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Appendix A: Water quality – Section 32AA Assessment 

This table sets out only the provisions of the notified proposed Plan on this topic for which submissions were specifically received. 

Recommended additions to the notified text are in underline and deletions are strike through text. The section 32AA assessment follows 

alongside for each of the provisions where amendments have been recommended by the officer. If the officer does not recommend any changes, 

the provision appears in grey. 

Red text amendments = recommendations from the officer’s s42A report 

Blue text amendments = updated recommendations from the officer’s Right of Reply 

Note that requests for new provisions are not included in these tables.  

Issue No. from 
Section 42A 
report and 
section of right 
of reply report 

Chapter 
from the 
proposed 
Plan 

Provision 
from the 
proposed 
Plan 

Requested amendment Evaluation of amendment (Section 32AA 
assessment)  

Refer to Issue 3.1 
of s42A report: 
Water quality 

And 

Section 7 of this 
right of reply report 

Chapter 3 Objective O23 The quality of groundwater, water in the region’s rivers, 
lakes, natural wetlands surface water bodies, 
groundwater and the coastal marine area is maintained or 
improved. 

Minor change under Schedule 1(16)(2)  

 

And 

 

Effectiveness and efficiency 
The NPS-FM and RMA provide direction in respect of water. 
The proposed Plan limited Objective O23 to rivers, lakes, 
natural wetlands, groundwater and coastal water. It is my 
opinion that expanding Objective O23 to provide direction for 
surface water bodies which includes rivers, lakes, natural 
wetlands, estuaries, water races and open drains represents 
a more appropriate expression in respect of the proposed 
Plan direction for water. It is my opinion that the 
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recommended alternative Objective O23 better describes the 
direction expressed in the RMA and NPS-FM. Additionally, I 
note that no change is required to the policy and rule 
framework of the proposed Plan as this framework as notified 
manages to achieve Objective O23 in respects of surface 
waterbodies.  
Costs and Benefits: 
There are no additional costs as the policy and rule 
framework of the proposed Plan already manages for surface 
water bodies.  
Risk of acting or not acting 
There are no additional risks of not acting. 
Decision about most appropriate option 

In my opinion amending Objective O23 is the most 
appropriate way to achieve the purpose of the RMA.  

In addition the recommended changes address 
inconsistencies in the proposed Plan approach as identified in 
submissions and assessed in Issue 3.1 of the s42A report: 
Water quality. In making this assessment I have considered 
the evidence presented as part of Hearing Stream 4 in section 
7 of this Right of reply report.  

Refer to Issue 4.1 

of s42A report: 
Water quality 

And 

Section 9.2 of this 
right of reply report 

Chapter 3 Objective O24 Rivers, lakes, natural wetlands and coastal water are 
suitable for contact recreation and Māori customary use, 
including by: 

(a) maintaining water quality, or 

(b) improving water quality in: 

(i) significant contact recreation fresh water to 
meet, as a minimum, the primary contact 
recreation objectives in Table 3.1, and 

(ii) Sites with significant mana whenua values and 
Ngā Taonga Nui a Kiwa Rivers, and lakes used 

Effectiveness and efficiency 
The recommended alternative Objective O24 proposes to 
manage the water quality for Ngā Taonga Nui a Kiwa and 
sites with significant mana whenua values to meet as a 
minimum the primary contact recreation water quality 
objectives.  

The objective currently sets an outcome for rivers, lakes, 
natural wetlands and coastal waters to be suitable for Māori 
customary use but does not identify any waterbodies or 
coastal areas that are valued for Māori customary use.  The 
proposed amendments will increase the effectiveness of 
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for Māori customary use identified in Schedule 
B or Schedule C to meet, as a minimum, the 
primary contact recreation objectives in Table 
3.1 or 3.3, and  

(iii) coastal water to meet, as a minimum, the 
primary contact recreation objectives in Table 
3.3, and 

(iv) all other rivers and lakes and natural wetlands 
to meet, as a minimum, the secondary contact 
recreation objectives in Table 3.2.  

Objective O24 by requiring those areas/sites already identified 
in the proposed Plan as having Māori customary use values 
to be managed to meet the primary contact recreation water 
quality objective.  

It is also efficient it using the areas and sites identified in 
Schedules B and C of the notified version of the proposed 
Plan that all have Māori customary use values to achieve the 
outcome. 

The amendments compliment other objectives within the 
proposed Plan, such as Objectives O11 and O33. 

Costs and benefits 
There is potentially a cost to setting an objective of primary 
contact recreation for these waterbodies However, as 
Objective O33 sets an objective to protect and restore these 
sites.  
The benefit is that Māori customary use values are better 
expressed within this objective and the proposed Plan seeks 
to provide a level of water quality more compatible with that 
expected for Māori customary use. 
The potential additional cost is considered to be outweighed 
by the cultural benefits and the improvements in respect of 
the integrity and consistency across the entire proposed Plan. 
Risk of acting or not acting 
The risk of not acting that Objective O24, O11 and O33 will 
not be achieved in respect of Māori customary use. 
Decision about most appropriate option 

The alternative Objective O24 sets specific direction for Māori 
customary use and is the most appropriate way to achieve the 
purpose of the RMA, particularly the direction set by s6(e) and 
s8 of the RMA, Part D of the NPS-FM and Policy 49 of the 
RPS. 

In addition the alternative objective addresses deficiencies in 
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the proposed Plan as identified in submissions and assessed 
in Issue 4.1 of my s42A report: Water quality. Evidence was 
presented at the hearing on my alternative objective and 
assessed in Section 9.2 of this report. 

Refer to Issue 4.1 
of my s42A report: 
Water quality 

And  

Section 9.3 of this 
right of reply report 

Chapter 3 Table 3.1 
Heading 

Table 3.1 Primary contact recreation objectives in 
freshwater bodies 1  in significant contact recreation 
freshwater bodies and rivers and lakes used for Māori 
customary use identified in Schedule B or Schedule C 

Minor change under Schedule 1(16)(2) to provide consistent 
between Table 3.1 and clause (b)(i). 

Refer to Issue 1 of 
s42A report: Water 
quality 

And 

Section 8 of this 
right of reply report 

Chapter 3 Māori 
customary use 
objectives in 
Tables 3.1 to 
3.3 

Amend the Māori customary use objective in Table 3.1 
and add the Māori customary use objective to Table 3.2 to 
read: 

Fresh water is safe for primary contact and supports Māori 
customary use by the achievement of the huanga 
identified by mana whenua 

  

Amend the Māori customary use objective in Table 3.3 to 
read: 

Coastal water is safe for primary contact and supports 
Māori customary use by the achievement of the huanga 
identified by mana whenua 

 

Amending the mahinga kai attribute in Tables 3.4, 3.5, 3.7 
and 3.8 to read: 

Effectiveness and efficiency 
The recommended change is relatively minor and would result 
in a clearer outcome statement for Māori customary use. 
Huanga are currently being identified for each iwi across the 
region as part of Method M2.  
Costs and Benefits 
There are no additional costs.  
The benefit is increased clarity and reduced uncertainty. 
Risk of acting or not acting 
The risk of not acting is that there is confusion as to the 
interpretation of the Māori customary use objective within 
Tables 3.1 to 3.3 This is not ideal for plan users. 
Decision about most appropriate option 
In my opinion the recommended change provide a clearer 
statement as to the direction set by Objective O24 and 
therefore represent a more appropriate way to achieve the 
purpose of the RMA.   

                                                 

 
1 For suggested guidance on the E.coli, cyanobacteria and toxicants and irritants objectives in Table 3.1 refer to Table 3.3 of the Technical guidance document: Aquatic ecosystem health and 
contact recreation outcomes in the Proposed Natural Resources Plan 2015. 
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Mahinga kai species, including taonga species, are 
present in quantities, sizes and of a quality that is 
appropriate for the area. Huanga of mahinga kai as 
identified by mana whenua are achieved. 

 

In addition the amendments address the deficiencies in the 
proposed Plan as identified in submissions and assessed in 
Issue 1 of the s42A report: Water quality. I note that evidence 
was presented on this matter during Hearing Stream 4 and 
assessed under Section 8 of this right of reply report. 

 Chapter 3 Objective O24, 
Headings for 
Table 3.2 and 
3.3 

Table 3.2 Secondary contact recreation objectives with 
water in freshwater bodies 

 

Table 3.3 Contact recreation objectives in coastal water 

Minor change under Schedule 1(16)(2)  provide consistency 
with clause(b)(ii) and (b)(iv) of the Objective O24 

 

Refer to Issue 4 of 
my s42A report: 
Water quality 

And  

Section 9.2 of this 
right of reply report 

Chapter 3 Objective O24, 
Table 3.1 

Inclusion of objectives in Table 3.1: 

Water clarity for rivers and lakes – 1.6m 

Sediment cover for rivers – 25% 

Heterotrophic growths - No bacterial or fungal slime 
growths visible to the naked eye as plumose growths or 
mats 

Effectiveness and efficiency 
The inclusion of aesthetic objectives (water clarity, sediment 
cover and heterotrophic growths) into Table 3.1 will result in 
Objective O24 providing a more effective statement on 
suitability of contact recreation and Māori customary use.  
  
Costs and Benefits 
There may be some additional cost to the management for 
aesthetic values of the waterbodies identified in Schedules B, 
C and H1. How I note that a number of these waterbodies are 
identified in all three schedules. They are also subject to 
aquatic ecosystem health provisions that partially manage for 
these objectives. Schedules B and C are also the subject of 
specific policies. For these reasons I do not see the additional 
cost as being significant and will be outweighed by the 
benefits in respect of the suitability these waterbodies for 
contact recreation and Māori customary use.  
 
Risk of acting or not acting 
The risk of not acting is that water quality may meet the 
contact recreation objectives but people may not recreate in 
the waterbodies because of aesthetic issues making the 
waterbody appear not suitable for recreation.  
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Decision about most appropriate option 

In my opinion the amendments to Objective O24 represent 
the most appropriate way to achieve the purpose of the RMA. 

In addition they address the deficiencies in the proposed Plan 
as identified in submissions and assessed in Issue 4.1 of my 
s42A report: Water quality and evidence presented in Hearing 
Stream 4 and assessed in Section 9.2 of this report. 

Refer to Issue 4.1 
and Issue 4.5 of 
my s42A report: 
Water quality  

And 

Section 9.5 of this 
right of reply report 

Chapter 4 Policy P63 Policy P63: Improving water quality for contact 

recreation and Māori customary use   

The water quality of fresh water bodies and areas of 
coastal water identified as priorities for improvement for 
contact recreation and Māori customary use in Schedule 
H2 (priority water bodies) and the rivers and lakes used for 
Māori customary use identified in Schedule B or 
Schedule C shall be improved where necessary to meet, 
over time and as a minimum, the objectives in Table 3.1, 
3.2 and 3.3, including by: 

(a)     improving water quality in all first priority for 
improvement water bodies for secondary contact with 
water listed in Schedule H2 (priority water bodies) in 
accordance with Method M, and 

Stormwater Management Strategies having particular 
regard to improving water quality in fresh water bodies and 
coastal water identified in Schedule H2 (priority water 
bodies) that are adversely affected by discharges from 
stormwater networks, and 

(b) having particular regard to improving water quality in 
fresh water bodies and areas of coastal water 
identified in Schedule H2 (priority water bodies) and 
where an objective in Table 3.1 is not met for rivers 
and lakes used for Māori customary use identified 

Minor change under Schedule 1(16)(2)  

 

and 

 

The managed of Nga Taonga Nui a Kiwa and sites with 
significant mana whenua values to meet the primary contact 
recreation objective is assessed above in the section 32AA 
assessment for Objective O24. 

 

The other amendments to Policy P63 are assessed in this 
section. 

 

Effectiveness and efficiency 
The expansion of Policy P63 to apply when any of the 
objectives in Tables 3.2, 3.2 and 3.3 are not met will be more 
effective and efficient at achieving Objective O24.  
Costs and Benefits 
There are no additional costs to the recommended changes 
as other policies require consideration of these effects. The 
benefit is that the recommendation improves the clarity of the 
proposed Plan. 
Risk of acting or not acting 
The risk of not acting is that the policy direction in the 
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in Schedule B or Schedule C that where contact 
recreation and/or Māori customary use is adversely 
affected by discharges from Stormwater networks, 
stormwater from a port, airport or state highway, 
wastewater networks and wastewater treatment 
plants. 

Note 

Whaitua committees will identify methods and timeframes 
to improve water quality in all first and second priority 
water bodies listed in Schedule H2 (priority water bodies) 
within their whaitua. These may be incorporated into the 
Plan by a future plan change or variation. 

proposed Plan is unclear and plan users are confused.  
Decision about most appropriate option 

In my opinion the alternative Policy P63 is the most 
appropriate way to address the deficiencies in the proposed 
Plan as identified in submissions and assessed in Issue 4.5. 

Refer to Issue 4.2 Chapter 3 Planktonic 
Cyanobacteria 
objective in 
Tables 3.1 and 
3.2  

≤ < 1.8mm3/L biovolume equivalent of potentially toxic 
cyanobacteria 

OR 

≤ <10mm3/L total biovolume of all cyanobacteria 

Effectiveness and efficiency 
The recommended change resolves an error in the proposed 
Plan. It would protect human health as the proposed Plan 
objective is sufficiently high to be associated with potential 
health risk.  
Costs and Benefits 
There may be some additional costs involved through setting 
a slightly higher level of water quality. However, the benefits 
to human health outweigh any cost.  
Risk of acting or not acting 
The risk of not acting is that the proposed Plan objective 
allows for water quality that poses a potential risk to human 
health.  
Decision about most appropriate option 

In my opinion, based on the technical evidence of Dr Greer, 
the alternative planktonic cyanobacteria objective is 
necessary to address an error in the proposed Plan as 
identified in submissions and assessed in Issue 4.2 of the 
s42A report: Water quality. This amendment results in an 
objective that is more appropriate in achieving the purpose of 
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the RMA than the notified version of the objective. I note that 
no evidence was presented on this matter during Hearing 
Stream 4. 

Refer to Issue 4.2 Chapter 3 Table 3.2 
additional row 

Column 1: Natural wetlands 

Column 2: ≤ 1,000 

Column 3 and 4: Cross hatched 

Effectiveness and efficiency 
Objective O24 sets an objective for natural wetlands to be 
suitable for contact recreation and Māori customary use. The 
proposed amendment to Table 3.2 provides clarity of what 
‘suitable for contact recreation and Māori customary use’ 
means in respect of water quality.   
Costs and Benefits 
There are no additional costs involved as the proposed Plan 
Objective O24 requires natural wetlands to be suitable for 
contact recreation and Māori customary use. The proposed 
amendments set the objective at secondary contact recreation 
which is the bottom line in respect of the NPS-FM. 
The benefits are that this amendment would provide clarity as 
to the intent of Objective O24.  
Risk of acting or not acting 
The risk of not acting is that the proposed Plan objective 
provides no direction for natural wetlands in respect of 
suitability for contact recreation and Māori customary use. 
This is not ideal for plan users.  
Decision about most appropriate option 

In my opinion the alternative Table 3.2 results is the most 
appropriate way to achieve the purpose of the RMA.  

The amendment address the deficiencies in the proposed 
Plan as identified in submissions and assessed in Issue 4.2 of 
the s42A report: Water quality. No evidence was presented on 
these changes as part of Hearing Stream 4.  

Refer to section 
10.5 of this right of 
reply report 

Chapter 3 Tables 3.1 to 
3.3 of Objective 
O24 and 

Footnote reference to the Technical guidance document: 
Aquatic ecosystem health and contact recreation 
outcomes in the Proposed Natural Resources Plan 2015. 

Effectiveness and efficiency 
The recommended change is relatively minor as it does not 
alter the wording within the Tables 3.1 to 3.8 but introduces a 
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Tables 3.4 to 
3.8 of Objective 
O25 

 footnote provides guidance in the interpretation of the 
narrative objectives. This will result in a clearer objective 
statement within Objectives O24 and O25.  
Costs and Benefits 
There are no additional costs.  
The benefit is increased clarity and reduced uncertainty for 
plan users. 
Risk of acting or not acting 
The risk of not acting is that there is confusion as to the 
interpretation of the narrative objectives within Tables 3.1 to 
3.8. This is not ideal for plan users. 
Decision about most appropriate option 
In my opinion the recommended changes provide a clearer 
statement as to the direction set by Objectives O24 and O25 
and therefore represent a more appropriate way to achieve 
the purpose of the RMA.   

Refer to Issue 4.2 
of my s42A report: 
Water quality 

And  

Section 9.2 of this 
right of reply report 

Chapter 3 Table 3.3 – 
Footnote 6 

Includes Wellington Harbour (Port Nicholson) and Te 
Awarua-o-Porirua Harbour. Excludes the Lambton 
Harbour Area within the Commercial Port Area delineated 
in Map 32. 

Effectiveness and efficiency 
The deletion of the footnote enables water quality to be 
managed consistently within the harbour. Any prioritisation of 
discharge improvements can more effectively and efficiently 
be considered during the resource consent stage.  
Costs and benefits 
There are no additional costs. The benefit is that the 
recommendation manages water quality consistently within 
the harbour. 
Risk of acting or not acting 
The risk of not acting is the proposed Plan would manage 
water quality in an inconsistent manner and the maintenance 
of water quality within the Commercial Port Area may 
influence any improvements sought in other areas nearby.  
Decision about most appropriate option 
In my opinion the recommended deletion of the footnote 
provides a consist management of water quality within the 
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harbour and therefore is a more appropriate way to achieve 
the purpose of the RMA than the notified version. 

Refer to Issue 4.3 
of my s42A report: 
Water quality 

And 

Section 9.6 of this 
right of reply report 

Chapter 12 
and 13  

Schedule H2 
and Map 20 

Amend the third row of the Schedule H2 to read: 

 

Fresh water bodies for secondary contact recreation 

Fresh water bodies with water quality approaching the 
NOF bottom line for the health of people and communities 
from secondary contact with fresh water, identified as 
those that exceed 1000 cfu/100mL as a 95th percentile 
rivers with median E.coli between 540 and 1000 CFU/100 
mL 2 

Effectiveness and efficiency 
The recommend changes represent a more accurate method 
of identifying “fresh water bodies with water quality 
approaching the National Objective Framework in the NPS-
FM (NOF) bottom line for the health of people and 
communities.  
Costs 
There are no additional costs.  

Benefits (environmental, cultural, economic and social) 

The benefit is that the proposed Plan will better identify those 
water bodies approaching the National Objective Framework 
in the NPS-FM (NOF) bottom line for the health of people and 
communities. 
Risk of acting or not acting 
The risk of not acting is that waterbodies are not accurately 
identified. 
Decision about most appropriate option 

In my opinion the alternative Schedule H2 contributes to a 
more effective and efficient policy framework that is the most 
appropriate way to achieve the objectives, in particular 
Objective O24, of the proposed Plan.  

It also addresses the deficiencies in the proposed Plan as 
identified in submissions and assessed in Issue 4.3 of the 
s42A report: Water quality. No evidence was presented on 
this matter during Hearing Stream 4. 

Refer to Issue 4.4 
of my s42A report: 
Water quality 

And  

 Policy P10 Policy P10: Contact recreation and Māori customary 
use   

Use and development Management of natural resources 
shall have particular regard to avoid, remedy or mitigate 

Minor change under Schedule 1(16)(2)  

 

and 
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Section 9.4 of this 
right of reply report 

any the actual and potential adverse effects on contact 
recreation and Māori customary use in fresh and coastal 
water, including by:  

(a) providing water quality, and in rivers, flows suitable 
for the community’s objectives contact recreation and 
Māori customary use, and 

(b) managing activities to maintain or enhance contact 
recreation values in the beds of lakes and rivers, 
including by retaining existing swimming holes and 
maintaining access to existing contact recreation 
locations, and 

(c) encouraging improved access to suitable swimming 
locations, and 

(d) Providing for the passive recreation and amenity 
values of fresh water bodies and the coastal marine 
area. 

Effectiveness and efficiency 
The recommended alternative Policy P10 provides clearer 
direction as to how effects should be managed in respect of 
contact recreation and Māori customary use.   
Costs and Benefits: 
There are no additional costs. The benefits are a clearer and 
more articulate Plan.  
Risk of acting or not acting 
The risk of not acting is that plan users may not understand 
the policy direction expressed in this policy and the objectives 
of the plan may not be achieved. 
Decision about most appropriate option 

In my opinion the alternative Policy P10 provide additional 
clarity and is therefore more effective and efficient and 
contributes to a policy framework that is the most appropriate 
way to achieve the objectives, particularly Objective O24, of 
the proposed Plan.  

It addresses the deficiencies in the proposed Plan as 
identified in submissions and assessed in Issue 4.4 of the 
s42A report: Water quality. Evidence was presented on this 
policy during Hearing Stream 4 and considered as part of this 
assessment in section 9.4 of this report but not further 
amendments recommended. 

Refer to Issue 4.6 
of my s42A report: 
Water quality 

And 

Section 20 of this 
right of reply report 

 

 Method M27 Method M27: Improving water quality in priority water 
bodies   

Wellington Regional Council in conjunction with mana 
whenua will develop and implement a programme to 
improve water quality for contact recreation and Māori 
customary use in the first priority fresh and coastal water 
bodies identified in Schedule H12. 

Minor change under Schedule 1(16)(2)  

 

and 

 

Effectiveness and efficiency 

The recommended alternative Method M27 is a minor change 
that more clearly describes the Council’s intentions with 
regards to Method M27.  
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Costs and Benefits: 

There are no additional costs. The benefit is increased clarity 
as to the implementation of Method M27 and will ensure 
mana whenua are involved in the development and 
implementation of method. 

Risk of acting or not acting 

The risk of acting is that confusion remains in respect of the 
implementation of Method M27. 

Decision about most appropriate option 

In my opinion the recommended change to Method M27 
provides clarity in regard to the Council’s intentions and 
therefore contributes to a policy framework that is more 
effective and efficient and is the most appropriate way to 
achieve the objectives of the proposed Plan.  

Additionally the amendment address the deficiencies in the 
proposed Plan as identified in submissions and assessed in 
Issue 4.6 of the s42A report: Water quality. Evidence was 
presented on this method during Hearing Stream 4 and 
considered as part of this assessment in section 20 of this 
Right of Reply report but not further amendments 
recommended. 

Refer to Issue 5.1 Chapter 2 Aquatic 
ecosystem 
health  

The degree to which an aquatic ecosystem is able to 
sustain its ecological structure, processes, functions, and 
resilience within its range of natural variability. 

N/A 

Refer to Issue 5.2 Chapter 2 River Class Classification of the region’s rivers based size, nature of 
the catchment and substrate, described as: 

River class 1 Steep, hard sedimentary 

River class 2 Mid-gradient, coastal and hard sedimentary 

River class 3 Mid-gradient, soft sedimentary 

N/A 
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River class 4 Lowland, large, draining ranges 

River class 5 Lowland, large, draining plains and eastern 
Wairarapa 

River class 6 Lowland, small 

River classes are shown on Maps 21a-21e. 

Refer to Issue 5.2 Chapter 13 Map 21a to 21e Amend the titles of Maps 21a to 21d: 

To refer to Table 3.1 not Table 3.4 

 

Amend the titles of Map 21d: 

Modelled river classes – Porirua, Wellington, Hutt Valley 
and Wainuiomata catchments (Table 3.14)  

 

Minor change under Schedule 1(16)(2)  

 

No evidence was presented at the hearing. 

 

Refer to Issue 5.3 Chapter 3 Objective O25 Objective O25   

To safeguard Biodiversity, aquatic ecosystem health and 
mahinga kai in fresh water bodies and the coastal marine 
area are safeguarded.: wWater quality, flows, water levels 
and aquatic and coastal habitats are managed to maintain 
biodiversity, aquatic ecosystem health and mahinga 
kai, and restoration of aquatic ecosystem health and 
mahinga kai is encouraged, and where an objective in 
Tables 3.4, 3.5, 3.6, 3.7 or 3.8 is not met, a fresh water 
body or coastal marine area is improved over time to meet 
that objective. In particular: 

(a) The ecological, recreational, mana whenua, and 
amenity values of estuaries, including their sensitivity 
as low energy receiving environments are 
recognised, and their health and function is restored 
over time. 

(b) Vegetated riparian margins are established, and 

CONSDIERATION OF THE COMBINATION AQUATIC 
ECOSYSTEM HEALTH OBJECTIVE WILL OCCUR AS PART 
OF THE OVERALL OBJECTIVES CONSIDERATION DUE 
TO OCCUR AS PART OF HEARING STREAM 6 
 
The recommended combination of Objectives O25, O18, O27, 
O28, O29, O30, O31 and O35. 
 
Effectiveness and efficiency 
The recommended combining of the above mentioned 
objectives will provide a more coherent and streamlined 
objective that clearly sets out the outcomes sought by the 
proposed Plan with respect to all forms of biodiversity, aquatic 
ecosystem health and mahinga kai, while highlighting key 
aspects to be managed. 
Costs and Benefits 
There are no additional costs as the directions set by the 
objectives remain unchanged.  The benefit is that the Plan will 
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maintained or restored. 

(c) The extent of natural wetlands is maintained or 
increased and their condition is restored. 

(d) Use and development provides for the passage of 
fish and koura, and the passage of indigenous fish 
and koura is restored. 

(e) The habitat of trout identified in Schedule I (trout 
habitat) is maintained and improved. 

(f) Outstanding water bodies and their significant values 
are protected 

(g) Ecosystems and habitats with significant indigenous 
biodiversity values are protected and restored. 

 

Note 

Where the relevant whaitua sections of the Plan contain 
an objective on the same subject matter as Objective O25 
(water quality, biological and habitat outcomes), the more 
specific whaitua objective will take precedence. 

provide a more coherent and streamlined expression for 
biodiversity, aquatic ecosystem health and mahinga kai. 
Risk of acting or not acting 
There are no additional risks of not acting. 
Decision about most appropriate option 

In the opinion of Ms Guest and me combining the objectives 
pertaining to biodiversity, aquatic ecosystem health and 
mahinga kai is consider to be more appropriate in achieving 
the purpose of the RMA than the notified version of the 
objective and to address the deficiencies in the proposed Plan 
as identified in submissions and assessed in Issue 5.3 of the 
s42A report: Water quality. 

Refer to Issue 5.5 
of my s42A report: 
Water quality 

And 

Section 8 of my 
right of reply report 

Chapter 3 Amendment to 
the mahinga 
kai objectives 
in Tables 3.4, 
3.5, 3.7 and 3.8 

Amendment to the wording: 

Mahinga kai species, including taonga species, are 
present in quantities, size and of a quality that is 
appropriate for the area. 2  Huanga of mahinga kai as 
identified by mana whenua are achieved. 

 

Insertion of a footnote: 

Effectiveness and efficiency 
The recommended change is minor and would result in a 
clearer outcome statement for mahinga kai. Huanga are 
currently being identified for each iwi across the region as part 
of Method M2.  
Costs and Benefits 
There are no additional costs.  
The benefit is increased clarity and reduced uncertainty. 
Risk of acting or not acting 

                                                 

 
2 Appropriate for the area refers to those species expected present based on natural distribution and habitat. 
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Appropriate for the area refers to those species expected 
present based on natural distribution and habitat. 

The risk of not acting is that there is confusion as to the 
interpretation of the mahinga kai objective within Tables 3.4, 
3.5, 3.7 and 3.8. This is not ideal for plan users. 
Decision about most appropriate option 
In my opinion the recommended change provide a clearer 
statement as to the direction set by Objective O25 and 
therefore represent a more appropriate way to achieve the 
purpose of the RMA.   

In addition the amendments address the deficiencies in the 
proposed Plan as identified in submissions and assessed in 
Issue 5.5 of the s42A report: Water quality. I note that 
evidence was presented on this matter during Hearing Stream 
4 and assessed under Section 8 of this right of reply report. 

Refer to section 
10.6 of my right of 
reply report 

Chapter 3 Periphyton 
Objective in 
Table 3.4 

Inclusion of a numeric objective for periphyton cover for 
rivers in Table 3.4 

And amendment of the footnote to the periphyton biomass 
objectives to read: 

The periphyton objectives for River classes 3,5 and 6 
marked with an asterisk (*)shall not be exceeded by more 
than 17% of samples in ‘productive’ rivers and; for all other 
River classes, to be exceeded and by no more than 8% of 
samples in all other rivers, based on a minimum of three 
years of monthly sampling. Rivers are categorised as 
productive according to types in the River Environment 
Classification (REC). Productive rivers are those that fall 
within the REC “Dry” Climate categories (i.e. Warm-Dry 
(WD) and Cool-Dry (CD)) and the REC Geology 
categories that have naturally high levels of nutrient 
enrichment due to their catchment geology (i.e. Soft-
Sedimentary (SS), Volcanic Acidic (VA) and Volcanic 
Basic (VB)). Therefore, productive rivers are those that 
belong to the following REC defined types: WD/SS, 

Effectiveness and efficiency 
The recommended addition of the PeriWCC objective for 
periphyton within Table 3.4 will allow more rivers within the 
Wellington region to be assessed against a peripyhton 
objective as the Council monitors more rivers for PeriWCC 
than biomass.  
The amendment to the footnote for the periphyton objectives 
aligns the exceedance threshold with the requirements of the 
NPS-FM. 
Costs and Benefits 
There are no additional costs.  
The benefit is more rivers are assessed against Objective 
O25 
Risk of acting or not acting 
The risk of not acting is that for some rivers (without a 
periphyton biomass data but with a PeriWCC data) will not 
receive the appropriate management under the water quality 
policy framework within the proposed Plan, particularly when 
point source discharges are proposed. 
Decision about most appropriate option 
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WD/VB, WD/VA, CD/SS, CD/VB, CD/VA. In my opinion the recommended change provides a more 
robust plan that will potentially improve water quality in a 
larger number of rivers and therefore results in the amended 
Objective O25 being a more appropriate way to achieve the 
purpose of the RMA.   
 

Refer to Issue 5.7  Table 3.5  13Except for intermittently closed and open lakes or 
lagoons (ICOLLs), such as Lake Onoke. These should be 
treated as a lake when they are in a closed state. When 
open to the coast, they should be managed as an estuary, 
in which case Table 3.8 applies. 

Effectiveness and efficiency 
It is the intention of the proposed Plan to manage the same 
water body for different outcomes in the long term. The 
recommended deletion of the footnote allows discretion at the 
resource consenting stage to determine on a case-by-case 
basis whether the ICOLL should be managed as a lake or 
coastal water. 
Costs and Benefits 
There are no additional costs to the recommended changes. 
The benefit is that the recommendations will enable a 
consistent approach to the management of ICOLLs overtime.  
Risk of acting or not acting 
The risk of not acting is that there is potentially confusion as 
to how ICOLLs should be managed overtime. 
Decision about most appropriate option 
In my opinion the recommended change provide a clearer 
statement as to the direction set by Objective O25 and 
therefore represent a more appropriate way to achieve the 
purpose of the RMA.   
In addition the amendments address the deficiencies in the 
proposed Plan as identified in submissions and assessed in 
Issue 5.5 of the s42A report: Water quality. I note that no 
evidence was presented on this matter during Hearing Stream 
4. 

Refer to Issue 5.8 Chapter 3 Table 3.6 No changes N/A 
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Refer to Issue 5.9 Chapter 3 Table 3.7 Amendments to the plant objective: 

Plant Flora 

Indigenous plant communities are appropriate16 to wetland 
type, are resilient and their structure, composition and 
diversity are balanced within an acceptable range of that 
expected under natural conditions. 

 

Amendments to the fish objective 

Fish Fauna 

Indigenous fish faunal communities (including those of 
birds, fish, lizards and invertebrates) are appropriate16 to 
wetland type, are resilient and their structure, composition 
and diversity are balanced within an acceptable range of 
that expected under natural conditions. 

 

Add Footnote 16  

Appropriate refers to communities naturally found in the 
different wetland types, and indigenous species that are 
native to the area (i.e. species expected present based on 
natural distribution and habitat) 

 

Inclusion of two new wetland types  

Seepages and saltmarsh into Table 3.7. 

 

Add Footnote 18 

Refers to terrestrial component of saltmarshes, coastal 
saltmarsh is provided for by Table 3.8 

Effectiveness and efficiency 
There are a number of recommended changes to Table 3.7. 
The changes in respect of ‘balanced’ and the footnotes 
explaining the meaning of appropriate are intended to 
increase the clarity of the narrative objectives. The inclusion 
of additional fauna and wetland types would result in Table 
3.7 providing a fuller expression of aquatic ecosystem health 
within natural wetlands. 
Costs and Benefits 
There are no additional costs as Table 3.7 is contained with 
Objective O25 and is only relevant to point source discharge 
resource consent applications. Any relevant resource consent 
application would be a discretionary activity and is already 
required to assess the effects of the discharge. 
The benefit is a clear and more complete expression of the 
objective the proposed Plan seeks to achieve in respect of 
natural wetlands. 
Risk of acting or not acting 
The risk of not acting is that the objective for natural wetlands 
is not sufficient to safeguard aquatic ecosystem health. 
Decision about most appropriate option 
In my opinion, based on the technical evidence of Dr Crisp, 
the recommended changes provide a more accurate 
description of aquatic ecosystem health for natural wetlands 
and for this reason I consider the amending objective to be 
most appropriate way to achieve the purpose of the Act.  
In addition the changes address deficiencies in the proposed 
Plan as identified in submissions and assessed in Issue 5.9 of 
the s42A report: Water quality. I note that no evidence was 
presented during Hearing Stream 4 on this matter. 

Refer to Issue 5.10 Chapter 3 Table 3.8 Amend Table 3.8 to extend the fish objective to apply to 
the open coast (remove cross hatching at the top of the 

See above section 32AA assessment for Table 3.5 in respect 
of deleting Footnote 13. 
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relevant column). 

 
13 Intermittently closed and open lakes or lagoons 
(ICOLLs), such as Lake Onoke, should be treated as an 
estuary when they are in an open state. When closed to 
the coast, they should be managed as a lake, in which 
case Table 3.2 applies. 

 
Effectiveness and efficiency 
Including fish as an objective for the open coast will provide a 
more complete objective for the open coast as fish are a 
meaningful integrated indicator of aquatic ecosystem health. 
Costs and Benefits 
There are no additional costs. 
The benefit is that the objective for the open coast is more 
comprehensive. 
Risk of acting or not acting 
The risk of not acting is that the objective for the open coast is 
not sufficient to safeguard aquatic ecosystem health. 
Decision about most appropriate option 
In my opinion, based on the technical evidence of Dr Oliver, 
the recommended changes increase clarity and provide a 
better description of aquatic ecosystem health in open coast 
waters for this reason these changes are more appropriate in 
achieving the purpose of the RMA than the notified objectives. 
In addition these changes address the deficiencies in the 
proposed Plan as identified in submissions and assessed in 
Issue 5.10 of the s42A report: Water quality. No evidence was 
presented on this matter during Hearing Stream 4. 

Refer to Issue 7.1 
of my s42A report: 
Water quality 

And 

Section 12 of my 
right of reply report 

Chapter 4 Policy P62 Regard shall be given to Tthe discharge of contaminants 
to land is preferred over direct discharges to water, 
particularly where there are adverse effects on: 

(a) aquatic ecosystem health and, or 

(b) mahinga kai, or 

(c) contact recreation and, or 

(d) Māori customary use.  

Effectiveness and efficiency 
The recommended amendments to Policy P62 are intended to 
provide clearer policy direction for plan users, including 
decision makers.  In my opinion it is more effective and 
efficient in giving effect to the policy direction set in the Policy 
16 of the RPS and achieving the objectives of the proposed 
Plan. 
Costs and Benefits: 
There are no additional costs. There will be environmental 
and cultural benefits from discharging to land rather than 
direct to water. This will contribute to achieving the outcomes 
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sought by the proposed Plan. 
Risk of acting or not acting 
The risk of not acting would be that the proposed Plan does 
not provide sufficient direction to the potential to discharge to 
land rather than direct to water and the objectives of the 
proposed Plan are not achieved, in particular Objectives O24 
and O25. 
Decision about most appropriate option 

The amendments to Policy P62 are more effective and 
efficient in giving effect to the higher order planning 
documents and therefore I consider that they are the most 
appropriate way to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
Plan.  

In addition the changes address the deficiencies in the 
proposed Plan as identified in submissions and presented as 
evidence in Hearing Stream 4 as assessed in Issue 7.1 of the 
S42A report: Water quality and this Right of Reply report. 

Refer to Issue 7.2 Chapter 4 Policy P64 Mixing waters between catchments is inappropriate except 
where there are no adverse effects on mana whenua 
values. 

N/A 

Refer to Issue 7.3 
of my s42A report: 
Water quality 

And 

Section 14 of my 
right of reply report 

Chapter 4 Policy P65 The adverse effects of rural land use activities, including 
any associated discharge, including nutrient discharges 
from agricultural activities that may enter water shall be 
minimised through the use of:  

(a) good management practices, and  

(b) information gathering, monitoring, assessment and 
reporting, and  

(c) integrated catchment management within the 
Wellington Regional Council and with the 
involvement of mana whenua, territorial authorities, 
water users, farmers, households, industry, 

Effectiveness and efficiency 
The recommended amendment more clearly expresses the 
policy direction for rural land use activities in the proposed 
Plan. The deletion of clause (e) removes a reference to a 
future process. 
Costs and Benefits: 
There are no additional costs. The benefit is a clearer 
expression of the policy direction for rural land use activities.  
Risk of acting or not acting 
There are no additional risks of not acting. 
Decision about most appropriate option 

In my opinion the recommended change is the most 
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environmental groups and technical experts, and 

(d) regulatory and non-regulatory methods, and 

(e)plan changes or variations resulting from 
catchment-specific recommendations from the 
whaitua committee process. 

appropriate way to achieve the objectives of the proposed 
Plan.  

In addition it address the deficiencies in the proposed Plan as 
identified in submissions and assessed in Issue 7.3 of my 
s42A report: Water quality and evidence presented during 
Hearing Stream 4 and assessed in section 15 of this right of 
reply report. 

Refer to Issue 7.5 
of my s42A report: 
Water quality 

And 

Section 16 of my 
right of reply report 

Chapter 4 Policy P67 Policy P67: Minimising effects of discharges   

The adverse effects of discharges of contaminants to land 
and water will be minimised by following this hierarchy: 

(a) First, avoiding the production of the contaminant, 
and/or 

(b) Second, reducing the volume of contaminants, 
including reusing, recovering or recycling the 
contaminant, and/or 

(c) Third, minimising the volume or amount of the 
discharge, and/or 

(d) Fourth, where the contaminants may enter water 
discharging to land is preferred to discharging 
direct to water, including using land-based 
treatment, constructed wetlands or other systems 
to treat contaminants prior to discharge. where 
appropriate, and 

(e) Fifth, discharging to land rather than direct to 
water where appropriate. 

(f) irrespective of actions taken in accordance (a) to 
(d) above, where a discharge is a point source 
discharge to a river or stream, the discharge 
achieve the water quality standards in Policy P71 
after reasonable mixing. 

Consequential change and minor change under Schedule 
1(16)(2)  

 

And 

 

Effectiveness and efficiency 
The recommended amendments to Policy P67 provide a 
clearer direction for plan users as to the meaning of minimise.  
The amendments also align the policy direction of Policy P67 
with Policy P62 and P95.   
Costs and Benefits: 
There may potentially be additional costs to resource consent 
applicants through a more extensive list of considerations in 
respect of the policy direction to minimise but these costs 
would be limited as the overall policy direction of the proposed 
Plan remains unchanged.  
There is the potential for better environmental management 
through a clearer policy direction. 
Risk of acting or not acting 
The risk of not acting is that the policy as proposed does not 
provide sufficient guidance or rigour to the steps required to 
minimise the adverse effects of discharges risking degrading 
the environment.  
Decision about most appropriate option 
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Note: 

In determining if it is appropriate to discharge to land as 
required by clauses (d) and (e) consideration must be 
given to the requirements of Policy P95. 

 

In my opinion the recommended changes provide clearer 
policy direction and are therefore more effective and efficient 
and are the most appropriate way to achieve the objectives of 
the proposed Plan.   

In addition the changes address the deficiencies in the 
proposed Plan as identified in submissions and in evidence 
presented during Hearing Stream 4 as assessed in Issue 7.5 
of the S42A report: Water quality and the section 17 of this 
Right of the Reply report.  

Refer to Issue 8.1 Chapter 6 Method M8 Method M8: Te Awarua-o-Porirua Harbour restoration 

  

Wellington Regional Council will work in partnership with 
Ngāti Toa Rangatira, Porirua City Council, Wellington City 
Council, and stakeholders to address ecological 
restoration in Te Awarua-o-Porirua Harbour. The parties 
will work with landowners and community groups in order 
to:  

(a) reduce the amount of sediment entering the harbour, 
and  

(b) reduce the amount of pollutants entering the harbour, 
and  

(c) restore estuarine and freshwater environments. 

N/A 

Refer to Issue 8.2 
of my s42A report: 
Water quality 

And 

Section 17 of my 
right of reply report 

Chapter 6 Method M10 Wellington Regional Council will further investigate effects, 
establish or confirm causality, and the whaitua committees 
will through the whaitua implementation programme 
develop appropriate remediation and/or containment 
programmes within their whaitua to address water quality 
issues in the catchments and/or groundwater zones for the 
following priority areas:  

… 

Effectiveness and efficiency 

The recommended alternative Method M10 is a minor change 
that more clearly describes the Council’s intentions with 
regards to Method M10.  

Costs and Benefits: 

There are no additional costs. The benefit is increased clarity 
as to the implementation of Method M10. 
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 Risk of acting or not acting 

The risk of not acting is that the intended implementation of 
the method is unclear and may result in uncertainty for plan 
users in respect of the implementation of Method M10. 

Decision about most appropriate option 

In my opinion the recommended change to Method M10 
provides additional certainty for plan users and is therefore 
more effective and efficiency and contributes to the most 
appropriate option to achieving the objectives of the proposed 
Plan.  

In addition, the changes address the deficiencies in the 
proposed Plan as identified in submissions and evidence 
presented Hearing Stream 4 as assessed in Issue 8.2 of the 
s42A report: Water quality and section 19 of this Right of 
Reply report.  

Refer to Issue 8.3 Chapter 6  Method M11: Assessment and reporting of Wellington 
Regional Council works, operations and services for 
integrated catchment management  

Wellington Regional Council will assess and report on how 
their works, operations and services adhere to the 
principles of integrated catchment management, as 
described in Policy P1, by requiring: 

(a) each department to assess the works, operations 
and services that affect or potentially affect the Plan 
objectives and policies for land and water, and 

(b) each department to report annually on the individual 
and cumulative effects or potential effects of their 
activities on the achievement of the Plan objectives 
and policies for land and water. 

N/A 
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Refer to Issue 8.4 Chapter 6 Method M28 Method M28: Development of good management 
practice guidelines.  

Wellington Regional Council will continue to develop 
practices, procedures and tools (including rules) in 
collaboration with industry, other relevant organisations 
and stakeholders to support the implementation of policies 
which rely on good management practice to achieve 
desired environmental outcomes. 

N/A 

Refer to Issue 8.4 
of my s42A report: 
Water quality 

And 

Section 20 of my 
right of reply report 

Chapter 2 Good 
management 
practice 

Definition: Good Management Practice  

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. Examples of Ggood management practice 
guidelines can be found on the Wellington Regional 
Council’s website http://www.gw.govt.nz/good-
management-practice/. 

Effectiveness and efficiency  

The amendments will provide a clearer and more certain 
definition, thus increasing the effectiveness and efficiency of 
the proposed plan. The recommendation maintains the intent 
of the definition in the proposed Plan and would not alter the 
outcomes of the proposed Plan. 

Costs  

There are no costs associated with this recommendation. 

Benefits: (environmental, cultural, economic and social) 

There are environmental benefits from a clear and certain 
definition, as it is more probable that applications for resource 
consent can consider good management practices (which are 
not on the website) within their assessment of environmental 
effects. 

Risk of acting or not acting  

The risk of not acting is that the decision version will not 
provide a clear and certain definition, causing confusion about 
what the policy direction is for certain activities. 

Decision about most appropriate option 

In my opinion the proposed amendment provides increase 
clarity and is more effective and efficient and therefore 
provides  a more appropriate definition to add in the 

http://www.gw.govt.nz/good-management-practice/
http://www.gw.govt.nz/good-management-practice/
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interpretation of the policies.  
It also addresses uncertainty identified in submissions and 
assessed in Issue 8.4 of the S42A report: Water quality. Evidence 
was presented on this method during Hearing Stream 4 and 
considered in Section 21 of this Right of Reply report but not further 
amendments recommended. 
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Appendix B: Recommended amendments (tracked)  

Interpretation  

Good management 
practice  

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. Examples of Ggood 
management practice guidelines can be found on the Wellington Regional Council’s website 
http://www.gw.govt.nz/good-management-practice/.  

 

Objectives  

Objective O18   

The ecological, recreational, mana whenua, and amenity values of estuaries 

including their sensitivity as low energy receiving environments are 

recognised, and their health and function is restored over time. 

3.5 Water quality 

Objective O23   

The quality of groundwater, water in the region’s rivers, lakes, natural 

wetlands surface water bodies, groundwater and the coastal marine area is 

maintained or improved. 

Objective O24   

Rivers, lakes, natural wetlands and coastal water are suitable for contact 

recreation and Māori customary use, including by: 

(a) maintaining water quality, or 

(b) improving water quality in: 

(i) significant contact recreation fresh water bodies to meet, 

as a minimum, the primary contact recreation objectives in 

Table 3.1, and 

(ii) coastal water to meet, as a minimum, the primary contact 

recreation objectives in Table 3.3, and 

(iii)  Sites with significant mana whenua values and Ngā Taonga 

Nui a Kiwa Rivers, and lakes used for Māori customary use 

identified in Schedule B or Schedule C to meet, as a 

minimum, the primary contact recreation objectives in Table 

3.1 or 3.3, and  

(iv)  all other rivers and lakes and natural wetlands to meet, as a 

minimum, the secondary contact recreation objectives in 

Table 3.2. 

http://www.gw.govt.nz/good-management-practice/
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Contact recreation and Māori customary use objectives  

Table 3.1 Primary contact recreation objectives in freshwater bodies1 in significant contact recreation freshwater bodies and rivers and lakes used for Māori 
customary use identified in Schedule B or Schedule C 

Water 
body 
type 

E. coli 

cfu/100mL 
95th percentile2 

Cyanobacteria 
Māori customary 

use 
Toxicants and 

irritants 
Water clarity Sediment cover 

Heterotrophic 
growths Planktonic3 Benthic 

Rivers 

≤ 540 

at all flows below 
3x median flow, 
September to 
April inclusive 

 
Low risk of 
health effects 
from exposure  

Fresh water is 
safe for primary 

contact and 
supports Māori 

customary use by 
the achievement 

of the huanga 
identified by mana 

whenua 

Concentrations of 
toxicants or 
irritants do not 
pose a threat to 
water users 

1.6m 

25% 

No bacterial or 
fungal slime 

growths visible to 
the naked eye as 
plumose growths 

or mats 
Lakes 

≤ 540 

September to 
April inclusive 

≤ < 1.8mm3/L 

biovolume 

equivalent of 

potentially toxic 

cyanobacteria 

OR 

≤ <10mm3/L 
total biovolume 
of all 
cyanobacteria 

  

                                                 

 
1 For suggested guidance on the E.coli, cyanobacteria and toxicants and irritants objectives in Table 3.1 refer to Table 3.3 of the Technical guidance document: Aquatic ecosystem health and 
contact recreation outcomes in the Proposed Natural Resources Plan, Wellington Regional Council, 2015, GW/ESCI-T-15/45. 
2 Derived using the Hazen method from a minimum of 30 data points collected over three years 
3 80th percentile derived using the Hazen method from a minimum of three years data 
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Table 3.2 Secondary contact recreation objectives with water in freshwater bodies1  

Water 
body 
type 

E. coli 

cfu/100mL 
median2 

Cyanobacteria 
Māori customary 

use Planktonic2 Benthic 

Rivers 

≤ 1,000 

 

 
Low risk of health effects from 
exposure 

Fresh water 
supports Māori 

customary use by 
the achievement of 

the huanga 
identified by mana 

whenua 

Lakes 

≤ < 1.8mm3/L biovolume 

equivalent of potentially 

toxic cyanobacteria 

OR 

≤ <10mm3/L total 
biovolume of all 
cyanobacteria 

 

Natural 

wetlands  
 

    

Table 3.3 Contact recreation objectives in coastal water3  

Coastal water type Pathogens 

Indicator bacteria/100mL 

95th percentile4 

Māori customary use Shellfish quality 

Estuaries5 

 

≤ 540 E. coli 
 

Coastal water is safe 
for primary contact and 

supports Māori 
customary use by the 
achievement of the 
huanga identified by 

mana whenua 

Concentrations of 
contaminants, 

including pathogens, 
are sufficiently low for 
shellfish to be safe to 
collect and consume 
where appropriate 

Open coast and harbours6 

 
≤ 500 enterococci 

                                                 

 
1 For suggested guidance on the E.coli, cyanobacteria and toxicants and irritants objectives in Table 3.2 refer to 
Table 3.3 of the Technical guidance document: Aquatic ecosystem health and contact recreation outcomes in the 
Proposed Natural Resources Plan, Wellington Regional Council, 2015, GW/ESCI-T-15/45. 
2 Based on a minimum of 12 data points collected over three years 
3 For suggested guidance on the pathogens and shellfish quality objectives in Table 3.3 refer to Table 3.6 of the 
Technical guidance document: Aquatic ecosystem health and contact recreation outcomes in the Proposed Natural 
Resources Plan, Wellington Regional Council, 2015, GW/ESCI-T-15/45. 
4 Derived using the Hazen method from a minimum of 30 data points collected over three years 
5  Excludes Te Awarua-o-Porirua Harbour and includes Lake Onoke. Estuaries, including river mouth estuaries, 
should be treated as an estuary when they are dominated by saline water, in which case Table 3.3 applies, and as 
rivers when they are dominated by fresh water, in which case Table 3.1 or 3.2 applies. 
6 Includes Wellington Harbour (Port Nicholson) and Te Awarua-o-Porirua Harbour. Excludes the Lambton Harbour 
Area within the Commercial Port Area delineated in Map 32. 
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3.6 Biodiversity, aquatic ecosystem health and mahinga kai 

Objective O25   

To safeguard Biodiversity, aquatic ecosystem health and mahinga kai in 

fresh water bodies and the coastal marine area are safeguarded.: wWater 

quality, flows, water levels and aquatic and coastal habitats are managed to 

maintain biodiversity, aquatic ecosystem health and mahinga kai, and 

a) restoration of aquatic ecosystem health and mahinga kai is 

encouraged, and 

where an objective in Tables 3.4, 3.5, 3.6, 3.7 or 3.8 is not met, a fresh water 

body or coastal marine area is improved over time to meet that objective. In 

particular: 

b) The ecological, recreational, mana whenua, and amenity values of 

estuaries, including their sensitivity as low energy receiving 

environments are recognised, and their health and function is restored 

over time. 

c) Vegetated riparian margins are established, and maintained or 

restored. 

d) The extent of natural wetlands is maintained or increased and their 

condition is restored. 

e) Use and development provides for the passage of fish and koura, and 

the passage of indigenous fish and koura is restored. 

f) The habitat of trout identified in Schedule I (trout habitat) is 

maintained and improved. 

g) Outstanding water bodies and their significant values are protected. 

h) Ecosystems and habitats with significant indigenous biodiversity 

values are protected and restored. 

Note 

Where the relevant whaitua sections of the Plan contain an objective on the 

same subject matter as Objective O25 (water quality, biological and habitat 

outcomes), the more specific whaitua objective will take precedence.
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Aquatic ecosystem health and mahinga kai objectives 

Table 3.4 Rivers and streams12 

River class13 Macrophytes 

Periphyton biomass14 

mg/m2 chlorophyll a 

Periphyton cover 

Only applies when there 
is no periphyton biomass 

data 

 

Invertebrates15 

Macroinvertebrate 
Community Index Fish Mahinga kai species 

All rivers 
Significant 

rivers16 
All rivers 

Significant 
rivers17 

All rivers 
Significant 

rivers18 

1 Steep, hard sedimentary 

Indigenous 
macrophyte 

communities are 
resilient and their 

structure, 
composition and 

diversity are 
balanced 

≤ 50 ≤ 50 <20% <20% ≥ 120 ≥ 130 

Indigenous fish 
communities are 
resilient and their 

structure 
composition and 

diversity are 
balanced 

Mahinga kai species, 
including taonga 

species, are present in 
quantities, size and of a 

quality that is 
appropriate for the 
area.19 Huanga of 

mahinga kai as 
identified by mana 

whenua are achieved. 

2 
Mid-gradient, coastal and 

hard sedimentary 
≤ 120 ≤ 50 

<40% <20% 
≥ 105 ≥ 130 

3 
Mid-gradient, soft 

sedimentary 
≤ 120* ≤ 50* 

<40% <20% 
≥ 105 ≥ 130 

4 
Lowland, large, draining 

ranges 
≤ 120 ≤ 50 

<40% <20% 
≥ 110 ≥ 130 

5 
Lowland, large, draining 

plains and eastern 
Wairarapa 

≤ 120* ≤ 50* 
<40% <20% 

≥ 100 ≥ 120 

6 Lowland, small ≤ 120* ≤ 50* <40% <20% ≥ 100 ≥ 120 

                                                 

 
12 For suggested guidance on the macrophytes, periphyton biomass, invertebrate and fish objectives in Table 3.4 refer to Table 2.4 of the Technical guidance document: Aquatic ecosystem health and contact recreation outcomes in the 
Proposed Natural Resources Plan, Wellington Regional Council, 2015, GW/ESCI-T-15/45. 
13 Shown on Maps 21a to 21e.  
14 The periphyton objectives for River classes 3,5 and 6 marked with an asterisk (*)shall not be exceeded by more than 17% of samples in ‘productive’ rivers and; for all other River classes, to be exceeded and by no more than 8% of samples 
in all other rivers, based on a minimum of three years of monthly sampling. Rivers are categorised as productive according to types in the River Environment Classification (REC). Productive rivers are those that fall within the REC “Dry” 
Climate categories (i.e. Warm-Dry (WD) and Cool-Dry (CD)) and the REC Geology categories that have naturally high levels of nutrient enrichment due to their catchment geology (i.e. Soft-Sedimentary (SS), Volcanic Acidic (VA) and 
Volcanic Basic (VB)). Therefore, productive rivers are those that belong to the following REC defined types: WD/SS, WD/VB, WD/VA, CD/SS, CD/VB, CD/VA. 
15 Rolling median based on a minimum of three years of annual samples collected during summer or autumn. 
16, 102 Rivers or streams with high macroinvertebrate community health, identified in column 2 of Schedule F1 (rivers/lakes). 
17 Rivers or streams with high macroinvertebrate community health, identified in column 2 of Schedule F1 (rivers/lakes). 
 
19 Appropriate for the area refers to those species expected present based on natural distribution and habitat. 
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Table 3.5 Lakes20 

Lake type Macrophytes Phytoplankton Fish Mahinga kai species Nutrients 

All lakes21 

Submerged and emergent 
macrophyte communities are 
resilient and occupy at least 
one third of the lake bed that 

is naturally available for 
macrophytes, and are 

dominated by native species 

Phytoplankton communities 
are balanced and there is a 
low frequency of nuisance 

blooms 

Indigenous fish communities 
are resilient and their 

structure, composition and 
diversity are balanced 

Mahinga kai species, 
including taonga species, are 
present in quantities, size and 
of a quality that is appropriate 

for the area.22 Huanga of 
mahinga kai as identified by 
mana whenua are achieved. 

Total nitrogen and 
phosphorus concentrations 

do not cause an imbalance in 
aquatic plant, invertebrate or 

fish communities 

 

                                                 

 
20 For suggested guidance on the macrophytes, phytoplankton, fish and nutrients objectives in Table 3.5 refer to Table 2.7 of the Technical guidance document: Aquatic ecosystem health and 
contact recreation outcomes in the Proposed Natural Resources Plan, Wellington Regional Council, 2015, GW/ESCI-T-15/45. 
21 Except for intermittently closed and open lakes or lagoons (ICOLLs), such as Lake Onoke. These should be treated as a lake when they are in a closed state. When open to the coast, they 
should be managed as an estuary, in which case Table 3.8 applies. 
22 Appropriate for the area refers to those species expected present based on natural distribution and habitat 
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Table 3.6 Groundwater23 

Groundwater type Nitrate Quantity Saltwater intrusion 

Directly connected to 
surface water 

Nitrate concentrations do not cause unacceptable 
effects on groundwater-dependent ecosystems or 
on aquatic plants, invertebrate or fish communities 
in connected surface water bodies 

The quantity of water is maintained to safeguard healthy 
groundwater-dependent ecosystems 

The boundary between salt and fresh 
groundwater does not migrate between fresh 
water and salt water aquifers 

Not directly 
connected to surface 
water 

Nitrate concentrations do not cause unacceptable 
effects on stygofauna communities or other 
groundwater ecosystems 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 

 
23 For suggested guidance on the nitrate, quantity and saltwater intrusion objectives in Table 3.6 refer to Table 2.10 of the Technical guidance document: Aquatic ecosystem health and contact 
recreation outcomes in the Proposed Natural Resources Plan, Wellington Regional Council, 2015, GW/ESCI-T-15/45. 



Appendix A - Section 42A Report Water quality 

PAGE 34 OF 90 NATRP-10-1421 
 

 

 

 

Table 3.7 Natural wetlands24 

Wetland type Plants Flora Fish Fauna Mahinga kai species Nutrient status Hydrology 

Bog 
Indigenous plant 
communities are 

appropriate25 to wetland 
type, are resilient and their 
structure, composition and 

diversity are balanced within 
an acceptable range of that 

expected under natural  

conditions 

Indigenous fish faunal 
communities (including 

those of birds, fish, lizards 
and invertebrates) are 

appropriate16 to wetland 
type are resilient and their 
structure composition and 

diversity are balanced within 
an acceptable range of that 

expected under natural 
conditions 

Mahinga kai species, 
including taonga species, 

are present in, or are 
migrating through, the 

wetland and are in 
quantities, size and of a 

quality that is appropriate to 
the area26 Huanga of 

mahinga kai as identified by 
mana whenua are achieved. 

Low or very low 

Water table depth and hydrologic 
regime is appropriate to the wetland 

type 

Fen Low to moderate 

Seepage Low to high 

Saltmarsh27 Moderate to high 

Swamp Moderate to high 

Marsh Moderate to high 

                                                 

 
24 For suggested guidance on the flora, fauna, nutrient status and hydrology objectives in Table 3.7 refer to Table 2.13 of the Technical guidance document: Aquatic ecosystem health and 
contact recreation outcomes in the Proposed Natural Resources Plan, Wellington Regional Council, 2015, GW/ESCI-T-15/45. 
25 Appropriate refers to communities naturally found in the different wetland types, and indigenous species that are native to the area (i.e. species expected present based on natural distribution 
and habitat 
26 Appropriate for the area refers to those species expected present based on natural distribution and habitat 
27 Refers to terrestrial component of saltmarshes, coastal saltmarsh is provided for by Table 3.8 
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Table 3.8 Coastal waters28 

Coastal water type Macroalgae 
Seagrass and 

saltmarsh 
Invertebrates 

Mahinga kai 
species 

Fish Sedimentation rate Mud content 

Open coast 

The algae 
community is 
balanced with a low 
frequency of 
nuisance blooms 

4 NA 

Invertebrate 
communities are 
resilient and their 
structure, 
composition and 
diversity are 
balanced 

5 Mahinga 
kai species, 

including taonga 
species, are present 
in quantities, sizes 

and of a quality that 
is appropriate for the 

area29 Huanga of 
mahinga kai as 

identified by mana 
whenua are 
achieved. 

6 NA 7 N/A 

Estuaries and 
harbours30 

Seagrass, saltmarsh 
and brackish water 
submerged 
macrophytes are 
resilient and diverse 
and their cover is 
sufficient to support 
invertebrate and fish 
communities 

8 Indigenous 
fish communities are 

resilient and their 
structure, 

composition and 
diversity are 

balanced 

9 The 
sedimentation rate is 
within an acceptable 

range of that 
expected under 

natural conditions 

10 The mud content 
and areal extent of soft 
mud habitats is within a 

range of that found under 
natural conditions 

                                                 

 
28 For suggested guidance for estuaries on the macroalgae, seagrass and saltmarsh, invertebrates, fish, sedimentation rate and mud content objectives in Table 3.8 refer to Table 2.16 of the 
Technical guidance document: Aquatic ecosystem health and contact recreation outcomes in the Proposed Natural Resources Plan, Wellington Regional Council, 2015, GW/ESCI-T-15/45. 
29 Appropriate for the area refers to those species expected present based on natural distribution and habitat 
30 Intermittently closed and open lakes or lagoons (ICOLLs), such as Lake Onoke, should be treated as an estuary when they are in an open state. When closed to the coast, they should be 
managed as a lake, in which case Table 3.2 applies. 
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Policies 

Policy P10: Contact recreation and Māori customary use   

Use and development Management of natural resources shall have particular 

regard to avoid, remedy or mitigate any the actual and potential adverse effects 

on contact recreation and Māori customary use in fresh and coastal water, 

including by:  

(a) providing water quality and, in rivers, flows suitable for the 

community’s objectives for contact recreation and Māori customary 

use, and 

(b) managing activities to maintain or enhance contact recreation values 

in the beds of lakes and rivers, including by retaining existing 

swimming holes and maintaining access to existing contact recreation 

locations, and 

(c) encouraging improved access to suitable swimming locations, and 

(d) providing for the passive recreation and amenity values of fresh water 

bodies and the coastal marine area. 

4.8 Discharges to land and water 

4.8.1 Land and water 

Policy P62: Promoting discharges to land   

Regard shall be given to Tthe discharge of contaminants to land is preferred 

promoted over direct discharges to water, particularly where there are adverse 

effects on: 

(a) aquatic ecosystem health and, or  

(b) mahinga kai, or 

(b)(c)  contact recreation and, or  

(d)  Māori customary use.  

Policy P63: Improving water quality for contact recreation and Māori 
customary use   

The water quality of fresh water bodies and areas of coastal water identified as 

priorities for improvement for contact recreation and Māori customary use in 

Schedule H2 (priority water bodies) and the rivers and lakes used for Māori 

customary use identified in Schedule B or Schedule C shall be improved 

where necessary to meet, over time and as a minimum, the objectives in Table 

3.1, 3.2 and 3.3, including by: 

(a) improving water quality in all first priority for improvement water 

bodies for secondary contact with water listed in Schedule H2 

(priority water bodies) in accordance with Method M27, and 
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(b) Stormwater Management Strategies having particular regard to 

improving water quality in fresh water bodies and coastal water 

identified in Schedule H2 (priority water bodies) that are adversely 

affected by discharges from stormwater networks, and  

(b)(c)  having particular regard to improving water quality in fresh water 

bodies and areas of coastal water identified in Schedule H2 (priority 

water bodies) and where an objective in Table 3.1 is not met for rivers 

and lakes used for Māori customary use identified in Schedule B or 

Schedule C that where contact recreation and/or Māori customary use 

is adversely affected by discharges from Stormwater networks, 

stormwater from a port, airport or state highway, wastewater 

networks and wastewater treatment plants. 

 

Note 

Whaitua committees will identify methods and timeframes to improve water 

quality in all first and second priority water bodies listed in Schedule H2 

(priority water bodies) within their whaitua. These may be incorporated into 

the Plan by a future plan change or variation 

Policy P65: Minimising effects of rural land use activities, including 

nutrient discharges   

The adverse effects of rural land use activities, including any associated 

discharge, including nutrient discharges from agricultural activities that may 

enter water shall be minimised through the use of:  

(a) good management practices, and  

(b) information gathering, monitoring, assessment and reporting, and  

(c) integrated catchment management within the Wellington Regional 

Council and with the involvement of mana whenua, territorial 

authorities, water users, farmers, households, industry, environmental 

groups and technical experts, and 

(d) regulatory and non-regulatory methods., and 

(e) plan changes or variations resulting from catchment-specific 

recommendations from the whaitua committee process. 

Policy P66: National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 
requirements for discharge consents 

When considering any application for a discharge the consent authority shall 

have regard to the following matters:  

(f) the extent to which the discharge would avoid contamination that will 

have an adverse effect on the life-supporting capacity of fresh water 

including on any ecosystem associated with fresh water, and  
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(g) the extent to which it is feasible and dependable that any more than 

minor adverse effects on fresh water, and on any ecosystem associated 

with fresh water, resulting from the discharge would be avoided, and 

(e) the extent to which the discharge would avoid contamination that will 

have an adverse effect on the health of people and communities as 

affected by their secondary contact with fresh water, and 

(f) the extent to which it is feasible and dependable that any more than 

minor adverse effects on the health of people and communities as 

affected by their secondary contact with fresh water resulting from the 

discharge would be avoided. 

This policy applies to the following discharges (including a diffuse discharge 

by any person or animal):  

(g) a new discharge, or  

(h) a change or increase in any discharge  

of any contaminant into fresh water, or onto or into land in circumstances that 

may result in that contaminant (or, as a result of any natural process from the 

discharge of that contaminant, any other contaminant) entering fresh water. 

Sections (a) and (b) of this policy do not apply to any application for consent 

first lodged before the National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 

2011 took effect on 1 July 2011. Sections (c) and (d) of this policy do not apply 

to any application for consent first lodged before the National Policy Statement 

for Freshwater Management 2014 took effect (1 August 2014).  

Policy P67: Minimising effects of discharges   

The adverse effects of discharges of contaminants to land and water will be 

minimised by following this hierarchy: 

(a) First, avoiding the production of the contaminant, and/or 

(b) Second, reducing the volume of contaminants, including reusing, 

recovering or recycling the contaminant, and/or 

(c) Third, minimising the volume or amount of the discharge, and/or 

(d)  Fourth, where the contaminants may enter water discharging to land is 

preferred to discharging direct to water, including using land-based 

treatment, constructed wetlands or other systems to treat contaminants 

prior to discharge. where appropriate, and 

(e)  Fifth, discharging to land rather than direct to water where 

appropriate. 

f)  irrespective of actions taken in accordance (a) to (d) above, where a 

discharge is a point source discharge to a river or stream, the 
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discharge achieve the water quality standards in Policy P71 after 

reasonable mixing. 

Note: 

In determining if it is appropriate to discharge to land as required by clauses (d) 

and (e) consideration must be given to the requirements of Policy P95. 

Methods 

Method M10: Water quality investigations and remediation actions   

Wellington Regional Council will further investigate effects, establish or 

confirm causality, and the whaitua committees will through the whaitua 

implementation programme develop appropriate remediation and/or 

containment programmes within their whaitua to address water quality issues 

in the catchments and/or groundwater zones for the following priority areas: 

(a)  Parkvale Stream – examine reasons for elevated nitrate and 

periphyton levels, and the associated Taratahi groundwater zone for 

elevated nitrate levels, by 2017, and 

(b) Te Ore Ore, Tauherenikau and Martinborough groundwater – examine 

reasons for elevated nitrate levels, by 2017, and 

(c) Waipoua River and Ruamāhanga River – examine reasons for 

elevated toxic cyanobacteria events, by 2018, and 

(d) Te Awa Kairangi/Hutt River – examine reasons for elevated toxic 

cyanobacteria events, by 2018, and 

(e) Te Horo groundwater – examine reasons for elevated nitrate levels, by 

2018, and 

(f) Ōtaki groundwater – examine reasons of elevated nitrate levels, by 

2018, and 

(g) Mangaone Stream – examine reasons for poor macroinvertebrate 

community health and elevated macrophyte growth, by 2018, and 

(h) Mangapouri Stream – examine reasons for poor macroinvertebrate 

community health, elevated macrophyte growth and elevated faecal 

contamination, by 2018, and 

(i) Lake Waitawa – examine reasons for elevated nutrient, phytoplankton 

and planktonic cyanobacteria levels, by 2018, and 

(j) Waiwhetu Stream – examine reasons for poor macroinvertebrate 

community health, by 2019, and 

(k) Awhea River – examine reasons for poor macroinvertebrate 

community health, by 2019, and 
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(l) Riversdale groundwater – examine reasons for elevated nitrate levels, 

by 2019, and 

(m) Whangaehu River – examine reasons for poor macroinvertebrate 

community health, by 2019. 

6.14 Contact recreation and Māori customary use  

Method M27: Improving water quality in priority water bodies   

Wellington Regional Council in conjunction with mana whenua will develop 

and implement a programme to improve water quality for contact recreation 

and Māori customary use in the first priority fresh and coastal water bodies 

identified in Schedule H12. 
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Schedule H: Contact recreation and MǕori customary use  

Schedule H 1: Regionally  sSignificant primary contact recreation water 
bodies  

Shown on Map 20. 

Schedule H1: Regionally sSignificant primary contact recreation water bodies 

Rivers 

Ōtaki River 

Waikanae River 

Te Awa Kairangi/Hutt River 

Pakuratahi River 

Akatarawa River 

Wainuiomata River 

Ruamāhanga River  

Tauherenikau River  

Waingawa River 

Waiohine River  

Waipoua River 

Lakes 

Lake Waitawa (Forest Lakes) 

Lake Wairarapa 
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Schedule H2: Priorities for improvement of fresh and coastal water quality 

for contact recreation and Māori customary use  

Schedule H2: Priorities for improvement of fresh and coastal water quality for contact recreation and 
Māori customary use 

First priorities for improvement 

Fresh water bodies for secondary contact 

Fresh water bodies at or below the NOF compulsory bottom line for the health of people and communities from 
secondary contact with water  

Fresh water bodies for primary contact 

Regionally significant primary contact recreation rivers at or below the NOF minimum acceptable state for primary 
contact with freshwater at flows below 3x median flows, and at one or more sites 

Te Awa Kairangi/Hutt River 

Wainuiomata River 

Coastal water priorities for improvement for contact recreation 

Areas of coastal water with recognised recreation values at or below the Table 3.3 outcome for faecal 
contamination during the bathing season (November-March) 

Island Bay at Derwent Street 

Island Bay at Reef St Recreation Ground 

Island Bay at Surf Club 

Owhiro Bay 

Te Awarua-o-Porirua Harbour (Onepoto Arm) at Rowing Club 

South Beach at Plimmerton 

Tītahi Bay at South Beach Access Road 

Wellington Harbour (Port Nicholson) at Harris Street  

Wellington Harbour (Port Nicholson) at Hunter Street 

Wellington Harbour (Port Nicholson) at Tory Street 

Second priorities for improvement 

Fresh water bodies for secondary contact recreation 

Fresh water bodies with water quality approaching the NOF bottom line for the health of people and communities 
from secondary contact with fresh water, identified as those that exceed 1000 cfu/100mL as a 95th percentile 
rivers with median E.coli between 540 and 1000 CFU/100 mL [1] 

                                                 

 
[1] Based on 5yr monthly monitoring July 2008 to June 2013 inclusive 
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Schedule H2: Priorities for improvement of fresh and coastal water quality for contact recreation and 
Māori customary use 

Awhea River 

 Horokiri Stream 

Huangarua River 

Kaiwharawhara Stream 

Kopuaranga River 

Makara Stream 

Mangaone Stream 

Mangaroa River 

 Mangatarere Stream 

Mataikona River tributary 

Ngarara Stream 

Parkvale Stream 

 Pauatahanui Stream 

Porirua Stream 

Taueru River 

Waitohu Stream 

Waiwhetu Stream 

Whangaehu River 

Whareama River 

Whareroa Stream 
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Appendix C: Recommended amendments (clean) 

Interpretation  

Good management 
practice  

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. Examples of good 
management practice guidelines can be found on the Wellington Regional Council’s website. 

 

Objectives  

Objective O18   

The ecological, recreational, mana whenua, and amenity values of estuaries 

including their sensitivity as low energy receiving environments are 

recognised, and their health and function is restored over time. 

3.5 Water quality 

Objective O23   

The quality of groundwater, water in surface water bodies, and the coastal 

marine area is maintained or improved. 

Objective O24   

Rivers, lakes, natural wetlands and coastal water are suitable for contact 

recreation and Māori customary use, including by: 

(c) maintaining water quality, or 

(d) improving water quality in: 

(i) significant contact recreation fresh water bodies to meet, 

as a minimum, the primary contact recreation objectives in 

Table 3.1, and 

(ii) coastal water to meet, as a minimum, the primary contact 

recreation objectives in Table 3.3, and 

(iii)  Sites with significant mana whenua values and Ngā Taonga 

Nui a Kiwa meet, as a minimum, the primary contact 

recreation objectives in Table 3.1 or 3.3, and  

(iv)  all other rivers and lakes and natural wetlands to meet, as a 

minimum, the secondary contact recreation objectives in 

Table 3.2. 
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Contact recreation and Māori customary use objectives  

Table 3.1 Primary contact recreation objectives in freshwater bodies1  

Water 
body 
type 

E. coli 

cfu/100mL 
95th percentile2 

Cyanobacteria 
Māori customary 

use 
Toxicants and 

irritants 
Water clarity Sediment cover 

Heterotrophic 
growths Planktonic3 Benthic 

Rivers 

≤ 540 

at all flows below 
3x median flow, 
September to 
April inclusive 

 
Low risk of 
health effects 
from exposure  

Fresh water 
supports Māori 

customary use by 
the achievement 

of the huanga 
identified by mana 

whenua 

Concentrations of 
toxicants or 
irritants do not 
pose a threat to 
water users 

1.6m 

25% 

No bacterial or 
fungal slime 

growths visible to 
the naked eye as 
plumose growths 

or mats 
Lakes 

≤ 540 

September to 
April inclusive 

< 1.8mm3/L 

biovolume 

equivalent of 

potentially toxic 

cyanobacteria 

OR 

<10mm3/L total 
biovolume of all 
cyanobacteria 

  

                                                 

 
1 For suggested guidance on the E.coli, cyanobacteria and toxicants and irritants objectives in Table 3.1 refer to Table 3.3 of the Technical guidance document: Aquatic ecosystem health and 
contact recreation outcomes in the Proposed Natural Resources Plan, Wellington Regional Council, 2015, GW/ESCI-T-15/45 
2 Derived using the Hazen method from a minimum of 30 data points collected over three years 
3 80th percentile derived using the Hazen method from a minimum of three years data 
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Table 3.2 Secondary contact recreation objectives in freshwater bodies1  

Water 
body 
type 

E. coli 

cfu/100mL 
median2 

Cyanobacteria 
Māori customary 

use Planktonic2 Benthic 

Rivers 

≤ 1,000 

 

 
Low risk of health effects from 
exposure 

Fresh water 
supports Māori 

customary use by 
the achievement of 

the huanga 
identified by mana 

whenua 

Lakes 

< 1.8mm3/L biovolume 

equivalent of potentially 

toxic cyanobacteria 

OR 

<10mm3/L total biovolume 
of all cyanobacteria 

 

Natural 

wetlands  
 

    

Table 3.3 Contact recreation objectives in coastal water3  

Coastal water type Pathogens 

Indicator bacteria/100mL 

95th percentile4 

Māori customary use Shellfish quality 

Estuaries5 
≤ 540 E. coli 
 

Coastal water supports 
Māori customary use 
by the achievement of 
the huanga identified 

by mana whenua 

Concentrations of 
contaminants, 

including pathogens, 
are sufficiently low for 
shellfish to be safe to 
collect and consume 
where appropriate 

Open coast and harbours 

 
≤ 500 enterococci 

                                                 

 
1 For suggested guidance on the E.coli, cyanobacteria and toxicants and irritants objectives in Table 3.2 refer to 
Table 3.3 of the Technical guidance document: Aquatic ecosystem health and contact recreation outcomes in the 
Proposed Natural Resources Plan, Wellington Regional Council, 2015, GW/ESCI-T-15/45. 
2 Based on a minimum of 12 data points collected over three years 
3 For suggested guidance on the pathogens and shellfish quality objectives in Table 3.3 refer to Table 3.6 of the 
Technical guidance document: Aquatic ecosystem health and contact recreation outcomes in the Proposed Natural 
Resources Plan, Wellington Regional Council, 2015, GW/ESCI-T-15/45. 
4 Derived using the Hazen method from a minimum of 30 data points collected over three years 
5  Excludes Te Awarua-o-Porirua Harbour and includes Lake Onoke. Estuaries, including river mouth estuaries, 
should be treated as an estuary when they are dominated by saline water, in which case Table 3.3 applies, and as 
rivers when they are dominated by fresh water, in which case Table 3.1 or 3.2 applies. 
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3.6 Biodiversity, aquatic ecosystem health and mahinga kai 

Objective O25   

Biodiversity, aquatic ecosystem health and mahinga kai in fresh water 

bodies and the coastal marine area are safeguarded. Water quality, flows, water 

levels and aquatic and coastal habitats are managed to maintain biodiversity, 

aquatic ecosystem health and mahinga kai, and where an objective in Tables 

3.4, 3.5, 3.6, 3.7 or 3.8 is not met, a fresh water body or coastal marine area is 

improved over time to meet that objective. In particular: 

a) The ecological, recreational, mana whenua, and amenity values of 

estuaries, including their sensitivity as low energy receiving 

environments are recognised, and their health and function is restored 

over time. 

b) Vegetated riparian margins are established, and maintained or 

restored. 

c) The extent of natural wetlands is maintained or increased and their 

condition is restored. 

d) Use and development provides for the passage of fish and koura, and 

the passage of indigenous fish and koura is restored. 

e) The habitat of trout identified in Schedule I (trout habitat) is 

maintained and improved. 

f) Outstanding water bodies and their significant values are protected. 

g) Ecosystems and habitats with significant indigenous biodiversity 

values are protected and restored. 
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Aquatic ecosystem health and mahinga kai objectives 

Table 3.4 Rivers and streams39 

River class40 Macrophytes 

Periphyton biomass41 

mg/m2 chlorophyll a 

Periphyton cover 

Only applies when there 
is no periphyton biomass 

data 

 

Invertebrates42 

Macroinvertebrate 
Community Index Fish Mahinga kai species 

All rivers 
Significant 

rivers43 
All rivers 

Significant 
rivers44 

All rivers 
Significant 

rivers45 

1 Steep, hard sedimentary 

Indigenous 
macrophyte 

communities are 
resilient and their 

structure, 
composition and 

diversity are 
balanced 

≤ 50 ≤ 50 <20% <20% ≥ 120 ≥ 130 

Indigenous fish 
communities are 
resilient and their 

structure 
composition and 

diversity are 
balanced 

Mahinga kai species, 
including taonga species, 
are present in quantities, 

size and of a quality that is 
appropriate for the area.46 

Huanga of mahinga kai as 
identified by mana 

whenua are achieved. 

2 
Mid-gradient, coastal and 

hard sedimentary 
≤ 120 ≤ 50 

<40% <20% 
≥ 105 ≥ 130 

3 
Mid-gradient, soft 

sedimentary 
≤ 120* ≤ 50* 

<40% <20% 
≥ 105 ≥ 130 

4 
Lowland, large, draining 

ranges 
≤ 120 ≤ 50 

<40% <20% 
≥ 110 ≥ 130 

5 
Lowland, large, draining 

plains and eastern 
Wairarapa 

≤ 120* ≤ 50* 
<40% <20% 

≥ 100 ≥ 120 

6 Lowland, small ≤ 120* ≤ 50* <40% <20% ≥ 100 ≥ 120 

                                                 

 
39 For suggested guidance on the macrophytes, periphyton biomass, invertebrate and fish objectives in Table 3.4 refer to Table 2.4 of the Technical guidance document: Aquatic ecosystem health and contact recreation outcomes in the 
Proposed Natural Resources Plan, Wellington Regional Council, 2015, GW/ESCI-T-15/45. 
40 Shown on Maps 21a to 21e.  
41 The periphyton objectives shall not be exceeded by more than 17% of samples in ‘productive’ rivers and 8% of samples in all other rivers, based on a minimum of three years of monthly sampling. Rivers are categorised as productive 
according to types in the River Environment Classification (REC). Productive rivers are those that fall within the REC “Dry” Climate categories (i.e. Warm-Dry (WD) and Cool-Dry (CD)) and the REC Geology categories that have naturally high 
levels of nutrient enrichment due to their catchment geology (i.e. Soft-Sedimentary (SS), Volcanic Acidic (VA) and Volcanic Basic (VB)). Therefore, productive rivers are those that belong to the following REC defined types: WD/SS, WD/VB, 
WD/VA, CD/SS, CD/VB, CD/VA. 
42 Rolling median based on a minimum of three years of annual samples collected during summer or autumn. 
43, 102 Rivers or streams with high macroinvertebrate community health, identified in column 2 of Schedule F1 (rivers/lakes). 
44 Rivers or streams with high macroinvertebrate community health, identified in column 2 of Schedule F1 (rivers/lakes). 
 
46 Appropriate for the area refers to those species expected present based on natural distribution and habitat. 
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Table 3.5 Lakes47 

Lake type Macrophytes Phytoplankton Fish Mahinga kai species Nutrients 

All lakes 

Submerged and emergent 
macrophyte communities are 
resilient and occupy at least 
one third of the lake bed that 

is naturally available for 
macrophytes, and are 

dominated by native species 

Phytoplankton communities 
are balanced and there is a 
low frequency of nuisance 

blooms 

Indigenous fish communities 
are resilient and their 

structure, composition and 
diversity are balanced 

Mahinga kai species, 
including taonga species, are 
present in quantities, size and 
of a quality that is appropriate 

for the area.48 Huanga of 
mahinga kai as identified by 
mana whenua are achieved. 

Total nitrogen and 
phosphorus concentrations 

do not cause an imbalance in 
aquatic plant, invertebrate or 

fish communities 

 

Table 3.6 Groundwater49 

Groundwater type Nitrate Quantity Saltwater intrusion 

Directly connected to 
surface water 

Nitrate concentrations do not cause unacceptable 
effects on groundwater-dependent ecosystems or 
on aquatic plants, invertebrate or fish communities 
in connected surface water bodies 

The quantity of water is maintained to safeguard healthy 
groundwater-dependent ecosystems 

The boundary between salt and fresh 
groundwater does not migrate between fresh 
water and salt water aquifers 

                                                 

 
47 For suggested guidance on the macrophytes, phytoplankton, fish and nutrients objectives in Table 3.5 refer to Table 2.7 of the Technical guidance document: Aquatic ecosystem health and 
contact recreation outcomes in the Proposed Natural Resources Plan, Wellington Regional Council, 2015, GW/ESCI-T-15/45. 
48 Appropriate for the area refers to those species expected present based on natural distribution and habitat 
49 For suggested guidance on the nitrate, quantity and saltwater intrusion objectives in Table 3.6 refer to Table 2.10 of the Technical guidance document: Aquatic ecosystem health and contact 
recreation outcomes in the Proposed Natural Resources, Wellington Regional Council, 2015, GW/ESCI-T-15/45. 
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Table 3.6 Groundwater49 

Groundwater type Nitrate Quantity Saltwater intrusion 

Not directly 
connected to surface 
water 

Nitrate concentrations do not cause unacceptable 
effects on stygofauna communities or other 
groundwater ecosystems 

 

Table 3.7 Natural wetlands50 

Wetland type Flora Fauna Mahinga kai species Nutrient status Hydrology 

Bog 
Indigenous plant 
communities are 

appropriate51 to wetland 
type, are resilient and their 
structure, composition and 

diversity are within an 
acceptable range of that 
expected under natural  

conditions 

Indigenous faunal 
communities (including 

those of birds, fish, lizards 
and invertebrates) are 

appropriate16 to wetland 
type are resilient and their 
structure composition and 

diversity are within an 
acceptable range of that 
expected under natural 

conditions 

Mahinga kai species, 
including taonga species, 

are present in, or are 
migrating through, the 

wetland and are in 
quantities, size and of a 

quality that is appropriate to 
the area52 Huanga of 

mahinga kai as identified by 
mana whenua are achieved. 

Low or very low 

Water table depth and hydrologic 
regime is appropriate to the wetland 

type 

Fen Low to moderate 

Seepage Low to high 

Saltmarsh53 Moderate to high 

Swamp Moderate to high 

Marsh Moderate to high 

                                                 

 
50 For suggested guidance on the flora, fauna, nutrient status and hydrology objectives in Table 3.7 refer to Table 2.13 of the Technical guidance document: Aquatic ecosystem health and 
contact recreation outcomes in the Proposed Natural Resources, Wellington Regional Council, 2015, GW/ESCI-T-15/45. 
51 Appropriate refers to communities naturally found in the different wetland types, and indigenous species that are native to the area (i.e. species expected present based on natural distribution 
and habitat 
52 Appropriate for the area refers to those species expected present based on natural distribution and habitat 
53 Refers to terrestrial component of saltmarshes, coastal saltmarsh is provided for by Table 3.8 
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Table 3.8 Coastal waters54 

Coastal water type Macroalgae 
Seagrass and 

saltmarsh 
Invertebrates 

Mahinga kai 
species 

Fish Sedimentation rate Mud content 

Open coast 

The algae 
community is 

balanced with a low 
frequency of 

nuisance blooms 

NA 

Invertebrate 
communities are 
resilient and their 

structure, 
composition and 

diversity are 
balanced 

Mahinga kai species, 
including taonga 

species, are present 
in quantities, sizes 

and of a quality that 
is appropriate for the 

area55 Huanga of 
mahinga kai as 

identified by mana 
whenua are 
achieved. 

 N/A 

Estuaries and 
harbours 

Seagrass, saltmarsh 
and brackish water 

submerged 
macrophytes are 

resilient and diverse 
and their cover is 

sufficient to support 
invertebrate and fish 

communities 

Indigenous fish 
communities are 
resilient and their 

structure, 
composition and 

diversity are 
balanced 

The sedimentation 
rate is within an 

acceptable range of 
that expected under 
natural conditions 

The mud content and areal 
extent of soft mud habitats 

is within a range of that 
found under natural 

conditions 

                                                 

 
54 For suggested guidance for estuaries on the macroalgae, seagrass and saltmarsh, invertebrates, fish, sedimentation rate and mud content objectives in Table 3.8 refer to Table 2.16 of the 
Technical guidance document: Aquatic ecosystem health and contact recreation outcomes in the Proposed Natural Resources Plan, Wellington Regional Council, 2015, GW/ESCI-T-15/45. 
55 Appropriate for the area refers to those species expected present based on natural distribution and habitat 
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Policies 

Policy P10: Contact recreation and Māori customary use   

Use and development Management of natural resources shall have particular 

regard to avoid, remedy or mitigate any the actual and potential adverse effects 

on contact recreation and Māori customary use in fresh and coastal water, 

including by:  

(a) providing water quality and, in rivers, flows suitable for the 

community’s objectives for contact recreation and Māori customary 

use, and 

(b) managing activities to maintain or enhance contact recreation values 

in the beds of lakes and rivers, including by retaining existing 

swimming holes and maintaining access to existing contact recreation 

locations, and 

(c) encouraging improved access to suitable swimming locations, and 

(d) providing for the passive recreation and amenity values of fresh water 

bodies and the coastal marine area. 

4.8 Discharges to land and water 

4.8.1 Land and water 

Policy P62: Promoting discharges to land   

The discharge of contaminants to land is preferred over direct discharges to 

water, particularly where there are adverse effects on: 

(a) aquatic ecosystem health, or  

(b) mahinga kai, or 

(c)  contact recreation, or  

(d)  Māori customary use.  

Policy P63: Improving water quality for contact recreation and Māori 
customary use   

The water quality of water bodies and coastal water shall be improved to meet, 

over time and as a minimum, the objectives in Table 3.1, 3.2 and 3.3, including 

by: 

(a) improving water quality in all first priority for improvement water 

bodies for secondary contact with water listed in Schedule H2 

(priority water bodies) in accordance with Method M27, and 

(b) having particular regard to improving water quality in fresh water 

bodies and coastal water where contact recreation and/or Māori 

customary use is adversely affected by discharges from Stormwater 
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networks, stormwater from a port, airport or state highway, 

wastewater networks and wastewater treatment plants. 

 

Policy P65: Minimising effects of rural land use activities  

The adverse effects of rural land use activities, including any associated 

discharge, that may enter water shall be minimised through the use of:  

(a) good management practices, and  

(b) information gathering, monitoring, assessment and reporting, and  

(c) integrated catchment management within the Wellington Regional 

Council and with the involvement of mana whenua, territorial 

authorities, water users, farmers, households, industry, environmental 

groups and technical experts, and 

(d) regulatory and non-regulatory methods. 

Policy P66: National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 
requirements for discharge consents 

When considering any application for a discharge the consent authority shall 

have regard to the following matters:  

(a) the extent to which the discharge would avoid contamination that will 

have an adverse effect on the life-supporting capacity of fresh water 

including on any ecosystem associated with fresh water, and  

(b) the extent to which it is feasible and dependable that any more than 

minor adverse effects on fresh water, and on any ecosystem associated 

with fresh water, resulting from the discharge would be avoided, and 

(c) the extent to which the discharge would avoid contamination that will 

have an adverse effect on the health of people and communities as 

affected by their  contact with fresh water, and 

(d) the extent to which it is feasible and dependable that any more than 

minor adverse effects on the health of people and communities as 

affected by their contact with fresh water resulting from the discharge 

would be avoided. 

This policy applies to the following discharges (including a diffuse discharge 

by any person or animal):  

(e) a new discharge, or  

(f) a change or increase in any discharge  

of any contaminant into fresh water, or onto or into land in circumstances that 

may result in that contaminant (or, as a result of any natural process from the 

discharge of that contaminant, any other contaminant) entering fresh water. 
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Sections (a) and (b) of this policy do not apply to any application for consent 

first lodged before the National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 

2011 took effect on 1 July 2011. Sections (c) and (d) of this policy do not apply 

to any application for consent first lodged before the National Policy Statement 

for Freshwater Management 2014 took effect (1 August 2014).  

Policy P67: Minimising effects of discharges   

The adverse effects of discharges of contaminants to land and water will be 

minimised by following this hierarchy: 

(a) avoiding the production of the contaminant,  

(b) reducing the volume of contaminants, including reusing, recovering or 

recycling the contaminant,  

(c) minimising the volume or amount of the discharge,  

(d)  where the contaminants may enter water discharging to land is 

preferred to discharging direct to water, including using land-based 

treatment, constructed wetlands or other systems to treat contaminants 

prior to discharge. 

Note: 

In determining if it is appropriate to discharge to land as required by clause (d) 

consideration must be given to the requirements of Policy P95. 

Methods 

Method M10: Water quality investigations and remediation actions   

Wellington Regional Council will further investigate effects, establish or 

confirm causality, and through the whaitua implementation programme 

develop appropriate remediation and/or containment programmes to address 

water quality issues in the catchments and/or groundwater zones for the 

following priority areas: 

(a)  Parkvale Stream – examine reasons for elevated nitrate and 

periphyton levels, and the associated Taratahi groundwater zone for 

elevated nitrate levels, by 2017, and 

(b) Te Ore Ore, Tauherenikau and Martinborough groundwater – examine 

reasons for elevated nitrate levels, by 2017, and 

(c) Waipoua River and Ruamāhanga River – examine reasons for 

elevated toxic cyanobacteria events, by 2018, and 

(d) Te Awa Kairangi/Hutt River – examine reasons for elevated toxic 

cyanobacteria events, by 2018, and 

(e) Te Horo groundwater – examine reasons for elevated nitrate levels, by 

2018, and 
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(f) Ōtaki groundwater – examine reasons of elevated nitrate levels, by 

2018, and 

(g) Mangaone Stream – examine reasons for poor macroinvertebrate 

community health and elevated macrophyte growth, by 2018, and 

(h) Mangapouri Stream – examine reasons for poor macroinvertebrate 

community health, elevated macrophyte growth and elevated faecal 

contamination, by 2018, and 

(i) Lake Waitawa – examine reasons for elevated nutrient, phytoplankton 

and planktonic cyanobacteria levels, by 2018, and 

(j) Waiwhetu Stream – examine reasons for poor macroinvertebrate 

community health, by 2019, and 

(k) Awhea River – examine reasons for poor macroinvertebrate 

community health, by 2019, and 

(l) Riversdale groundwater – examine reasons for elevated nitrate levels, 

by 2019, and 

(m) Whangaehu River – examine reasons for poor macroinvertebrate 

community health, by 2019. 

6.14 Contact recreation and Māori customary use  

Method M27: Improving water quality in priority water bodies   

Wellington Regional Council in conjunction with mana whenua will develop 

and implement a programme to improve water quality for contact recreation 

and Māori customary use in the first priority fresh and coastal water bodies 

identified in Schedule H2. 

Schedules  

Schedule H: Contact recreation and MǕori customary use  

Schedule H 1: Sign ificant primary contact recreation water bodies  

Shown on Map 20. 



 
 
 
Officer’s Right of Reply: Water quality  (Issues 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8) 

 

PAGE 56 OF 90 NATRP-10-1421 
  

Schedule H1: Significant primary contact recreation water bodies 

Rivers 

Ōtaki River 

Waikanae River 

Te Awa Kairangi/Hutt River 

Pakuratahi River 

Akatarawa River 

Wainuiomata River 

Ruamāhanga River  

Tauherenikau River  

Waingawa River 

Waiohine River  

Waipoua River 

Lakes 

Lake Waitawa (Forest Lakes) 

Lake Wairarapa 
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Schedule H2: Priorities for improvement of fresh and coastal water quality 

for contact recreation and Māori customary use  

Schedule H2: Priorities for improvement of fresh and coastal water quality for contact recreation and 
Māori customary use 

First priorities for improvement 

Fresh water bodies for secondary contact 

Fresh water bodies at or below the NOF compulsory bottom line for the health of people and communities from 
secondary contact with water  

Karori Stream 

Mangapouri Stream 

Fresh water bodies for primary contact 

Regionally significant primary contact recreation rivers at or below the NOF minimum acceptable state for primary 
contact with freshwater at flows below 3x median flows, and at one or more sites 

Te Awa Kairangi/Hutt River 

Wainuiomata River 

Coastal water priorities for improvement for contact recreation 

Areas of coastal water with recognised recreation values at or below the Table 3.3 outcome for faecal 
contamination during the bathing season (November-March) 

Island Bay at Derwent Street 

Island Bay at Reef St Recreation Ground 

Island Bay at Surf Club 

Owhiro Bay 

Te Awarua-o-Porirua Harbour (Onepoto Arm) at Rowing Club 

South Beach at Plimmerton 

Tītahi Bay at South Beach Access Road 

Wellington Harbour (Port Nicholson) at Harris Street  

Wellington Harbour (Port Nicholson) at Hunter Street 

Wellington Harbour (Port Nicholson) at Tory Street 

Second priorities for improvement 

Fresh water bodies for secondary contact recreation 

Fresh water bodies with water quality approaching the NOF bottom line for the health of people and communities 
from secondary contact with fresh water, identified as those rivers with median E.coli between 540 and 1000 
CFU/100 mL [1] 

Mangaone Stream 

Waitohu Stream 

 

 

                                                 

 
[1] Based on 5yr monthly monitoring July 2008 to June 2013 inclusive 
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Appendix D: Progressive implementation programme – 
March 2018 
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Programme of time-limited stages for implementation of the National Policy 
Statement for Freshwater Management 2014 (amended 2017) (NPS-FM) and 
progress to March 2018 
 
Pursuant to Policy E1 of the National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 2014 
(amended 2017), the Wellington Regional Council gives public notice of the following staged 
Programme for implementation and the progress to March 2018. 

 
     

Collaborative process for 
    

         

  
Planning and engagement 

  developing catchment   Implementation progress to  
    specific management   March 2018  

        

     approaches     

2013 Release a Working Document  Identify five whaitua for the  A Working Document for 
  for Discussion for comment  region.  Discussion was publicly released 
  and discussion.     in August 2013. 

        The five whaitua for the region 
        were identified in June 2013. The 
        purpose, role, membership, and 
        timing of whaitua committees 
        were also reported to the Council 
        at the same time. 

        Members of the   Whaitua 
        Committee were appointed in 
        December 2013 
      

2014 Release a draft Natural  Establish the process for  Following consultation with 
  Resources Plan for comment  collaboration with  stakeholders on a Working 
  and discussion.  communities in Ruamāhanga  Document for Discussion, a draft 
     Whaitua and Te Awarua-o-  Natural Resources Plan for the 
     Porirua Whaitua in the region.  Wellington Region was released 
        in September 2014. 

        The Ruamāhanga Whiatua 
        Committee held its first meeting 
        in February 2014. 

        The process for establishing the 
        Te Awarua-o-Porirua Whaitua 
        Committee was reported to the 
        Council in July 2014. Members 
        of the Committee were appointed 
        in December 2014. 
       

2015 Notify Proposed Natural     The Proposed Natural 
  Resources Plan for the     Resources Plan for the 
  Wellington Region.     Wellington Region was publicly 
        notified on 31 July 2015. 
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Collaborative process for 
    

         

  
Planning and engagement 

  developing catchment   Implementation progress to  
    specific management   March 2018  

        

     approaches     

        The Te Awarua-o-Porirua 
        Whaitua Committee first met in 
        February 2015. 
      

2018 Provide draft swimming  Whaitua Implementation  Draft swimming targets report 
  targets to the public by 31  Programme (WIP) completed  available on website 31 March 
  March.  for Ruamāhanga Whaitua  

Ruamāhanga Whaitua draft         

  Finalise regional swimming  Establish whaitua committee  recommendations being 
  targets to the public by 31  and start collaboration with  consulted on with the community 
  December  communities in Wellington  

Wellington Harbour/Hutt Valley      

Harbour /Hutt Valley Whaitua 
 

      Whaitua committee         

     WIP completed for Te  establishment underway 
     Awarua-o-Porirua Whaitua.    

      

2019 Notify Regional Plan changes  Wellington Harbour /Hutt  Not applicable 
  in response to completed  Valley Whaitua working    

  WIPs and to identify  towards a WIP    

  scheduled rivers and lakes       

  and primary contact sites (as  
Establish process for 

   
  per Policy A5) for     

  Ruamāhanga Whaitua and  collaboration with    

  Te Awarua-o-Porirua  communities in Kāpiti    

  Whaitua.  Whaitua    

  LTP provides funding for       
  implementation of       

  non-regulatory methods in       

  response to the WIPs       

  completed Ruamāhanga       

  Whaitua and Te Awarua-o-       

  Porirua Whaitua.       
        

2020     WIP completed for Wellington  Not applicable 
     Harbour /Hutt Valley Whaitua.    

     Establish process for    
     collaboration with    

     communities in Wairarapa    

     Coast Whaitua.    
       

2021 Notify Regional Plan change     Not applicable 
  in response to WIP       

  completed for Wellington/Hutt       

  Whaitua.       

  LTP provides funding for       
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Collaborative process for 
    

         

  
Planning and engagement 

  developing catchment   Implementation progress to  
    specific management   March 2018  

        

     approaches     

  implementation of non-       
  regulatory methods in       

  response to WIP completed       

  for Wellington Harbour /Hutt       

  Valley Whaitua.       
        

2022     WIP complete for Kāpiti  Not applicable 
     Whaitua.    
      

2023 Notify Regional Plan change  WIP completed for Wairarapa  Not applicable 
  in response to WIP  Coast Whaitua    

  completed for Kapiti Whaitua.       

  LTP provides funding for       
  implementation of non-       

  regulatory methods in       

  response to WIP completed       

  for Kapiti Whaitua.       
       

2024 Notify Regional Plan change     Not applicable 
  in response to WIP       

  completed for Wairarapa       

  Coast Whaitua.       

  LTP provides funding for       
  implementation of non-       

  regulatory methods in       

  response to WIP completed       

  for Wairarapa Coast       

  Whaitua..       
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Appendix E: Water quality plan framework 
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Appendix F: Wairarapa Water Use Project Memo 
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TO Rachel Pawson, Environmental Policy 

FROM Michael Bassett-Foss, Project Director, Wairarapa Water Use Project  

DATE 27th April 2018 

 

Clarification of Water Wairarapa project timelines 

Purpose 

This memo aims to clarify the timelines for Water Wairarapa project.  

It is required due to information tabled during the proposed Natural Resources Plan hearings 

on 19 February 2018 by Fish & Game (HS4 S308 evidence from Peter Wilson). The tabled 

information comprised the Water Wairarapa Newsletter dated December 2017. 

Context 

The Water Wairarapa December 2017 Newsletter was targeted at water users.  It outlined an 

aggressive timeline based on previously publicised time frames and information available at 

that time.  It was focused at a target audience of water users, with expressions of interest and 

an equity raise process to be undertaken by a separate entity, Water Wairarapa Ltd as the 

initial steps. 

The timeline as outlined in the Newsletter relied on the investigative work undertaken by the 

project continuing with a ramp up of feasibility studies through 2018. 

This would have provided a three year window for completing feasibility, consenting and final 

design work, allowing construction to start after 2021.  As stated earlier in the Memo, this time 

frame is aggressive but achievable for a well-resourced and prepared project. 

Current status 

A lot has changed since late 2017.  

Greater Wellington Regional Council has signalled reduced funding in its long term planning 

process from July 2018. 

More recently, the new Government has announced to cease funding for irrigation schemes 

via Crown Irrigation Investments Ltd. 

Given these resourcing challenges, a new project timeline is in the process of being developed.  

An iterative approach to project planning and management of timelines is normal in complex 

projects. It is also likely that Greater Wellington Regional Council will hand the lead of this 

project over to another entity. 
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Feasibility and consenting processes for large scale infrastructure projects can take in the order 

of three to five years or longer to complete depending on resourcing, complexity, community 

alignment and other factors. 

The most recent timeline for the project is illustrated below.  It allows for an 18 month 

Commitment Phase, which aims to raise funds and support prior to a Feasibility and 

Consenting phase starting. The Commitment Phase is now required because of the new 

funding restrictions for the project. 

A three year Feasibility and Consenting phase is followed by a separate Construction 

Preparation phase that will develop final designs and construction financing. 

¢ƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǿƛƭƭ ŀƭǎƻ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ǎŜŜƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ wǳŀƳņƘŀƴƎŀ 

Whaitua process (due 2018). A broader strategic water management solution will be required 

in order to ensǳǊŜ ǘƘŜ wǳŀƳņƘŀƴƎŀ ƛǎ ǊŜǎƛƭƛŜƴǘ ǘƻ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ ǿŀǘŜǊ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎΦ 

Please note that the timeline is based on a number of assumptions that will likely change as 

the project progresses. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Current Phase Commitment Phase

Councils Integrated water management

Government Business case for support

WWL Funding for Feas/Consenting

Feasibility and Consenting Phase Feasibility Phase Consenting Phase

Construction Prep Phase Construction Prep Phase

Construction Phase Construction

20232018 2019 2020 2021 2022
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Appendix G: Regional Coast Plan Maps 4A to 4E 

See separate document 
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Appendix H: Technical guidance document - Aquatic 
ecosystem health and contact recreation outcomes in 
the Proposed Natural Resources Plan (2015) 

See separate document 

  



 
 
 
Officer’s Right of Reply: Water quality  (Issues 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8) 

 

NATRP-10-1421 PAGE 69 OF 90 
 

Appendix I: Ministry for the Environment – Key 
Messages for managing discharges  
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Key messages for 
managing discharges 

 
 

The National Policy Statement 
for Freshwater Management 

 
Regional councils are required to implement the National Policy Statement for Freshwater 

Management 2014 (NPS-FM).1 The NPS-FM provides direction from central government to regional 

councils on how to manage fresh water. It requires regional councils2 to set freshwater objectives 
and limits/targets for freshwater quality and quantity in their regional plans. 

 

The NPS-FM requires management of all discharges 
 

Policy A1, amongst other things, requires regional councils to have methods to avoid over-
allocation. Methods to avoid over-allocation can apply to both point sources and diffuse 

discharges.3 

 
Until regional councils have completed a planning process of setting freshwater objectives and 
limits in their regional plans, Policy A4 requires them to amend their regional plans and to ensure 
they manage discharges by considering certain matters. The policy explicitly applies to discharges 
όάincluding a diffuse discharge by any person or animalέύ ƻŦ ŀƴȅ ŎƻƴǘŀƳƛƴŀƴǘ ƛƴǘƻ ŦǊŜǎƘ ǿŀǘŜǊΣ ƻǊ 
onto land in circumstances that may result in the contaminant entering fresh water. 

 
Policy CC1 requires regional councils to establish and operate freshwater quality and quantity 
accounting systems. This includes point sources and diffuse sources of contaminants. Further 
information about accounting for both point source and diffuse discharges is available in A Guide 
to freshwater accounting όŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ aƛƴƛǎǘǊȅΩǎ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜύΦ 

 

The RMA and regional plans 
 

Sections 9 and 15 of the RMA address land use and discharges. Section 9 provides, amongst other 
things, that no person may use land in any manner that contravenes a rule in a regional plan. 
Regional councils can only regulate land use in order to fulfil their land use functions (including 
for maintaining or enhancing water quality).  

 
 
 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
 
 
 
 
This needs to be done as promptly as is reasonable in the circumstances, and not later than 2025, although this 
can be extended to 2030 in certain circumstances (see Policy E1).  
Including unitary authorities.  
A Guide to the NPS-FM, p38. 

 
 

 
1 

http://www.mfe.govt.nz/publications/fresh-water/guide-national-policy-statement-freshwater-management-2014
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Section 15 provides, amongst other things, that no person may discharge any contaminant into 
water or onto or into land in circumstances which may result in that contaminant entering water 
unless the discharge is expressly allowed by a resource consent or a rule in a regional plan. 

 

Where land use results in diffuse discharges by farming livestock, the Ministry considers that 
regional councils should ensure their regional plans regulate the effects of livestock farming as a 
land use (under s9 of the RMA), and as a discharge (under s15 of the RMA). Regional councils can 
adopt (and have adopted) land use rules, discharge rules, or a combination of both to control 
diffuse discharges to water originating from stock excreta. 

 

Setting enforceable limits for quality and quantity is a key purpose of the NPS-FM. Where water 
resources are over-allocated (in terms of quality and quantity) regional councils must ensure that 
over-allocation is reduced over agreed timeframes. 

 

These approaches are necessary to give effect to the NPS-FM requirements to account for and 
manage all relevant sources of contaminants. Consistent with regional council requirements 
under section 32 of the RMA, and their functions under section 30 of the RMA, the 
Government supports councils using the range of tools available to them to manage the impact 
of land use activities on water quality. 

 

Regional councils have until 2030 to implement the policies of the NPS-FM. Many regional 
councils are on a faster track, and intend to implement the policies well before 2030. They 
are doing so in stage through a series of plan changes throughout their region. 

 

¢ƘŜ aƛƴƛǎǘǊȅ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ ǿƻǊƪ 
 

The Ministry is working on a range of actions to improve the implementation of the NPS-FM. 
These include: 

 

ω Guidance and case studies for regional councils on setting limits and accounting for 
contaminants.  
ω A programme to audit and report on regional freshwater plans. Reviews will start in 2016 and 
will look at the progress regional councils are making in implementing the NPS-FM and managing 
diffuse discharges.  
ω An independent review of the NPS-FM in 2016. This review could include an investigation of 
and recommendations on the management of diffuse discharges by regional councils. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Published in November 2015 by the Ministry for the Environment 
Publication number: INFO 754 
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Appendix J: Inclusion of drivers into Table 3.4 

This appendix includes the drivers for aquatic ecosystem health as underlined amendments. The drivers included in this table are those that where the numeric objectives were agreed by Dr Greer, Dr McArthur, Dr 

Canning and Prof. Death. There was no agreed reached as to whether the drivers should be included in Table 3.4. My recommendation is not to include the drivers but if the Hearings Panel sought to include drivers 

within Table 3.4 this is an example of how it might be achieved.   

Aquatic ecosystem health and mahinga kai objectives 

River class56 Macrophytes 

Periphyton57 

mg/m2 chlorophyll a 

Invertebrates58 

Macroinvertebrate Community 
Index 

Fish 
Mahinga kai 

species 

Temperature Dissolved Oxygen Deposited 
fine 

sediment 

Toxicants, metals and 
metalliods 

Habitat 
quality 
index 

 

All rivers 
Significant 

rivers59 
All rivers 

Significant 
rivers60 

All rivers Significant 
rivers 

All rivers Significant 
rivers 

1 
Steep, hard 
sedimentary 

Indigenous 
macrophyte 
communities 
are resilient 

and their 
structure, 

composition 
and diversity 
are balanced 

≤ 50 ≤ 50 ≥ 120 ≥ 130 

Indigenous fish 
communities are 
resilient and their 

structure 
composition and 

diversity are 
balanced 

Mahinga kai species, 
including taonga 

species, are present 
in quantities, size 

and of a quality that 
is appropriate for the 

area61 

maximum 
temperature 

≤20 
degrees 
Celsius 

maximum 
temperature 
≤18 degrees 

Celsius 

NOF of 
≥7.0mg/L 

(summer 7-
day mean 
minimum) 
and ≥5.0 

mg/L 
(summer 1-

day 
minimum) 

NOF of 
≥8.0mg/L 

(summer 7-
day mean 
minimum) 

and 
≥7.5mg/L 

(summer 1-
day 

minimum) 

 

<20% or 
within 10% of 

reference 
condition 

 

Toxicants are 
at the 95% 

species 
protection 
threshold 

 

Toxicants are 
below the 

99% species 
protection 
threshold 

 

HQI 
recommende

d in 
Professor 
Death’s 

evidence for 
Hearing 

Stream 3 
would be an 
appropriate 

metric 

 

2 
Mid-gradient, coastal 
and hard sedimentary 

≤ 120 ≤ 50 ≥ 105 ≥ 130 

3 
Mid-gradient, soft 
sedimentary 

≤ 120* ≤ 50* ≥ 105 ≥ 130 

4 
Lowland, large, 
draining ranges 

≤ 120 ≤ 50 ≥ 110 ≥ 130 

5 
Lowland, large, 
draining plains and 
eastern Wairarapa 

≤ 120* ≤ 50* ≥ 100 ≥ 120 

 

 

  

                                                 

 
56 Shown on Maps 21a to 21e.  
57 The periphyton objectives for River classes 3,5 and 6 marked with an asterisk (*)shall not be exceeded by more than 17% of samples in ‘productive’ rivers and; for all other River classes, to be exceeded and by no more than 8% of samples in all other rivers, based on a minimum of three 
years of monthly sampling. Rivers are categorised as productive according to types in the River Environment Classification (REC). Productive rivers are those that fall within the REC “Dry” Climate categories (i.e. Warm-Dry (WD) and Cool-Dry (CD)) and the REC Geology categories that 
have naturally high levels of nutrient enrichment due to their catchment geology (i.e. Soft-Sedimentary (SS), Volcanic Acidic (VA) and Volcanic Basic (VB)). Therefore, productive rivers are those that belong to the following REC defined types: WD/SS, WD/VB, WD/VA, CD/SS, CD/VB, 
CD/VA. 
58 Rolling median based on a minimum of three years of annual samples collected during summer or autumn. 
59, 102 Rivers or streams with high macroinvertebrate community health, identified in column 2 of Schedule F1 (rivers/lakes). 
 
61 Appropriate for the area refers to those species expected present based on natural distribution and habitat. 
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Appendix K: Assessment of narrative and numeric objectives in Tables 3.1 to 3.3 for contact recreation and Māori customary use 

Table 3.1 – Primary contact recreation objectives for freshwater 

 Evidence presented at the hearing Scope62 Suggested guidance for 

narrative outcomes – 

Technical guidance 

document  

Expert Witness Conferencing: Water quality 

Objectives (Joint witness statement) 

Right of reply recommendation 

E.Coli No submissions or evidence was 

received on the E.coli objective. 

N/A N/A Not discussed. No change recommended. 

Planktonic 

cyanobacteria 

No evidence presented at the hearing. N/A N/A Not discussed. No change recommended. 

Benthic 

cyanobacteria 

Ms McArthur presented evidence 

recommending that Table 3.1 includes 

the Phormidium cover value (<20%) 

and Table 3.2 includes, as a minimum 

the <50% value from the MoH/MfE 

(2009) guideline.63 

In the latest track change version of 

Table 3.1 dated 2nd March 2018 

presented by Mr Percy and Ms 

Cooper for Rangitāne o Wairarapa, 

DOC and F&G they seek <20% for 

both Tables 3.1 and 3.2. 

Yes Less than or equal to 20% 

cover of the river/stream 

bed 

It was agreed that the MfE/MoH guideline value of 

<20% cover of the stream bed represents the best 

currently available option for both primary and 

secondary contact recreation. 

Agreement was not reached in respect of the 

robustness of the guideline for inclusion in the 

proposed Plan. 

Dr Greer is of the opinion that the numeric is not 

sufficiently robust for inclusion in the proposed 

Plan, as it is based on a risk of exposure to 

cyanobacteria rather than a risk of illness. 

Ms McArthur, Dr Canning and Professor Death are 

of the opinion that the numeric is appropriate and 

robust enough for its purpose.   

Refer to section 2.1 of the Joint Witness Statement 

for more detail. 

Dr Greer stated in his primary evidence (paragraph 5.32 and 5.35) that the MfE/MoH 

(2009) benthic cyanobacteria guidelines require significant refinement and are not 

appropriate for inclusion in the proposed Plan. 

The Hearings Panel asked for an update on the review of the cyanobacteria 

guidelines. Dr Greer has provided an update in his Right of Reply evidence 

(paragraph 8.1 to 8.4). In summary, MfE are likely to release new guidelines in late 

2018. There is a strong possibility that both the cyanobacteria guidelines and the 

NPS-FM attribute will be toxicity based rather than cover based, it is unwise, to 

incorporate the existing coverage based MfE/MoH (2009) guidelines in to the 

proposed Plan (Mark Heath pers. comm. 2018). It is important to note that even if 

future cyanobacteria guidelines remain cover based, they are likely to be significantly 

altered from what Ms Arthur and Professor Death have recommended for inclusion 

into the Proposed Plan.  

I rely on the technical evidence of Dr Greer and recommend the retention of the 

narrative objective for benthic cyanobacteria with the insertion of a footnote 

referencing the technical guidance document as discussed above in section 11.5. 

                                                 

 
62 For more detail refer to the legal submissions for the Right of Reply: Water quality 
63 Ms McArthur evidence for Rangitāne o Wairarapa, DOC and F&G, paragraph 37, pa 
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Māori 

customary use 

Refer to section 8 of this report Yes Not included in the 

technical guidance 

document. 

Not discussed. Refer to section 8 of this report 

Toxicants and 

irritants 

Pauline Whitney for MDC and 

SWDC64 expressed concern in relation 

to the uncertainty within the toxicants 

and irritants column of Table 3.1. The 

relief sought is deletion of the column 

or amendments to define what level of 

toxicants and irritants ‘do not pose a 

threat’.  

Yes Tables 5.2.3 and 5.2.4 of 

the ANZECC (2000) 

guidelines 

Not discussed. I recommend retaining the narrative objective with the inclusion of a footnote that 

references the technical guidance document which provides guidance on the 

interpretation of the narrative objective. 

Table 3.2 – secondary contact recreation objectives for fresh water 

E.coli No submissions or evidence was 

received on the E.coli objective. 

Yes N/A  Not discussed. No change. 

Planktonic 

cyanobacteria 

No evidence presented at the hearing. Yes N/A Not discussed. No change. 

Benthic 

cyanobacteria 

Refer to benthic cyanobacteria 

assessment above for Table 3.1. 

Yes Refer to benthic 

cyanobacteria 

assessment above for 

Table 3.1. 

Refer to benthic cyanobacteria assessment above 

for Table 3.1. 

Refer to benthic cyanobacteria assessment above for Table 3.1. 

Table 3.3 – contact recreation objectives for coastal water 

Pathogens No submissions were received on the 

E.coli objective. 

Jill McKenzie for Regional Public 

Health attended the hearing and 

expressed concern regarding the 

No N/A Not discussed. Regional Public Health did not submit on the enterococci objective in Table 3.3 of 

Objective O24 and there are no other submissions this part of Objective O24. The 

relief sought is out of scope of submissions. 

 

                                                 

 
64 Pauline Whitney evidence for MDC and SWDC, paragraph 52, page 12 
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enterococci objective in Table 3.3 of 

Objective O24 in that “the level ≤500 

enterococci/100mL would not appear 

to align with an objective for primary 

recreation contact and we suggest 

that the figure should be aligned to the 

≤280 enterococci/100mL action mode 

of the ‘Microbiological Water Quality 

Guidelines for Marine and Freshwater 

Recreational Areas’, in areas identified 

as specific recreation sites.”65 

Māori 

customary use 

Refer to section 8 of this report Yes Not included in the 

technical guidance 

document. 

Not discussed. Refer to section 8 of this report 

Shellfish 

quality 

Ms Wratt seeks amendments to the 

shellfish gathering objective in Table 

3.3 to better reflect the potential 

contamination rather than ‘where 

appropriate’66.  No specific wording 

has been requested. 

 

Yes None recommended Not discussed. My s42A report: Water quality considers this matter at paragraph 335. I note that Mr 

Hutchinson for Wellington Water Ltd has provided evidence that indicates that 

shellfish populations were not fit for consumption after maintenance works on a 

wastewater pipeline. In my opinion it is not appropriate to provide a blanket exception 

for areas in the vicinity of stormwater or wastewater outfalls. Additionally, a regional 

plan is not the appropriate mechanism for informing the community of the potential 

human health risk of consuming infected shellfish. The purpose of Objective O24 is to 

set an objective for contact recreation and Māori customary use and water quality.  

I recommend no additional changes to shellfish objective in Table 3.3 of Objective 

O24 as a result of the evidence presented at the hearing. 

 

                                                 

 
65 Jill McKenzie evidence for Regional Public Health, paragraph 7 
66 Caroline Wratt evidence for Wellington Water Ltd, paragraph 132, page 45 
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Appendix L: Assessment of narrative and numeric objectives in Tables 3.4 to 3.8 for aquatic ecosystem health and mahinga kai 

 

Table 3.4 – Rivers and streams 

 Evidence presented at the hearing Scope67 Suggested guidance 

for narrative 

objectives –Technical 

guidance document  

Joint Witness Statement Right of reply recommendation 

Macrophytes Ms McArthur in primary evidence 

recommends the 50% threshold for 

macrophytes is added to the narrative 

outcome as a minimum threshold for non-

indigenous macrophyte cover and to 

replace the term ‘balanced’ with the 

concept of ‘maintained’.68 

The track change version of Table 3.4 

presented by Mr Percy and Ms Cooper for 

Rangitāne o Wairarapa, DOC and F&G on 

the 2nd March 2018 seeks macrophyte 

cover to be <50% and in trout fishing and 

spawning rivers for it to be 10% and the 

rewording to include ‘maintain’. 

Yes ≤50% cross-sectional 

volume or cover in soft 

bottomed streams. 

Dr Greer, Dr Canning and Ms McArthur did not agree 

on whether the narrative outcome could be replaced 

with the interim guideline level of ≤50% cross 

sectional area cover/volume. 

Dr Greer is of the opinion that the guideline may not 

be sufficient to meet the intended ‘good’ level of 

ecosystem health and is too lenient for inclusion in 

Table 3.4. 

Ms McArthur and Dr Canning were of the opinion that 

nuisance macrophytes growths pose a sufficiently 

large risk to ecosystem health in the Wellington region 

that a numeric outcome is required. They considered 

the guideline robust enough for inclusion in the 

proposed Plan as a ‘bottomline’ even if it may not be 

sufficient to achieve a ‘good’ level of ecosystem 

health. 

Dr Greer, Dr Canning and Ms McArthur agreed that 

the guideline represented a ‘bottomline’. 

Refer to the joint witness statement section 2.6 for 

more detail. 

Dr Greer maintains his opinion in his statement of primary evidence (paragraphs 

6.24 to 6.26) that although a guideline exists there is insufficient monitoring data to 

assess its applicability to the Wellington Region meaning that the guideline may 

not be sufficient to meet the intended ‘good’ level of ecosystem health.  

I note that the technical guidance document refers the numeric sought by Ms 

McArthur and Dr Canning as suggested guidance when considering the narrative 

objective. 

Dr Greer in his Right of Reply evidence (paragraph 9.1 and 9.2) has considered 

Ms McArthur’s suggested amendment to the narrative objectives for fish and 

macrophytes. In his opinion this is not appropriate as native fish and macrophyte 

species are significantly degraded and maintaining them at their current state will 

not achieve a ‘good’ or ‘excellent’ level of aquatic ecosystem health. Dr Greer 

disagrees with Ms McArthur’s statement that ‘balanced’ has no ecological context 

or meaning, he sees no problem in using a new term, and notes that any narrative 

objectives will always be subjective.   

I rely on Dr Greer’s technical evidence in respect of including a numeric objective 

for macrophytes and from a planning perspective I agree and support Dr Greer’s 

conclusion in respect of ‘balanced’. I recommend retaining the narrative objective 

as notified.  

                                                 

 
67 For more detail refer to the legal submissions for the Right of Reply: Water quality 
68 Ms McArthur evidence for Rangitāne o Wairarapa and DOC, paragraph 66, page 17 



 
 
 
Officer’s Right of Reply: Water quality  (Issues 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8) 

 

PAGE 78 OF 90 NATRP-10-1421 
  

Periphyton Ms McArthur in primary evidence 

recommends inclusion of periphyton as 

percentage of weighted composite cover in 

Table 3.4 alongside periphyton biomass.69 

Ms McArthur in primary evidence 

recommends further work in respect of 

periphyton exceedance and/or 

maximum.70 

 

Yes N/A Dr Greer, Dr Canning and Ms McArthur agreed that a 

periWCC numeric outcome could be included in Table 

3.4 alongside the numeric biomass outcomes. 

Dr Greer, Dr Canning and Ms McArthur agreed that 

the methodology used to classify rivers as ‘productive’ 

in the proposed Plan should reflect Footnote 1 of the 

periphyton biomass attribute table in the NPS-FM 

2014. 

Refer to the joint witness statement section 2.4.1 for 

more detail.  

Dr Greer has provided the following amended wording for Footnote 7 of Table 

3.471: 

The periphyton objectives for River classes 3,5 and 6 marked with an asterisk 

(*)shall not be exceeded by more than 17% of samples in ‘productive’ rivers and; 

for all other River classes, to be exceeded and by no more than 8% of samples in 

all other rivers, based on a minimum of three years of monthly sampling. Rivers 

are categorised as productive according to types in the River Environment 

Classification (REC). Productive rivers are those that fall within the REC “Dry” 

Climate categories (i.e. Warm-Dry (WD) and Cool-Dry (CD)) and the REC 

Geology categories that have naturally high levels of nutrient enrichment due to 

their catchment geology (i.e. Soft-Sedimentary (SS), Volcanic Acidic (VA) and 

Volcanic Basic (VB)). Therefore, productive rivers are those that belong to the 

following REC defined types: WD/SS, WD/VB, WD/VA, CD/SS, CD/VB, CD/VA. 

Dr Greer in his Right of Reply evidence notes that the inclusion of periWCC would 

allow the Council to assess more rivers against the periphyton outcome as 

periWCC is monitored at all hard-bottomed sites whilst periphyton biomass is only 

monitored at approximately 13 sites. 

Dr Greer states that based on the guidelines recommended in (Matheson et al., 

2012) a periWCC outcome of <20% is appropriate for rivers where the existing 

biomass outcome is <50 mg chl-a/m2 and a periWCC outcome of <40% is 

appropriate for rivers where the existing biomass outcome is <120mg chl-a /m2. 

Assessment against these outcomes should be based on the mean annual 

maximum periWCC (Fleur Matheson pers. comm. 2018)72. 

Dr Greer also provides advice on how the two objectives would work together as 

periWCC and the biomass outcomes will not always reflect the same state, and at 

times some rivers may meet one outcome but not the other. Dr Greer advices that 

if both periphyton cover and biomass data is available, rivers should be only 

                                                 

 
69 Ms McArthur evidence for Rangitāne o Wairarapa and DOC, paragraph 45, page 11 
70 Ms McArthur evidence for Rangitāne o Wairarapa and DOC, paragraph 51, page 14 
71 Statement of Right of Reply evidence of Dr Greer, paragraph 10.3, page 11 
72 Statement of Right of Reply evidence of Dr Greer, paragraph 11.2, page 12 
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assessed against the periphyton biomass outcomes to be consistent with the 

NPS-FM 201473. 

I rely on the technical evidence of Dr Greer in this matter and recommend the 

amendment of Footnote 7 and the inclusion of the periWCC outcomes alongside 

the biomass outcome for periphyton.   

Invertebrates Ms McArthur in primary evidence is 

supportive of the MCI classes contained in 

Table 3.4.74 

Yes N/A Not discussed. No changes recommended. 

Fish Ms McArthur in primary evidence 

recommends the IBI score thresholds for 

the classes ‘excellent’ and ‘very good’ from 

Joy (2005) are applied alongside the 

narratives for indigenous fish as numerics 

for significant rivers and all other rivers 

meet the threshold for the ‘good’ IBI 

classes as a minimum. Ms McArthur also 

recommends replacing the term ‘balanced’ 

with the concept of ‘maintained’.75 

The track change version of Table 3.4 

presented by Mr Percy and Ms Cooper for 

Rangitāne o Wairarapa, DOC and F&G on 

the 2nd March 2018 does not include the 

IBI scores and the fish narrative attribute 

has been amended to read ‘indigenous 

and sports fish communities maintain their 

structure, function and diversity’. 

Yes None available Dr Greer, Dr Canning and Ms McArthur agreed that a 

numeric IBI outcome could be included in Table 3.4, 

but the existing narrative outcome would also need to 

be retained.  It was also agreed that prior to the 

inclusion of a numeric IBI outcome further technical 

work is required to define an IBI grading system that 

aligns with the poor-fair-good-excellent grading 

system that forms the basis of the other numeric 

outcomes in Table 3.4. 

Refer to the joint witness statement section 2.5.1 for 

more detail. 

Dr Greer has considered the inclusion of the IBI as a numeric outcome for fish in 

Table 3.4 in his Right of Reply evidence (paragraphs 12.1 to 12.2).  Dr Greer is of 

the opinion that before a numeric outcome is included in the proposed Plan further 

technical work is required and does not agree with the recommendation in Ms 

McArthur’s statement of primary evidence that IBI outcomes should be set using 

the grading system in Joy (2005) (very poor, poor, fair, good, very good, 

excellent), as it is not compatible with process used to set other numeric outcomes 

in Table 3.4.  

It is important to note that if a numeric IBI outcome is included in Table 3.4, the 

existing narrative outcome needs to be retained, as the IBI only considers 

diversity, and does not capture the resilience, composition or structure 

components of the current outcome. 

Refer to Macrophytes assessment above in respect of replacing the term 

‘balanced’ with the concept of ‘maintained’. 

I rely on the technical evidence Dr Greer and recommend retaining the notified 

wording of the fish narrative objective.  

In regards to sport fish there is a separate objective (Objective O30) that is more 

relevant and any proposed amendments should incorporated into Objective O30 

rather than Objective O25. 

                                                 

 
73 Statement of Right of Reply evidence of Dr Greer, paragraph 11.3, page 13 
74 Ms McArthur evidence for Rangitāne o Wairarapa and DOC, paragraph 40, page 10 
75 Ms McArthur evidence for Rangitāne o Wairarapa and DOC, paragraph 71, page 18 
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Mahinga kai 

species 

Refer to section 8 of this report. 
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Table 3.5 – Lakes 

 Evidence presented at the 

hearing 

Scope76 Suggested guidance for 

narrative outcomes – 

Technical guidance 

document  

Joint Witness Statement Right of reply recommendation 

Macrophytes No evidence presented in the 

hearing. 

Yes Two thirds of vegetation 

cover should be indigenous 

and the Lake SPI scores 

should not fall below: 

L Kohangapiripiri: 63 

L Kohangatera: 88 

L Pounui: 56 

Not discussed. No change recommended. 

Phytoplankton Ms McArthur in primary evidence 

recommends including the lower 

B band threshold as a minimum 

numeric outcome for 

phytoplankton of ≤5mg/m3 as an 

annual median and ≤5mg/m3 as 

an annual maximum.77 

The track change version of 

Table 3.5 presented by Mr Percy 

and Ms Cooper for Rangitāne o 

Wairarapa, DOC and F&G on the 

2nd March 2018 seek specific 

outcomes for phytoplankton.  

Yes The median concentration of 

chlorophyll a should be:  

<5mg/m3 in Lakes 

Kohangapiripiri, Kohangatera, 

Pounui and Waitawa 

<12mg/m3 in Lakes Onoke 

and Wairarapa 

AND 

Maximum concentrations of  

chlorophyll a should not 

exceed 60mg/m3 in any lake 

The following assessment applies to phytoplankton and nutrients. 

Dr Greer, Dr Canning and Ms McArthur could not reach agreement on whether the 

narrative outcomes for phytoplankton should be replaced or paired with the relevant B/C 

attribute state thresholds set out in Appendix 2 of the NPS-FM. 

Dr Greer is of the opinion that the current outcomes should aligned with the narratives 

for the relevant B attribute state in the NPS-FM. The issue being due to the shallow 

nature of lakes in the Wellington region the narrative outcomes maybe accomplished 

with less stringent numerics. 

Ms McArthur and Dr Canning are of the opinion that the numerics in the NPS-FM are 

national accepted and are sufficiently robust for inclusion in the interim. 

Dr Greer, Ms McArthur and Dr Canning did agree that if the Hearings Panel decided to 

include a numeric outcome then the B/C attribute state thresholds for total nitrogen, total 

phosphorous and phytoplankton set out in the NPS-FM 2014 represents the best 

currently available option. 

The following assessment applies to phytoplankton 

and nutrients. 

Dr Greer in Right of Reply evidence (paragraph 

13.2, page 14) reiterates his statement of primary 

evidence (paragraphs 6.69 and 6.79) that the NPS-

FM 2014 numeric attribute states for phytoplankton, 

total nitrogen and total phosphorous may not be 

relevant in Wellingtons shallow lakes, and that 

numeric outcomes for these attributes should be set 

as part of the Whaitua processes. However, if 

numeric outcomes were to be included in Table 3.5 

of the proposed Plan, setting them below the NPS-

FM B/C attribute thresholds without significant 

technical justification would be inconsistent with 
Nutrients Ms McArthur in primary evidence Yes The concentration of total 
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77 Ms McArthur evidence for Rangitāne o Wairarapa and DOC, paragraph 96, page 25 



 
 
 
Officer’s Right of Reply: Water quality  (Issues 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8) 

 

PAGE 82 OF 90 NATRP-10-1421 
  

recommends as a minimum that 

the numeric attributes for total 

nitrogen and total phosphorous 

for the lower threshold of the B 

band are applied to Lake 

Wairarapa and Lake Onoke.78 

nitrogen should be: 

<0.337 mg/L in Lakes 

Kohangapiripiri, Kohangatera, 

Pounui and Waitawa 

 

<0.725mg/L in Lakes Onoke 

and Wairarapa 

The concentration of total 

phosphorous should be: 

<0.02 mg/L in Lakes 

Kohangapiripiri, Kohangatera, 

Pounui and Waitawa 

<0.043mg/L in Lakes Onoke 

and Wairarapa 

 

Fish and Game have requested a TLI outcome of 3 be set for the Lakes Wairarapa and 

Onoke (when closed) it was agreed that for this to happen than total N, total P and 

phytoplankton outcomes would have to be set at the relevant A/B attribute state 

thresholds in the NPS-FM 

Refer to the joint witness statement section 2.5.1 for more detail. 

council’s desire to achieve a ‘good’ level of 

ecosystem health. 

I rely on Dr Greer’s technical evidence and 

recommend retaining the narrative objective as 

notified.  

 

 

Fish The track change version of 

Table 3.5 presented by Mr Percy 

and Ms Cooper for Rangitāne o 

Wairarapa, DOC and F&G on the 

2nd March 2018 recommends 

amending the fish narrative to 

read ‘indigenous and sports fish 

communities maintain their 

structure, function and diversity’. 

Yes None available Not discussed. Refer to assessment of macrophytes for Table 3.4 

above.   

I recommend no changes to the narrative fish 

objective.   

Mahinga kai 

species 

Refer to section 8 of this report 
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Table 3.6 – groundwater 

 Evidence presented at the hearing Scope79 Suggested guidance 

for narrative outcomes 

– Technical guidance 

document 

Joint 

Witness 

Statement 

Right of reply recommendation 

Nitrate Ms McArthur in primary evidence 

recommends the addition of a numeric nitrate 

toxicity outcome consistent with the B band 

threshold for toxicity in the NOF; being 

≤2.4mg/L as an annual median and ≤3.5mg/L 

as an annual 95th percentile.80 

 

WWUS - withdraw their suggested N 

groundwater limit as acknowledge that this 

will not maintain or improve groundwater 

quality. Support methods and request no 

amendments 

Yes Nitrate chronic toxicity 

thresholds: 

≤2.4mg/L (median) and 

≤3.5mg/L (95th 

percentile) 

Not 

discussed. 

Dr Fenwick has provided a short piece of Right of Reply evidence reiterating his statement of primary evidence.  Dr 

Fenwick supports the use of a narrative objective rather than a numerical objective for a number of reasons these 

are listed in his Right of Reply evidence (paragraph 4.4). These reasons include: 

- The narrative objective clearly states the outcome 

- There is no scientific data in respect of nitrate effects on groundwater species and ecosystems.  

- Guideline concentrations for surface water ecosystems do exist but surface water ecosystems differ from 

ground water ecosystems indicating that nitrate concentrations may not be directly applicable 

- Science in this area continues to improve  and the proposed narrative accommodates revisions of 

guidelines an d new information 

I rely on Dr Fenwick’s technical evidence and recommend retaining the narrative objective as notified. I note that the 

technical guidance document refers the numeric sought by Ms McArthur as suggested guidance when considering 

the narrative objective.  

Quantity No evidence was received on this specific 

objective.  

 

 Surface water allocation 

limits and groundwater 

allocation limits in the 

tables within Chapters 7, 

8 and 10 of the proposed 

Plan 

Not 

discussed. 

I recommend no additional changes to this narrative objective 

Saltwater 

intrusion 

No evidence was received on this specific 

objective. 

 Policy P121 of the 

proposed Plan 

Not 

discussed. 

I recommend no additional changes to this narrative objective 

 

                                                 

 
79 For more detail refer to the legal submissions for the Right of Reply: Water quality 
80 Ms McArthur evidence for for Rangitāne o Wairarapa and DOC, paragraph 100, page 26 


