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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. 

2 	My qualifications and experience are set out in my statement of 

evidence. I confirm again that I have read the Environment Court Code 

of Conduct for Expert Witnesses and agree to comply with that code. 

3 	I also confirm that I am authorised to present this evidence on the 

Council's behalf. 

Summary 

4 	This summary statement is prepared to complement my main brief of 

evidence dated 23 June 2017. 

5 	The Officers' s42A reports recommend accepting or accepting in part 

the majority of the Council's submission points for this hearing stream. 

6 
	

The exception to this is the Council's submission in relation to abrasive 

blasting rules (Rules 25 and 26). The officer has rejected the relief 

sought in this regard. 

Air Quality Management 

7 
	

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

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

Discretionary Activity status applies in these situations. 

8 	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 envirorunent. 

9 	The Officer has recommended that the relief sought by WCC in relation 

to Rule 25 (abrasive blasting within an enclosed booth) be rejected. 

10 	I accept the Officer's reasons for rejecting the relief sought. However, as 

stated in my main brief of evidence I consider a Restricted Discretionary 

Activity status is more appropriate than a Discretionary Status. 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 



and the proposed method for the collection and disposal of paint 

scrapings. This would provide a level of certainty for both the Regional 

Council and for WCC. 

	

11 
	

As noted in my main brief of evidence, the s42A report does not appear 

to provide a recommendation in relation to Rule 26 (Abrasive blasting 

outside an enclosed area). 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. 

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

	

12 	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. 

	

13 	However, the rule specifically excludes 'residential areas' from the 

conditions, such that it was unclear whether the rule applied to the 

application of agrichemicals on reserves in urban areas or not. 

	

14 	The officer has recommended that this reference to 'residential areas' be 

deleted. This makes it clear that activities such as weed spraying will be 

permitted under Rule 36. The amendment will provide the clarity that 

was sought in the original submission. 

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

Discretionaiy Activity) 

	

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

Activity status should apply to nrichemical discharges that do not meet 

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

consistent with the earlier draft Natural Resources Plan. 

	

16 	An amendment has been recommended so that the spray applications of 

agrichemicals are considered as a Restricted Discretionary Activity. A 

new list of matters for discretion has also been recommended. 

	

17 	This amendment is consistent with the Council's submission and I 

support the recommendation. 

Issue 5.1: Definition of 'property' 

3 



18 	WCC's submission noted that the definition of 'property' in the 

PNRP refers to '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. 

19 	The Officer has recommended that the definition be replaced with a new 

definition which incorporates roads or rivers which may bisect a 

contiguous piece of land. 

20 	This amendment will provide sufficient clarity as sought in the 

Council's original submission, and I support this approach. 

Land Use in Riparian Margins and Stock Access 

Issue 1.8: Definition of 'zone of reasonable mixing' 

21 	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. 

22 	The Officer has recommended that the definition of 'zone of reasonable 

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

original submission. 

23 	I consider the amendment provides sufficient clarity and I support these 

recommended changes. 

Conclusion 

24 	My conclusions are set out in my principal brief of evidence. 

25 	The Council would be happy to participate in any caucusing that the 

Panel may direct. 

Date: 17 July 2017 

Kate Pascall 
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