicals not permitted – Discretionary Activity 

 Definition of ‘property’ 

 Definitions of ‘zone of reasonable mixing’ 

46 WCC does not support the Officers recommendations in relation to 

Rules 25 and 26 as outlined in paragraphs 19 to 31 of my evidence. An 

alternative approach is suggested. 

 

 

Date:  23 June 2017 
 

 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Kate Pascall 

 


