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Section 42A Report Natural Hazards

1.

Executive summary

This report considers submissions and further submissions on the Proposed Natural
Resources Plan for the Wellington Region (proposed Plan) on the provisions related to
natural hazards.
The report outlines recommendations in response to the issues raised and decisions
requested in submissions.
There were 318 submission points related to the natural hazards provisions in the
proposed Plan from 71 submitters.
No common format submissions were received, though several very similar submissions
in support of Coastal Ratepayers were received. These were judged to be sufficiently
different from one another to be considered separate rather than common format
submissions.

1.1

Overlapping topics

Submissions on natural hazards overlap with the following section 42A reports:


Section 42A Report on Management of the Coastal Marine Area, prepared by Mr
Denton



Section 42A Report on Activities in the Coastal Marine Area, prepared by Mr
Blackman



Section 42A Report on Beds of Lakes and Rivers, prepared by Ms Guest



Section 42A Report on Natural Form and Function, prepared by Ms Legarth



Section 42A Report on Significant Historic Heritage, prepared by Ms Legarth
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2.

Introduction

1.

My name is Richard Sheild. I work as a policy advisor for the Greater
Wellington Regional Council (the Council) and have been in this position since
October 2017.

2.

I have a Bachelor of Arts (Honours) in political science from Massey
University and am completing a Master of Planning from Lincoln University. I
am a member of the New Zealand Planning Institute.

3.

I was not involved with the preparation of the proposed Plan.

3.

Code of conduct

4.

I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witness contained in
the Environment Court Practice Note and that I agree to comply with it.

5.

I confirm that I have considered all the material facts that I am aware of that
might alter or detract from the opinions that I express, and that this evidence is
within my area of expertise, except where I state that I am relying on the
evidence of another person.

6.

I am authorised to give this evidence on the Council's behalf.

4.

Scope of hearing report

7.

This report is prepared in accordance with section 42A of the Resource
Management Act 1991 (RMA). This report considers submissions and further
submissions (submissions) that were received by Council in relation to the
natural hazard provisions in the proposed Plan.

8.

Section 5 of this report provides a statutory background to the provisions that
address natural hazards in the proposed Plan. This section outlines relevant
legislation, policy statements, and plans or strategies prepared by Council.

9.

Section 6 of this report provides an analysis of submissions relating to natural
hazards.
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10.

Appendix A contains my recommended amendments and a further evaluation
of the recommended amendments in accordance with Section 32AA of the
RMA.

11.

Appendix B contains a table of key higher order planning instruments and
linkages between objectives and other plan provisions for hazards.

12.

Appendix C contains redline and ‘clean versions’ of recommended
amendments to provisions.

13.

Appendix D contains a flow diagram explaining how the various provisions
from the proposed Plan relate to one another.

14.

Appendix E contains my recommended decisions on submissions and
submission points.

15.

At the time of writing this report submitters had not yet presented their
submissions

at

the

hearing

or

provided

evidence,

therefore

the

recommendations in this report relate only to the written submissions.
16.

For the avoidance of doubt, any conclusions reached or recommendations
made in this report are not binding on the Hearing Panel. It should not be
assumed that the Hearing Panel will reach the same conclusions or decisions
having considered all the evidence to be brought before them by the submitters.

17.

This report is intended to be read in conjunction with the Section 42A Report:
Part A – Introduction and procedural matters which contains factual
background information, statutory context and administrative matters
pertaining to the Plan.

18.

Table 1 lists the provisions assessed in this report, the issue that the provision
has been assessed under in this Section 42A report, and which Section 32
report evaluated the provision.
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Table 2: Provisions covered by this report
Provision/Chapter

Section of this report Relevant RMA S32
where submissions are Evaluation Report (if
assessed
relevant)

Chapter 2 - Interpretation
Hard Engineering

Issue 5

S32 report on natural
hazards

Hazard Management Strategy

Issue 11

S32 report on natural
hazards

High hazard areas (also known
as areas at high risk from
natural hazards)

Issue 4

S32 report on natural
hazards

Risk

Issue 3

S32 report on natural
hazards

Risk-based approach (natural
hazards)

Issue 3

S32 report on natural
hazards

Soft Engineering

Issue 5

S32 report on natural
hazards

Objective O20: Risk and
residual risk

Issue 3

S32 report on natural
hazards

Objective O21: High hazard
areas

Issue 4

S32 report on natural
hazards

Objective O22: Hard
engineering mitigation

Issue 5

S32 report on natural
hazards

Policy P27: High hazard areas

Issue 4

S32 report on natural
hazards

Policy P28: Hazard mitigation
measures

Issue 5

S32 report on natural
hazards

Policy P29: Climate change

Issue 6

S32 report on natural
hazards

Policy P30: Natural buffers

Issue 7

S32 report on natural
hazards

Method M3: Wellington regional
hazards management strategy

Issue 9

S32 report on natural
hazards

Method M4: Sea level rise

Issue 10

S32 report on natural
hazards

Chapter 3 - Objectives

Chapter 4 – Policies

Chapter 6 Other Methods

19.

Mr Denton’s s42A Officer’s report on Coastal Management contains the
analysis of submissions relating to specific policies (P138 and P139) and rules
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on seawalls that apply to the coast. This report focuses on the region-wide
approach to natural hazards and does not contain an assessment of specific
rules that are of relevance to natural hazards. Only objectives, policies, and
methods are addressed in this report.

–

5.

Background
documents

Statutory

and

non-statutory

20.

The statutory context and regulatory requirements for a regional plan under the
RMA is discussed in the Section 42A Report: Part A: Introduction and
Procedural Matters and is not repeated here. The sections below summarise the
most relevant statutory and non-statutory documents for natural hazards.

5.1

Resource Management Act 1991

21.

The RMA includes clear directives for the Council to manage the risks from
natural hazards.

22.

Of particular importance are the following provisions:


Section 6(a) requires that Council recognise and provides for the
preservation of the natural character of the coastal environment, wetlands,
lakes and rivers, and protects this from inappropriate use and development



Section 7(i) directs Council to have particular regard to the effects of
climate change.

23.

In addition, the Council has specific functions under section 30 in relation to
natural hazards as follows:


Control the use of land for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating natural
hazards (section 30(1)(c)(iv));



In respect of the coastal marine area (CMA), any actual or potential effects
of the use, development, or protection of land, including the avoidance or
mitigation of natural hazards (section 30(1)(d)(v); and
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In relation to any bed of a water body, the control of the introduction or
planting of any plant in, on, or under that land, for the purpose of the
avoidance or mitigation of natural hazards (section 30(1)(g)(iv).

24.

In addition, section 35(5)(j) directs the Council to keep records of natural
hazards to the extent the Council considers appropriate to effectively carry out
its functions.

5.2

New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement 2010

25.

As many of the hazards in the Wellington Region involve the coastal
environment (for example, coastal inundation, sea level rise, tsunami, and the
potential for climate change to exacerbate these), the New Zealand Coastal
Policy Statement 2010 (NZCPS) is a critical document in terms of formulating
natural hazards policy in the proposed Plan. The proposed Plan must give
effect to the NZCPS (section 67(3)(b)).

26.

Two of the objectives of the NZCPS are pertinent to natural hazards.


Objective 4 aims to maintain and enhance the public open space qualities
and recreation opportunities of the coastal environment, and



Objective 5 aims to ensure that coastal hazard risks are managed taking
account of climate change.

27.

There are also several policies in the NZCPS that are relevant to natural
hazards. Policy 1(2)(d) requires that the proposed Plan recognises that the
coastal environment includes areas at risk from coastal hazards. Policy 3(2)
requires the adoption of a precautionary approach to the use and management
of coastal resources potentially vulnerable to the effects from climate change.

28.

Policy 4 directs that the Plan provides for the integrated management of natural
and physical resources in the coastal environment, and activities that affect the
coastal environment. This includes situations where development may be
affected by inundation, including that which results from climate change
(Policy 4(c)(iii)).
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29.

Policy 10 directs that when reclamation is considered a suitable use of the
CMA, it must take into account the potential impacts of climate change and sea
level rise, as well as the ability to avoid erosion and accretion, and other natural
hazards.

30.

The key policies in the NZCPS that are specific to natural hazards and how to
manage them are Policies 24-27. Policy 24 directs the proposed Plan to identify
areas in the coastal environment that are potentially affected by coastal
hazards, giving priority to the identification of areas at high risk of being
affected. The Policy requires that hazard risks, over at least 100 years, should
be assessed having regard to natural processes and the effects of climate
change on these processes.

31.

Policy 25 applies to areas potentially affected by coastal hazards over at least
the next 100 years. It directs that in these areas the risk from coastal hazards
should not increase, development and infrastructure is located away from areas
of hazard risk when practicable, hard protection structures are discouraged, and
the effects of tsunami risk and how to avoid and mitigate these risks are
considered.

32.

Policy 26 requires that the proposed Plan provides for the protection of natural
defences that protect coastal land uses from coastal hazards, and that these
natural defences include beaches, estuaries, dunes, wetlands, and coastal
vegetation.

33.

Finally, Policy 27 covers the range of risk reduction options that should be
assessed in areas of significant existing development. These options include
promoting and identifying long-term risk reduction strategies recognising that
hard engineering may be the only practical means of protecting existing
infrastructure of national or regional importance, as well as the social and
environmental costs of hard protection structures; and identifying transitional
mechanisms for moving towards sustainable long-term approaches.

5.3

Wellington Regional Policy Statement

34.

Under section 60 of the RMA, Council is required to prepare a regional policy
statement (RPS) that sets out the significant natural resource management
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issues of the region, among other things. The regional plan is required to give
effect to the RPS.
35.

There are several objectives and policies in the RPS that are pertinent to the
management of natural hazards in the Wellington Region.

36.

Objective 19 requires that risks and consequences to people, communities,
businesses, property, and infrastructure from natural hazards and climate
change are reduced.

37.

Objective 20 requires that hazard mitigation measures and structural works do
not increase the risks and consequences of natural hazards.

38.

Policy 29 requires that regional and district plans identify areas at high risk
from natural hazards and include policies and rules to avoid inappropriate
subdivision and development in those areas.

39.

Policy 51 requires that when considering resource consents, a notice of
requirement or reviewing a plan, the risk and consequences of natural hazards
on people and communities, and their property and infrastructure shall be
minimised by considering a range of factors. Clause (g) of Policy 51 will cease
to have effect once Policy 29 has been incorporated into the relevant district
plan.

40.

To minimise the risks and consequences of natural hazards, there are three key
components to give effect to Policy 51. The first is hazard identification. The
policy directs that hazards and the residual risk they pose is identified, along
with the potential for climate change and sea level rise to impact hazard events.
The policy also directs the Council to assess whether the location of the
development will foreseeably require hazard mitigation in the future.

41.

The second component relates to risk assessment. The policy directs the
Council to consider the potential loss of life and injury and other civil defence
implications, risks beyond the development site, and the impact of the
development on natural buffers.
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42.

The final component is hazard and risk management. The policy requires
particular regard to be had to avoiding inappropriate subdivision and
development in areas at high risk from natural hazards, the potential need for
hazard adaption and mitigation in areas of moderate risk, and the need to locate
habitable floor areas above the 1:100 flood level.

43.

Policy 52 focuses on minimising adverse effects of hazard mitigation measures
and the use of hard versus soft engineering protection methods. It requires that
particular regard is given to the need for hard engineering methods, and
whether soft engineering methods are more appropriate. The policy also
requires that hard engineering methods be avoided unless necessary to protect
existing development from unacceptable risk, and that the cumulative effects of
isolated structural protection works (and the residual risk remaining after these
works are in place) are given particular regard to.

44.

Policy 62 allocates responsibilities for land use controls for natural hazards in
accordance with section 62(1)(i)(i) of the RMA. This clarifies that Council has
primary responsibility for the control of the use of land for the avoidance or
mitigation of natural hazards in the coastal marine area and the beds of lakes
and rivers, and territorial authorities have primary responsibility for land use
rules for natural hazards.

5.4

Civil Defence and Emergency Management Act 2002

45.

As articulated in section 3 of the Civil Defence and Emergency Management
Act 2002 (CDEMA), the Act’s purpose is promote the sustainable management
of hazards in a way that contributes to the social, economic, cultural, and
environmental well-being and safety of the public and also to the protection of
property. The purpose of CDEMA is also to achieve acceptable levels of risk
(defined as the likelihood and consequences of a hazard) – these are the key
aspects of relevance to the natural hazard provisions in the proposed Plan.

46.

The CDEMA provides for planning for emergencies and response and recovery
when an emergency happens. It requires local authorities to coordinate
activities related to emergency management across the areas of reduction,
readiness, response and recovery and encourages co-operation and joint action
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within those regional groups. In this regard, local resource management
planning, in relation to natural hazards, has a clear direction from the CDEMA
to integrate planning and management of natural hazards across the range of
agencies that implement and give effect to the RMA and can contribute to the
‘reduction’ principle of hazards management.

5.5

Local Government Act 2002

47.

The Local Government Act 2002 (LGA) contains provisions of relevance to
natural hazards.

48.

Section 11A(d) identifies the avoidance and mitigation of natural hazards as a
core service that a local authority must have particular regard to.

49.

Section 101A of the LGA requires that a local authority prepares a financial
strategy and section 101A(3)(a)(ii) states that this must outline the expected
capital expenditure on flood protection infrastructure and flood control
activities that is necessary to maintain flood protection services at their current
levels of service.

5.6

Building Act 2004

50.

The Building Act 2004 governs the building industry in New Zealand, and
controls building use, design, and construction. The relevant sections of the
Building Act are S71-S74. The Building Act has a more limited definition of
what constitutes a hazard than the RMA – only erosion, subsidence, falling
debris, inundation, and slippage are listed.

51.

Section 71 requires that a building consent authority must refuse a building
consent for a new structure (or a major alteration) on land that is likely to be
subject to natural hazards, unless the consent authority is satisfied that adequate
steps will be taken to protect the land and building. Section 72 adds an
exception to S71 for applications for buildings that will not accelerate, worsen,
or cause a natural hazard. Sections 73 and 74 set additional conditions and
outline the steps to take after notification.

52.

Section 212(1) of the Building Act specifies that a territorial authority must
carry out the functions articulated by the Act in both its district and the coastal
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marine area adjacent to its district that does not fall under the administration of
another territorial authority. The building Act thus applies to the CMA.

5.7

Soil Conservation and Rivers Control Act 1941

53.

Regional councils manage rivers and catchments under the Soil Conservation
and Rivers Control Act 1941. This role was initially granted to catchment
boards, which have since been superseded by regional councils. Section 126
directs regional councils to minimise and prevent damage from floods and
erosion within their regions.

54.

Regional councils are empowered to control water flows into and out of
watercourses, prevent or reduce likely overflows and the damage they might
cause, and preventing the likelihood of erosion.

5.8

Non-statutory documents

55.

Council has also prepared non-statutory documents that are pertinent to natural
hazards in the Wellington Region and their management. In particular, the
Hazards Management Strategy and the Climate Change Strategy are relevant to
natural hazards policy in the Wellington Region.

5.8.1
56.

Natural Hazards Management Strategy 2017
The Natural Hazards Management Strategy (NHMS) was developed by the
Council with the intention of creating a policy framework for a consistent
response to natural hazards across the Wellington Region. This was done to
implement Method M3 of the proposed Plan. In particular, the NHMS
emphasises the value of reducing risk from natural hazards.

57.

The NHMS has four objectives, each emphasising a different key aspect of
natural hazards management.

58.

Objective 1 focuses on understanding natural hazards and the risk they pose.
To improve this understanding, Objective 1 aims to coordinate hazards
information and knowledge across the region, engaging all territorial
authorities and working to educate the public.

59.

Objective 2 seeks to achieve a long-term risk-based approach in hazard
planning. This objective aims to agree on consistent approaches to assessing
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the risk of each type of hazard, while incorporating the varying timeframes
over which hazards occur.
60.

Objective 3 builds on the previous two objectives by aiming to achieve a
consistent approach to hazard risk reduction. This objective focuses primarily
on applying a consistent approach to hazard risk across the region and through
the various district plans.

61.

Finally, Objective 4 aims to have an agreed set of priorities to reduce risk from
natural hazards, to be achieved by working with partners and the broader
community.

5.8.2
62.

Climate Change Strategy 2015
The Greater Wellington Climate Change Strategy was developed by the
Council to provide an overarching framework to align and coordinate the
Councils climate change policies and actions. It is primarily and internally
facing document, in that it guides Council functions and processes regarding
climate change adaption and management. The Climate Change Strategy
contains four policies that are relevant to natural hazards.

63.

Policy 2.1 requires that the Council consider the effects of climate change as an
integral part of planning and decision-making.

64.

Policy 2.2 requires an increase in long-term adaptive capacity through the use
of adaptive planning tools and techniques.

65.

Policy 2.3 requires the Council to identify key climate change information
requirements.

66.

Finally, Policy 2.4 requires that the Council implements planning and policy
measures that increase long-term resilience to climate change impacts.

6.

Analysis of submissions

6.1

Overview of submissions received

67.

The RMA was amended in December 2013, and no longer requires a report
prepared under Section 42A or the Council decision to address each individual
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submission point but, instead, requires a summary of the issues raised in the
submissions.
68.

Some submissions contain more than one issue, and will be addressed where
they are most relevant within this evidence.

6.2

Directions from earlier hearing streams

69.

In Minute 3 dated 26 May 2017, the Panel requested that Council Officers
assess each proposed Objective in a table to determine whether they ‘contain
outcome statements, a goal or a specified desired outcome’ and if they do not
identify an outcome, recommend amendments required to achieve this and
record whether or not the recommended amendments are within the scope of
submissions received on the proposed Plan.

70.

I have assessed the Objectives covered by this report to determine whether they
meet the criteria of an objective. To do this I have used the same approach as
outlined by Ms Legarth in her Response to Hearing Panel Minute 3 and
summarised my conclusions in the tables below.

Table 3: Assessment of Objective O20 against outcome requirement
Objective

Objective O20: The risk, residual risk, and adverse effects from
natural hazards and climate change on people, the community and
infrastructure are acceptable.

Does it address the
environmental issue?

Yes, Objective O20 addresses the issues raised in this report regarding the
risk from natural hazard events.

Does it clearly state the
intended outcome?

Yes, the outcome is that risk and residual risk from natural hazards is
“acceptable”. I have addressed submissions regarding what is meant by
“acceptable” in Issue 3 below.

Does it provides targets
that policies seek to
achieve and outcomes
that can be monitored?

Yes, the objective provides a qualified target of acceptable risk from natural
hazards. This can be monitored through the resource consent process.

Is it a ‘process
objective’?

No.

71.

In his report prepared for the Council, Mr Willis (2017) has not recommended
any change to or the deletion of this objective. I agree with his findings, as I
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consider this objective necessary to articulate the proposed Plan’s desired
outcome for natural hazard risk.
Table 4: Assessment of Objective O21 against outcome requirement
Objective

Objective O21: Inappropriate use and development in high hazard
areas is avoided.

Does it address the
environmental issue?

Yes, Objective O21 addresses the issue of use and development in areas that
are vulnerable to natural hazards.

Does it clearly state the
intended outcome?

Yes, the outcome is that inappropriate use and development is avoided. This
provides strong direction as to the desired outcome.

Does it provides targets
that policies seek to
achieve and outcomes
that can be monitored?

Yes, the objective provides a clear target of avoiding inappropriate use and
development in high hazard areas. The proposed Plan clearly defines high
hazard areas and provides guidance as to what is considered appropriate
development in such areas, making this outcome relatively easy to monitor
and enforce.

Is it a ‘process
objective’?

No.

72.

In his report for the Council, Mr Willis (2017) has not recommended any
change to or the deletion of this objective. I agree with his findings, as I
consider the objective necessary to articulate the proposed Plan’s desired
outcome for development in areas that are vulnerable to natural hazards.

Table 5: Assessment of Objective O22 against outcome requirement
Objective

Objective O22: Hard engineering mitigation and protection
methods are only used as a last practicable option.

Does it address the
environmental issue?

Yes, it addresses the issue of inappropriate use of hard engineering methods
that can have adverse effects on natural character and natural processes
when inappropriately deployed and can increase the risk of natural hazards in
the future.

Does it clearly state the
intended outcome?

Yes, the outcome is that hard engineering solutions are used only when they
are the only practicable option.

Does it provides targets
that policies seek to
achieve and outcomes
that can be monitored?

Yes, it provides a target that corresponding policies support and an outcome
that can be monitored through the resource consent process.

Is it a ‘process
objective’?

No.

73.

In his report for the Council, Mr Willis (2017) has recommended the deletion
of this objective, arguing that the objective provides no context as to why it
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attempts to achieve minimal use of hard engineering methods. I disagree with
Mr Willis’ conclusion. This objective is the only one that articulates the
proposed Plan’s approach to the use of hard engineering, and deleting it would
leave a gap in the proposed Plan’s objectives framework. Given the strong
direction provided by the NZCPS as to the use of hard engineering, I do not
consider such a gap appropriate or that it would adequately give effect to the
NZCPS. I also note that RPS Policy 52 directs that when considering an
application for a resource consent or a plan change, particular regard shall be
given to minimising adverse effects of hazard mitigation measures.

6.3

Key issues

74.

My analysis focuses on the issues raised in submissions rather than individual
provisions, under the following headings:


Issue 1 – Overall framework and approach to hazards



Issue 2 – Giving effect to the NZCPS



Issue 3 – Risk, residual risk, and the risk-based approach



Issue 4 – High hazard areas



Issue 5 – Hard and soft engineering



Issue 6 – Climate change



Issue 7 – Natural buffers



Issue 8 – The precautionary approach



Issue 9 – Wellington regional hazards management strategy



Issue 10 – Sea level rise



Issue 11 – Hazard management strategy (Method M3)

6.4

Issue 1 – Overall framework and approach to hazards

75.

The proposed Plan takes an integrated approach to environmental management.
The various objectives and policies all interact with one another and provisions
on other topics, as well as higher order documents. Some submissions do not
focus on specific provisions in the proposed Plan, but instead relate to planwide issues including natural hazards.
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Submissions and assessment
76.

Joan Allin and Rob Crozier (S175/001) oppose the entire proposed Plan except
for where they have specifically expressed support. Instances of support for
specific provisions are noted throughout this report. In relation to natural
hazards, their submission states that the proposed Plan fails to adequately allow
for appropriate use and development in coastal areas, including coastal hazard
mitigation. The submitters also state that many provisions within the proposed
Plan do not give effect to or comply with the RMA, RPS, or NZCPS, which the
following submitters also state in their submissions: Stephen and Elly Simpson
(S7/010), Donald Robert Frampton (S16/010), Quentin Poole (S37/009),
Christine Ann Edwards (S53/010), Warwick Stanley Wyatt (S63/010), Mike
Weir (S65/010), Christopher Butler (S96/010), Jenny Clark (S106/010), Fiona
Jean Heron (S150/010), Peter Stevens and Michelle Glogau (S158/010), and
the Bob Stewart Family Trust (S166/010).

77.

The submitters request that the Council ensures that all provisions in the
proposed Plan comply with the RMA, that appropriate section 32 evaluations
are undertaken, and that the proposed Plan is amended throughout to address
the concerns raised in their submission.

78.

Joan Allin and Rob Crozier (S175/013) request that the entire proposed Plan is
amended to ensure that the provisions are appropriate for areas that are
currently defined as high hazard areas as well as any future areas that may be
defined as high hazard areas. No specific indications of appropriate provisions
are given.

79.

Coastal Ratepayers (S93/046) and Joan Allin and Rob Crozier (S175/028) are
opposed to all of the policies in Chapter 4 of the proposed Plan, except in those
instances where their support is expressly given. The reason given by the
submitters is that the policies do not appropriately address use and
development in the coastal area, coastal hazard mitigation, and protecting areas
of significant existing development. The submitters request that new policies
are included to address these issues. Specific suggestions for new policies are
not provided.
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80.

Coastal Ratepayers (S93/068) and Joan Allin and Rob Crozier (175/053)
oppose all of the rules in Chapter 5 except in those instances where support is
expressed. In particular, the submitters do not consider that the rules
adequately address risk management approaches, or allow for appropriate uses
and activities (especially protective methods such as seawalls) in areas of
significant existing use and development.

81.

The submitters request that Chapter 5 is revised to address these concerns,
suggesting that rules are revised or new rules added, or that a new section is
created to address coastal hazard mitigation, including protective measures.

82.

All pertinent rules relevant to natural hazards within the coastal marine area are
addressed in Mr Denton’s S42A report: Management of the Coastal Marine
Area.

83.

In my view, the submissions above are too broad and vague in what is being
requested to be able to be adequately addressed. Throughout the proposed plan
development and hearings process the proposed Plan has been found to give
effect to the RMA, RPS, and other statutory documents. My own analysis
(given throughout this report) regarding natural hazards provisions has reached
the same conclusion.

84.

I have dealt with more specific points raised by these submitters throughout
this report, where I have been able to respond appropriately. Coastal hazard
mitigation and protection (including submission points from these submitters)
are addressed in depth in section 6.7 of this report. Use and development in the
coastal marine area is addressed as part of the analysis of high hazard areas in
section 6.6 of this report. For these reasons, I recommend that these broad
submission points are rejected.

85.

Stephen and Elly Simpson (S7/011), Donald Robert Frampton (S16/011),
Quentin Poole (S37/010), Christine Ann Edwards (S53/011), Warwick Stanley
Wyatt (S63/011), Mike Weir (S65/011), Coastal Ratepayers (S93/006),
Christopher Butler (S96/011), Jenny Clark (S106/011), Fiona Jean Heron
(S150/011), Peter Stevens and Michelle Glogau (S158/011), and the Bob
Stewart Family Trust (S166/011) do not believe adequate or appropriate
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section 32 evaluations have been conducted or that appropriate section 32
reports have been prepared, and request that revised section 32 reports are
prepared. In particular, the submitters request that the revised section 32
reports have proper regard to section 32 matters, including implications of the
Plan for coastal hazard mitigation and protection activities.
86.

Ms Carter has addressed these points in her S42A officer’s report Part A:
Section 32 and consultation. In paragraphs 158-161 of this report Ms Carter
responds to concerns about the Councils section 32 process, and concludes that
the section 32 report for natural hazards meets the requirements of section 32
of the RMA. Based on this, I recommend that these submission points are
rejected.

87.

Wellington City Council (WCC) (S286/009) states that climate change
adaption will be fundamental to all aspects of the council’s asset management
and operations into the future, especially in the region’s many coastal areas.
WCC has therefore requested that the proposed Plan is amended to make
climate change adaption and resilience an important consideration in all parts
of the policy framework.

88.

Objective O1 of the proposed Plan seeks to ensure land, freshwater, and the
coast are managed as one integrated environment, as an expression of ki uta ki
tai – from the mountains to the sea. This integrated approach is intended to be
applied throughout the proposed Plan, including the management of issues
such as heritage, seawalls, infrastructure, and climate change.

89.

Objective O20 is also applicable here. The objective directs that the risk and
residual risk from climate change on people and infrastructure is acceptable.
This objective articulates the importance of climate change adaption and
resilience across both communities and infrastructure, and in my view
addresses the issue raised by WCC.

90.

I consider that the proposed Plan’s approach to manage resource management
issues in an integrated way addresses the concerns raised by the submitter, and
thus no action is required. I therefore recommend that this submission point is
rejected.
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91.

Sustainable Wairarapa (S167/007) has questioned the extent to which
Council’s Climate Change Strategy (CCS) has been incorporated into the
proposed Plan’s environmental management outcomes.

92.

The majority of the content of the CCS lies outside of the scope of the
proposed Plan, such as the policies from the CCS relating to transport and
emissions. The only policies from the CCS that I consider to be within the
scope of the proposed Plan are those relating to climate change adaption, which
cover planning and adaption.

93.

I consider that the proposed Plan sufficiently incorporates the policies and
goals of the CCS relating to climate change planning and adaption. There are a
multitude of provisions in the proposed Plan that focus on considering the
effects of climate change, adapting to climate change, and incorporating
climate change into decision making. These include:
a)

Objective O22, which emphasises the use of soft engineering methods
to mitigate the adverse effects of climate change;

b)

Policy P27, which directs that development in high hazard areas are
avoided except in certain circumstances, and

c)

Policy P29, which focuses on the potential for climate change to
exacerbate natural hazard events.

94.

Based on these existing provisions, my opinion is that the submitters concerns
have been addressed and are already incorporated into the proposed Plan. I
therefore recommend that this submission point is rejected as no amendment is
necessary.

95.

Sustainable Wairarapa Incorporated (S167/015) has also submitted on the
Plan’s flooding provisions, questioning whether the proposed Plan ensures that
rivers are sustainably managed by flood protection and river management
activities.

96.

As discussed in paragraphs 88-90, the proposed Plan manages resources in an
integrated manner. As part of this approach, flood protection and other hazard
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management measures are managed in an integrated manner with biodiversity,
water allocation, and water quality. I therefore consider that the submitter’s
concern has been addressed by the proposed Plan already, and thus I
recommend that the submission point is rejected. No amendment is necessary.
97.

The Mount Victoria Residents Association (S162/003) notes that the RPS
contains several policies to address climate change and the impact transport has
on climate change as an integrated issue. The submitter considers that an
integrated approach is not reflected in the proposed Plan. The submission does
note that this may be attributable to the existence of the Regional Land
Transport Plan. The submitter requests amendments for new rules and/or
methods that emphasise the integrated issue of climate change and transport,
with these policies being repeated and/or cross-referenced from the Regional
Land Transport Plan if needed.

98.

The submitter is correct to assume that Councils approach to transport is
articulated and given effect via the Regional Land Transport Plan. Duplicating
policies from the Regional Land Transport Plan would be contrary to the
intention of the proposed Plan in my view, in that the proposed Plan has sought
since its inception to avoid duplication where possible. I therefore consider that
there is no need for the amendments sought by the submitter and recommend
that this submission point is rejected.

99.

Stephen and Elly Simpson (S7/012), Quentin Poole (S37/011), Timothy Bruce
Caughley (S39/005), Christine Ann Edwards (S53/012), Warwick Stanley
Wyatt (S63/012), Mike Weir (S65/012), Christopher Butler (S96/012), Jenny
Clark (S106/012), Fiona Jean Heron (S150/012), Peter Stevens and Michelle
Glogau (S158/012), and the Bob Stewart Family Trust (S166/012) have all
expressed their support for the submission by Coastal Ratepayers (S93).

Summary of recommendations
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6.5

Issue 2 – Giving effect to the NZCPS

Background
100.

Section 67(3)(b) of the RMA directs the proposed Plan to give effect to the
NZCPS. This is particularly the case for hazards provisions in the proposed
Plan, which will need to give effect to the relevant natural hazards policies in
the NZCPS, Policies 24-27.

Submissions and assessment
101.

Coastal Ratepayers (S93/012) consider that several objectives fail to comply
with the NZCPS. The submission states Objective O21 should better reflect
Objective 5 of the NZCPS by focusing on using a range of means to manage
risks rather than avoiding use and development. The submitter also opposes the
language of Objective O20 as it focuses on all risks being “acceptable” risks
rather than managing risks.

102.

To address these concerns, the submission point requests that the proposed
Plan is amended by deleting Objectives 19-22 and replacing these four
objectives with a single new one that reads as follows:
“Oxx: Ensure that natural hazard risks taking account of climate change
are managed by: locating new development away from areas prone to
such risks; considering responses, including managed retreat, for
existing development in this situation; and protecting or restoring
natural defences to such hazards”.

103.

I note here that this proposed amendment would contain no reference to some
aspects of the current objectives it is intended to replace, and simply replicates
the NZCPS rather than providing greater specificity. For example, this
replacement objective does not consider impacts on natural processes, or the
preference for soft engineering over hard engineering. It also does not consider
the benefits of retaining natural defences as protection against natural hazards.
The replacement objective sought by the submitter objective would essentially
merge Objectives O20 and O21 while deleting O19 and O22 entirely.

104.

The relief sought by the submitter fails to consider other NZCPS provisions
that Objectives 19-22 give effect to. In particular, the submitters proposed
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objective would fail to give effect to aspects of Objective 5 and Policy 27 of
the NZCPS, which directs that soft engineering is preferred over hard
engineering.
105.

As noted in Ms Legarth’s Section 42A Report: Natural Form and Function,
natural processes are a component of natural character. Section 6(a) of the
RMA classifies natural character (and thus natural processes) as matters of
national importance, and directs that natural character is preserved and
protected from inappropriate use and development. In this regard, deleting O19
(as sought by the submitter) would fail to give effect to the RMA.

106.

The submitter’s proposed alternate objective certainly has merits. In particular,
the reference to climate change, the direction to locate new development away
from areas prone to risks, and the emphasis on restoring and protecting natural
buffers are all aligned with the proposed Plan’s intent and current approach to
hazards.

107.

There is however one key way in which I consider the submitter’s proposed
alternate objective to be problematic in practice, setting aside issues of
compliance with statute. I do not believe that the alternate objective provides
sufficient clarity around addressing risk to existing development.

108.

Currently, Objective O22 directs that hard engineering methods are used only
as the last practicable option, providing clarity as to what options might be
considered in managing how existing development is to be protected when it is
not feasible to move people and property out of a hazard zone. To a lesser
extent, Objective O20 also provides some direction, requiring that risk and
adverse effects on people, the community and infrastructure is acceptable.

109.

The proposed alternative does not provide the same clarity regarding existing
development in my view. The phrasing used, “considering responses”, is broad
and does not offer the same clarity for plan users or clear direction for the
remaining provisions of the proposed Plan. The phrase is also not an outcome
or an endpoint. Instead it describes the process to achieve the outcome rather
than the outcome. This contrasts with Objective O22 in the proposed Plan,
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which provides a clear end goal: hard engineering is used only as a last
practicable option.
110.

This proposed amendment would fail to give effect to aspects of the NZCPS,
including Policy 25(e), Policy 26, and Policy 27(3). I thus recommend that this
submission point is rejected.

111.

The Minister of Conservation has requested amendments to ensure the
proposed Plan gives effect to the NZCPS. The Minister:
a)

Has raised concern about Objective O21, which the submission point
says does not provide guidance on what is considered inappropriate
development in high hazard areas and also fails to give effect to the
NZCPS requirement to avoid increases in risk from coastal hazards
(S75/023); and
Has requested amendment to the proposed Plan’s natural hazards

b)

objectives, seeking a new objective to give effect to the NZCPS in
relation to coastal hazards (S75/021). Policy 25(a) of the NZCPS
requires “avoiding increasing the risk of social, environmental, and
economic harm from coastal hazards”.
112.

The submitter proposes that these concerns are addressed by inserting a new
objective to address coastal hazards as follows:
“Oxx: In areas potentially affected by coastal hazards over at least the
next 100 years, increases in risk, residual risk, and adverse effects from
coastal hazards, including the effects of climate change on people,
property, or the environment are avoided”.

113.

Additionally, the submitter requests that this new objective is the only one to
refer to coastal hazards, with any mention of coastal hazards being removed
from Objective O21. My understanding is that the submitter would like to see
two objectives for hazards: one for coastal hazards and for hazards outside the
CMA. Coastal Ratepayers (FS41/003) and Wellington International Airport
Limited (FS69/012) oppose this proposed amendment.
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114.

While Objective O20, which is the objective pertaining to natural hazard risk,
does not make mention of avoiding increases in risk from coastal hazards,
Objective O21 focuses on avoiding inappropriate use and development in high
hazard areas. The NZCPS does not require avoiding development, and focuses
on managing risk. Objective 5 of the NZCPS sets the outcome of ensuring
coastal hazard risk is managed by locating new development away from areas
prone to risks, considering responses (including managed retreat) for existing
development, and protecting and restoring natural defences to coastal hazards.
Essentially, the NZCPS places emphasis on retaining and encouraging natural
defences (such as sand dunes), but does not exclude other options.

115.

The entire coastal marine area is identified as a high hazard area, so
inappropriate development should be avoided in the entire coastal marine area.
However, avoiding any potential increase in risk in areas affected by coastal
hazards in the coastal marine area as sought by the submitters would provide a
very high test for any new use or development in the coastal marine area. This
would not be appropriate in my view given the functional need or operational
requirement for some activities to be located in the coastal marine area.
Therefore, I recommend that this submission point is rejected.

116.

In their submission, Philip and Dorothy Tortell (S91/007) note that Policy
25(a) of the NZCPS directs councils to manage subdivision, use and
development in areas affected by coastal hazards to “avoid increasing the risk
of social, environmental, and economic harm from coastal hazards”. The
submitters state that the proposed Plan approach to discourage residents who
wish to manage their risk through seawalls contravene Policy 25(a) of the
NZCPS.

117.

I do not consider that the provisions of the proposed Plan contravene the
NZCPS with regard to managing coastal risk through hard engineering
structures such as seawalls. Policy 25(e) of the NZCPS directs councils to
“discourage hard protection structures and promote the use of alternatives to
them, including natural defences”. I consider that this provides clear direction
to councils to have plan provisions that actively discourage the use of hard
engineering solutions, including sea walls.
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118.

Contrary to the interpretation of NZCPS Policy 25(a) by Philip and Dorothy
Tortell, my understanding is that this policy is intended to avoid development
in coastal areas subject to coastal hazard risk where it may result in social,
environmental or economic harm. As such, I recommend that this submission
point is rejected.

119.

Philip and Dorothy Tortell (S91/006) note that Policy 27(1)(c) of the NZCPS
recognises that hard engineering solutions may be the only practical means of
protecting existing important infrastructure. The submission point requests that
the sentiments of this policy be extended to include private residential
properties in the proposed Plan, which would then allow hard engineering
solutions to protect that existing residential development.

120.

Policy 27(1)(c) of the NZCPS specifically applies to hard engineering solutions
to protect “existing infrastructure of national or regional importance”; there is
no mention of residential private property.

121.

Similarly, Policy 27(4) of the NZCPS requires that when hard engineering is
deemed necessary to protect private property, the hard protection structures
themselves cannot be built on public land if there is not a significant public or
environmental benefit to doing so.

122.

In my opinion, this means there is no basis in the NZCPS for extending this
approach to hard engineering solutions to manage hazard risk to private
residential properties, as the NZCPS actively discourages the use of hard
engineering to protect private property. I therefore recommend that this
submission point is rejected.

Summary of recommendations


No amendments recommended.

6.6

Issue 3 – Risk, residual risk, and the risk-based approach

123.

A key aspect of the proposed Plan’s approach to natural hazards is a focus on
managing the risk associated with natural hazards rather than the hazards
themselves. This proposed Plan is based on a risk-based approach to manage
natural hazards, which is given effect through the specific objectives and
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policies. The assessment of submissions relating to this risk based approach
focuses on submissions relating to definitions and Objective 20.
6.6.1 Issue 3.1 – Definitions
Background
124.

The proposed Plan defines “risk” as:
“A combination of the probability of a natural hazard and the consequences
that would result from an event of a given magnitude. Commonly expressed by
the formula: risk = hazard x vulnerability”.

125.

The risk-based approach is defined in the proposed Plan as:
“A risk-based approach takes account of the intended purpose of a
development, the likelihood of natural hazard events occurring, the
vulnerability and exposure of the site, use or development, the severity and
consequences of potential hazard events and the costs and benefits of acting or
not acting. An assessment needs to be commensurate with the size and scale of
the use or development. The risk can be evaluated on a scale from low to high
or acceptable to intolerable assessed on the basis of:
(a) the scale, engineering design and intended life and use for the
development, and
(b) the likelihood, frequency and magnitude of natural hazard events that
could potentially affect the site or development, and
(c) the vulnerability and exposure of the development to natural hazards,
and
(d) the severity of any physical, social, economic and environmental
consequences that could arise from natural hazard events affecting the
site or development”.

126.

These definitions are not sourced from a particular document or statute. Rather,
they are based on a synthesis of key aspects of risk from a GNS publication
(“Risk-based land use planning for natural hazard risk reduction”) and
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Standards New Zealand’s Risk management guidelines – Companion to
AS/NZS ISO 31000:2009.
127.

With that said, the definition of “risk” in both the RPS and the NZCPS align
with how risk is defined in the proposed Plan. In the RPS, the definition is
exactly the same as in the proposed Plan, as shown in paragraph 124. The
NZCPS definition of risk, while worded differently, also refers to risk as being
the combination of an event’s likelihood and its severity.

Submissions and assessment
128.

Joan Allin and Rob Crozier (S175/002) state that the proposed Plan fails to
address a variety of matters relating to risk, including definitions, risk
assessment approaches, and risk management approaches. The submitters also
state that the proposed Plan needs to specify that hazard identification and risk
assessment are objective scientific processes, not policy or precautionary
approaches. To address these concerns the submitters request that the proposed
Plan is revised to address all concerns raised relating to risk in the submission.

129.

Joan Allin and Rob Crozier (S175/014) also note that the definition of “risk” in
the proposed Plan is the same as the RPS, and is inconsistent with the
definitions in the NZCPS and AS/NZS ISO 31000:2009 Risk management –
Principles and guidelines, November 2009.

130.

The submitters also note that the NZCPS contains an unconventional definition
of risk as follows: “Risk is often expressed in terms of a combination of the
consequences of an event (including changes in circumstances) and the
associated likelihood of occurrence (AS/NZS ISO 31000:2009 Risk
management – Principles and guidelines, November 2009).”

131.

The submitters request that the Council reconsiders the definition of risk to
address policy issues raised throughout their submission, including referring to
“uncertainty.”

132.

I do not consider that it would be beneficial to refer to “uncertainty” in the
definition of risk. An assessment of risk by its very nature incorporates analysis
of uncertainties around frequency and magnitude of hazards and the
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consequences/adverse effects of those hazards. Specifying that risk
incorporates a degree of uncertainty would be redundant in my view. I
therefore recommend this submission point is rejected.
133.

Coastal Ratepayers (S93/026) and Andrew McIntyre (S153/004) request that a
new definition of risk is inserted as follows:
“The effect of uncertainty in hazards on the objectives people and
communities have to provide for their wellbeing through the sustainable
use and development of the coastal environment. Ref. AS/NZ ISO
31000:2009 Risk management – principles and guidelines, November
2009”.

134.

Joan Allin and Rob Crozier (S175/014) have also requested that AS/NZ ISO is
referred to in the definition of risk.

135.

I note the proposed Plan definition of risk aligns with the NZCPS definition of
risk – both define risk as being the combination of the probability of a hazard
and the consequences of a hazard. The one point of difference is the reference
to ISO 31000: 2009, which is referred to in the NZCPS definition of risk but
not the proposed Plan definition.

136.

I do not see any benefit to referring to ISO 31000:2009. The Standard’s
definition of risk is the “effect of uncertainty on objectives”, which I do not
believe is specific enough to add clarity for Plan users. Consequently, I
recommend that this submission point is rejected.

137.

Joan Allin and Rob Crozier (S175/015) seek amendment to the definition of
risk-based approach. In particular, the submitters are concerned that the
definition does not distinguish between hazard identification/risk assessment, a
scientific/objective process; and risk management, a policy approach. The
submitter is also concerned that the language used in the definition is too
precautionary, due to its language like “that could potentially affect” or “could
arise”, and they are concerned this could have adverse effects on development.

138.

To address these concerns, the submitters have requested that the definition of
“risk-based approach” is amended to better articulate it as being risk-based and
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not precautionary, and to distinguish between hazard identification and risk
assessment (objective processes) and risk management (subjective process).
139.

I do not see this as being necessary. The key components that must be included
in a risk-based approach assessment are specified in the definition and are
objective. For instance, information about the scale and lifespan of the
development, or about the frequency, magnitude, and severity of potential
hazard events can all be articulated in an objective manner.

140.

The only potential for subjectivity to enter into the risk-based approach I can
see is when assessing whether risk is assessed to be acceptable or unacceptable.
One person’s acceptable may be another’s unacceptable. This assessment of
risk as being acceptable or unacceptable is a key component of the risk-based
approach, and risk can be made acceptable through proper engineering design.
Such design can thus remove subjectivity from the risk-based approach to a
degree, but I do not consider that the risk-based approach can ever be entirely
objective. I thus recommend that this submission point is rejected.

Summary of recommendations


No amendments recommended.

6.6.2 Issue 3.2 – Objective O20
Background
141.

Objective O20 sets the goal of risk from natural hazards being acceptable. This
is a component of the proposed Plan’s approach to risk, which emphasises the
acceptability of risk rather than avoiding or reducing risk.

142.

The proposed Plan’s approach to risk is articulated through Objective O20 (and
Policies P27 and P28), which states:
“Objective O20
The risk, residual risk, and adverse effects from natural hazards and climate
change on people, the community and infrastructure are acceptable”.

NATRP-1620937158-1732

PAGE 29 OF 131

Section 42A Report Natural Hazards

Submissions and assessment
143.

Wellington International Airport Limited (S282/012), Federated Farmers
(S352/071), the New Zealand Transport Agency (S146/049, Kāpiti Coast
District Council (S117/017), and Vector Gas Ltd (S145/019) have submitted in
support of Objective O20.

144.

Wellington Water Limited (S135/041), Forest and Bird (S353/021), Rangitāne
O Wairarapa Inc (S279/031), Powerco (S29/003), the Oil Companies
(S55/003), South Wairarapa District Council (S366/043) and Masterton
District Council (S367/043) have requested amendment to Objective O20. The
submitters consider that it is unclear what the word “acceptable” means, to
whom, and when. Wellington International Airport Limited (FS69/018)
supports this submission point.

145.

Wellington Water Limited notes that GNS Science has published guidance
material as to what “acceptable” means under the risk-based approach
(Saunders, 2013), but the submitter considers that the method is onerous and
complex, and does not suggest its use. If the GNS Science methodology is not
used, the submitter requests that a term with more certainty than “acceptable”
is used.

146.

The Minister of Conservation (S75/022) has also requested an amendment to
Objective O20. The submission states that, while the intent of the objective is
understood, it is unclear how acceptability will be determined. The submitter
considers that the consequence of this uncertainty is that fails to give effect to
the direction given by the NZCPS to avoid increases in risk from coastal
hazards. The submitter requests that a new objective dealing with coastal
hazards is inserted, as follows:
“Oxx: In areas potentially affected by coastal hazards over at least the
next 100 years, increases in risk, residual risk, and adverse effects from
coastal hazards, including the effects of climate change on people,
property, or the environment are avoided”.

147.

Coastal Ratepayers (FS41/002) opposes this amendment.
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148.

Powerco and the Oil Companies request that Objective O20 is modified to read
as follows:
“The risk, residual risk, and adverse effects from natural hazards and
climate change on people, the community, and infrastructure are
appropriately managed so that the risks remain are acceptable”.

149.

The South Wairarapa and Masterton District Council’s request that the phrase
“are acceptable” in Objective O20 be replaced with the phrase “identified, and
where necessary, appropriately managed”. The amended policy would then
read:
“The risk, residual risk, and adverse effects from natural hazards and
climate change on people, the community, and infrastructure are
acceptable identified, and where necessary, appropriately managed”.

150.

Forest and Bird (S353/021) suggests that the Objective 020 is amended to read:
“The risk, residual risk, and adverse effects from climate change and
natural hazards on people, the community, ecological values, and
infrastructure are acceptable anticipated and provided for in a proactive
and environmentally sensitive manner”.

151.

While I understand the desire for greater clarity and precision in Objective 20,
my concern is that amending the objective to achieve this would compromise
the flexible and holistic approach currently used.

152.

As noted in the section 32 report for natural hazards, it was decided based on
consultation and feedback that the aim for the level of risk from natural hazards
should be acceptable, rather than minimised or reduced. Minimising the risk
from natural hazards would be an unreasonably difficult objective to achieve.
Similarly, reducing the risk would place an unreasonable burden on agencies,
councils and businesses to reduce the risk to existing infrastructure and
development, regardless of its current exposure. The policy direction of
acceptable allows assessments to be made to existing infrastructure, and a
decision to be made on whether it faces an acceptable risk to natural hazards.
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153.

I do not see a benefit to amending the objective to refer to risk being
“appropriately managed”, or something similar. In my view such language is
very similar in meaning and intent to the use of “acceptable”. Risk can be made
acceptable through appropriate management, and a large part of making risk
acceptable to the wider community is managing the risk in an appropriate
manner. I therefore consider that this amendment would not change the
meaning of the objective.

154.

I do agree with Wellington Water Limited that the GNS methodology would be
onerous for Plan users to follow through and lacks the required nuance and
flexibility. The GNS methodology seeks to classify a risk as low, acceptable, or
high risk based on the likelihood of a hazard event and the potential adverse
effects the hazard will have. This approach is useful for assessing the risk a
hazard poses, but fails to account for how the risk is managed and mitigated.
This methodology would not add clarity to the proposed Plan.

155.

It is also important to ensure that the reference to acceptable risk is sufficiently
broad to include all those individuals, communities, and organisations that have
a stake in that risk.

156.

For these reasons, I recommend that these submission points are rejected.

157.

Coastal Ratepayers (S93/066) opposes in part policies P26-P30 and request that
they are deleted and replaced with policies that use risk management and
reflect the risk assessment and management policies in the NZCPS.

158.

I do not consider that such amendments are necessary, as I believe that the
current Policies P26-P30 already reflect the hazard and risk management
approach of the NZCPS.

159.

Joan Allin and Rob Crozier (S175/019) support the use of the risk-based
approach and the reference to “acceptable” risk. However, the submitter
suggests that there should be reference to risks being acceptable to those who
bear them, whether the community at large or a smaller group of individuals.
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160.

The submission requests that Objective O20 is retained, in particular the term
“acceptable”. The amendment suggested is for the phrase “to those who need
to bear them” to be added to the end of objective.

161.

I do not consider this amendment to be appropriate, as it adds considerable
ambiguity and uncertainty to the definition and its application in provisions
relating to risk. It is important to ask what is meant by “to those who need to
bear them”? It is not only coastal residents who bear the risk of coastal hazards;
the risk could also be said to be borne by ratepayers who may fund coastal
protection methods, homeowners who may buy coastal properties in the future
without being aware of the risks, and even emergency service workers who
may respond to coastal hazard events.

162.

Stephen and Elly Simpson (S7/009), Donald Robert Frampton (S16/009)
Quentin Poole (S37/009), Christine Ann Edwards (S53/009), Warwick Stanley
Wyatt (S63/009), Mike Weir (S65/009), Christopher Butler (S96/009), Jenny
Clark (S106/009), Fiona Jean Heron (S150/009), Peter Stevens and Michelle
Glogau (S158/009), and the Bob Stewart Family Trust (S166/009) have
requested that the proposed Plan is amended to clarify that unlike risk
management, hazard identification and risk assessment is an objective process
and that any scientific or expert reports must be scientific and objective (rather
than policy-based or precautionary).

163.

In particular, the submissions request that scientific and expert reports on
hazards are required to present not only scientific estimates relating to hazards
but also the uncertainties. The submitters state that this will allow submitters to
participate in an informed way and enable decision makers to make informed
decisions.

164.

I do not consider that there is a basis in either the RMA or the NZCPS for
amending the proposed Plan in such a way. I do not interpret any sections of
the RMA as making reference to such requirements. Furthermore, I cannot see
a justification in the NZCPS for including such provisions in the proposed
Plan.
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165.

Such requirements regarding the content of technical reports should be
considered on a case by case basis through the resource consent process. As
required by RMA regulations and by Schedule 4 the level of detail in an
application for resource consent must be commensurate with the extent of the
effects. For these reasons I recommend that this submission point is rejected.

Summary of recommendations


No amendments recommended.

6.7

Issue 4 – High hazard areas

166.

Another key concept used throughout the proposed Plan’s approach to hazard
management is that of high hazard areas. This is the framework the proposed
Plan uses to control use and development in areas that are vulnerable to natural
hazards.

6.7.1 Issue 4.1 – Definition
Background
167.

High hazard areas are defined in the proposed Plan as follows: “For the
purposes of the Plan, all areas in the coastal marine area and the beds of lakes
and rivers are high hazard areas”.

Submissions and assessment
168.

The New Zealand Defence Force (S81/032) and (S81/041) states that
classifying all river and lake beds as high hazard areas is overly conservative
and creates a restrictive planning framework for works in small waterways.
CentrePort Limited (S121/008) states it is uncertain as to why the whole CMA
has been included in the definition of “high hazard areas”, and seeks
clarification as to why this decision was made and its implications for effectsbased decision making. Alternatively, the submitter requests that the
commercial port area is excluded from the definition. CentrePort Properties
Limited (FS49/005) and Hutt Solid Waste (FS59/004) support this submission
point.

169.

The New Zealand Defence Force (S81/041) and Wellington Water Limited
(S135/019) propose two amendments to address their concerns. First, that the
definition of high hazard area is amended to be based on the appropriate
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assessment of actual hazards rather than capturing all river beds and margins.
Second, that the policy framework is made less absolute, such as by replacing
the term “avoided” in Policy P27, or amending the policy to refer to
“inappropriate development”.
170.

Hutt Solid Waste (FS59/005) and Wellington International Airport Limited
(FS69/008) support this amendment.

171.

Hutt Solid Waste (S85/004) states that avoiding use and development in high
hazard areas is a very high threshold. This submitter considers that Policy P27
places undue restrictions on landfill activities, as well as restricting the
maintenance and upgrade of roads and coastal structures in high hazard areas.
The submitter requests that the definition of a high hazard area is amended to
be based on assessment of an actual hazard, rather than a blanket inclusion of
the beds of lakes and rivers and the CMA. CentrePort Properties Limited
(FS49/006) supports this submission point.

172.

It is my view a process to identify specific high hazard areas in the region may
not necessarily lead to better or more effective planning outcomes. The natural
hazards that the Council has responsibility to manage in accordance with
Policy 62 of the RPS are largely coastal (such as sea level rise, erosion, and
inundation) or fluvial (such as flooding). Such hazard events have the potential
to affect all areas of the CMA and the beds of lakes and rivers throughout the
region - areas that are already identified as high hazard areas in the proposed
Plan.

173.

Also, by their very nature the CMA and beds of lakes and rivers are vulnerable
to hazards compared to other areas of land. There are very few uses and
developments that are appropriate in the CMA or in the beds of lakes and rivers
under the proposed Plan, and I thus consider the policy framework of avoiding
activities in these areas is not overly restrictive. There are also a significant
number of permitted activities that recognise appropriate uses of the CMA or
beds of lakes and rivers and these are not impacted on by the avoidance
directed by the high hazard area approach.
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174.

While I appreciate the concern of submitters about the approach in the
proposed Plan to identify all the CMA and beds of lakes and rivers as high
hazard areas, it was deliberately taken by Council to avoid the potentially long
and costly debates as to whether an area is a high hazard area or not.
Identifying specific high hazard areas based on an assessment of actual hazard
is - a time consuming and expensive exercise, involving a range of technical
experts. It also often results in debate and potential litigation with those
affected by the identification of boundary of high hazard areas. In my view,
this is not an efficient approach as it would be significantly slower and costlier
than the approach taken in the proposed Plan.

175.

In my view, the submitters’ requests creates the potential for a case-by-case
analysis of a site’s hazard potential to eventually produce a large list of
areas/sites that covers areas that are already classified as high hazard areas by
the proposed Plan. In my view, such an outcome is not more efficient or
effective than the proposed Plan’s current approach as it would result in similar
planning outcomes. The only difference is that scheduling high hazard areas
would achieve this at significantly higher cost.

176.

Section 6(a) of the RMA directs the Council to recognise and provide for “the
preservation of the natural character of the coastal environment (including the
coastal marine area), wetlands, and lakes and rivers and their margins, and the
protection of them from inappropriate subdivision, use, and development”. In
my view, the designation of the CMA and beds of lakes and rivers as high
hazard areas is not inconsistent with this direction. The RMA requires that
these locations must be protected from inappropriate use and development, and
the proposed plan requires that inappropriate use and development in these
areas is avoided.

177.

At the same time, there is not statutory prohibition on all development in the
CMA; Policy 6(1)(a) of the NZCPS directs that the proposed Plan recognises
that the provision of infrastructure and the supply and transmission of
electricity are important activities to the social, economic, and cultural
wellbeing of communities. I therefore consider that there is recognition in
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statutory documents that some kinds of development in the CMA are
appropriate and beneficial.
178.

In terms of the use of the word “avoided” in Policy P27, I note that Policy
25(a) and (b) of the NZCPS directs that increases in risk of harm from coastal
hazards or development that increases the risk of adverse effects of coastal
hazards must be avoided. In my view, the use of the word “avoided” in Policy
P27 gives effect to the NZCPS.

179.

I also note here that Policy P27 provides recognition of activities that have a
functional need or operational requirement to be located in a high hazard area,
provided the other conditions of the policy are met. This gives effect to Policy
6(1)(a) of the NZCPS. ‘Functional need’ and ‘operational requirement’ are
terms that are defined in the proposed Plan, and refers to when an activity has
to be located in the CMA or the bed of a lake or river with no alternative, and
when an activity has be carried out in a particular location or way to operate
efficiently and effectively, respectively.

180.

Objective O21 seeks to avoid inappropriate use and development in high
hazard areas. Policy P27 gives effect to this objective stating that use and
development should be avoided in high hazard areas except when the criteria in
clauses (a) to (e) are met – essentially defining when it may be appropriate for
use and development to be located in high hazard areas. In my view, making it
clear that activities that have a functional need or operational requirement to be
located in high hazard areas may be considered appropriate, provided all
criteria in Policy P27 are met, is an effective and efficient approach to give
effect to Objective O21. For these reasons, I recommend that these submission
points are rejected.

181.

The New Zealand Transport Agency (S146/023) takes a neutral stance on the
definition of “high hazard areas”, noting that the term is applied by default to
all river and lake beds, and the CMA. The submitter notes that the proposed
Plan does not contain rules relating to high hazard areas, with the term only
being applied to the objectives and policies, which seek to enable use and
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development in such areas only when there is a functional or operational need.
No relief is sought.
182.

Coastal Ratepayers (S93/026) consider that the definition of high hazard areas
fails to comply with the NZCPS, and has requested that the existing definition
(as well as other references to high hazard areas) is deleted and replaced with
reference to “areas at high risk of being affected by natural hazards”.

183.

I do not see this as being necessary. The definition of high hazard areas states
that these areas are also known as “areas at high risk from natural hazards”,
which is very similar to what is being requested by the submitter. I also do not
see any substantial difference in meaning between the term “high hazard areas”
and “areas at high risk from natural hazards”. I thus do not see a need for an
amendment, and recommend this submission point is rejected.

184.

Joan Allin and Rob Crozier (S175/012) support the current definition of high
hazard areas.

Summary of recommendations


No amendments recommended.

6.7.2 Issue 4.2 – Objective O21
Background
185.

The Plan’s objective relating to high hazard areas is O21, which reads:
“Inappropriate use and development in high hazard areas is avoided”.

Submissions and assessment
186.

Friends of the Paekakariki Stream (S112/014), the Royal Forest and Bird
Protection Society (S353/022), Rangitāne o Wairarapa (S279/032), Vector Gas
(S145/020), Powerco (FS56/029), the Oil Companies (FS57/023), and the
Kāpiti Coast District Council (S117/018) all support Objective O21.

187.

Spark New Zealand Trading Limited (S98/007) and Chorus New Zealand
Limited (S144/007) are opposed to Objective O21, stating that there needs to
be recognition of the functional and operational need to sometimes provide
telecommunications facilities within high hazard areas.
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188.

The submitters request that Objective O21 is amended to read as follows:
“Inappropriate use and development in high hazard areas is avoided,
other than:
a) where it has a functional need and/or operational requirement to be
located there, and/or
b) where it is necessary to enable the efficient operation of regionally
significant infrastructure”.

189.

Powerco (FS56/30) and (FS56/031), Transpower NZ (FS22/013), Wellington
International Airport (FS69/019), Hutt Solid Waste (FS59/016), Masterton
District Council (FS30/36), and South Wairarapa District Council (FS26/037)
and (FS26/056) all support this submission point.

190.

Wellington International Airport Limited (S282/013) supports O21 in part, but
considers that it needs to recognise unavoidable circumstances. The submission
point requests that Objective O21 is amended to read:
“Inappropriate use and development in high hazard areas is avoided,
and where avoidance is impracticable or for reasons of functional need
or operational requirements, the effects of use and development in high
hazard areas should be remedied or mitigated.”

191.

Kāpiti Coast Airport Holdings Limited (FS15/003) supports this submission
point.

192.

Policy P27 gives effect to Objective O21 by outlining a specific set of
considerations when use and development in high hazard areas may be
appropriate. Activities that have a functional need or operational requirement
to be located in a high hazard area are recognised, provided that these activities
meet all the requirements of Policy P27. I therefore do not consider it necessary
to amend O21 as requested by the submitters, as I consider the main relief they
are seeking is already provided for in Policy P27. I therefore recommend these
submission points are rejected.
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193.

The New Zealand Transport Agency (S146/050) supports O21 in part, but
seeks assurance that use and development associated with regionally
significant infrastructure will be considered appropriate.

194.

The submitter has proposed that the objective is amended to read as follows:
“Only appropriate use and development, such as regionally significant
infrastructure which has been suitably designed, is enabled to establish
and operate in high hazard areas”.

195.

The New Zealand Defence Force (FS64/005) is opposed to this submission
point.

196.

Provisions in the proposed Plan for regionally significant infrastructure are
Objectives O12, O13 and Policies P12, P13, P14 and P15. Submissions points
on these provisions have been assessed in the s42A Officer’s report: Beneficial
use and development in Hearing stream 1. I consider that regionally significant
infrastructure is provided for through these beneficial and use provisions, in
particular Policy P12 which provides for functional use and operational
requirement of regionally significant infrastructure and in Policy P27 as
discussed below. I therefore do not consider that it is necessary to amend
Objective O21 as requested by the submitter and recommend that this
submission point is rejected.

Summary of recommendations


No amendments recommended.

6.7.3 Issue 4.3 – Policy P27
Background
197.

Policy P27 provides the policy direction for high hazard areas, reading as
follows:
“Policy P27: High hazard areas
Use and development, including hazard mitigation methods, in high hazard
areas shall be avoided except where:
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(a) they have a functional need or operational requirement or there is no
practicable alternative to be so located, and
(b) the risk to the development and/or residual risk after hazard mitigation
measures, assessed using a risk-based approach, is low, and
(c) the development does not cause or exacerbate natural hazards in other
areas, and
(d) interference with natural processes (coastal, fluvial and lacustrine
processes) is minimised, and
(e) natural cycles of erosion and accretion and the potential for natural
features to fluctuate in position over time, including movements due to climate
change and sea level rise, are taken into account”.
Submissions and assessment
198.

Joan Allin and Rob Crozier (S175/039) have requested that Policy P27 is
amended to address the following concerns and issues:
a)

Inappropriate restrictions in clause (a)

b)

Inappropriate and confusing use of the word “development” in clauses
(b) and (c)

199.

c)

Inappropriate reference to the word “low” in clause (b)

d)

Inappropriate reference to “potential” in clause (e).

I do not consider that the restrictions in clause (a) are inappropriate. The
restrictions around functional need and operational requirement give effect to
Policy 25(d) of the NZCPS, which requires that infrastructure is located away
from areas of hazard risk where practicable; clause (a) gives effect to this by
only allowing development in high hazards areas when absolutely necessary.

200.

I also do not consider the use of the words “development” and “potential” to be
confusing or inappropriate. The use of the word “development” is commonly
used and understood in RMA plans, aligns the clauses with the reference to use
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and development in the policy preamble, and ensures the provision is futureproofed as development is an always-evolving concept. I also consider that the
use of the word “potential” is necessary to account for uncertainties in the
scientific data.
201.

However, I do agree with the submitter that the reference to “low” risk in
clause (b) should be amended. The use of the word “low” in this context is
contrary to the intent of the risk-based approach and its application in the
proposed Plan, which focuses on risk being acceptable.

202.

I recommend that this submission point is accepted in part, and that clause (b)
is amended to refer to acceptable risk rather than low risk.

203.

The Oil Companies (S55/020) and Powerco (S29/022) support Policy P27 in
part, but request that clause (b) is amended to refer to “acceptable” risk rather
than “low” risk. The submitter considers that an activity that must be located in
a high hazard area should be able to demonstrate that risk is acceptable, which
may include allowing a certain level of damage to structures. The submitter is
concerned that the alternative would be requiring over-investment in overengineering structures to ensure low risk. The New Zealand Defence Force
(FS64/009) supports this submission point.

204.

As noted in paragraphs 201-202, I consider the reference to “acceptable” risk
in Policy P27 is both reasonable and aligned with what both the risk-based
approach the Civil Defence and Emergency Management Act 2002 (CDEMA)
attempt to achieve. The risk-based approach takes into account a range of
factors to assess risk and determine what level of risk is acceptable. Thus,
implementing the risk-based approach in the proposed Plan would benefit from
a reference to acceptable rather than low risk.

205.

I also note that the Civil Defence and Emergency Management Act 2002
(CDEMA) includes as one of its purposes to “enable communities to achieve
acceptable levels of risk by identifying and reducing risk”. Use of the word
“acceptable” would thus align Policy P27 with the CDEMA.
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206.

For these reasons I recommend that the submission point is accepted, and that
the reference to “low” risk is replaced with a reference to “acceptable” risk in
Policy P27’s clause (b).

207.

The Minister of Conservation (S75/060) requests that Policy P27 is amended.
The submitter states that the NZCPS provides clear direction on the
management of coastal hazard risk, and that amendment is needed to clause (b)
to refer to no increase in risk in coastal hazards rather than the risk being low.
Additionally, the submitter states that the 100 year time frame to assessment
and manage coastal hazards in the NZCPS must be incorporated into Policy
P27.

208.

The submitter requests amendment to both clauses (b) and (e) of Policy P27.
First, that part (b) is amended to read as follows (or similar):
“The risk to the development and/or residual risk after hazard mitigation
measures, assessed using a risk-based approach, is low not increased,
and reduced if practicable”.

209.

Second, that (e) is amended to read:
“Natural cycles of erosion and accretion, and the potential for natural
features to fluctuate in position over at least a 100 year timeframe,
including movements due to climate change and sea level rise, are taken
into account”.

210.

Coastal Ratepayers (FS41/012) is opposed to this submission point.

211.

Policies 24 and 25 of the NZCPS both explicitly refer to a 100 year timeframe
when identifying areas subject to coastal hazards and managing development in
those areas. I therefore agree with the submitters that referring to a 100-year
timeframe in the proposed Plan would better give effect to the NZCPS and the
direction it provides regarding natural hazards.

212.

I recommend that this submission point is accepted in part, and that clause (e)
is amended to refer to the 100 year timeframe. In terms of the submitter’s
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request to amend (b), I have recommended an alternate amendment to clause
(b) that refers to acceptable risk be adopted in paragraphs 201-202
213.

This decision was based on “acceptable” aligning most closely with the
proposed Plan’s broader approach to managing hazards and their risk. This is a
means of implementing the risk-based approach, which seeks to achieve
acceptable risk. For the reasons outlined in that assessment, I consider that
‘acceptable’ is more appropriate than the wording sought by the submitter.

214.

Hutt City Council (S84/017) opposes the use of the word “avoided” in Policy
P27 and requests that the use of this term is reconsidered so its use does not
constrain activities that are beneficial for the community and allows the
granting of resource consents for such activities. Wellington Water Limited
(FS25/023) and the New Zealand Defence Force (FS64/010) support this
submission point. Wellington International Airport Limited (FS69/045)
supports the proposed amendment in part.

215.

I have addressed issue of the use of “avoid” already in chapter 6.6.2. For the
reasons outlined there, I recommend that this submission point is rejected.

216.

Hutt Solid Waste (S85/024) are concerned that having to meet all exemptions
under Policy P27 would potentially unnecessarily and inappropriately restrict
landfill activities. The submitter has requested that the policy framework for
Policy P27 is amended to be less absolute in terms of restrictions, such as by
replacing the term “avoided” and/or referring to “inappropriate development”.
Masterton District Council (FS30/057), South Wairarapa District Council
(FS26/078), and the New Zealand Defence Force (FS64/004) support this
submission point.

217.

It is worth noting that Policy P27 is not absolute, and leaves open the
possibility of use and development being appropriate if that use or
development meets the conditions set out in clauses (a)-(e). These conditions
allow use and development that has a functional need or operational
requirement to be located within a high hazard area to be potentially considered
acceptable, provided other clauses are met. Furthermore, I am of the opinion
that locating a landfill within the CMA or the bed of a lake or river is not an
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appropriate activity, regardless of whether such areas are designated as high
hazard areas or not. I thus recommend that this point is rejected.
218.

CentrePort Limited (S121/052) supports Policy P27 but seeks clarification. The
submitter is uncertain as to why the entire CMA (including the port area) has
been identified as a high hazard area, and has thus requested clarification as to
why the entire CMA is designated a high hazard area and what the impacts will
be for effects-based decision making. Alternatively, the submitter has
suggested that the commercial port area be excluded from the definition of high
hazard areas. CentrePort Properties Limited (FS49/106) and Hutt Solid Waste
(FS59/030) and (FS59/031) support this submission point.

219.

I have addressed this issue in chapter 6.6.1, explaining why the current
definition of high hazard areas has been adopted in the proposed Plan. I
consider that the same rationale applies here, and thus I recommend that this
submission point is rejected.

220.

I do not consider that it is necessary to add an exemption for the commercial
port area in the definition of high hazard areas. Policy P12(d) requires that the
functional need of port activities to be located in the CMA is recognised.
Policy P27(a) enables development that has a functional need to operate in high
hazard areas provided certain conditions are met. Policy P12 thus explicitly
recognises port activities as being appropriate for high hazard areas.

221.

As I do not see a need for an amendment, I recommend that this submission
point is rejected.

222.

Coastal Ratepayers (S93/106) is opposed to Policy P27, and requests that the
policy is deleted and replaced with a new policy that reads as follows:
“Policy Pxx: Risk management approach
Use and development shall be managed using a risk-management
approach, particularly when hazard risks impact upon the achievement
of use and development objectives”.
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223.

I do not believe that this proposed policy provides sufficient clarity for plan
users regarding use and development in areas that are vulnerable to natural
hazards. The requested amendment would also not send a clear enough signal
for use and development to generally be avoided in high hazard areas. I thus
recommend this submission point is rejected.

224.

Vector Gas (S145/034) and the New Zealand Transport Agency (S146/092)
generally supports Policy P27, but requests that the phrase “to an unacceptable
degree” is added to the end of clause (c), and that clause (d) is deleted.
Powerco (FS56/56) supports this submission point, and the New Zealand
Defence Force (FS64/008) supports this submission point in part.

225.

The NZCPS does not include any qualification such as “to an unacceptable
degree”, and Policy 25(a) of the NZCPS simply directs the proposed Plan
avoids increasing the risk of social, economic, and environmental harm from
coastal hazards. Adding such a qualification to Policy P27 would fail to give
effect to the NZCPS and would also introduce additional uncertainty in my
view. I have also noted in paragraph 105 that natural processes are a
component of natural character, – the preservation of which is a matter of
national importance under the RMA. I thus recommend that this submission
point is rejected.

226.

CentrePoint Properties Limited (S141/024) considers that Policy P27 is
inconsistent with other policies that allow use and development in the Lambton
Harbour Area, which is a high hazard area by virtue of being in the CMA.

227.

The submitter proposes that the Lambton Harbour Area is recognised as an
area where use and development is appropriate in Policy P27.

228.

I note that Policy P142 provides some clear direction on when use and
development of the Lambton Harbour Area may be appropriate. This policy
recognises that development in the Lambton Harbour Area may be appropriate
in some instances, and inappropriate in others. It is also worth noting that some
of the Lambton Harbour Area lies outside the CMA.
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229.

Given that the Lambton Harbour Area is already recognised in Policy 142, I
consider that there is no need to amend Policy P27 to exempt the Lambton
Harbour Area, as the submitter is requesting. The policies in the proposed Plan
are to be read together when considering whether a particular development is
appropriate or not. The current approach recognises that some development is
appropriate and some may not be, while the relief sought by the submitter
would essentially serve to provide for most development in Lambton Harbour
Area. I thus recommend that this submission point is rejected.

230.

Wellington International Airport Limited (S282/035) considers that the
terminology used in Policy P27 lacks precision, and suggests that it is amended
to read:
“Inappropriate use and development in high hazard areas shall be
avoided, remedied or mitigated except where:
(a) they have a functional need or operational requirement or there is no
practicable alternative to be so located, and
(b) the risk to the development and/or residual risk after hazard
mitigation measures, assessed using a risk-based approach, is low,
and mitigation or remediation measures can appropriately manage
the risk to the development and/or residual risk, and
(c) the development does not cause or exacerbate natural hazards in
other areas, and
(d) adverse effects on interference with natural processes (coastal,
fluvial and lacustrine processes) are avoided, remedied or mitigated,
and
(e) natural cycles of erosion and accretion and the potential for natural
features to fluctuate in position over time, including movements due
to climate change and sea level rise, are taken into account”

231.

CentrePort Properties Limited (FS49/110) supports this submission point.
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232.

The changes requested are the new reference to mitigation or remediation
measures that can appropriately manage risk, the reference to adverse effects
rather than interference, replacing minimised with avoid, remedy and mitigate
in clause (d), and inserting inappropriate at the start of the policy.

233.

The language of ‘adverse effects’ is used throughout the relevant NZCPS
policies and clauses, and so I consider that this amendment would better align
the provision with the NZCPS.

234.

The NZCPS does not refer to remedying or mitigating natural hazard risk, and
thus I consider that amending the policy to incorporate such language would
fail to give effect to the NZCPS. I also consider that inserting the word
“inappropriate” at the start of Policy P27 is unnecessary; the rationale behind
the policy is that use and development that cannot meet the criteria set out by
clauses (a)-(e) is inappropriate.

235.

I thus recommend that this submission point is accepted in part, and that clause
(d) is amended to refer to “adverse effects” rather than “interference with”.

236.

Masterton District Council (S367/076) and South Wairarapa District Council
(S366/076) have requested that Policy P27 is amended. In particular, the
submitters seek to the proposed Plan to recognise that there may be instances
where risk is greater than low but still acceptable.

237.

The submitters have requested three amendments:
a)

Amend clause (a) to refer to functional or historical need

b)

Replace the reference to low risk in clause (b) with a reference to
acceptable risk

c)

Amend clause (c) to include the phrase “unless avoidable, and as far
as is practicable in the specific circumstances.”

238.

CentrePort Properties Limited (FS49/108) and (FS49/109) opposes these
submission points.
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239.

The proposed change of low risk to acceptable risk has already been addressed
and recommended in paragraphs 201-202 and I accept this part of their
submission. However, I do not consider that amending the policy to refer to
functional and historical need is beneficial; functional need and operational
requirement are both clearly defined terms in the proposed Plan that help give
Policy P27 clarity.

240.

Policy P27 gives effect to Policy 25 of the NZCPS. None of the clauses of
Policy 25 of the NZCPS qualify restrictions with language such as “unless
avoidable” or “as far as practicable”. Indeed, clauses (a) and (b) simply direct
that increases in risks from coastal hazards are avoided – without qualification.
I therefore recommend that this submission point is rejected.

241.

Wellington Water Limited (S135/062) also requests that Policy P27 be
amended. In particular, the submitter states that the policy should consider
regionally significant infrastructure and the potential need for such
infrastructure to be placed in high hazard areas, and use plain English rather
than referring to “fluvial and lacustrine processes”.

242.

The submission point requests a number of amendments:
a)

Included reference to protection of regionally significant infrastructure
in high hazard areas.

b)

Use plain English terms for "fluvial and lacustrine processes" in
clause (e).

c)

Delete clause (b).

d)

Reconsider the definition of high hazard areas so that it is based on an
appropriate assessment of actual hazard.

e)

Clarify in what circumstances a risk assessment is required with a
consent application, and what that should comprise, ensuring the
assessment is only required in appropriate situations and is
commensurate to the scale of the activity.
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243.

Wellington International Airport Limited (FS69/046) supports this submission
point in part.

244.

I have addressed the point relating to regionally significant infrastructure in
paragraph 196, and consider that the same applies here. I also note there are a
number of permitted activities to recognise and provide for regionally
significant infrastructure and other appropriate uses in high hazard areas.

245.

I agree with the submitter that using plain English terms for fluvial and
lacustrine would be beneficial – this would make the provision clearer for plan
users and align with the language throughout the rest of the proposed Plan. I
have addressed the point about the definition of high hazard areas in chapter
6.6.1 and consider the same conclusion applies here.

246.

I consider that in most situations it will be apparent what the potential hazards
and consequences are. For instance, the risk assessment for a culvert would
focus on flooding at the risks posed by flooding, and the consequent need to
select an appropriate culvert size.

247.

This process would involve the Council providing information to an applicant
when we have it. If some additional analysis is required the applicant would
need to provide that information.

248.

This largely reflects the Council’s current resource consenting process, and
allows for flexibility as risk assessment practice evolves over time. At the same
time, the intention is to avoid the processes becoming too onerous.

249.

I recommend that this submission point is accepted in part, and that Policy P27
is amended to refer to river and lake processes rather than fluvial and lacustrine
processes.

250.

Wellington City Council (WCC) (S286/017) states that avoiding use and
development in high hazard areas is a very high threshold, particularly when all
exemptions must be met for an activity to be able to occur in a high hazard
area. The submitter is concerned that this stringent framework could constrain
and restrict activities necessary to maintain and upgrade roads and coastal
structures.

PAGE 50 OF 131

NATRP-1620937158-1732

Section 42A Report Natural Hazards

251.

WCC proposes three amendments to address its concerns:
a)

Reconsider the definition of high hazard areas to be based on an
appropriate assessment of actual hazard while excluding small
waterways.

b)

Clarify the circumstances in which a risk assessment is required for a
resource consent application.

c)

Specify that when a risk assessment is required, the depth of
assessment is proportional to the scale of the proposed activity.

252.

CentrePort Properties Limited (FS49/107) supports this submission point in
part.

253.

I do not consider it necessary to specify in Policy P27 that a risk assessment
should be proportional to the scale of the activity, as this is already stated in the
definition of risk-based approach. I have addressed the point pertaining to the
assessment of actual hazards and the reasons Council has defined high hazard
areas in chapter 6.6.1, and I consider the same response applies here. I thus
recommend that this submission point is rejected.

254.

Coastal Ratepayers (S93/066) requests that Policy P27 does not refer to “high
hazard areas” and that the policy instead uses language that is aligned to Policy
24 of the NZCPS, which directs councils to identify areas at high risk of being
affected by coastal hazards. I have addressed a very similar point in chapter
6.7.1, and in my view the same response applies here. I recommend this
submission point is rejected.

255.

The Kāpiti Coast District Council (S117/037) supports Policy P27. I
recommend this submission point is accepted.

Summary of recommendations


Amend Policy P27 as follows:
Policy P27: High hazard areas
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Use and development, including hazard mitigation methods, in high hazard
areas shall be avoided except where:
(a) they have a functional need or operational requirement or there is no
practicable alternative to be so located, and
(b) the risk to the development and/or residual risk after hazard mitigation
measures, assessed using a risk-based approach, is low acceptable, and
(c) the development does not cause or exacerbate natural hazards in other
areas, and
(d) interference with adverse effects on natural processes (coastal, river
and lake fluvial and lacustrine processes) is are minimised, and
(e) natural cycles of erosion and accretion and the potential for natural
features to fluctuate in position over time, including movements due to
climate change and sea level rise over at least the next 100 years, are taken
into account.

6.8

Issue 5 – Hard and soft engineering

256.

The NZCPS directs in Policy 25(e) that in most cases soft engineering methods
are preferred over hard engineering methods. Both terms are defined in Chapter
2 of the proposed Plan with the approach to these methods and their use being
articulated in the objectives and policies in Chapters 3 and 4.

6.8.1 Issue 5.1 – Definitions
Background
257.

The proposed Plan currently defines hard engineering as follows:
“Engineering works that use structural materials such as concrete, steel,
timber or rock armour to provide a hard, inflexible edge between the landwater interface along rivers, shorelines or lake edges. Typical structures
include groynes, seawalls, revetments or bulkheads that are designed to
prevent erosion of the land. Also referred to as ‘structural engineering’”.

258.

Meanwhile, soft engineering is defined as follows:
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“Works such as beach nourishment and dune rebuilding that use nonstructural materials (e.g. sand, cobbles, native plants) to mimic natural coastal
features that can act to mitigate the impacts from natural hazards”.
Submissions and assessment
259.

Kiwi Rail Holdings Limited (S140/006), CentrePort Limited (S121/007), and
CentrePort Properties Limited (S141/004) support the current definition of hard
engineering in the proposed Plan.

260.

Hutt Solid Waste (S85/055) request that the definition of soft engineering is
amended. In particular, the submitter expresses concern that the current
definition is limited and does not recognise the value provided by certain hard
engineering options, such as rocks used in seawalls providing habitat. The
submitter also states that the lack of policy for existing seawalls is a concern,
and that it would be inappropriate for applications for existing seawalls to be
subject to these tests and conditions. The submitter has thus requested that the
definition of soft engineering is amended to include a broader range of
engineering options with lower environmental impacts.

261.

I do not consider that the definition of soft engineering should be amended to
refer to the value of hard engineering. In my view, that is more appropriate for
either an objective or policy, or the definition of hard engineering. The
references in the proposed Plan to hard or soft engineering are in the context of
hazard mitigation or protection, therefore I do not consider it necessary to refer
to these methods providing habitats. I therefore recommend that this
submission point is rejected.

262.

Wellington Water Limited (S135/017) has requested that the definition of hard
engineering is amended to recognise regionally significant infrastructure. The
submitter requests that this is achieved by adding “or infrastructure” after “to
prevent erosion of the land”. Wellington International Airport Limited
(FS69/007) supports this submission point.

263.

There would be no benefit to this amendment in my view. Regionally
significant infrastructure is already provided for under Policy P13, which
recognises the use, operation, and maintenance of regionally significant
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infrastructure as beneficial and generally appropriate. Policy P139 also states
that seawalls are appropriate when required to protect existing infrastructure
and new regionally significant infrastructure provided certain conditions are
met. In particular, seawalls are required to be suitably located and designed,
and certified by a qualified professional engineer (as per Policy 139(d), and
there must be no reasonable or practicable alternative means of protection (as
per Policy 139(c)). Amending the definition as requested by the submitter
would therefore not have an impact on how the proposed Plan operates in my
view. I therefore recommend that this submission point is rejected.
264.

Philip and Dorothy Tortell (S91/003) are concerned that the plan does not
recognise that people live along the coastal strip, and that in some instances
soft protection methods such as dunes are not viable options due to
development decisions by local councils, leaving hard protection measures as
the only viable method.

265.

The submitters propose that this issue is addressed by amending the proposed
plan to make an explicit attempt to provide for the wellbeing and safety of
people who live on the coast while desisting from making it difficult for
residents to protect themselves and their homes from present and future risks.
How this could be done is not specified in the submission, but from context
greater provision for seawalls and similar methods seems a reasonable
conclusion.

266.

Policy 27(1)(c) of the NZCPS directs the plan to recognise that hard
engineering may be only practical means of protecting regionally or nationally
significant infrastructure; private property is not mentioned in this context. The
NZCPS directs the Plan to prioritise soft engineering solutions over hard
engineering ones, with hard engineering solutions being used only in a limited
set of circumstances. In my opinion, there is no basis in the NZCPS for a
highly permissive approach to using seawalls to protect private property.

267.

I note that in the proposed Plan, additions or alterations to existing seawalls is a
controlled activity, providing certain criteria are met. If these conditions are
met, even though resource consent must be applied for, the Council must grant
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it. Also, new seawalls are discretionary or non-complying activities, depending
on whether or not they are to be constructed inside or outside a site of
significance. The submissions on the rules relating to seawalls are addressed by
Mr Denton’s S42A report on Management of the Coastal Marine Area, as these
are specific to the coast, while the hard engineering provisions are broader and
apply to the coast, lakes, rivers, and other environments such as hill country.
268.

It is my opinion that the proposed Plan’s rules concerning seawalls and other
hard engineering solutions give effect to the NZCPS, in that there is no
requirement to provide for hard engineering to be used as the first means of
protecting private property, and soft engineering is promoted over hard
engineering. I thus recommend that these submission points are rejected.

269.

Coastal Ratepayers (S93/006) states that there is the need to deal with the
specific issue of coastal hazard mitigation and protection. The submitters
request that a new objective and corresponding policy is inserted to deal
specifically with coastal hazard mitigation and protection. The submitter also
states that such an amendment should be worded in a way that references
balancing the costs and benefits of such measures on those affected.

270.

I do not see this as being necessary. Existing objectives and policies pertaining
to natural hazards provide the necessary framework and have been informed by
the NZCPS. These provisions offer an approach that covers coastal hazards,
flood hazards, seismic hazards, and other hazards – in all cases soft engineering
is preferred over hard engineering, and risk and residual risk are to be
acceptable.

271.

Adding provisions that are specific to coastal hazards would introduce
redundancy into the proposed Plan, as any such provisions would be very
similar (if not the same) to existing hazard provisions. I thus recommend that
this submission point is rejected.

Summary of recommendations


No amendments recommended.
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6.8.2 Issue 5.2 – Objective O22
Background
272.

It is Objective O22 that is related to hard engineering versus soft engineering.
The objective currently reads as follows:
“Objective O22
Hard engineering mitigation and protection methods are only used as a last
practicable option”.

Submissions and assessment
273.

Christopher Butler (S96/003), Fiona Jean Heron (S150/003), Warwick Stanley
Wyatt (S63/003), Peter Stevens and Michelle Glogau (S158/003), Christine
Ann Edward (S53/003), Mike Weir (S65/003), Jenny Clark (S106/003),
Quentin Poole (S37/003), Stephen and Elly Simpson (S7/003), Donald Robert
Frampton (S16/003), and the Bob Stewart Family Trust (S166/003) have stated
that the proposed Plan does not appropriately address and enable coastal hazard
mitigation measures, and fails to give effect to the NZCPS. The submitters
have requested that the proposed Plan is amended to include objectives that
recognise the importance and benefits of coastal hazard mitigation activities,
especially in areas of existing significant development.

274.

Based on the language used in the submissions, I believe that the submitters are
interested primarily and/or exclusively in hard engineering measures as a form
of coastal hazard mitigation.

275.

The pertinent part of the NZCPS is Policy 27, which focuses on strategies for
protecting significant existing development from coastal hazard risk.

276.

Also relevant is Objective O22 of the proposed Plan, which directs that hard
engineering methods are used only as a last practicable option.

277.

Policy P28 from the proposed Plan also relates to hard engineering measures,
stating that: “Hard engineering mitigation and protection methods shall be
avoided except where it is necessary to protect existing development from
unacceptable risk, assessed using the risk-based approach, and the works

PAGE 56 OF 131

NATRP-1620937158-1732

Section 42A Report Natural Hazards

either form part of a hazard management strategy or the environmental effects
are considered to be no more than minor”.
278.

I consider that the objectives and policies of the proposed Plan do give effect to
relevant policies of the NZCPS. Policy 27(1)(c) of the NZCPS recognises that
hard engineering solutions may in some situations be the only practical means
of protecting existing infrastructure, but also emphasises that the social and
environmental costs of providing for such solutions to protect private property
must be recognised. In my opinion, this language indicates recognition that
hard engineering solutions may sometimes be necessary, but that due to the
social and environmental costs of using hard engineering solutions they should
be avoided wherever practicable.

279.

This same approach to hard engineering solutions is present in the proposed
Plan. The policy approach in the proposed Plan does not outright prohibit the
use of hard engineering solutions, but does make it clear that such methods
should be avoided wherever practicable. Consequently, I recommend that these
submission points are rejected.

280.

Wellington Water Limited (S135/042) has requested that Objective O22 is
amended to clarify that hard engineering may be required to protect regionally
significant infrastructure when it is the most cost-effective option. Hutt Solid
Waste (FS59/017) supports this submission point.

281.

Kiwi Rail Holdings Limited (S140/019) and CentrePort Limited (S121/027 and
S121/028) oppose Objective O22 on the basis that it does not provide for the
maintenance, repair, or upgrade of regionally significant infrastructure. The
submitters propose that this be addressed by amending Objective O22 to read:
“Hard engineering mitigation and protection methods are only used as a
last practicable option, unless there is a functional need or operational
requirement”.

282.

Wellington Water Limited (FS25/009) and Wellington International Airport
Limited (FS69/020) support this submission point.
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283.

While I agree with the submitters that provision for protecting regionally
significant infrastructure is important, I consider this has already provided for
under the proposed Plan. Policies P12 and P13 provide explicit recognition of
the benefits of regionally significant infrastructure the use, operation, and
maintenance of this infrastructure. Policy P139 clearly states that new seawalls
are generally inappropriate except where necessary to protect regionally
infrastructure, and even then there must be no reasonable or practicable
alternative, and the seawalls in question must incorporate soft engineering
where appropriate. Further analysis of submissions relating to Policy P139 can
be found in Mr Denton’s S42A report on Management of the Coastal Marine
Area. It should also be noted that under Rule R165 additions or alternations to
existing seawalls are a controlled activity, meaning that while resource consent
must be applied for, the Council is required to grant consent.

284.

On this basis, I do not believe that the amendment sought by the submitters is
necessary, as the proposed Plan provides for the use of a hard engineering
solution to protect regionally significant infrastructure. I thus recommend that
this submission point is rejected.

285.

Joan Allin and Rob Crozier (S175/020) oppose Objective O22, considering it
to be “too black and white”. The submitters also state the current reference to
“last practicable option” implies that soft engineering methods have already
been attempted and failed, which will not necessarily be the case.

286.

The submitters propose that either Objective O22 is deleted, or is amended to
address the concerns raised.

287.

I do not interpret the current wording of Objective O22 to imply when soft
engineering has failed before hard engineering is considered as last practicable
option. In my opinion, the language is intended to ensure soft engineering
solutions are given priority over hard engineering solutions whenever possible.

288.

In my view, this language is necessary to give effect to Policy 27 of the
NZCPS. Deleting the objective would leave the proposed Plan inconsistent
with the NZCPS. I thus recommend that this submission point is rejected.
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289.

The New Zealand Transport Agency (S146/051) opposes Objective O22,
stating that hard engineering solutions results in less environmental impacts
than repeated minor solutions or ineffective solutions. The submitter also notes
that while there is a requirement to assess alternatives in some instances, this is
not required in all instances. The submitter has requested that the objective is
deleted.

290.

Vector Gas (S145/021) is opposed to Objective O22, stating that it may need to
use hard engineering to protect its assets, with such methods sometimes
resulting in lower environmental impacts that frequent soft engineering
methods. The submitter has also requested that Objective O22 is deleted.
Wellington Electricity Lines Limited (FS73/041) supports this submission
point.

291.

I am of the opinion that deleting Objective O22 would result in the proposed
Plan failing to give effect to NZCPS with regard to its clear preference to
discourage hard engineering and promote alternatives to them. Policy 25(e) of
the NZCPS directs that hard engineering structures are to be discouraged and
that alternatives should be promoted, such as natural defences.

292.

I consider that the proposed Plan needs to articulate a clear preference for soft
engineering solutions over hard engineering solutions, and ensure that the latter
are only to be used in a limited set of circumstances when soft solutions will
not achieve the level of protection required. Objective O22 thus needs to be
retained, in my view. I consequently recommend that this submission point is
rejected.

293.

Federated Farmers (S352/072) is opposed to Objective O22, stating that it is
not an objective, as the choice between hard and soft engineering is an
operational and policy choice to achieve a reasonable balance between
competing priorities or issues. The submitter has thus requested that Objective
O22 is deleted.

294.

As noted in paragraph 276, the NZCPS directs the Council to discourage the
use of hard engineering solutions to manage risk and hazards, which is given
effect to through Objective O22. This direction prevents the choice between
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hard and soft engineering solutions from being a purely operational one, but
rather provides clear direction that soft engineering methods are the preferred
option wherever practicable. I therefore recommend that this submission point
is rejected.
295.

Wellington International Airport Limited (S282/014) supports Objective O22
in part but considers that it needs to be more specific. The submitter proposes
that the objective is amended by adding the phrase “to protect against natural
hazards” to the end of the objective.

296.

I do not see the need for such an amendment. The purpose of hard engineering
is to protect development against natural hazards; I am unable to see another
use for it. Adding the phrase “to protect against natural hazards” would thus be
redundant and unnecessary in my view, and would not add any further clarity
to O22. I therefore recommend that this submission point is rejected.

297.

Powerco (S29/004) supports O22 in part, stating that the objective needs to
recognise hard engineering solutions where they are the best practicable option.
The submission requests that the phrase “or where they are the best practicable
option” is added to the end of O22. Wellington Electricity Lines Limited
(FS73/008) supports this submission point in part, requesting that O22 is
amended as sought or deleted.

298.

Kāpiti Coast Airport Holdings Limited (S99/021) is opposed to objectives and
policies that place too much emphasis on the natural environment without
recognising that urban activity is also part of the environment, including
Objective O22. The submitter also states that the wording implies that the
activity of hard engineering itself is inappropriate, rather than the effects it may
create.

299.

The submitter has requested that Objective O22 is amended to read:
“Hard engineering mitigation and protection methods can be used as
part of the best practicable option”.

300.

I note that Policy 27(c) of the NZCPS directs the proposed Plan to recognise
that hard protection methods may be “the only practical means” of protecting
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existing infrastructure of national or regional importance. In my view this
language directs the proposed Plan to recognise the use of hard engineering as
being appropriate only when no other means would be effective or practicable.
301.

In this respect, I consider that the current wording of O22 gives effect to the
NZCPS. The reference in the proposed Plan to hard engineering being used
only as a “last practicable option” makes it clear that these methods should
only be used when they are the only practicable means of protecting
infrastructure.

302.

I thus consider that O22 should not be amended as requested, as this would
result in the proposed Plan failing to give effect to the NZCPS. Accordingly, I
recommend that these submission points are rejected.

303.

Fish and Game (S308/020) is concerned that Objective O22 in its current state
does not adequately protect and preserve natural character, which is a matter of
national importance under section 6(a) of the RMA. The submitters have
requested that O22 (along with O17 and O19) is amended to recognise and
preserve natural flow characteristics, hydrodynamic processes, and aquatic
ecosystems; avoid land use activities or the placement of structures in
freshwater that would adversely affect aquatic species; and restore natural
character where it has been degraded.

304.

I consider that these issues are already addressed by O17 which addressed
natural character and gives effect to section 6(a) of the RMA. In my view, it is
not necessary to amend O22 to incorporate these aspects, as the proposed Plan
is an integrated document that is intended to be used as such. I therefore
recommend that this submission point is rejected.

305.

Friends of the Paekakariki Stream (S112/015), Rangitāne o Wairarapa
(S279/033), the Royal Forest and Bird Protection Society (S353/023), the
Minister of Conservation (S75/024), Hamish Trolove (S31/004), and the Kāpiti
Coast District Council (S117/019) all support Objective O22. Coastal
Ratepayers (FS41/004) opposes the support for Objective O22 expressed by the
Minister of Conservation.
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306.

Land Matters Limited (FS65/006) also opposes this support, proposing that
Objective O22 be reworded as follows:
“Soft engineering mitigation and protection methods are preferred and
where practicable in areas of high natural character and/or coastal
environment”.

307.

Forest and Bird (S353/051) considers that the use of soft engineering solutions
should be promoted in the coastal environment. To achieve this the submitter
suggests a new objective that reads as follows:
“Soft engineering solutions to coastal hazards are preferred over hard
engineering solutions”.

308.

I do not consider that inserting such a new objective would be beneficial, or
that it is necessary to amend Objective O22 as sought by Land Matters
Limited. Objective O22 already directs that “hard engineering and protection
methods are only used as a last practicable option”. I consider that this
language makes it clear that soft engineering is preferred whenever possible
over hard engineering. I therefore recommend that these submission points are
rejected.

309.

Timothy Bruce Caughley, Fiona Jean Heron (S150/005 & S150/006), Warwick
Stanley Wyatt (S63/005 & S63/006), Christopher Butler (S96/005 & S96/006),
Peter Stevens and Michelle Glogau (S158/005 & S158/006), Christine Ann
Edwards (S53/005 & S53/006), Jenny Clark (S106/005 & S106/006), Quentin
Poole (S37/005 & S37/006), the Bob Stewart Family Trust (S166/005 &
S166/006), Stephen and Elly Simpson (S7/005 & S7/006), Donald Robert
Frampton (S16/005 & S16/006), and Mike Weir (S65/005 & S65/006) have
requested that the proposed Plan be amended to include objectives that support
a resource consent being obtained if required for hazard mitigation activities
and that provisions that would hinder any resource consent being obtained are
removed. The Minister of Conservation (FS61/028) opposes these submission
points in part.
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310.

I note here that Policy 25(e) of the NZCPS directs that in areas potentially
affected by coastal hazards over the next 100 years, Plans must discourage hard
protection structures and promote the use of alternatives to them, and as per
Policy 27(2)(a) must also focus on approaches to risk management that reduce
the need for hard protection structures. I consider that this language provides
clear direction for the proposed Plan to discourage the use of hard engineering
methods, such as seawalls.

311.

New seawalls are currently classified in the proposed Plan as discretionary or
non-complying activities under Rules R166 and R167 depending on whether
they are to be built inside a site of significance (these rules are addressed in Mr
Denton’s S42A report: Management of the Coastal Marine Area). When
considering resource consent applications for seawalls, consideration will be
given to Policy 28 which states that hard protection hazard mitigation methods
should be avoided except where necessary to protect existing development
from unacceptable risk. This does not prevent the consideration of hard hazard
mitigation methods but does allow Council to decline resource consent where
necessary. It also sends a clear signal that the use of seawalls and similar
measures should generally be avoided.

312.

I consider that this an appropriate policy approach consistent with the
directives in the NZCPS (Policy 25(e) in particular) and I do not consider it
appropriate to insert an objective or policy that supports a resource consent
being granted for coastal hazard protection. Any resource consent application
would be considered on its merits against the policy framework set out in the
proposed Plan. Such an amendment would contravene NZCPS provisions that
direct that hard engineering methods are discouraged, such as Policies 25(e),
27(2)(a), and 27(4). I thus recommend that these submission points are
rejected.

Summary of recommendations


No amendments recommended.

6.8.3 Issue 5.3 – Policy P28
Background
313.

Policy P28 is currently worded as follows:
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“Policy P28: Hazard mitigation measures
Hard engineering mitigation and protection methods shall be avoided except
where it is necessary to protect existing development from unacceptable risk,
assessed using the risk-based approach, and the works either form part of a
hazard management strategy or the environmental effects are considered to be
no more than minor”.
Submissions and assessment
314.

Stephen and Elly Simpson (S7/001 & S7/002), Donald Robert Frampton
(S16/001), Quentin Poole (S37/001), Timothy Bruce Caughley (S39/001),
Christine Ann Edwards (S53/001 & S53/002), Warwick Stanley Wyatt
(S63/001 & S63/002), Mike Weir (S65/001 & S65/002), Coastal Ratepayers
(S93/006), Christopher Butler (S96/001 & S96/002), Jenny Clark (S106/001 &
S106/002), Fiona Jean Heron (S150/001 & S150/002), Peter Stevens and
Michelle Glogau (S158/001 & 158/002), and the Bob Stewart Family Trust
(S166/001& S166/002) have requested significant broad amendments to the
proposed Plan, including amendments regarding climate change. The
submissions state that the proposed Plan fails to adequately address the benefits
of coastal hazard mitigation measures, particularly with regard to hazard
mitigation measures in areas of significant existing development. The
submitters therefore request that the overarching way in which the proposed
Plan considers climate change is reconsidered, including definitions,
objectives, policies, rules, methods, maps, and all other provisions and
information.

315.

Joan Allin and Rob Crozier (S175/016), Coastal Ratepayers (S93/028),
Andrew McIntyre (S153/008) and Timothy Bruce Caughley (S39/002) are
opposed to Chapter 3, on the basis that it does not adequately address coastal
hazard mitigation, or use and development in the coastal area. The submitters
have requested that Chapter 3 is amended to appropriately provide for coastal
hazard mitigation activities, including protection works.

316.

Similarly, Christopher Butler (S96/004), Fiona Jean Heron (S150/004),
Warwick Stanley Wyatt (S63/004), Peter Stevens and Michelle Glogau

PAGE 64 OF 131

NATRP-1620937158-1732

Section 42A Report Natural Hazards

(S158/004), the Bob Stewart Family Trust (S166/004), Christine Ann Edwards
(S53/004), Jenny Clark (S106/004), Quentin Poole (S37/004), Stephen and Elly
Simpson (S7/004), Mike Weir (S65/004), and Donald Robert Frampton
(S16/004) consider that the proposed Plan needs to include policies that
recognise the importance and benefits of coastal hazard mitigation activities,
including protection (such as seawalls), in areas of significant existing
development. The Minister of Conservation (FS61/027) opposes this
submission point in part.
317.

Masterton District Council (S367/077) and the South Wairarapa District
Council (S366/077) oppose Policy P28, on the basis that it fails to recognise or
provide for several key issues:
a)

The capital and operational cost of using alternatives to hard
engineering, especially in the coastal environment.

b)

The functional need of regionally significant infrastructure in the
coastal environment.

c)

Engineering mitigation which is programmed or planned by road
control authority, which requires an equal amount of certainty.

318.

To address these issues the submitters request that Policy P28 is amended as
follows:
“Hard engineering mitigation and protection methods shall be avoided
except where it is necessary to protect existing and planned for
development from unacceptable risk, assessed using the risk-based
approach, and the works either form part of a hazard management
strategy; or the works are required to protect the safe and efficient
operational of regionally significant infrastructure; or the environmental
effects are considered to be no more than minor acceptable, taking into
account the assessment of risk”.

319.

Hutt Solid Waste (FS59/033) supports this submission point.
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320.

I note that Policy P139 of the proposed Plan anticipates that new seawalls may
be appropriate to protect existing infrastructure and new regionally significant
infrastructure provided certain conditions are met. This essentially ensures that
regionally significant infrastructure may be protected by hard engineering
mitigation when there are no reasonable or practicable alternatives.

321.

I consider that P139 adequately provides for the protection of regionally
significant infrastructure and addresses the concern raised by the submitter and
thus there is no need to amend the proposed Plan as requested. I therefore
recommend that this submission point is rejected.

322.

Spark New Zealand Trading Limited (S98/015) and Chorus New Zealand
(S144/016) support the intent of Policy P28 in terms of limiting the use of hard
engineering methods, but also states that in some situations such solutions are
necessary and thus the use of the word “avoid” is not appropriate. The
submitter proposes that the policy be amended to replace the phrase “be
avoided except” with “only be implemented”.

323.

While Policy P27 of the NZCPS does not specifically state that hard
engineering should be avoided, it provides clear direction to discourage these
methods and for these methods to be used when it is the only practicable
method. I consider that the current wording of Policy 28 is more aligned with
the coastal hazard policies of the NZCPS than the wording sought by the
submitters to state “only be implemented”. The intent of the NZCPS is to avoid
the use of hard engineering solutions where practicable and to discourage their
use with some exceptions. By contrast, the phrase “only be implemented” is
more encouraging in my view, essentially saying that hard engineering is
acceptable in a series of situations. I consider that the language around
avoidance aligns more closely with the intent of the NZCPS and Policy 27 of
the proposed Plan. Accordingly, I recommend that this submission point is
rejected.

324.

Hutt City Council (S84/018) is opposed to use of the word “avoid” in Policy
P28, stating that this will make it hard for a number of activities to get resource
consent. The submitter requests that the use of the term “avoid” is reconsidered
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and the policy is revised to ensure that it does not constrain activities that
provide protection to the community and the environment. The submitter has
also requested that the policy framework is revised to allow for a pathway to
gaining resource consent in these restricted circumstances.
325.

Wellington Water Limited (S135/064) states that avoiding hard engineering
mitigation and protection in Policy P28 is a very high threshold, and considers
that it does not recognise the need to use hard engineering methods to protect
regionally significant infrastructure. The submitter also questions the need to
develop a hazard management strategy; as such matters are taken into account
in the design and funding of infrastructure.

326.

To address these issues the submitter proposes that “and regionally significant
infrastructure” is included after “to protect existing development”, and that the
policy should be amended to not require a hazard management strategy for
regionally significant infrastructure. The submitter also considers that the
wording of the policy should be widened to exempt hard protection methods
that are used to protect public assets and mitigate adverse effects. Finally, the
submitter has requested that the policy clarifies under which circumstances a
risk assessment is required with a consent application, and what that
assessment should comprise. Hutt Solid Waste (FS59/032) supports this
submission point.

327.

The Oil Companies (S55/021) support Policy P28 but also request that it is
amended. The submitter considers that it is important to recognise that in some
cases hard engineering methods will be required to protect regionally
significant infrastructure, which may produce environmental effects which are
more than minor but also protect wider community interests.

328.

Vector Gas (S145/035) and the New Zealand Transport Agency (S146/093)
oppose Policy P28 on the basis that hazard mitigation measures must be fit for
purposes and presumptively avoiding hard engineering solutions is not
appropriate. The submitter notes that hard solutions tend to be more costly than
soft solutions, meaning that soft options would be investigated where the site
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allows for their use. The submitter also considers that the policy should
consider new development, as well as existing development.
329.

To address these issues, the submitter proposes that Policy P28 be amended to
read:
“Avoid, remedy, or mitigate the environmental effects of natural hazards,
ensuring that mitigation and protection methods reduce risk to existing
and new development using the risk-based approach”.

330.

Powerco (FS56/057) supports this submission point.

331.

As noted in paragraph 322, the NZCPS provides strong direction on the
approach the proposed Plan must take to seawalls and other hard engineering
solutions. In particular, Policy 25(d) and 27 of the NZCPS provides this
direction. I consider that this proposed amendment would not give effect to the
NZCPS and its approach to hard engineering, and I thus recommend that it is
rejected.

332.

Joan Allin and Rob Crozier (S175/040) oppose Policy P28 in part, considering
it to be too “black and white”, too extreme, and too inflexible. Additionally, the
submitters believe that it is inappropriate to require a hazard management
strategy in all cases where effects are more than minor. The submitters have
thus requested that the policy is revised to make it less “black and white” and
less extreme, though the submission does not outline how this should be
achieved.

333.

I do not view Policy P28 as being too “black and white” or too extreme; it is
simply giving effect to the NZCPS provisions pertaining to hard engineering,
as explained in paragraph 322.

334.

The rationale behind requiring a hazard management strategy when effects are
more than minor is to try to ensure that hard engineering is used as part of a
coherent and thought-out strategy, rather than an ad-hoc reaction to hazard risk.
In my view, it is important to ensure that hard engineering solutions with more
than minor effects are carefully designed and engineered as part of a broader
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approach to managing risk. I therefore recommend that this submission point is
rejected.
335.

CentrePort Limited (S121/053) is opposed to Policy P28, stating that hard
engineering may sometimes be the only practicable method of hazard
mitigation, and has thus requested that the policy is amended to allow for hard
engineering solutions where there is a functional or operational need, or when
needed to protect existing or planned future development. Wellington Water
Limited (FS25/024) and Wellington International Airport Limited (FS69/047)
support this submission point.

336.

Powerco (S29/023) states it is important to recognise that regionally significant
infrastructure may need to be protected by hard engineering, and has requested
an exception is added for regionally significant infrastructure to Policy
P28.The submitter considers that this could be achieved by adding the phrase
“or it is for regionally significant infrastructure” to end of Policy P28.

337.

The Minister of Conservation (FS61/029) opposes this submission point,
stating that hard protection works for regionally significant infrastructure
should not be exempted from the requirement to avoid significant adverse
effects.

338.

I have addressed the issue of regionally significant infrastructure in paragraphs
282-283, and consider the same response applies here. I therefore recommend
that this submission point is rejected.

339.

Hutt Solid Waste (S85/006) opposes Policy P28, noting that it requires hard
engineering methods be avoided, which the submitter considers a high
threshold. Additionally, the submitter does not consider that it recognises the
benefits of hard engineering in several circumstances, such as solid waste
disposal. The submitter also considers the scope of “development” to be
unclear, such as whether it includes roads or not.

340.

To address these issues, the submitter proposes that the wording of Policy P28
be widened to exempt hard engineering methods that contribute to
environmental protection and mitigate adverse effects. The submitter has also
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requested that a definition of development is inserted which includes roads, or
that the term’s use is reconsidered.
341.

I have already addressed the point about the use of the word “avoid” in
paragraph 322. As for defining development, I do not consider that this would
be appropriate. Development is not defined in the RMA and other statutory
documents. Additionally, given that the concept of development changes
throughout time, defining the term in the proposed Plan would remove the
current future-proofing the lack of a definition provides. Accordingly, I
recommend that this submission point is rejected.

342.

The Minister of Conservation (S75/061) and Kāpiti Coast District Council
(S117/038) support Policy P28. Coastal Ratepayers (FS41/013) opposes the
support expressed by the Minister of Conservation, stating that it fails to give
effect to the risk-based approach required under the NZCPS.

343.

Federated Farmers of New Zealand (S352/136) has requested that Policy P28 is
amended as the submitter considers that the reasoning that choosing between
hard or soft engineering methods is an operational choice. The submitter thus
recommends that the policy is amended to read as follows (or similar to):
“Hard engineering mitigation and protection methods may be
appropriate where it is necessary to protect existing development from
unacceptable risk, assessed using the risk-based approach and
cost/benefit assessment of options”.

344.

Wellington Fish and Game Council (FS89/032) is opposed to this submission
point, stating that the amendment sought would fail to promote sustainable
management of freshwater habitats and their margins, and fail to address the
loss of river habitats.

345.

As outlined in paragraph 322, the choice between hard and soft engineering is
not an operational choice, as the NZCPS directs the proposed Plan to
discourage hard engineering and promote alternatives to them. I thus
recommend that this submission point is rejected and the further submission
accepted accordingly.
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346.

Kiwi Rail Holdings Limited (S140/036) is opposed to Policy P28, stating that
hard engineering solutions are often the only practicable method of hazard
mitigation for existing and new rail operations or Port facilities. The submitter
has thus requested that the policy is amended to read:
“Hard engineering mitigation and protection methods shall be avoided
except where:
(a) there is a functional and operational need; or
(b) it is necessary to protect existing and planned future
development from unacceptable risk, assessed using the risk-based
approach, and the works either form part of a hazard management
strategy or the environmental effects are considered to be no more
than minor”.

347.

Wellington City Council (S286/018) states that Policy P28 does not recognise
the benefits of hard engineering in a range of circumstances, and the proposed
Plan does not make it sufficiently clear which policy approach would apply to
an application for hard engineering that is outside the scope of the policy. The
submitter has requested that either Policy P28 is amended or a new policy is
inserted that recognises the benefits of hard engineering to protect
infrastructure and development.

348.

As stated in paragraph 322, the NZCPS (particularly Policy 25(d) and 27)
provides clear direction to discourage hard engineering for coastal hazards and
only use these methods as when it is the only practicable option to protect
significant infrastructure. Amending the proposed Plan as requested by the
submitters would not give effect to the NZCPS. I also do not consider it
necessary to amend Policy P28 to recognise the benefits of hard engineering
when used to protect important infrastructure. Policies P12 and P13 of the
proposed Plan already recognise regionally significant infrastructure as being
beneficial and generally appropriate. I therefore recommend that these
submission points are rejected.
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349.

Wellington International Airport Limited (S282/036) states that the Policy P28
requires clarification, is limited in scope, and contrary to Policy 27(c) of the
NZCPS.

350.

The submitter has requested that Policy P28 is amended as follows:
“Hard hazard engineering mitigation and protection shall be avoided
except:
(a) where necessary to protect development from unacceptable
risk, assessed using the risk-based approach; and
(b) the development demonstrates a functional need or operational
requirement to locate in a particular location; and
(i) the works form part of a hazard management strategy; or
(ii) any environmental effects that are more than minor are
remedied or mitigated”.

351.

This amendment proposes two changes: the provision for functional need and
operational requirement, and the remediation or mitigation of effects that are
more than minor.

352.

In my view this proposed amendment enhances the Policy’s readability, which
is beneficial for Plan users. The inserted reference to functional need and
operational requirement is also beneficial in my view, as it aligns Policy P28
with Policy P27. Policy P27 currently permits use and development in high
hazard areas provided that use meets a number of conditions, including
functional need and operational requirement. Amending Policy P28 to refer to
functional need and operational requirement thus permits hard engineering
structures in such circumstances. This is important as it is likely that
development in high hazard areas will require some form of hard engineering
protection.

353.

I do however see an issue with this proposed amendment. The current wording
of Policy P28 requires that environmental effects are considered to be no more
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than minor, and if they are more than minor then a hazard management strategy
is required. This is the intent of the policy: if effects are more than minor, a
hazard management strategy is required.
354.

The proposed amendment does not align with this intent. The wording
suggested by the submitter essentially offers an option between having a
hazard management strategy or mitigating/remedying environmental effects
that are more than minor. This does not align with the policy’s intent, which is
to require a hazard management strategy whenever effects are more than
minor.

355.

I thus recommend that this submission point is accepted in part. My
recommendation is that Policy P28 is restructured as requested by the submitter
and reference to functional need or operational requirement is inserted.
However, I recommend that clauses (b)(i) and (b)(ii) are amended as follows
instead:
“(i) where the environmental effects are more than minor the works
form part of a hazard management strategy; or
(ii) any adverse effects are no more than minor and are otherwise
avoided, remedied or mitigated the environmental effects are
considered to be no more than minor”.

356.

Wellington City Council (S286/010) has expressed concern that the need to
maintain or upgrade existing structures (especially seawalls) to mitigate or
reduce the effects of climate change will not be given sufficient weight. In
particular, WCC is concerned about the proposed Plan’s general approach to
seawalls (that they should be “avoided”) and to the demolition of heritage
structures (that it is only appropriate after a heritage structure has already been
damaged by a hazard event). The latter issue will be addressed by Ms Legarth
in her section 42 report on Significant Historic Heritage.

357.

WCC has consequently requested that the proposed Plan clarifies how the
policy approach to seawalls and heritage structures will be considered when the
primary purpose of undertaking an activity is to improve WCC’s resilience to
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the effects of climate change. Hutt Solid Waste (FS59/034) supports this
submission point.
358.

The policy framework for seawalls and other hard engineering structures in the
proposed Plan is intended to give effect to the NZCPS. Policy 26 of the
NZCPS requires that natural defences against coastal hazards are provided for,
while Policy 27 directs that coastal hazard risk reduction methods focus on
reducing the need for hard engineering structures. The provisions in the
proposed Plan give effect this statutory direction. I do not believe that the
proposed Plan can be amended in the way the submitter is requesting while still
giving effect to the NZCPS, and I thus recommend that this submission point is
rejected.

359.

The proposed Plan does contain a specific rule for the upgrade or alteration to
existing seawalls: Rule R165. This rule classifies such alterations or upgrades
as controlled activities, which requires that consent must granted by the
Council. Submissions on this rule are addressed in Mr Denton’s S42A report:
Management of the Coastal Marine Area.

Summary of recommendations


Amend Policy P28 as follows:
“Hard hazard engineering mitigation and protection shall be avoided
except:
(a) where necessary to protect development from unacceptable risk,
assessed using the risk-based approach; and
(b) the development demonstrates a functional need or operational
requirement to locate in a particular location; and
(i) where the environmental effects are more than minor the works
form part of a hazard management strategy; or
(ii) any adverse effects are no more than minor and are otherwise
avoided, remedied or mitigated the environmental effects are
considered to be no more than minor”.
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6.9

Issue 6 – Climate change

Background
360.

The proposed Plan’s approach to the effects of climate change on natural
hazards is articulated by Policy P29, which is as follows:
“Policy P29: Climate change
Particular regard shall be given to the potential for climate change to cause or
exacerbate natural hazard events that could adversely affect use and
development including:
(a) coastal erosion and inundation (storm surge), and
(b) river and lake flooding and erosion or aggradation, and
(c) stormwater ponding and impeded drainage, and
(d) sea level rise, using the best available guidance for the Wellington
Region”.

6.9.1 Issue 6.1 – Defining climate change
Background
361.

Climate change is not currently defined in the proposed plan. This was a
conscious decision that was taken to avoid duplication of terms that are defined
in the RMA.

362.

The RMA definition of climate change is:
“A change of climate that is attributed directly or indirectly to human
activity that alters the composition of the global atmosphere and that is
in addition to natural climate variability observed over comparable time
periods”.

Submissions and assessment
363.

Scott Wayne Cleator (S90/001) requests that climate change is defined in the
proposed plan. The submission has not requested a specific decision from the
Council with regard to how climate change should be defined.
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364.

Keri Molloy (S50/001), CBEC (S101/001), Beth Jones (S137/001, S137/002),
Jon Andrew Terry (S42/001), Janis Freegard (S49/001), Peter Neil Clayworth
(S48/001), Suzanne Hall (S54/001), Charles William Barrie (S51/001), Zane
Oosten (S47/001), Richard McIntosh (S64/001), Samuel Robin Thorne Clark
(S57/001), and the Royal Forest and Bird Protection Society (S353/008) have
requested that Chapter 2 of the proposed Plan include a definition of climate
change.

365.

All of these submissions have requested that the Plan uses the definition from
the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change 1992, which is
as follows:
“A change of climate which is attributed directly or indirectly to human
activity that alters the composition of the global atmosphere and which is
in addition to natural climate variability observed over comparable time
periods”.

366.

Rangitāne o Wairarapa (FS74/157) supports this in part, stating that climate
change is defined in the RMA and any definition in the proposed Plan should
reflect this.

367.

Chapter 2.2 of the proposed Plan states that words defined in the RMA are not
repeated in the Plan. Climate change is defined in section 2(1) of the RMA as
“a change of climate that is attributed directly or indirectly to human activity
that alters the composition of the global atmosphere and that is in addition to
natural climate variability observed over comparable time periods”. This is
the same United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change definition
proposed by the submitters.

368.

I consider that there is no benefit to duplicating this RMA definition in the
proposed Plan, consistent with the approach taken for other RMA definitions. I
therefore recommend that these submission points are rejected and the
proposed Plan is not amended to include a definition of climate change.

Summary of recommendations


PAGE 76 OF 131

No amendments recommended.

NATRP-1620937158-1732

Section 42A Report Natural Hazards

6.9.2 Issue 6.2 – Giving effect to the NZCPS
Background
369.

Climate change is referenced in the NZCPS, and several submitters contend
that the proposed Plan does not adequately give effect to the NZCPS’s climate
change provisions.

Submissions and assessment
370.

The Minister of Conservation (S75/062) expresses support that Policy P29
requires particular regard to be given to climate change and its potential to
exacerbate natural hazard risk. However, the submission also notes that the
NZCPS requires a timeframe of at least 100 years is applied to coastal hazards.
The submission consequently requests that Policy P29 is amended to recognise
the 100-year timeframe set by the NZCPS. Rangitāne o Wairarapa (FS74/190)
supports this submission point, while Coastal Ratepayers (FS41/010) oppose
this point.

371.

I agree with the submitter that this amendment is necessary to give effect to the
NZCPS. The 100 year timeframe is a key component of Policies 25 and 26 of
the NZCPS, and the conditions set by these policies are all linked back to a
timeframe of at least 100 years.

372.

I thus recommend that this submission point is accepted, and that the preamble
of Policy P29 is amended to refer to the 100 year time frame as requested by
the submitter.

373.

Coastal Ratepayers (S93/066) opposes Policy 29 in part and seeks amendment
to Policy P29. The submitter states that this policy fails to give effect to the
NZCPS, particularly policies 3, 24, 25, and 27, and reflects a misinterpretation
of the NZCPS. The submitter is concerned that Policy P29 could lead to
unreasonable outcomes related to climate change. Additionally, the submission
states that the use of the word “guidance” in Policy P29(d) is inappropriate and
that relative sea level rise is more appropriate than absolute sea level rise. The
submitter therefore considers that studies of sea level rise focused on particular
areas of the region (rather than the region as whole) should be given
prominence. Coastal Ratepayers has requested that Policy P29 is amended so
that it gives effect to the proper interpretation of the NZCPS.
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374.

I agree with the submitter on the value of referring to relative sea rise and note
that such an amendment would align clause (d) with Method M4, which refers
to relative sea level rise. I recommend that this submission point is accepted in
part, and that Policy P29 is amended to refer to relative sea level rise.

375.

However, I do not agree that Policy P29 fails to give effect to the NZCPS.
Under Policy 24 of the NZCPS, the proposed Plan is required to have regard to
the effects of climate change on a variety of natural processes, including
coastal erosion and inundation, and sea level rise, when identifying areas in the
coastal environment potentially affected by coastal hazards. The wording of
Policy P29 is consistent with this policy and therefore I consider the proposed
Plan gives effect to Policy 24 of the NZCPS.

376.

Policy 3 of the NZCPS focuses on the precautionary approach, and is given
effect through Policy P3 rather than Policy P29. Similarly, Policy 27 of the
NZCPS is given effect through provisions other than Policy P29 – specifically,
Policies P27 and P28. I consequently recommend that this submission point is
rejected.

377.

Joan Allin & Rob Crozier (S175/041) raise concerns about Policy P29, and
oppose it in part. The submitter states that Policy P29 fails to give effect to and
misinterprets the NZCPS. The submitters echo Coastal Ratepayers’ concerns
that the policy as currently worded could result in unreasonable outcomes,
especially with regard to use of the word “potential” when referring to climate
change exacerbating natural hazards. Additionally, the submitter considers that
use of the word “guidance” in clause (d) is problematic, as they consider
relative rather than absolute sea level rise is more important.

378.

The submission proposes several amendments to Policy P29 in order to give
effect to the NZCPS:


First, they request that the wording “the potential for” is replaced with
“the likelihood of”.
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Replace “guidance” in clause (d) with “evidence” and make reference
to “the local area within the Wellington Region”.



Amend Policy P29 to include reference to the need to consider
uncertainties and the range of likely outcomes.

379.

I note that the NZCPS refers to “the effects of climate change” in Policy
24(1)(h). There are inevitable uncertainties when dealing with climate change
and its impact on natural hazards, and scientific information and knowledge in
this area is incomplete and developing. The wording of Policy P29 reflects this
uncertainty through the reference to “potential” effects of climate change. This
wording is thus necessary to give effect to the NZCPS and its focus on the
effects of climate change while also accounting for the uncertainty surrounding
the effects of climate change on natural hazards.

380.

As noted above in paragraph 373, I agree with the submitter that amending
clause (d) to refer to “relative sea level rise” would be beneficial. This more
precise terminology would be of benefit to plan users by providing additional
clarity. It also ensures that the most specific analysis of sea level rise is used to
understand it impacts on natural hazards at a regional or local scale. However I
do not consider it necessary to add reference to “the local area within the
Wellington Region”. This would essentially be redundant; the amended
reference to “relative sea level rise” adds consideration of local changes and
nuance. I thus do not see reason to add an explicit reference to guidance for the
local area.

381.

The use of the word “guidance” reflects the fact that Policy P29 is just that: a
policy. The language reflects the need to make decisions based on best
available scientific information and guidance and I consider this wording
should be retained.

382.

I do not consider it appropriate to reference the need to consider uncertainties
and the range of outcomes when providing guidance or evidence. As explained
in paragraph 165, this is more a matter to determine on a case by case basis and
it would be inappropriate for the Council to direct this.
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383.

For these reasons I recommend that this submission point is accepted in part,
and that clause (d) is amended to refer to “relative sea level rise”.

Summary of recommendations


No amendments recommended.

6.9.3 Issue 6.3 – Wider consideration of climate change
Background
384.

Currently the proposed Plan mostly considers climate change in the context of
natural hazards. A number of submitters support wider consideration of climate
change.

Submissions and assessment
385.

Hamish Trolove (S31/032) requests that Policy P29 is amended to contain
emphasis on activities that cause climate change (such as agriculture, energy
and land use) and addressing these root causes of climate change rather than
focusing only on mitigation effects. In particular, the submission focuses on
dairying and transport as two significant contributors to climate change. This
submission seeks for policies to be amended or introduced that will provide
stronger control on such activities.

386.

The RMA is focused on manging the effects of climate change. This is
reflected in section 7(i) of the RMA, which requires that particular regard is
given to “the effects of climate change”. Part 2 of the RMA does not explicitly
refer to managing the activities that contribute to climate change, although
section 7(j) does state that particular regard shall be had to the benefits to be
derived from the use and development of renewable energy. Therefore, I
consider that amending Policy 29 to emphasise the industries that contribute to
climate change would make the policy inconsistent with the RMA.

387.

It is also worth noting that mitigating climate change is being addressed at the
national level by other legislation and frameworks, such as the Emissions
Trading Scheme. The RMA focuses on the effects of climate change and how
this can be incorporated into a planning framework. The aspects mentioned by
the submitter are generally outside of the Council’s RMA functions, and are
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dealt with by central government through other legislation and initiatives.
Therefore, I recommend that this submission point is rejected.
388.

A new objective has also been requested by Egon Guttke (S14/008). The
submission requests that an objective is added expressing support for measures
that combat climate change, such as carbon sequestration or the generation of
energy from renewable sources.

389.

The proposed Plan already includes an objective dealing with renewable
energy which can help to combat climate change compared to alternative fossil
fuel sources. Objective O12 requires that “the social, economic, cultural, and
environmental benefits of regionally significant infrastructure and renewable
energy generation activities are recognised”. I consider that mitigating the
effects of climate change would certainly qualify as a benefit to be recognised
from renewable energy generation in this instance. Similarly, Mr Denton has
recommended an amendment to Policy P7 in his section 42A report on
Beneficial Use and Development to include reference to plantation forestry,
which I view as the most obvious form of a carbon sink. Also, carbon
sequestration activities (such as plantation forestry, or the ETS discussed in
paragraph 385) are implemented by central government rather than regional
government.

390.

The proposed Plan therefore already has an objective (as well as policies)
designed to encourage a significant activity that can help mitigate climate
change. A new objective that expresses support for measures that mitigate
climate change would thus be redundant in my opinion. The Council also has a
relatively limited scope for managing activities for the purpose of climate
change mitigation. Section 7(i) requires that the Council must have particular
regard to the effects of climate change, but there is no explicit direction to
work to mitigate climate change. For this reason, I recommend that this
submission point is rejected.

391.

Several submitters also requested amendments are made to Policy 29 with the
intention of ensuring the potential threats from climate change are given wider
recognition. For example, Peter Neil Clayworth (S48/003), CBEC (S101/003),
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Janis Freegard (S49/003), Samuel Robin Thorne Clark (S57/003), Charles
William Barrie (S51/003), Beth Jones (S137/004), Jon Andrew Terry
(S42/003), Richard McIntosh (S64/003), Zane Oosten (S47/003), Keri Molloy
(S50/003), and Scott Wayne Cleator (S90/003) have all proposed amending
Policy 29 to read as follows:
“Particular regard shall be given to tThe potential for climate change to
threaten biodiversity, aquatic ecosystem health and mahinga kai or to
cause or exacerbate natural hazard events that could adversely affect use
and development including but not limited to:
(a) coastal erosion and inundation (storm surge), and
(b) river and lake flooding and erosion, aggradation, decreased
minimum flows, and
(c) stormwater ponding and impeded drainage, and
(d) sea level rise, using the best available guidance for the
Wellington Region
shall be recognised”.
392.

This proposed amendment includes four distinct aspects: biodiversity, aquatic
ecosystem health, mahinga kai, and decreased minimum flows.

393.

Sections 6 and 7 of the RMA contain numerous references to ecological and
cultural considerations. Section 7(j) directs the Council to have particular
regard to the effects of climate change. Given climate change’s wide effects on
the environment, it is reasonable in my view to conclude that it will have
effects on all of these aspects listed by the proposed amendment.

394.

Section 6 (c) requires that the protection of areas of significant indigenous
vegetation and significant habitats of indigenous fauna is recognised and
provided for. Section 7(d) requires the Council to have particular regard to the
intrinsic values of ecosystems, and section 7(g) requires the same of any finite
characteristics of natural and physical resources. In my view, this provides a
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string basis for include biodiversity, aquatic ecosystem health, and decreased
minimum flows in Policy P29.
395.

Section 6(e) of the RMA directs that the Council must recognise and provide
for the relationship of Maori and their culture and traditions with their ancestral
lands, water, sites, waahi tapu, and other taonga. The proposed Plan includes
sources of kai as part of its definition of taonga, and I thus consider it
appropriate to include mahinga kai in Policy P29 on this basis.

396.

I consider it reasonable to conclude that all four aspects of the amended
definition are covered by sections 6 and 7 of the RMA. I therefore recommend
that this submission point in accepted in part and that Policy 29 is amended as
outlined below.

397.

The only part of this submission I do not agree with is the proposal to delete
the start of Policy P29 that states “Particular regard shall be given to” with the
final word “shall be recognised. In my view, the existing wording should be
retained as it is consistent with language used in the RMA with regard to
climate change; section7(i) of the RMA lists the effects climate change as
something that something that shall be given “particular regard”. I consider that
using the word “recognised” would be inconsistent with Part 2 the RMA and
therefore the phrase “given particular regard” should be retained.

398.

Suzanne Hall (S54/002), CBEC (S101/002), Samuel Robin Thorne Clark
(S57/002), Beth Jones (S137/003), Jon Andrew Terry (S42/002), Richard
McIntosh (S64/002), Scott Wayne Cleator (S90/002), Keri Molloy (S50/002),
Janis Freegard (S49/002), Charles William Barrie (S51/002), Zane Oosten
(S47/002), and Peter Neil Clayworth (S48/002) have all stated their belief that
it is important to separate the effects of climate change from those of natural
hazards in the proposed Plan. The rationale of the submitters is that while
related, the effects of climate change and natural hazards do not in all cases
relate to the same issues. Additionally, these submitters have requested that the
potential adverse effects of climate change are given wider definition and
recognition in the proposed Plan.
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399.

Consequently, these submissions have requested a new objective for climate
change as follows:
“The risk, residual risk, and adverse effects of climate change on people,
the community, biodiversity, aquatic ecosystem health, mahinga kai, and
infrastructure are recognised”.

400.

While I understand the desire for the proposed Plan to have the greatest
recognition and provision possible for climate change and its effects, I do not
believe this proposed amendment is appropriate. I consider that the requested
relief is addressed in my response in paragraphs 393-396, and I thus
recommend this submission point is rejected.

401.

Forest and Bird (S353/068) request amendments to Policy P29. Their concern
is that the existing policy does not adequately address climate change. They
have requested two amendments. First, that Policy 29 is renamed as follows:
“Policy 29: Effects of climate change”.

402.

Secondly, that the following new policy is introduced:
“Policy XX: Managing the effects of climate change
The effects of climate changes are addressed in a proactive way by:
(a) retaining existing indigenous vegetation in the coastal
environment
(b) using environmentally sensitive options when addressing
climate change, including soft engineering options”.

403.

The Minister of Conservation (FS61/030) supports the addition of this new
policy.

404.

I agree that renaming Policy P29 to “Effects of climate change” is appropriate,
as doing so would align the title of the policy more closely with its contents.

405.

However, I am of the view that this proposed policy would duplicate existing
provisions in the proposed Plan, and is unnecessary. Objective O22 and Policy
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P28 already discourage the use of hard engineering methods, inherently
supporting the use of soft engineering methods instead as the latter is the only
alternative.
406.

Similarly, Policy P30 encourages the minimising of adverse effects on natural
features that function as natural buffers, which includes coastal vegetation.
Policy P8(b) recognises that activities that restore natural features that buffer
development from natural hazards are beneficial and generally appropriate.
Finally, Policy P139 discourages seawalls except in specific situations. I
therefore do not see a need to insert a new policy as suggested in paragraph
402, as it would duplicate several existing provisions in the proposed Plan.

407.

I recommend this submission point is accepted in part, and that the title of
Policy P29 is amended to “effects of climate change”.

408.

While generally supportive of the proposed Plan, Kahungunu Ki Wairarapa
(S300/004) has requested amendments focused on combatting climate change.
In particular, Kahungunu Ki Wairarapa has emphasised their belief that greater
consideration must be given to blue and green infrastructure.

409.

Federated Farmers (FS54/002) supports this submission point, and suggests the
concepts could be incorporated into Method M12. Rangitāne o Wairarapa
(FS74/002) also supports this submission point.

410.

Neither blue and green infrastructure are referred to in the proposed Plan, but
both are incorporated into the proposed Plan – just not in hazards provisions.
Among the provisions that encourage green and blue infrastructure are:
a)

Objective O17, which directs that the natural character of the CMA,
bed of lakes and rivers, and natural wetlands are preserved and
protected from inappropriate use and development.

b)

Objective O19, which directs that interference from use and
development on natural processes is minimised.
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c)

Objective O23, which directs that the quality of water in the region’s
rivers, lakes, natural wetlands, groundwater, and the CMA are
maintained or improved.

d)

Objective O27, which directs that vegetated riparian margins are
established and maintained.

e)

Objective O28, which directs that the extent of natural wetlands is
maintained or increased and their condition is restored.

411.

Submissions for these objectives and the related policies and rules are
addressed in the section 42A officer’s reports on Wetlands and Biodiversity,
Management of the Coastal Marine Area, Water Quality, and Natural Form and
Function. As I consider this point is better addressed in other reports, I
recommend that this submission point is rejected.

Summary of recommendations


No amendments recommended.

6.9.4 Issue 6.4 – Miscellaneous issues
Background
412.

Finally, there are some submission points regarding climate change that do not
fit into one of the categories above.

Submissions and assessment
413.

Wellington City Council (S286/008) request that Policy P29 is amended. While
WCC supports the underlying principle of Policy P29 (that climate change will
likely cause or exacerbate natural hazards and sea level rise), the submitter
considers the phrase “particular regard” does not give sufficient weight to the
issue of climate change and its effects. Consequently, WCC requests that
Policy 29 be amended to provide stronger wording concerning the potential for
climate change to exacerbate natural hazards and sea level rise. Specific
alternate wording is not provided by the submitter.

414.

As noted earlier, the phrase “particular regard” in Policy P29 to be given to the
effects of climate change is consistent with section 7(i) of the RMA. I consider
that altering the language to make the phrasing stronger (for instance, “give
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effect to”) would be inconsistent with the RMA and potentially impractical to
implement given the uncertainties associated with climate change. For this
reason, I recommend that this submission point is rejected.
415.

Wellington Water Limited (S135/065) has expressed support for Policy P29.
However, the submitter has requested an amendment to part (d) of Policy 29
(which reads “…using the best available guidance for the Wellington Region”)
to state who’s best estimate will be used. Wellington Water Limited believes
this would avoid doubt and aid consistency in implementation.

416.

While I understand the submitter’s desire for clarity and consistency, I consider
that amending Policy 29 in such a way would compromise the flexibility of the
policy. In my opinion, the current wording enables Council to determine what
the best guidance on sea level rise is. I consider this flexibility important as
new guidance may be developed throughout the life of the proposed Plan and
this guidance may be from different organisations. The flexibility to choose the
best guidance on sea level rise will ensure the Council can always use the best
possible information to apply this policy. I therefore recommend that this
submission point is rejected.

417.

Other submitters have expressed full support for Policy P29. This includes
Kāpiti Coast District Council (S117/039), Porirua City Council (S163/053),
and Friends of the Paekakariki Stream (S112/044). Kāpiti Coast District
Council supports the provision on the basis they recognise the need to have
regard to the effects of climate change.

Summary of recommendations


Amend Policy P29 as follows:
“Policy P29: Effects of cClimate change
Particular regard shall be given to the potential for climate change to
threaten biodiversity, aquatic ecosystem health and mahinga kai, or to
cause or exacerbate natural events over at least the next 100 years that
could adversely affect use and development, including:
(a) coastal erosion and inundation (storm surge), and
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(b) river and lake flooding and erosion, or aggradation, decreased
minimum flows, and
(c) stormwater ponding and impeded drainage, and
(d) relative sea level rise, using the best available guidance for the
Wellington Region”.

6.10

Issue 7 – Natural buffers

Background
418.

The proposed Plan’s approach to natural buffers and defences is articulated by
Policy P30 as follows:
“Policy P30: Natural buffers
The adverse effects of use and development on natural features such as
beaches, dunes or wetlands that buffer development from natural hazards shall
be minimised”.

419.

This policy gives effect to Policy 26 of the NZCPS, which provides direction
on natural defences against coastal hazards.

Submissions and assessment
420.

Mahaki Holdings Ltd (S370/034), Julian and Ruth Blackett (S299/034), the
Kennott Family Trust (S297/034), Land Matters Ltd (S285/034), USNZ
(S349/034), Tim Mansell and Family (S351/034), Carter Families (S295/034),
and the Bell Camp Trust (S294/034) request amendments to Policy P30. The
submission points oppose any provisions in the proposed Plan that impose
additional restrictions on adjoining land on the basis they are “buffers” or
provide “connections” between habitats either for the purpose of managing
biodiversity, water quality, or natural hazards. Additionally, the submitters
request that buffer sites are identified in the plan and that buffers are only used
when appropriate. Waa Rata Estate (FS1/076) supports this requested relief.

421.

The submitters request that Policy P30 is amended to read as follows:
“The adverse effects of Use and development on natural features such as
beaches, dunes, or wetlands that buffer development from natural

PAGE 88 OF 131

NATRP-1620937158-1732

Section 42A Report Natural Hazards

hazards shall be minimised, if that use or development reduces the
ability of that feature to operate as a buffer”.
422.

Policy 26 of the NZCPS only qualifies that natural buffers should be protected
where appropriate; there is no reference to use or development reducing the
ability of a natural feature to operate as a buffer. Therefore, I consider that
maintaining the current language gives best effect to the NZCPS. I recommend
this submission point is rejected.

423.

The Minister for Conservation (S75/063) requests that Policy P30 is amended.
While the Minister notes their support for the intent of the policy, the submitter
requests amendments to better give effect to Policy 26 of the NZCPS and to
provide for (where appropriate) the protection, restoration, and enhancement of
natural buffers, at least in relation to coastal hazards.

424.

The submission requests that Policy P30 is amended as follows:
“Provide for the restoration or enhancement of natural features such as
beaches, dunes, or wetlands that buffer development from natural
hazards, and ensure the adverse effects of use and development on them
are minimised”.

425.

Coastal Ratepayers (FS41/014) and Waikanae Christian Holiday Park
(FS66/002) oppose this submission point. Rangitāne o Wairarapa (FS74/191)
supports this submission point.

426.

I agree with the submitter that the current Policy P30 does not address the
restoration and enhancement of natural buffers, and therefore it does not fully
give effect to Policy 26 of the NZCPS. Policy P8(b) of the proposed Plan also
recognises that activities that restore natural features that can buffer
development from natural hazards are beneficial and generally appropriate. I
thus recommend that this submission point is accepted in part and that Policy
P30 is amended to refer to the restoration and enhancement of natural buffers.

427.

Waa Rata Estate (S152/013) requests amendment to Policy P30. The
submission states that the proposed Plan needs to be consistent in the terms it
uses. The submitter notes that in Policy P30, the term “wetlands” is used, while
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elsewhere the term “natural wetlands” is used. Waa Rata Estate requests that
Policy P30 is amended to refer to “natural wetlands” instead of “wetlands”.
428.

I agree with the submitter that amending Policy P30 to refer to “natural
wetlands” rather than “wetlands” would be beneficial in that it would align the
policy with the rest of the proposed Plan, which in most cases refers to “natural
wetlands” rather than “wetlands”. I therefore recommend this submission point
is accepted.

429.

Federated Farmers of New Zealand (S352/137) has requested amendment to
Policy P30 as they consider current wording is unclear. The submission
proposes removing reference to “wetlands” by amending the policy as follows:
“The adverse effects of use and development on natural feature such as
beaches, or dunes or wetlands that buffer development from natural
hazards shall be recognised”.

430.

Rangitāne o Wairarapa (FS74/055) opposes this submission point, stating that
wetlands are important buffers for natural hazard mitigation, and the loss of
wetlands in the Wairarapa has contributed to greater use of hard engineering
solutions like stop-banks.

431.

Wellington Fish and Game Council (FS89/073) also opposes this submission
point, stating that it would fail to protect wetland habitats.

432.

Policy 26(2) of the NZCPS directs the council to “recognise that such natural
defences include beaches, estuaries, wetlands, intertidal areas, coastal
vegetation, dunes, and barrier islands” when giving effect to Policy 26(1). I
consider that this provides clear direction to council include wetlands as a
buffer against natural hazards, and removing the reference to wetlands would
make Policy P30 inconsistent with the NZCPS. Consequently, I recommend
this submission is rejected.

433.

Friends of the Paekakariki Stream (S112/045), the Royal Forest and Bird
Protection Society (S353/069), and Kāpiti Coast District Council (S117/040)
have submitted in support of Policy P30.
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434.

Porirua City Council (S163/054) has submitted requesting amendment to the
policy but does not state how it should be amended. The Queen Elizabeth II
National Trust (FS96/075) supports this submission point.

Summary of recommendations


Amend Policy P30 as follows:
“Policy P30: Natural buffers
The adverse effects of use and development on natural features such as
beaches, dunes or natural wetlands that buffer development from natural
hazards shall be minimised, and the restoration and enhancement of
natural buffers shall be provided for”.

6.11

Issue 8 – The precautionary approach

Background
435.

The precautionary approach is articulated by Policy P3 of the Plan, which
currently reads as:
“Policy P3: Precautionary approach
Use and development shall be managed with a precautionary approach where
there is limited information regarding the receiving environment and the
adverse effects the activity may have on this environment”.

436.

Submissions relating to the precautionary principle have been addressed in
hearing stream one by Ms Greenberg’s S42A Report: Overall policy
framework of the proposed Plan – Part B. This section 42A report addresses
submissions specifically related to the precautionary approach being applied to
natural hazard management.

Submissions and assessment
437.

Joan Allin and Rob Crozier (S175/029) oppose Policy P3 in part, stating that a
precautionary approach is not needed where the lack of information is
immaterial. The submitters consider that there is no justification for referring to
the precautionary approach outside of the coastal environment, with the RMA
approach being sufficient and appropriate.
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438.

The submitters propose several amendments.
a)

Add words along the lines of “where uncertainty is material to the
management of significant risks of use and development” to the
policy.

b)

Limit the policy to the coastal environment.

c)

Include wording that acknowledges that being too precautionary is as
inappropriate as not being precautionary enough.

d)

Clarify that this precaution does not apply to hazard identification and
risk assessment.

439.

I note here that Ms Greenberg has recommended that Policy P3 is amended to
read: “use and development shall be managed with a precautionary approach
where there is limited information regarding the effects and any adverse effects
are potentially significant”.

440.

This policy is a broad one that is intended to facilitate integrated management.
It needs to apply to the whole region to implement the proposed Plan
objectives. Limiting this policy to the coastal environment is therefore
inappropriate. Similarly, it would be inappropriate to exempt hazard
identification and risk assessment from Policy P3 as requested by the
submitters.

441.

Ms Greenberg has also stated in her report that “the intent of Policy P3 is clear
that it is a policy on the use of the precautionary approach rather than a policy
on the use of risk management”. It would therefore be inappropriate to insert
language such as “where uncertainty is material to the management of
significant risks of use and development”, as this is outside the focus of Policy
P3.

442.

It is my view that specifying that being too precautionary is as unacceptable is
not precautionary enough is not appropriate. Policy P3 focuses on when it is
appropriate to use the precautionary approach, rather than how the
precautionary approach should be applied. I consider that it would be
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inappropriate to direct Plan users as to how they should conduct analysis using
the precautionary approach. Accordingly, I recommend that this submission
point is rejected.
443.

Andrew McIntyre (S153/009) is opposed to Policy P3, stating that it lacks
clarity, advocates an unreasonable level of caution, and could possibly cause
social and economic harm as a result. Mr McIntyre proposes that this be
addressed by making it clear that the precautionary principle does not apply to
risk assessment. Coastal Ratepayers (S93/046) also opposes Policy P3 in part,
also stating that it needs to be made clear that the policy does not apply to risk
assessment.

444.

As noted in paragraph 441, Policy P3 and the implementation of the
precautionary approach in the proposed Plan is focused on management rather
than assessment. I therefore do not consider it necessary to amend Policy P3 as
requested by the submitters and recommend that these submission points are
rejected.

445.

Coastal Ratepayers (S93/026) has stated that the relevant aspects of “NZCPS
Guidance Note Policy 3: Precautionary Approach” needs to be incorporated
into the proposed Plan. The submitter correctly notes that the NZCPS Guidance
Note for Policy 3 states that the precautionary approach is a risk management
approach rather than a risk assessment approach.

446.

The key distinction the NZCPS Guidance Note makes is that the precautionary
approach is about management rather than assessment. I note here that this
language is already incorporated into Policy P3, which directs that “use and
development shall be managed with a precautionary approach” (emphasis
added). I therefore consider that the proposed Plan’s approach to the
precautionary principle is already clearly based upon management rather than
assessment, and no amendment is needed. Accordingly, I recommend that this
submission point is rejected.

Summary of recommendations


No amendments recommended.
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6.12

Issue 9 – Wellington regional hazards management
strategy

Background
447.

Method M3 of the proposed Plan provides direction for Council to work in
partnership with territorial authorities and stakeholders in the region to develop
a Wellington regional hazards management strategy. The method is as follows:
“Method M3: Wellington regional hazards management strategy
Wellington Regional Council will work in partnership with city and district
councils and stakeholders to develop and implement a Wellington regional
hazards management strategy. The purpose of the strategy is to facilitate a
consistent approach to managing natural hazards between local authorities in
the region”.

Submissions and assessment
448.

Two submissions on M3 were received from territorial authorities in the
region. Porirua City Council (S163/150) has expressed their support for the
proposed method. Kāpiti Coast District Council (S117/079) has concerns about
the proposed method and requests an amendment.

449.

KCDC’s concern is that while the proposed Plan does confirm a hazard
management strategy will be developed, it does not commit to a timeframe to
develop the strategy. The submission notes that the RMA requires that councils
make changes to plans to ensure they give effect to a National Policy Statement
as soon as practicable (unless the timeframe is specified in the policy
statement). The submitter considers that an indefinite timeframe in M3 is
contrary to this requirement.

450.

Consequently, the Kāpiti Coast District Council requests that Method M3 is
amended as follows:
“Wellington Regional Council will work with city and district councils
and the community to: (a) identify areas of significant hazard zones, and
(b) develop and implement a hazard management strategy, and (c)
produce maps of areas of significant natural hazards and other
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instruments by the end of 2017 for inclusion in the plan by change or
variation”.
451.

Since that submission was made, Council has developed, drafted and made
operational a Hazards Management Strategy (in consultation with the region’s
territorial authorities, including KCDC). I consider that this largely addresses
the concerns raised by the Kāpiti Coast District Council.

452.

The proposed Plan has defined “high hazard areas” – the rationale for the
definition and selection of sites has been explained in section 6.6. I consider
that this addresses the proposed clause (a).

453.

I do not see a benefit to Plan users in producing maps of areas of significant
natural hazards – as explained in paragraphs 172-175, this would very likely
become a drawn-out and contentious process that is not likely to lead to better
planning outcomes.

454.

I consider that the development of the Hazard Management Strategy by the
Council has addressed the concerns articulated by the Kāpiti Coast District
Council, and my recommendation is therefore that this submission point is
accepted in part. No amendment is required.

455.

Joan Allin and Rob Crozier (S175/077) and Coastal Ratepayers (S93/106)
request an amendment to Method M3 to clarify aspects of the method. The
submitters are concerned that the reference to working in partnership with
councils and stakeholders it too vague, both in terms of the process envisioned
as well as who qualifies as stakeholder. The submitters suggests that the
participatory process is facilitated by regulators but heavily involves local
communities and property owners, especially property owners who are likely
to be most affected natural hazards.

456.

The Wellington Regional Natural Hazards Management Strategy (HMS) was
finalised in 2017. I consider that the process that was undertaken in developing
the HMS as well as its underlying principles have addressed the concerns
raised by the submitters. The HMS was developed through a series of
workshops involving representatives of the councils and a wider group of
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stakeholders who have participated at different stages. The vision and
objectives were first developed, along with a series of principles. These were
made available for public review. Members of the public thus have the
opportunity to participate in and submit on the proposed HMS. Coastal
Ratepayers has expressed support for the developing of the HMS in principle,
but have also stated their disagreement with some of the contents of the HMS.
457.

Furthermore, I consider that Chapter 4: ‘Strategy of the HMS’ reflects a
commitment to engaging councils and the community. Chapter 4.1 of the HMS
provides the following vision statement: “the communities of the Wellington
region work together to understand and reduce risks from natural hazards”.
Additionally, in chapter 4.3, principle 4 (“Bring the community along on the
journey”) demonstrates what I consider to be a commitment to engaging the
community in developing the HMS.

458.

As such, I consider that the concerns raised in this submission point have
already been addressed throughout the process to develop and finalise the
HMS. I consider that Method M3 already addresses the concerns raised.
Consequently, I recommend that this submission point is rejected.

459.

Coastal Ratepayers (S93/106) also consider that it is unclear as to whether
Method M3 covers all natural hazards or coastal hazards only. The submission
consequently requests that Method M3 is amended to clarify exactly which
hazards the method is intended to address.

460.

The phrase “natural hazards” is not defined Chapter 2 of the Plan. However, it
defined in the RMA, and the Plan has deliberately chosen not to duplicate
definitions that already exist in the RMA, as noted in paragraph 368. The RMA
defines a natural hazard as: “any atmospheric or earth or water related
occurrence (including earthquake, tsunami, erosion, volcanic and geothermal
activity, landslip, subsidence, sedimentation, wind, drought, fire, or flooding)
the action of which adversely affects or may adversely affect human life,
property, or other aspects of the environment”.

461.

Method M3 therefore relates to all natural hazards rather than just coastal
hazards.
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462.

As such, I consider that it is not necessary to amend Method M3 to clarify
whether it relates to all hazards or coastal hazards only. The RMA definition is
clear in my view and I consider that there is no ambiguity. Consequently, I
recommend that this submission point is rejected.

Summary of recommendations


6.13

No amendment recommended.

Issue 10 – Sea level rise

Background
463.

Method M4 outlines how the Council will develop guidance on seal level rise
to ensure decisions are based on the best available information. Method M4
states:
“Method M4: Sea level rise
Wellington Regional Council will develop regional guidance for managing the
impacts from sea level rise. This will include providing the best available
information on the local rates of change using tide gauge records and
continuous GPS records to understand relative sea level change and forecast
estimates using the latest internationally peer-reviewed science and
measurements.
Forecasts of sea level rise will be reviewed after each International Panel of
Climate Change report and a re-analysis of the local rates of sea level change
will be undertaken at least every 10 years.
The purpose of this is to enable a consistent approach between local
authorities to manage climate change related coastal hazards”.

Submissions and assessment
464.

The Minister of Conservation (S75/186) has expressed their support for
Method M4: Sea level rise, stating it is consistent with the NZCPS and requests
that it is retained.

465.

Terra Moana (S364/005 & S364/006) has submitted noting that the proposed
Plan contains provisions regarding climate change and sea level rise.
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466.

Porirua City Council (S163/151) and Wellington Water Limited (S135/187)
have noted that Method M4: Sea level rise requires a minor amendment. The
Method currently refers to the “International Panel on Climate Change”. The
submission point notes that the correct name is “Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change”.

467.

I recommend that this submission point is accepted to ensure the correct
reference in used in the proposed Plan.

468.

The Wellington Recreational Marine Fishers Association (S32/063) has
submitted on several points relating to Method M4: Sea level rise. The
submission makes several points relating to sea level rise, covering air pressure
systems, storms surges, and predicting storm surges. My understanding of the
decision requested by this submission point is that Method M4 be rewritten to
address current storm surge events (as opposed to long-term events) and
confirm that capabilities to predict such events will be developed.

469.

I note that the intention of Method M4 was to facilitate greater knowledge
around longer term climate change at a regional level, rather than the shortterm storm surge events that happen locally. Monitoring storm surges is more
related to Method M3 to develop a regional hazard management strategy,
which specifically mentions storm surge events as coastal hazards.

470.

As Method M4 is focused on longer term seal-level rise rather than storm
surges, I recommend that this submission point is rejected.

471.

Kāpiti Coast District Council (S117/080) supports the proposed method, stating
that the information gathered by this method will be important for managing
future effects of natural hazards.

472.

Joan Allin and Rob Crozier (S175/078) and Coastal Ratepayers (S93/106)
request that Method M4 is amended. The submitters are concerned that Council
will develop regional guidance by itself. The submitters consider that Council
needs to do this in partnership with city and district councils as well as affected
property owners and other stakeholders. Furthermore, the submission states
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that any guidance produced on sea level rise should be made available for
public comment before it is made operational.
473.

The submission requests that Method M4 is amended to incorporate four key
changes:
a)

Revise Method M4 to say “…will work in partnership with city and
district councils and stakeholders, including affected property owners,
to develop…”.

b)

Include reference to the use of appropriate statistical data, information
on the uncertainties, and the range of likely sea level rise outcomes
and related time periods is included.

c)

Amend the explanation of the method’s purpose to enabling a
“consistent, robust, and high-quality approach…”.

d)

Insert a reference to a draft guideline being provided for public
comment.

474.

The sea level rise guidelines are being developed by the Council in conjunction
with the HMS developed under Method M3. This process has involved
collaboration with the region’s territorial authorities and other stakeholders, as
provided for through Method M3. In my view, this addresses the first concern
raised by the submitter. The guidelines will not specify actions, policies or
rules about how Council will respond to sea level rise and therefore the
guidelines in and of itself will therefore not affect the public. The guidelines
are intended to then inform the application of Policy P27 and the policies and
rules of various territorial authorities in the Wellington Region on climate
change and sea level, which will be subject to the public notification and
consultation requirements of the RMA. As such, I do not consider it necessary
to require that draft guidelines are made available for public comment.

475.

I do not see a need to specify what constitutes appropriate statistical data,
inherent uncertainties, and the range of outcomes. In my view this is already
inherent in method, due to the reference to “latest peer-reviewed science and
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measurements”. Uncertainties and other such facets of scientific research
should be part of the published data and research.
476.

While the phrase “consistent” is relatively clear in what it seeks to achieve (a
degree of uniformity across the territorial authorities), I do not consider that
high-quality and robust offer the same clarity. I thus recommend this
submission point is rejected.

Summary of recommendations


Amend Method M4 as follows:
“Method M4: Sea level rise
Wellington Regional Council will develop regional guidance for managing
the impacts from sea level rise. This will include providing the best
available information on the local rates of change using tide gauge records
and continuous GPS records to understand relative sea level change and
forecast estimates using the latest internationally peer-reviewed science
and measurements.
Forecasts of sea level rise will be reviewed after each International
Intergovernmental Panel of on Climate Change report and a re-analysis of
the local rates of sea level change will be undertaken at least every 10
years.
The purpose of this is to enable a consistent approach between local
authorities to manage climate change related coastal hazards”.

6.14

Issue 11 – Hazard management strategy (Method M3)

Background
477.

The Plan currently defines a hazard management strategy as follows:
“A coherent, integrated framework for the management of a hazard, normally
developed by a local authority or appropriately qualified agency, and
including some or all of the following elements; hazard and risk identification,
impact assessment, potential mitigation works (costs/impacts/maintenance),
assessment of environmental effects, assessment of alternate options, cost-
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benefit

analysis,

budget

allocation;

community

engagement

and

implementation plan”.
Submissions and assessment
478.

Federated Farmers of New Zealand (S352/030) request that this definition is
amended for a wider application. The submission requests this is done by
replacing references to “hazards” in the definition with references to “risk”.
The amended definition would thus read as follows:
“Risk hazard management strategy - a coherent, integrated framework
for the management of risks a hazard, normally developed by a local
authority or appropriately qualified agency, and including some or all of
the following elements; hazard and risk identification, impact
assessment, potential mitigation works (costs/impacts/maintenance),
assessment of environmental effects, assessment of alternate options,
cost-benefit analysis, budget allocation, community engagement and
implementation plan.”

479.

This proposed amendment would align the language more closely with the
proposed Plan’s approach to risk and managing risk. If amended as requested
by the submitter, assessments of risk would be conducted using the risk-based
approach, and use this assessment to produce a risk management strategy – this
provides a clearer connection for plan users in my view. I thus recommend this
submission point is accepted and that the definition is amended as requested. I
also recommend a consequential amendment to Policy P28 to refer to a risk
management strategy rather than a hazard management strategy.

480.

Joan Allin and Rob Crozier (S175/011) request an amendment to the definition
of hazard management strategy with the goal of clarifying potential
ambiguities. The submission point raises several issues.

481.

First, that the reference to an “appropriately qualified agency” is too
ambiguous – the submitters state it is unclear as to whether this refers only to
government bodies or can also include private sector firms such as engineering
consultancies. The concern raised by Joan Allin and Rob Crozier is that this
reference could prevent groups of individuals from taking action and leave
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them reliant on an “agency”, which the submitters consider inappropriate. The
submission adds that this ambiguity is especially problematic when combined
with Policy 28, which requires that hard engineering solutions are avoided
except when necessary to protect existing development from unacceptable risk.
482.

Second, Joan Allin and Rob Crozier request that the scale of any hazard
management strategy that is prepared should reflect the scale of the work; large
developments should have detailed and comprehensive hazard management
strategies, while smaller developments should not be required to prepare such
in-depth hazard management strategies.

483.

The use of the phrase “appropriately qualified agency” in the definition is
broad and, in my view, includes both public and private sector organisations;
the language is intended to be inclusive, rather than exclusive. As such, I do
not consider that this definition needs to be changed.

484.

However, I do agree that it would useful to plan users to specify that the scale
of a hazard management strategy should reflect the scale of the development.
This is the intention of the proposed Plan’s approach to manage natural hazards
and risk, and I consider that making this plain would improve the proposed
Plan’s clarity. I thus recommend that this submission point is accepted in part,
and that the definition of “hazard management strategy” is amended to refer to
a strategy being commensurate with the scale of the development in question.

485.

Coastal Ratepayers (S93/026) states that a hazard management strategy is in
reality no more than the practical application of the risk-based approach. The
submitter consequently requests that the definition of hazard management
strategy is amended to read as follows:
“A hazard risk assessment along with a plan to manage any hazard
risks, developed using the risk management approach and approved by
the local authority”.

486.

I agree that the intention of a hazard management strategy is essentially to be a
practical application of the risk-based approach. The definition of hazard
management strategy is intended to provide more specific direction on what
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such a strategy should contain to be consistent with the risk-based approach.
Therefore, I do not consider this proposed amendment to simplify the
definition would be as useful to plan users, as it does not include specific
aspects of a hazard management strategy that should be included. I thus
recommend that this submission point is rejected.
Summary of recommendations


Amend the definition of “hazard management strategy” as follows:
“Hazard Risk management strategy
A coherent, integrated framework for the management of risk a hazard,
normally developed by a local authority or appropriately qualified agency,
and including some or all of the following elements; hazard and risk
identification,

impact

assessment,

(costs/impacts/maintenance),

assessment

potential
of

mitigation

works

environmental

effects,

assessment of alternate options, cost-benefit analysis, budget allocation;
community engagement and implementation plan.
The scale of a risk management strategy should reflect the scale of the
proposed development or activity”.


Amend Policy P28 as follows:
“Hard hazard engineering mitigation and protection shall be avoided except:
(a) where necessary to protect development from unacceptable risk,
assessed using the risk-based approach; and
(b) the development demonstrates a functional need or operational
requirement to locate in a particular location; and
(i) the works form part of a risk hazard management strategy; or
(ii) any the environmental effects that are more than minor are
remedied or mitigated are considered to be no more than minor”.
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7.

Conclusion

487.

I have recommended that most of the natural hazards provisions in the
proposed Plan are retained as notified. However, I have recommended
amendments to Policies P27, P29, and P30; Method M4; and the definition for
“hazard management strategy” in response to submissions. These are evaluated
in the attached Appendix and RMA section 32AA report.

488.

The recommended amendments to Policy P27 aim to address multiple issues
with the current policy. First, the recommended reference to “acceptable”
rather than “low” risk is intended to align the policy more closely with the
proposed Plan’s approach to managing risk through the risk-based approach,
which emphasises the acceptability of risk. Similarly, the recommended
addition of the reference to the 100 year timeframe is intended to align the
proposed Plan more closely with the NZCPS. Finally, the proposed amendment
simplifies the language of the policy, replacing technical language with ‘plain
English’.

489.

The recommended amendments to Policy P29 are also intended to address
multiple issues. As with Policy P27, the reference to the 100 year timeframe is
intended to align the policy more closely with the NZCPS. The expansion of
the policy to include mahinga kai and other aspects aims to implement the
Council’s Climate Change Strategy. Finally, the reference to relative sea level
rise intends to allow for greater nuance and consideration of local conditions.

490.

Two amendments have been recommended to Policy P30. The first, the
reference to natural wetlands, is a minor amendment that aligns the policy with
language used throughout the rest of the proposed Plan. The other amendment,
aims to support the enhancement and restoration of natural buffers.

491.

The amendment to Method M4, is a simple minor correction that needs to be
made. It does not change the actual content or intent of the Method in question.

492.

The final amendment involves the definition of “hazard management strategy”,
the issue is fairly minor. The amendment is simply intended to align the
definition more closely with the intent of the proposed Plan and provisions to
which is it related.
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Appendix A: Recommended Amendments and Section 32AA Assessment
This table sets out recommended amendments to the natural hazards provisions. Recommended additions to the notified text are in underline and
recommended deletions are strike through text. The section 32AA assessment follows alongside for each of the provisions. Provisions shown in
grey are those that I have not recommended any amendments to, or to which there was no submission.
Red text = recommended amendments in this s42A Officer’s Report in response to submissions
Green text amendments = consequential amendments or Schedule 1(16)(2) minor error corrections
Amendment
Chapter
no./Submission
no.

S352/030

PAGE 106 OF 131

Provision

Text of provision with any
recommended amendments

Evaluation of amendment (section 32AA assessment)

2
Interpretation

Hard engineering

Engineering works that use structural
N/A
materials such as concrete, steel, timber
or rock armour to provide a hard,
inflexible edge between the land-water
interface along rivers, shorelines or lake
edges. Typical structures include groynes,
seawalls, revetments or bulkheads that
are designed to prevent erosion of the
land. Also referred to as ‘structural
engineering’.

2
Interpretation

Hazard Risk
management
strategy

A coherent, integrated framework for the
management of risk a hazard, normally
developed by a local authority or
appropriately qualified agency, and
including some or all of the following
elements; hazard and risk identification,
impact assessment, potential mitigation

Effectiveness and efficiency:
This proposed amendment enhances the provision’s efficiency and
effectiveness by providing greater clarity to plan users and aligning the
provision with the Plan’s wider approach to risk. In particular, the
reference to the scale of a strategy being aligned with the scale of a
development serves to make implementing the Plan’s approach to risk
more efficient and effective by making it clear to plan users that small
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Amendment
Chapter
no./Submission
no.

Provision

Text of provision with any
recommended amendments

Evaluation of amendment (section 32AA assessment)

works (costs/impacts/maintenance),
assessment of environmental effects,
assessment of alternate options, costbenefit analysis, budget allocation;
community engagement and
implementation plan.
The scale of a risk management
strategy should reflect the scale of the
proposed development or activity.

developments only require small strategies.
Costs (environmental, economic, social, and cultural):
There are unlikely to be new costs associated with this proposed
amendment.
Benefits (environmental, economic, social, and cultural):
There is a potential economic benefit in making it clear that small
developments only need small risk management strategies – this could
save plan users money and resources that might otherwise be used
preparing an unnecessarily complex strategy.
Risk of acting or not acting:
The risk to not acting is that the definition remains ambiguous regarding
the scale of a risk management strategy. This could result in strategies
being prepared that do not reflect the scale of the activity. The strategies
could then waste resources being prepared if too detailed for the activity,
or fail to adequately address the risk if too brief.
Decision about most appropriate option:
I consider that this proposed amendment is the most appropriate means
of addressing issues raised by submitters while emphasising efficiency
and effectiveness.
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Amendment
Chapter
no./Submission
no.
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Provision

Text of provision with any
recommended amendments

2
Interpretation

High hazard areas
(also known as
areas at high risk
from natural
hazards)

For the purposes of the Plan, all areas in
the coastal marine area and the beds of
lakes and rivers are high hazard areas.

2
Interpretation

Risk

A combination of the probability of a
natural hazard and the consequences that
would result from an event of a given
magnitude. Commonly expressed by the
formula: risk = hazard x vulnerability.

2
Interpretation

Risk-based
approach (natural
hazards)

A risk-based approach takes account of
the intended purpose of a development,
the likelihood of natural hazard events
occurring the vulnerability and exposure
of the site, use or development, the
severity and consequences of potential
hazard events and the costs and benefits
of acting or not acting. An assessment
needs to be commensurate with the size
and scale of the use or development. The
risk can be evaluated on a scale from low
to high or acceptable to intolerable
assessed on the basis of:
(a) the scale, engineering design and
intended life and use for the development,
and

Evaluation of amendment (section 32AA assessment)
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Amendment
Chapter
no./Submission
no.

Provision

Text of provision with any
recommended amendments

Evaluation of amendment (section 32AA assessment)

(b) the likelihood, frequency and
magnitude of natural hazard events that
could potentially affect the site or
development, and
(c) the vulnerability and exposure of the
development to natural hazards, and
(d) the severity of any physical, social,
economic and environmental
consequences that could arise from
natural hazard events affecting the site or
development

NATRP-1620937158-1732

2
Interpretation

Soft engineering

Works such as beach nourishment and
dune rebuilding that use non-structural
materials (e.g. sand, cobbles, native
plants) to mimic natural coastal features
that can act to mitigate the impacts from
natural hazards.

3 Objectives

Objective O20: Risk Objective O20
from natural hazards The risk, residual risk, and adverse
effects from natural hazards and climate
change on people, the community and
infrastructure are acceptable.

3 Objectives

Objective O21:High
hazard areas

Objective O21
Inappropriate use and development in
high hazard areas is avoided.
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Amendment
Chapter
no./Submission
no.

S29/022
S55/020
S75/060
S135/062
S175/039
S282/035
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Provision

Text of provision with any
recommended amendments

3 Objectives

Objective O22: Hard Objective O22
engineering
Hard engineering mitigation and
protection methods are only used as a
last practicable option.

4 Policies

Policy P27: High
hazard areas

Policy P27: High hazard areas
Use and development, including hazard
mitigation methods, in high hazard areas
shall be avoided except where:
(a) they have a functional need or
operational requirement or there is no
practicable alternative to be so located,
and
(b) the risk to the development and/or
residual risk after hazard mitigation
measures, assessed using a risk-based
approach, is low acceptable, and
(c) the development does not cause or
exacerbate natural hazards in other
areas, and
(d) interference with natural processes
(coastal, river and lake fluvial and
lacustrine processes) is minimised, and
(e) natural cycles of erosion and accretion
and the potential for natural features to
fluctuate in position over time, including
movements due to climate change and

Evaluation of amendment (section 32AA assessment)

Effectiveness and efficiency:
This proposed amendment enhances the efficiency and effectiveness of
the provision in a number of ways. The reference to “acceptable” rather
than “low” risk more closely aligns the provision with the existing risk
provisions and approaches in the Plan.
The “plain English” terms for river and lake processes would make the
provision easier for plan users to understand, thus enhancing its efficiency
and effectiveness.
Finally, inserting reference to the 100 year timeframe adds clarity to the
provision by inserting an explicit timeframe that must be accounted for.
This amendment also helps to give effect to the NZCPS. This greater
clarity and linking to the NZCPS would help make the Plan more efficient
and effective.
Costs (environmental, economic, social, and cultural):
There are unlikely to be new costs associated with this proposed
amendment.
Benefits (environmental, economic, social, and cultural):
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Amendment
Chapter
no./Submission
no.

Provision

Text of provision with any
recommended amendments

Evaluation of amendment (section 32AA assessment)

sea level rise over at least the next 100
years, are taken into account.

There is a potential environmental benefit to the explicit longer term
consideration required for natural processes. The simpler language
should make the provision easier for plan users without a technical or
scientific background to understand.
Risk of acting or not acting:
Not acting is unlikely to pose a significant risk. With that said, failing to act
could still leave the provision less clear for Plan users than it could be and
less aligned with higher order documents than it could be.
Decision about most appropriate option:
I consider that this proposed amendment is the most appropriate means
of addressing issues raised by submitters while emphasising efficiency
and effectiveness.

S282/036

4 Policies

Policy P28: Hazard Policy P28: Hazard mitigation measures
mitigation measures
493.
494.

495.

NATRP-1620937158-1732

Effectiveness and efficiency:
This proposed amendment enhances the provision’s efficiency and
effectiveness by providing greater clarity to plan users and aligning the
provision with the Plan’s wider approach to use and development in areas
potentially vulnerable to natural hazards.

“Hard hazard engineering mitigation and
protection shall be avoided except:
(a) where necessary to protect
development from unacceptable risk,
assessed using the risk-based approach; Costs (environmental, economic, social, and cultural):
and
There are unlikely to be new costs associated with this proposed
(b) the development demonstrates a
amendment.
functional need or operational
requirement to locate in a particular
Benefits (environmental, economic, social, and cultural):
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Amendment
Chapter
no./Submission
no.

Provision

496.

Text of provision with any
recommended amendments

Evaluation of amendment (section 32AA assessment)

location; and
(i) where the environmental effects are
more than minor the works form part of a
risk hazard management strategy; or
(ii) any adverse effects are no more than
minor and are otherwise avoided,
remedied or mitigated the environmental
effects are considered to be no more than
minor.

The primary benefit lies in the restructuring of the policy to make it more
readable for Plan users. The reference to functional need and operational
requirement also aligns the language of the policy with that used in other
provisions relating to natural hazards and use and development in areas
that are potentially vulnerable to natural hazards.
Risk of acting or not acting:
Not acting is unlikely to pose a significant risk. With that said, failing to act
could still leave the provision less clear for Plan users than it could be and
less aligned with higher order documents than it could be.
Decision about most appropriate option:
I consider that this proposed amendment is the most appropriate means
of addressing issues raised by submitters while emphasising efficiency
and effectiveness.

S42/003
S47/003
S48/003
S49/003
S50/003
S51/003
S57/003
S64/003
S76/062
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4 Policies

Policy P29: Effects
of cClimate change

Policy P29: Climate change
Particular regard shall be given to the
potential for climate change to threaten
biodiversity, aquatic ecosystem health
and mahinga kai, or to cause or
exacerbate natural events over at least
the next 100 years that could adversely
affect use and development, including:
(a) coastal erosion and inundation (storm
surge), and
(b) river and lake flooding and erosion, or

Effectiveness and efficiency:
This proposed amendment enhances the Plan’s efficiency and
effectiveness by incorporating relative sea level rise into the provision,
allowing the plan to more effectively account for local conditions and
changes. Additionally, the proposed references align the Plan more
closely with the region’s Climate Change Strategy while also incorporating
ecological aspects into the policy.
Costs (environmental, economic, social, and cultural):
There are unlikely to be new costs.
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Amendment
Chapter
no./Submission
no.

Provision

S90/003
S93/066
S101/003
S137/003
S175/041
S353/068

Text of provision with any
recommended amendments
aggradation, decreased minimum flows,
and
(c) stormwater ponding and impeded
drainage, and
(d) relative sea level rise, using the best
available guidance for the Wellington
Region”.

Evaluation of amendment (section 32AA assessment)

Benefits (environmental, economic, social, and cultural):
This proposed amendment provides a potential environmental benefit in
that it incorporates a variety of ecosystem-related aspects into the
provision, and there is a potential cultural benefit resulting from the
greater provision for mahinga kai.
Risk of acting or not acting:
Not acting would leave the Plan with no consideration of the effects of
climate change on aspects of ecosystems, contravening the Council’s
existing climate change strategy.
Decision about most appropriate option:
I consider that this proposed amendment is the most appropriate means
of addressing issues raised by submitters while emphasising efficiency
and effectiveness.

S75/063
S152/013
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4 Policies

Policy P30: Natural
buffers

Policy P30: Natural buffers
The adverse effects of use and
development on natural features such as
beaches, dunes or natural wetlands that
buffer development from natural hazards
shall be minimised, and the restoration
and enhancement of natural buffers shall
be provided for.

Effectiveness and efficiency:
This proposed amendment makes the Plan more efficient and effective by
more clearly giving effect to the NZCPS and providing greater support for
restoring natural buffers.
Costs (environmental, economic, social, and cultural):
There is a possible economic cost involved in restoring and enhancing
natural buffers in locations where they have been heavily degraded or
cannot be restored purely through natural processes.
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Amendment
Chapter
no./Submission
no.

Provision

Text of provision with any
recommended amendments

Evaluation of amendment (section 32AA assessment)

Benefits (environmental, economic, social, and cultural):
There is a potentially significant environmental benefit in the restoration of
natural buffers, which can provide habitat and other ecological benefits.
There is also a potential social and economic benefit in terms of
developing greater natural buffer protection over time that could provide
protection against hazards.
Risk of acting or not acting:
Without action the policy will not incorporate reference to restoring and
enhancing natural buffers, which would mean the provision would not
adequately give effect to the NZCPS.
Decision about most appropriate option:
I consider that this proposed amendment is the most appropriate means
of addressing issues raised by submitters while emphasising efficiency
and effectiveness.
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Amendment
Chapter
no./Submission
no.

S135/187
S163/151

NATRP-1620937158-1732

Provision

Text of provision with any
recommended amendments

6 Methods

Method M3:
Wellington regional
hazards
management
strategy

Method M3: Wellington regional hazards
management strategy
Wellington Regional Council will work in
partnership with city and district councils
and stakeholders to develop and
implement a Wellington regional hazards
management strategy. The purpose of the
strategy is to facilitate a consistent
approach to managing natural hazards
between local authorities in the region.

6 Methods

Method M4: Sea
level rise

Method M4: Sea level rise
Wellington Regional Council will develop
regional guidance for managing the
impacts from sea level rise. This will
include providing the best available
information on the local rates of change
using tide gauge records and continuous
GPS records to understand relative sea
level change and forecast estimates using
the latest internationally peer-reviewed
science and measurements.
Forecasts of sea level rise will be
reviewed after each International
Intergovernmental Panel of on Climate
Change report and a re-analysis of the
local rates of sea level change will be
undertaken at least every 10 years.

Evaluation of amendment (section 32AA assessment)

Effectiveness and efficiency:
This proposed amendment enhances the efficiency and effectiveness of
the provision by correcting a minor error in the proposed method.
Costs (environmental, economic, social, and cultural):
The amendment is a minor correction. There is no cost to the change.
Benefits (environmental, economic, social, and cultural):
The amendment enhances the accuracy of the provision by inserting the
correct name of the IPCC.
Risk of acting or not acting:
Not acting leaves the method with a factually inaccurate organisation
name.
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Amendment
Chapter
no./Submission
no.

Provision

Text of provision with any
recommended amendments
The purpose of this is to enable a
consistent approach between local
authorities to manage climate change
related coastal hazards.
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Evaluation of amendment (section 32AA assessment)

Decision about most appropriate option:
I consider that this proposed amendment is the most appropriate means
of addressing issues raised by submitters while emphasising efficiency
and effectiveness.
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Appendix B: Key higher order planning instruments and linkages between objectives and
other plan provisions for hazards
Proposed Plan
S32
Report

RMA
Part 2

NZCPS

RPS

Objectives

Policies

Rules

Methods

Schedules/
Maps

Natural
hazards

RMA S5
RMA S6(h)
RMA S7(i)

NZCPS
Objective 5
NZCPS
Policy 3
NZCPS
Policy 4
NZCPS
Policy 24
NZCPS
Policy 25
NZCPS
Policy 26
NZCPS
Policy 27

Policy 7:
Recognising the
benefits from
renewable energy
and regionally
significant
infrastructure

Specific objective
Objective O20
The risk, residual risk,
and adverse effects from
natural hazards and
climate change on
people, the community
and infrastructure are
acceptable.

Specific policies
Policies P27P30

Specific rules
There are no
specific rules
relating to
risk and the
risk-based
approach.

Specific
methods
M3, M4

There are no
relevant
schedules and
maps in the Plan.

Policy 29: Avoiding
inappropriate
subdivision and
development in
areas at high risk
from natural
hazards
Policy 39:
Recognising the
benefits from
renewable energy
and regionally
significant
infrastructure.
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Other relevant objectives
O1, O2, O10, O12, O13,
O17, O19, O21, O22,
O25, O53, O54, O55,
O56, O57

Other relevant
policies
P1, P3, P8,
P12, P13, P15,
P16, P26,
P132, P139,
P142

Other relevant
methods
M22

Other
relevant rules
O20 is
relevant to a
large number
of rules,
especially
those that
relate to the
coast and the
beds of lakes
and rivers.

PAGE 117 OF 131

Section 42A Report Natural Hazards

Proposed Plan
S32
Report

RMA
Part 2

NZCPS

RPS

Natural
hazards

RMA S5
RMA S6(a)
RMA S6(h)

NZCPS
Objective 5
NZCPS
Policy 6
NZCPS
Policy 24
NZCPS
Policy 25
NZCPS
Policy 27

Policy 4: Identifying Specific objective
the extent of the
Objective O21
coastal
Inappropriate use and
environment
development in high
hazard areas is avoided.
Policy 7:
Recognising the
Other relevant objectives
benefits from
O1, O2, O9, O10, O12,
renewable energy
O13, O17, O19, O20,
and regionally
O22, O36, O37, O44,
significant
O53, O54, O55, O56,
infrastructure
O57, O58
Policy 29: Avoiding
inappropriate
subdivision and
development in
areas at high risk
from natural
hazards

Objectives

Policies

Rules

Methods

Schedules/
Maps

Specific policies
Policies P27P30

Specific rules
There are no
specific rules
relating to
high hazard
areas.

Specific
methods
M3, M4

There are no
relevant
schedules and
maps in the Plan.

Other relevant
policies
P3, P7, P8,
P12, P13, P15,
P16, P26, P37,
P38, P49,
P102, P104,
P132, P139,
P142, P145

Other
relevant rules
O21 is
relevant to a
large number
of rules,
especially
those that
relate to the
coast and the
beds of lakes
and rivers.

Other relevant
methods
M20, M22

Policy 39:
Recognising the
benefits from
renewable energy
and regionally
significant
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Proposed Plan
S32
Report

RMA
Part 2

NZCPS

RPS

Objectives

Policies

Rules

Methods

Schedules/
Maps

Specific objective
Objective O22
Hard engineering
mitigation and protection
methods are only used as
a last practicable option.

Specific policies
Policies P27P30

Specific rules
Rules R165R167

Specific
methods
M3, M4

There are no
relevant
schedules and
maps in the Plan.

Other relevant
policies
P3, P7, P8,
P12, P13, P15,
P16, P24, P25,
P26, P104,
P132, P139,
P142

Other
relevant rules
O22 is
relevant to a
large number
of rules,
especially
those that
relate to the
coast and the
beds of lakes
and rivers.

Other relevant
methods
M22

infrastructure.

Natural
hazards

RMA S5
RMA S6(h)
RMA S7(i)

NZCPS
Objective 5
NZCPS
Policy 6
NZCPS
Policy 24
NZCPS
Policy 25
NZCPS
Policy 26
NZCPS
Policy 27

Policy 3: Protecting
high natural
character in the
coastal
environment
Policy 7:
Recognising the
benefits from
renewable energy
and regionally
significant
infrastructure
Policy 8: Protecting
regionally
significant
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Other relevant objectives
O12, O13, O17, O19,
O20, O21, O32, O53,
O54, O56, O57
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Proposed Plan
S32
Report

RMA
Part 2

NZCPS

RPS

Objectives

Policies

Rules

Methods

Schedules/
Maps

infrastructure
Policy 25:
Identifying
outstanding natural
features and
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Policy 52:
Minimising adverse
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Appendix C: Redline and ‘clean versions’ of recommended amendments to provisions

Redline version – Natural hazards
Hard engineering

Engineering works that use structural materials such as concrete, steel, timber or rock armour to provide a hard, inflexible edge between
the land-water interface along rivers, shorelines or lake edges. Typical structures include groynes, seawalls, revetments or bulkheads
that are designed to prevent erosion of the land. Also referred to as ‘structural engineering’.

High hazard areas (also known
as areas at high risk from
natural hazards)

For the purposes of the Plan, all areas in the coastal marine area and the beds of lakes and rivers are high hazard areas.

Risk

A combination of the probability of a natural hazard and the consequences that would result from an event of a given magnitude.
Commonly expressed by the formula: risk = hazard x vulnerability.

Risk-based approach (natural
hazards)

A risk-based approach takes account of the intended purpose of a development, the likelihood of natural hazard events occurring the
vulnerability and exposure of the site, use or development, the severity and consequences of potential hazard events and the costs and
benefits of acting or not acting. An assessment needs to be commensurate with the size and scale of the use or development. The risk
can be evaluated on a scale from low to high or acceptable to intolerable assessed on the basis of:
(a) the scale, engineering design and intended life and use for the development, and
(b) the likelihood, frequency and magnitude of natural hazard events that could potentially affect the site or development, and
(c) the vulnerability and exposure of the development to natural hazards, and
(d) the severity of any physical, social, economic and environmental consequences that could arise from natural hazard events affecting
the site or development
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Hazard Risk management
strategy

A coherent, integrated framework for the management of risk a hazard, normally developed by a local authority or appropriately qualified
agency, and including some or all of the following elements; hazard and risk identification, impact assessment, potential mitigation works
(costs/impacts/maintenance), assessment of environmental effects, assessment of alternate options, cost-benefit analysis, budget
allocation; community engagement and implementation plan.
The scale of a risk management strategy should reflect the scale of the proposed development or activity.

Soft engineering

Works such as beach nourishment and dune rebuilding that use non-structural materials (e.g. sand, cobbles, native plants) to mimic
natural coastal features that can act to mitigate the impacts from natural hazards.

Natural character, form and function
Objective O20
The risk, residual risk, and adverse effects from natural hazards and climate change on people, the community and infrastructure are acceptable.
Objective O21
Inappropriate use and development in high hazard areas is avoided.
Objective O22
Hard engineering mitigation and protection methods are only used as a last practicable option.

4.4.4 Policies – Natural hazards
Policy P27: High hazard areas
Use and development, including hazard mitigation methods, in high hazard areas shall be avoided except where:
(a) they have a functional need or operational requirement or there is no practicable alternative to be so located, and
(b) the risk to the development and/or residual risk after hazard mitigation measures, assessed using a risk-based approach, is low acceptable,
and
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(c) the development does not cause or exacerbate natural hazards in other areas, and
(d) interference with natural processes (coastal, river and lake fluvial and lacustrine processes) is minimised, and
(e) natural cycles of erosion and accretion and the potential for natural features to fluctuate in position over time, including movements due to
climate change and sea level rise over at least the next 100 years, are taken into account.
Policy P28: Hazard mitigation measures
Hard hazard engineering mitigation and protection shall be avoided except:
(a) where necessary to protect development from unacceptable risk, assessed using the risk-based approach; and
(b) the development demonstrates a functional need or operational requirement to locate in a particular location; and
(i) where the environmental effects are more than minor the works form part of a risk hazard management strategy; or
(ii) any adverse effects are no more than minor and are otherwise avoided, remedied or mitigated the environmental effects
are considered to be no more than minor.

Policy P29: Effects of cClimate change
Particular regard shall be given to the potential for climate change to threaten biodiversity, aquatic ecosystem health and mahinga kai, or to
cause or exacerbate natural events over at least the next 100 years that could adversely affect use and development, including:
(a) coastal erosion and inundation (storm surge), and
(b) river and lake flooding and erosion, or aggradation, decreased minimum flows, and
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(c) stormwater ponding and impeded drainage, and
(d) relative sea level rise, using the best available guidance for the Wellington Region.
Policy P30: Natural buffers
The adverse effects of use and development on natural features such as beaches, dunes or natural wetlands that buffer development from natural
hazards shall be minimised, and the restoration and enhancement of natural buffers shall be provided for.

6.2 Methods – Natural hazards
Method M3: Wellington regional hazards management strategy
Wellington Regional Council will work in partnership with city and district councils and stakeholders to develop and implement a Wellington
regional hazards management strategy. The purpose of the strategy is to facilitate a consistent approach to managing natural hazards between
local authorities in the region.
Method M4: Sea level rise
Wellington Regional Council will develop regional guidance for managing the impacts from sea level rise. This will include providing the best
available information on the local rates of change using tide gauge records and continuous GPS records to understand relative sea level change
and forecast estimates using the latest internationally peer-reviewed science and measurements.
Forecasts of sea level rise will be reviewed after each International Intergovernmental Panel of on Climate Change report and a re-analysis of the
local rates of sea level change will be undertaken at least every 10 years.
The purpose of this is to enable a consistent approach between local authorities to manage climate change related coastal hazards.
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Clean version – Natural hazards
Hard engineering

Engineering works that use structural materials such as concrete, steel, timber or rock armour to provide a hard, inflexible edge between
the land-water interface along rivers, shorelines or lake edges. Typical structures include groynes, seawalls, revetments or bulkheads
that are designed to prevent erosion of the land. Also referred to as ‘structural engineering’.

High hazard areas (also known
as areas at high risk from
natural hazards)

For the purposes of the Plan, all areas in the coastal marine area and the beds of lakes and rivers are high hazard areas.

Risk

A combination of the probability of a natural hazard and the consequences that would result from an event of a given magnitude.
Commonly expressed by the formula: risk = hazard x vulnerability.

Risk-based approach (natural
hazards)

A risk-based approach takes account of the intended purpose of a development, the likelihood of natural hazard events occurring the
vulnerability and exposure of the site, use or development, the severity and consequences of potential hazard events and the costs and
benefits of acting or not acting. An assessment needs to be commensurate with the size and scale of the use or development. The risk
can be evaluated on a scale from low to high or acceptable to intolerable assessed on the basis of:
(a) the scale, engineering design and intended life and use for the development, and
(b) the likelihood, frequency and magnitude of natural hazard events that could potentially affect the site or development, and
(c) the vulnerability and exposure of the development to natural hazards, and
(d) the severity of any physical, social, economic and environmental consequences that could arise from natural hazard events affecting
the site or development
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Risk management strategy

A coherent, integrated framework for the management of risk, normally developed by a local authority or appropriately qualified agency,
and including some or all of the following elements; risk identification, impact assessment, potential mitigation works
(costs/impacts/maintenance), assessment of environmental effects, assessment of alternate options, cost-benefit analysis, budget
allocation; community engagement and implementation plan.
The scale of a risk management strategy should reflect the scale of the proposed development or activity.

Soft engineering

Works such as beach nourishment and dune rebuilding that use non-structural materials (e.g. sand, cobbles, native plants) to mimic
natural coastal features that can act to mitigate the impacts from natural hazards.

Natural character, form and function
Objective O20
The risk, residual risk, and adverse effects from natural hazards and climate change on people, the community and infrastructure are acceptable.
Objective O21
Inappropriate use and development in high hazard areas is avoided.
Objective O22
Hard engineering mitigation and protection methods are only used as a last practicable option.

4.4.4 Policies – Natural hazards
Policy P27: High hazard areas
Use and development, including hazard mitigation methods, in high hazard areas shall be avoided except where:
(a) they have a functional need or operational requirement or there is no practicable alternative to be so located, and
(b) the risk to the development and/or residual risk after hazard mitigation measures, assessed using a risk-based approach, is acceptable, and
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(c) the development does not cause or exacerbate natural hazards in other areas, and
(d) interference with natural processes (coastal, river and lake processes) is minimised, and
(e) natural cycles of erosion and accretion and the potential for natural features to fluctuate in position over time, including movements due to
climate change and sea level rise over at least the next 100 years, are taken into account.
Policy P28: Hazard mitigation measures
Hard hazard engineering mitigation and protection shall be avoided except:
(a) where necessary to protect development from unacceptable risk, assessed using the risk-based approach; and
(b) the development demonstrates a functional need or operational requirement to locate in a particular location; and
(i) where the environmental effects are more than minor the works form part of a risk management strategy; or
(ii) any adverse effects are no more than minor and are otherwise avoided, remedied or mitigated.
Policy P29: Effects of climate change
Particular regard shall be given to the potential for climate change to threaten biodiversity, aquatic ecosystem health and mahinga kai, or to
cause or exacerbate natural events over at least the next 100 years that could adversely affect use and development, including:
(a) coastal erosion and inundation (storm surge), and
(b) river and lake flooding and erosion, aggradation, decreased minimum flows, and
(c) stormwater ponding and impeded drainage, and
(d) relative sea level rise, using the best available guidance for the Wellington Region.
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Policy P30: Natural buffers
The adverse effects of use and development on natural features such as beaches, dunes or natural wetlands that buffer development from natural
hazards shall be minimised, and the restoration and enhancement of natural buffers shall be provided for.

6.2 Methods – Natural hazards
Method M3: Wellington regional hazards management strategy
Wellington Regional Council will work in partnership with city and district councils and stakeholders to develop and implement a Wellington
regional hazards management strategy. The purpose of the strategy is to facilitate a consistent approach to managing natural hazards between
local authorities in the region.
Method M4: Sea level rise
Wellington Regional Council will develop regional guidance for managing the impacts from sea level rise. This will include providing the best
available information on the local rates of change using tide gauge records and continuous GPS records to understand relative sea level change
and forecast estimates using the latest internationally peer-reviewed science and measurements.
Forecasts of sea level rise will be reviewed after each Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change report and a re-analysis of the local rates of
sea level change will be undertaken at least every 10 years.
The purpose of this is to enable a consistent approach between local authorities to manage climate change related coastal hazards.
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Appendix D: Links between hazard provisions - diagram
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Appendix E: Recommended Decisions on Submissions
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