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Transcription Hearing Stream Three — Climate Change

Day One

SUBMISSIONS

Proposed Change 1 to Regional Policy Statement for Wellington Region

Date:
Location:

Hearing Panel:

Monday 28 August 2023
Venue: Ngami Hotel, 213 Cuba Street, Te Aro, Wellington 6011

Commissioner Dhilum Nightingale (Chair)
Commissioner Glenice Paine
Commissioner Gillian Wratt
Commissioner Ina Kumeroa Kara-France

Hearing Advisors: Jo Nixon

Whitney Middendorf

Chair:

Natasha:

Chair:

Morena. Karakia tatou.

I would like to acknowledge the Chair and the Panel and acknowledge mana
whenua of the Greater Wellington Region and mana whenua of Whanganui-a-
Tara, since our hearings are held in beautiful Whanganui-a-Tara.

I will open with karakia.

Whakataka te hau ki te uru
Whakataka te hau ki te tonga

Kia makinakina ki uta,
Kia mataratara ki tai.

E hi ake ana te atakura he tio,
he huka, he hauhu

Tihei mauri ora!

Kia ora Natasha. Téna koutou katoa. Nau mai haere mai ki te kaupapa o te ra.
No he raka ki tiipuna na poneke ahau, kei tapu te ranga oi noho ana toku toro aka
tamariki. Ko Dhilum Nightingale toku ingoa. N0 reira téna koutou, téna koutou,
tena koutou katoa. [00.57]
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Paine:

Wratt:

Mborena, good morning. Welcome everyone. My name is Dhilum Nightingale. |
am a Barrister in Kate Shepherd Chambers and an Independent Hearings
Commissioner. I live in Tapu Te Ranga Island Bay and Te Whanganui-a-Tara,
Wellington.

It is a pleasure to welcome you all to the first day of the hearing of submissions
on the Climate Change Topic Hearing Stream Three, for Proposed Change 1 to
the Regional Policy Statement for the Wellington Region.

Jo, we don’t need to do health and safety? We’ve done all of that.

We are the Independent Hearing Panels that will be hearing submissions and
evidence and making recommendations to Council on Proposed Change 1. PC1
is being heard through two processes: a standard Schedule 1 process that will
hear submissions on non-freshwater provisions, and the Part 4 Schedule 1
Process the freshwater process that will hear submissions on freshwater
provisions.

In Minute 11, I advised about changing membership on the panels. Chair
Thompson had to make the very difficult decision to withdraw from the
freshwater hearing panel for family reasons. We are all very sorry to hear this
and our thoughts are with Commissioner Thompson and his family.

I have been appointed by the Freshwater Hearing Commissioner as Chair of the
Freshwater Panel, and will also continue my role as Chair of the Part 1 of the
Schedule 1 Panel.

This means that both panels now have completely overlapping membership,
which will help, we think, to promote integration and alignment not only
between the processes but also most importantly integration in the Change 1
Provisions.

Each Hearing Stream contains a mix of freshwater provisions and non-
freshwater provisions. We will be mindful of the specific functions and powers
of the panels through the hearing.

Both panels will sit jointly for all remaining hearing streams.

As confirmed in previous minutes, we may make recommendations for re-
categorisation of provisions between P1S1 and Freshwater Planning Instrument
processes in our recommendation reports. The final decision on this will be with
Council.

I would like to invite the Panel members to please introduce themselves.

[Loss of audio — 03.40]

Kia ora koutou katoa. Ko Gillian Wratt toku ingoa.

I am from Whakatii, Nelson. I was originally appointed just as the Freshwater

Commissioner into the Freshwater Panel, so I'm an Independent Freshwater
Commissioner. I have now been appointed also to the P1S1 Panel, as the Chair
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Kara-France:
[00.05.00]

Chair;

of now both panels mentioned, and we now have the common membership of
both panels.

My background is in science. Yes, [ am on both panels and see a lot of familiar
faces around the table, around the room, from our last hearing. Kia ora koutou.

Téna koutou katoa. Te whare e tii nei [Maori 04.58].
Ko Ina Kumeroa Kara-France toku ingoa. [Maori 06.01]

[ am an Independent Hearing Commissioner. I have been appointed to both
Panels — Freshwater Planning Process and Part 1 Schedule 1.

I am full-time employed with WSP New Zealand Limited, Tamaki Makaurau,
Transport & Planning, Maori Business Services, as the Kai Tautoko Maori
Matua [07.01], Senior Advisor Maori. [ am advocate for mana whenua on sites
concerning the legislation that protects mana whenua, cultural values and sites
of significance. I advise our engineers, architects and wider teams and our clients
accordingly on these matters, with a clear focus on mana enhancing
collaboration.

I have been newly appointed to the New Zealand Conservation Authority, Te
Pou Atawhai Taiao O Aotearoa, as a board member, nominated by Te Puni
Kokiri and appointed by the Minister of Conservation.

NO reira, t&€na koutou katoa.

Just a few quick general housekeeping points. Hearings are being recorded and
being livestreamed. If you could please speak into the microphones and say your
name before you speak, because that will be helpful for the transcript.

We will start the Climate Change Hearing Stream today with presentations from
the Council reporting officers and I think also some brief legal submissions from
counsel for the Council, and technical experts will be speaking to their evidence
and responding to questions from the Panel.

There are six S42A Reports, so a lot of information to work through.

On behalf of the Panels can I just express my sincere thanks to the Report
authors, other Council staff, the experts, for the very comprehensive reports.
That has certainly really helped us to understand the issues and we look forward
to your presentations today.

We will start hearing from submitters tomorrow, through until the end of the day
on Thursday.

If everyone could please just check that their cellphones are turned to silent
mode.

The presentation times are set out in the schedule. There will still be, I think, a
bell ringing when you are getting close to your time, just to help us all stay on
track.
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[00.10.00]

Anderson:

Guest:

Before we start, just the point that Commissioner Kara-France just made about
her recent appointment to the New Zealand Conservation Authority, we have
talked about this as a Panel. We don’t believe that this raises any issues of
conflict. The New Zealand Conservation Authority is closely involved in
conservation planning and policy development affecting the management of
public conservation areas administered by the Department of Conservation; but
it does not have that same advocacy role from my understanding. If anything, it
keeps an eye and checks that the Director General and DoC are performing their
functions well.

We don’t think that there is a conflict, but if anyone wishes to raise an issue —
and I will also be checking in with the Department of Conservation when they
present later this week — they are very welcome to contact us through the Hearing
Advisors.

With that, are there any points of process or any admin matters that anyone
would like to raise?

I think I have covered the housekeeping points. Is there anything other
members?

We will get under way. We welcome the Regional Council for their opening.

Greater Wellington Regional Council:

Téna koutou katoa. Ko Kerry Anderson toku ingoa.

Good morning everyone, Kerry Anderson and Emma Manahara is here with me
today — Legal Counsel for the Regional Council.

I was just going to give you a little run down really on the plan for the day. You
will see there wasn’t a particular slot for legal submissions, because the
submissions filed were very brief. But, Mrs Manahara and I will be here during
the day to answer legal questions as we go through the reports.

The intention is that Ms Guest will start with a general background and overview
before we get into all the S42A Reports. The intention, subject to what the Panels
wish to do, was that the 42A author would present their summary first, followed
by the technical evidence, if there was any in those groups, and then maybe move
to the questions after the two sets of summaries — albeit not all 42A authors have
a technical report.

That was really all I had to say before I hand over to Ms Guest.

Téna koutou Commissioners. Ko Pam Guest toku ingoa. Ko Kaitohutohu Matua
ahau.

Good morning. I am a Senior Policy Advisor for Greater Wellington. Thank you
for the opportunity to speak to you today about the new Climate Change Chapter
in Change 1.
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[00.15.00]

I was responsible for initiating and coordinating this new chapter. Today I am
the Reporting Officer for the climate resilience and nature based solutions topic,
which I will be speaking to this afternoon.

I just wanted to, before we started the presentations from the team, to give a brief
overview of the driving forces behind this new set of provisions and the
architecture of the RPS Climate Change Chapter.

This slide that you can see before you, last year a gentleman called Dave Lowe
gave a presentation to Greater Wellington. Dave was one of the first scientists
to start charting the rise of atmospheric carbon dioxide from a research station
in our very own Baring Head. In his talk, Dave talked about the image of earth
as seen from space and he explained how this beautiful thin blue line, that you
can see on the screen, a film of only about five to ten kilometres is what enables
life on our planet; and how continuing to see this thing blue line of five to ten
kilometres continuing to be filled with greenhouse gases makes no sense
whatsoever. Having chartered it for the last fifty years, chartered the rise of CO2,
how it continues to fill him with despair that people are not listening to his
message. But, he is not without hope.

As we are all only too acutely aware, climate change is impacting our
communities now. These impacts will increase and the rate of increase is
happening faster than anticipated.

Every week seems to see another significant event on the evening news and new
terms slipping into our vocabulary. Floods, slips, marine heatwaves, heat domes,
atmospheric rivers and wildfires have all caused significant damage to our
communities and the natural environment over the past few months even.

In May this year the inter-governmental panel on climate change released their
latest report. It amounted to thousands of pages of scientific review of human
knowledge on climate change, and it boiled down to one final warning: Act now
or will be too late.

Recently, a review of a book called ‘Not too Late: Changing the Climate Story
from Despair to Possibility’ dropped into my newsfeed. A core message from
this was that it will be a series of small and imperfect changes that will edge us
closer to building the momentum in a critical mass that we hope will eventually
shift the status quo, and that if we all act now that a climate resilient future is
still possible.

We’re seeing RPS Change 1 as one such small and probably imperfect shift in
the status quo.

On the back of this, Greater Wellington declared a climate emergency in 2019
and determined to include a new climate change chapter in Change 1. The
climate change chapter captures Greater Wellington’s ambition to be proactive,
bold and a strategic regional leader in this space. This is one of the quotes from
Darren [16.38] who is the Chair of GWRC.

When RPS Change 1 was being developed near on two years ago, there were
four key issues that Council wanted to see included. It's impetus was the NPS-
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[00.20.00]

UD, the National Policy Statement for Urban Development. The Council could
just have gone ahead and introduced this new set of provisions to enable further
housing intensification, but the Council determined that they wanted to actually
look at the issues in tandem; they wanted to bound urban development with
climate change, biodiversity, freshwater and other matters, to make sure that we
didn’t enable that further development without actually putting the
environmental boundaries around it.

In terms of the Climate Chapter itself, it's got a set of eight new objectives.
Climate Change is across cutting issues, so it actually affects the whole of the
RPS document and none of the objectives from the other topics actually
influence, have climate change wrapped into them.

There’s there main tranches of policies and methods that we have developed to
actually give effect to those objectives. I just want to quickly talk about that
architecture.

The first one is about addressing the cause itself and the greenhouse gas
emissions. We have got five key sources of emissions. You will see that some
of the topics are focused on that. Mr Wyeth will be talking about agriculture,
energy waste in industry. We have a team here talking about transport, and that
will be the reports that you will be hearing this morning.

The second tranche of policy provisions are around what we call nature-based
solutions, which as you’re probably aware is using the natural environment to
actually help us react and respond to climate change. That can be from both a
mitigation perspective, so using forests and wetlands to reduce carbon
emissions, but also to provide resilience — so in terms of things like having sand
dunes to protect our communities. We see nature-based solutions as a bridging
across the both mitigation and adaptation.

Then the third tranche of policies around building climate resilience and
adaptations, addressing natural hazards, looking at adaptation planning and what
we can do to help our communities to be prepared for the change that’s going to
come for the next twenty or thirty years. Even if we get on top of greenhouse
gases, we know that there’s a big change that’s coming; so we are looking to
actually support our communities as best and as fast as we can.

You will see in the tables that actually try and pull things together. They’re a
little bit confusing, but they do show that for each objective we have a whole
range of policies and methods. Some of the policies are from other parts of the
RPS. Again, we’ve tried very hard to have an integrating framework to the RPS,
to try and pull everything together from different areas.

In concluding, I would just like to highlight the critical role that we as planning
professionals have to play to support our communities to respond to the climate
emergency, and to look for every possible opportunity to ensure that the climate
response is front and central to resource management decision-making.

As neatly summarised by the Secretary-General, the IPCC Report is a clarion
call to massively fast-track climate efforts by every country in every sector and
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Wyeth:

Chair:

Guest:

Chair;

Wyeth:

on every timeframe. Our world needs climate action on all fronts: everything,
everywhere, all at once.

Thank you. I will hand over to Mr Wyeth.
Just waiting for the presentation to load.

Just while you are getting that ready Mr Wyeth, Ms Guest, thank you for those
opening comments.

Just on the issue of architecture I did have a question about some provisions.
Feel free to respond later, but maybe just while we are waiting I can ask these
questions now.

There were some provisions that seemed to be part of Proposed Change 1, but I
couldn’t actually see them allocated to a specific topic. Those provisions are:
Method CC.10 — and sorry if they are there and I have missed them; Method
CC.10 and Method CC.7. Definitely those two and there might actually be one
more as well. So, maybe just on that point of architecture if you wouldn’t mind,
or one of the Council officers coming back on that please.

Sure. Will have a look into it. It may be that there were no submissions on the
provisions, which is why they’re not there. But, that should have been indicated
if that was the case. I will come back to you on those.

Thanks Mr Wyeth.

Téna koutou katoa. Good morning Hearing Panels. My name is Jerome Wyeth,
the Reporting Officer on behalf of Council for the Climate Change general topic.
I am going to provide a brief presentation that will cover the provisions in this
topic, key issues raised in submissions, key recommendations in my S42A
Report in response and then I will conclude with a brief overview of outstanding
issues and submitter evidence and my rebuttal evidence recommendations in
response.

In terms of the provisions addressed in this topic, as the Panel is aware, Change
1 introducing new Climate Change Chapter, Chapter 3.1A. This topic covers
introductory text and the six climate change regionally significant issues in that
chapter. It also addresses five climate change objectives — Objective CC.1, CC.2,
CC.3, CC.7 and CC.8. It addresses one policy which is Policy CCA the key
objective, which provides direction to Regional District Plans to include
provisions to prioritise reducing greenhouse emissions; Method CC.1 which is
a non-regulatory method to support, enable and implement a climate change,
education and behaviour change programme; and Method CC.2, which is a non-
regulatory method to develop guidelines around avoiding, reducing and
offsetting greenhouse gas emissions.

Lastly, it also covers one anticipated environment result and for climate change
definitions.

As expected, there was a significant number of submissions on this topic —
approximately 342 original submission points and 246 further submissions
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[00.25.05]

points. Broadly the key issues in submissions relate to the extent to which
Change 1 should address climate change mitigation at all.

The potential for the provisions in Change 1 to duplicate or conflict with national
policy and legislation concerns with the emissions reduction targets in Objective
CC.3, and in particular the extent to which these can be achieved under the
RMA, and within the RMA respective functions and Regional Councils and
territorial authorities; and concerns around Policy CCA, particularly how it
would be implemented and some concerns around the practical challenges of
creating an offsetting regime for greenhouse gas emissions.

In terms of the key recommendations in my S42A Report, at a broad level I
recommend retaining the general intent of the provisions, on the basis this is a
regionally significant resource management issue that requires immediate
action; amendments to clarify some of the outcomes sought in the objectives,
while retaining the general focus and intent of those objectives; some substantive
amendments to Policy CC.8 to provide more specific direction on the approach
to reducing and avoiding emissions and taking less focus on offsetting
emissions; refocusing Method CC.2 to focus on developing guidelines to support
the implement of CC.8. Importantly, I see these two provisions working in
tandem to ensure that when CC.8 is developed it's done in a coordinated and
cost-effective manner that is aligned with the national climate change response.

I also recommend a new definition of greenhouse gas emissions which
incorporates the notified definitions of greenhouse gases and emissions.

In terms of the outstanding areas of contention in submitter evidence, there is
still some residual concerns around the achievability of the Climate Change
Objectives under the RMA, in particular CC.1, CC.2, CC.7 and CC.8.

Some remaining concerns with the Objective CC.3 and the emissions reduction
targets. Again, some concerns around the achievability of the targets under the
RMA, the sector specific targets and how the targets will be practically assessed
through planning and consenting processes.

Also a number of concerns with Policy CC.8 in terms of the application to
Territorial Authorities, some concerns around the complexity of the policy, and
some requests that it be deferred until the guidelines under Method CC.2 are
available; and conversely also some requests to strengthen the wording of the
policy.

Broadly in response, I recommend that the objectives are retained, as I believe
they serve a clear resource management purpose and are achievable under the
RMA.

I do however recommend some changes to the introduction section of the chapter
to clarify the role of the RPS within a broader national climate change context;
also clarifying that Objective CC.3 is not intended to be applied as a hard limit,
or as an allegation regime between different sectors.

I do recommend amendments to Objective CC.3 to simplify the Objective, to
focus on two key targets and remove the transport specific targets.
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Roos:

[00.30.00]

Minor amendments to Objective CC.7 and CC.8 to clarify scope, and I
recommend retaining the policy direction in Policy CC.8 while expanding on
the explanation.

I will now hand over to Mr Roos.

My name is Jake Roos. I have been asked and involved with the RPS in a
technical capacity, to answer questions related to emission reduction, targets and
pathways, globally, nationally and regionally.

My background is in climate change mitigation and local government; a field
which I have been involved in for over twenty years.

I will use my time now to set contact for such targets and explain why I am of
the firm belief that we can exit the dire predicament that the human race finds
itself in by cutting our greenhouse gas emissions strongly and quickly.

Can I have my first slide please?

I will start with these graphs. The one on the left are the measurements of
atmospheric CO2 concentration taken at Baring Head, at the mouth of our
harbour here. Ms Guest referred to earlier that Dave Lowe was involved with
that, so we have a connection. The record of global CO2 concentration through
direct measurement goes back to 1957 or thereabouts, at the top of [29.45].

This section here starts in the ‘70s. As you can see, it is going upwards, and in
fact, it seems to even be slightly curving upwards in not just a straight line.

Nothing seriously has dented this trend during this period. There was a stock
market crash, the World Trade Centre, the global financial crisis, the Covid
pandemic, etc. You will notice that’s not had any significant effect on that trend.

On the right hand is a measurement of the methane concentration in the
atmosphere. This is showing an alarming upwards curve as well, a much
stronger one, which is actually out of step with known emissions of methane. It
could be due to an actual feedback effect, a tipping point in the climate, that
warmer temperatures are causing organisms to produce more methane. So,
methane emissions are going up very strongly too.

This is global CO2 over a much longer timeframe, in fact 800,000 years — all the
orange part derived from ice cores from Antarctica, which recorded the
concentration of CO2 in the atmosphere over that period.

As you can see, it's never been above 300 parts per million in all of that period,
and now we are up at 420. The human race as a distinct species emerged as far
as we tell about 200,000 years ago. So, the human race has never known
anything like this. In fact, CO2 concentration reaching period height, which is
similar to the Pliocene three million years ago, and during that period in history
there were crocodiles living at the North Pole.

This is a shorter timeframe, since the last ice age, which ended approximately
12,000 years ago. This period is referred to as the Holocene. This is a
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[00.35.04]

reconstruction of temperatures during the Holocene. We seem to be thoroughly
outside those boundaries now as well; so the global temperatures are at least one
degree warmer than the pre-industrial average, and the Holocene thermal
maximum is around about point seven.

The human race relies on agriculture which requires a stable climate. All of
human civilisation has developed during this period. Prior to this we were
hunter-gatherers, nomads. We are outside known safe boundaries for the
support of our mode of living.

This graph illustrates the global greenhouse gases; so that’s all gases and not just
CO2, measured by the GWP method, to put into a common unit of CO2
equivalent, and have been increasing significantly since 1990. The blue bars
show the projected effect of all of the nations of the worlds pledges, called the
NDCs, toward curbing emissions and where that will put us in terms of
emissions. Basically pledge and targets are stronger than the actual policies in
action which sit behind those targets. As you can see, it causes a minor deviation
downwards in emissions.

The green pathway is the medium pathway consistent with limiting global
warming to 1.5 degrees with low or limited overshoot this century, with a 550
percent probability; so half a change of limiting warming to 1.5 degrees.

We can see that the commitments of governments around the world are
massively inadequate.

I think it is important to talk about this 1.5 degrees compatible pathway. As I
said, these pathways only have a 50 percent chance of achieving the goal and in
fact what is put into the IPCC reports is an ensemble of different projections into
the future. Often we concentrate on the median of all of those different scenarios
in the ensemble.

What that means is that half of the scenarios have much higher levels of
emissions reduction. Essentially, if you took the median scenario, you’re taking
a 50 percent coin flip on a coin flip. There’s a 75 percent chance that you will
not achieve the objective.

We’re talking about the future of the human race here. I like to use the analogy
of, “Would you get on an aeroplane if you knew it had a 75 percent chance of
crashing on that flight?” But, of course it's much worse than that: it's not just
you getting on the aeroplane, it's the entire world.

The more our emissions are cut the better off we’ll be. We don’t have perfect
information about the future. These models can only provide insight into what a
safe pathway would be, but we do know, and science tells us very strongly, the
more we cut emissions the better off we will be. Every contribution helps —
especially when it comes to these climate tipping points, where it's not just
incremental change in the climate system, but there is a sudden dramatic change
in the climate system. I have given several examples in my evidence, but one
would be the loss of the Amazon, which completely converts into a savannah
after a certain temperature rise; a methane release from the permafrost in the
Northern Hemisphere, or the complete loss of Arctic sea ice at the North Pole.
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[00.40.10]

Next slide please.

This graphic is a representation of what New Zealand is doing in relation to the
Paris Agreement goals. The black line is our historical emissions and the blue
line is what our agreed policies such as the Emissions Trading Scheme and the
whole suite of things on the Statute books in New Zealand will do to reduce our
emissions.

Excuse me Mr Roos, sorry to interrupt you. On the version that we are seeing, |
think because the timer is at the bottom of our screen we’ve got a quarter of our
screen that we can’t actually read. Is it possible to change that whole bottom
right hand part? We can’t actually read. Sorry to interrupt you.

I have the same issue. You won’t be able to see it there either.
Please continue. I’m sure our AV expert will be able to help. Thanks.

There is a graphic on the left and one on the right. The one on the left includes
an allowance for what is economically efficient for New Zealand to do and the
right hand side is a straight forward fair share, which reflects our emissions today
and our emissions over the history of New Zealand, which are much higher than
the global average in that of many countries.

Even though what you see is that when economic efficiency is taken into
account, NDC, that is our pledge to the world, is almost sufficient, but on a
straight forward fair-share basis it is insufficient.

The first green dot, the 1.5 degree model domestic pathway, that is the median
scenario I was referring to earlier, and the lower dot, the green square, is the fair-
share dot; so that again reflects our historic emissions and our higher emissions
today.

Again just taking the median scenario, yes if every nation in the world within
their country achieved the median scenario that would add up to what we needed
to do globally, but it would be grossly unfair because some countries have very
low emissions and others have very high emissions.

Anyway, our domestic targets are actually far short of our NDC target. I think
that is a really very important point; that New Zealand already has two different
sets of targets — carbon budgets and what’s enshrined in the Climate Change
Response Act and our NDC. Our NDC is almost in line with 1.5 degrees, if you
don’t use a fair share, but our legislated domestic targets are not. In fact, they
are nearly 100 million tons short of that NDC target.

A massive shortfall which the government plans to make up for by buying
reductions of emissions from overseas, but there is no clear pathway for us to do
that at present.

Often it's said that because New Zealand is a small country therefore we should
be excused from action, but clearly the logic of that is somewhat shaky, given
that there are countless emissions sources in the world and any of them viewed
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in isolation as a percentage of global emissions is of course tiny. If that logic
extended means that no-one would do anything, and clearly we can’t do that.

I will also just round-up by talking about short-lived gases. That’s been
something that it's been objected that we don’t have split gas targets for the in
the RPS Objective CC.3.

Essentially, it doesn’t provide any additional insight into what we should doing.
We know we need to cut emissions of short-lived and long-lived gases. The more
we cut them the better off we will be. The use of split gas really does not change
that picture to any meaningful degree.

Essentially, it's often said that methane omissions don’t need to be nett zero.
Certainly they can’t be gross zero because there are all sorts of natural processes,
including our food production that produces methane. They can be reduced but
not to zero. Emissions pathways with a higher likelihood of the achieving the
goals of the Paris agreement essentially have the warming effect of short-lived
gases like methane being offset by removals of CO2, i.e. they are nett zero or
nett negative for all greenhouse gases.

Finally, just on the topic of targets, I’ve talked a lot about science. Targets can
only be informed by science. In and of themselves science cannot tell politicians
what the targets should be, because there are all these global equity issues and
of course local equity issues that need to be addressed.

However, if we waited until we had perfect information before setting policy
objectives, we wouldn’t have any at all, because we will never have perfect
information.

Whether a target is achievable or not depends on many factors, but one of those
is the level of effort that’s made to achieve it.

Thank you very much.
Thank you. We might start with questions for Mr Wyeth if that suits the panel.

Thank you Mr Roos. I find this really complicated, what you have just been
talking about.

Can you just explain for my understanding a “fair share”, our fair share, as in
New Zealand’s fair share of the whole global situation? That’s what you’re
saying.

The “fair share” approach recognises the contribution that different countries
have made to total emissions. For example, the lion’s share of emissions over
the history of the world have been emitted by the United States, who had their
economy running faster on fossil fuels sooner than many other countries, who
have basically come late to the fossil fuel party. Those emissions over their
history have caused, to a large extent, the warming that we have seen today.

CO2 in particular accumulates in the atmosphere; so historic emissions matter
essentially, in terms of where we are at and where we need to get to.

Transcription HS3 Climate Change Day One — 28 August 2023 12



595
596
597
598
599
600
601
602
603
604
605
606
607
608
609
610
611
612
613
614
615
616
617
618
619
620
621
622
623
624
625
626
627
628
629
630
631
632
633
634
635
636
637
638
639
640
641
642
643
644
645
646

[00.45.00]

Paine:

Roos:

A fair share approach recognises that essentially if we think of the amount of,
say carbon dioxide, that we can emit into the atmosphere and stay below 1.5
degrees as a cake, certain countries have eaten most of the cake, and there’s only
a little bit of cake left.

A fair share approach would say, “Instead of just dividing the remaining slice of
cake evenly between all the countries of the world, why don’t we recognise the
fact that some countries have already eaten most of the cake.” That would
include basically all of the developed nations, including New Zealand. We have
had extremely high emissions per capita and per capita is usually the way that
it's assessed, over our history because of agriculture and deforestation in the 20
century.

Thank you. That was the per capita is what I was looking at.

The other thing, and I understand what you were saying about short-lived gases
and long-lived and methane, and that we need to cut our emissions. The
argument about methane not being counted or being split is not an argument at
all.

Can you just explain that a little more to me?

Of course. Methane has an average lifespan in the atmosphere of around about
twelve years and then it is mostly removed by natural processes. But during that
time he traps a lot of heat from the sun. The widely used method of getting all
these different greenhouse gases, not just methane, into a common denomination
is using something called global warming potential, which is basically to work
out their warming effect and then average it over a common time period. The
commonly used time period is one hundred years.

Methane causes a lot of warming in the short term, but it peters off. If you
average it over a whole hundred years per ton of methane emitted, there is 27
more times warming from methane than carbon dioxide.

When we talk about CO2 equivalent, it's basically getting all gases into the same
unit of CO2, and that is how much warming does it cause per ton to CO2?

The criticism is that because methane falls out of the atmosphere more quickly
then eventually you get into a state where if you maintain constant methane
emissions then there will be a constant amount of warming; but it won’t be
increasing. Whereas CO2 because it accumulates in the atmosphere, if you have
a constant of emissions, cumulative emissions keep going up and therefore
warming keeps increasing.

The argument is we don’t have to reduce short-lived gases as much, we just have
to keep them steady or reduce them a little bit to neutralise additional warming.

What that ignores is the fact that the flow rate of methane we have at the moment
is already causing a big chunk of warming that we have experienced pre-
industrial times. Effectively, the emitters of that methane have claimed part of
that 1.5 degrees that we have allowed ourselves and said, “This is ours. We
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[00.50.10]

Wyeth:

Paine:

Wyeth:

Paine:

Kara-France:

won’t take anymore, but we’re going to keep what we have got.” Grandfathered
entitlement, if you will.

But, in fact, if we are trying to stay below 1.5 degrees, if we reduce emissions
of short-lived gases then we’ll actually cause a little bit of cooling. That chunk
of 1.5 degrees that they’re occupying at the moment will start to shrink down;
will start to shave off a few tenths of a degree off the global temperature, which
is enormously useful when you’re trying to limit global warming.

Essentially, reducing methane and other short-lived gases is enormously helpful
to meeting the Paris agreement goals, as agreed by the government itself when
it signed up to the global methane pledge at the 2022 or possibly 2021
conference and parties, which was basically a pledge saying, “Let's all focus on
methane, otherwise we’re going to shoot straight past 1.5 degrees.”

Thank you Mr Roos. That’s really helpful.
Madam Chair I have just a couple of questions for Mr Wyeth.

Good morning Mr Wyeth. One of the things in your S42A Report, you talked
about, and you have done so, an Objective CC.8, removing the words “iwi” and
“hapti” and we have just mana whenua/tangata whenua.

I was just wondering, the weight, or how the Council would view a submission
from a hapt or from individual Maori. I how does that sit?

So, we’ve got mana whenua/tangata whenua. Does that include a hapii? How
are those decisions made?

I guess it's maybe a question more for counsel, but I guess my understanding is
the term mana whenua/tangata whenua was agreed with all the partners in the
region and that’s why that wording has been used throughout the Change 1
provisions. I guess my understanding is that counsel knows who mana whenua/
tangata whenua is, and who the iwi partners are, and if they got any request from
a hapt in relation to what those terms meant, then that’s really a conversation
between counsel and hapii to work that out I guess.

I understand. I probably wasn’t talking about levels of primacy or anything like
that. It was if we’re not mana whenua/tangata whenua and we’re Maori, are we
a community? What are we? [ am just trying to find somewhere in here that says,
“This is where you are,” and the weight that the Council might append to that.
[ understand what you’re saying Mr Wyeth.

I guess those provisions like Objective CC.8, is my understanding directly aimed
at mana whenua partners, so iwi authorities in the region.

I will just leave that there for people to ponder. Thank you Madam Chair.
Kia ora Mr Roos. Thank you for your presentation. Much appreciated.

You spoke about the science having limited solution base. In regards to
matauranga Maori... first of all, I've done a big reading exercise on all the
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[00.55.00]
Kara-France:

documentation and I can see clearly and I acknowledge your treaty partners and
you’re at the decision-making table with your mana whenua/tangata whenua and
iwi Maori, O Te Whanganui-a-Tara, and it certainly is evident with in the
documentation that I have read. So, congratulations.

A lot of what I have read however is in terms of an acknowledgement from
Atiawa Ki Whakarongotai, they’ve mentioned here in regards to te a0 Maori and
matauranga Maori solutions. Have you explored that further in regards to the
taki that you hold and you have just presented to us?

Specifically I was asked to comment on targets and what would be an
appropriate level of reductions, and what the options would be. I haven’t been
asked to go deeply into the methods that we would use to achieve those targets.
I’'m obviously aware of a wide range of them, but we could undertake many
different combinations of approaches; and that hasn’t been set through the RPS,
it's more of a high level direction which is aligned with science and is informed
by things like making a fair share contribution.

In terms of achievability absolutely there is a lot of content in the RPS regarding
the methods and using nature based solutions. Ms Guest might want to comment
on what other content we have there.

Thank you. Maybe we can come back with a more fulsome list of provisions
that actually pick up on te ao Maori, but just one quickly checking through the
document, we have Method CC.1 which is around a climate change, education
and behaviour change programme which is recognising the need to include te ao
Maori and matauranga Maori perspectives in that. There are a number of other
methods, things like nature-based solutions, where we talk about working in
partnership with our mana whenua partners. It's integrated through a number of
provisions. We’re happy if you would like us to package those together, if that
would be helpful we could do that.

Thank you Ms Guest and Mr Roos.

In regards to the te ao Maori perspective and matauranga Maori, it's ancestral
knowledge handed down through generations. That ancestral knowledge is
handed down by atua. Everything is interconnected in the ecology and the
biodiversity system, in the perspective of te ao Maori.

Everything has a place. Everything has a role and specific work to do within that
ecology system. For example, if you get rid of a beetle it has an adverse impact
on Maori perspective, etc. etc. They do have mechanisms in terms of the atua,
to actually remedy, avoid and emission gas based on te ao Maori perspective,
which I really encourage you to explore with your treaty partners further in terms
of their matauranga Maori solutions concerning emission gases, because there
are solutions there.

May I also add that matauranga Maori is also Maori science and acknowledged
as Maori science. I encourage you to please explore further conversations with

your treaty partners.

Kia ora.
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[01.00.10]

I have a comment/question for Mr Wyeth. Perhaps just a quick question though
first for Mr Roos. The 1.5 degree sea target, what is the current level that the
globe is at? Compared to that 1.5 degrees where are we now in relation to that
target?

The UN Secretary General used the figure of 1.2 degrees, which certainly was
reached during 2016 and quite possibly we have exceeded in the last month or
so. I believe July was the hottest July ever recorded.

Global temperature is driven by human release of greenhouse gases, but also the
other processes that occur in nature. One you would have heard a lot about is La
Nina and El Nino, which is essentially to do with the amount of heat being
released from the ocean. The ocean does us massive favours with regards to
climate change. It absorbs about half of human emissions of CO2, making the
ocean more acidic unfortunately. It takes half away and it absorbs about 95
percent of the heat of the sun as well. It's an absolutely massive heat sink.

The issue with El Nino is that some of that heat, due to circulation patterns within
the ocean comes out, and the balance between what heat is stored in the ocean
and what heat is stored in the atmosphere changes. So, you have both effects
going on at the same time.

We are experiencing a whole set of new extremes now because of El Nino couple
with the base level of warming that we have caused.

Thank you. Hence the urgency which you are putting in your presentation. We
are rapidly approaching that 1.5.

Absolutely. We will probably pass 1.5 degrees before 2030. The question is for
how long?

When there is these references to low or limited overshoot, there are some
emission pathways where temperatures go quite a long way above 1.5 degrees,
but by drawing emissions out of the atmosphere we cool the earth back off again
to below that level. Obviously that’s extremely risky because if the temperature
increases you could trigger points, and of course you have all the extreme
weather associated with that higher temperature until things get better, which is
again an outrageously dangerous thing to do.

Thank you.

My Wyeth, this is sort of a comment and sort of a question. In relation to the
provisions and the amendments you have proposed to the provisions, and the
submissions in particular from the Territorial Authorities, there seem to me to
be quite a gap between those — between the aspirations of Greater Wellington
Regional Council and some of the submissions coming through from the
Territorial Authorities.

That will really be some questions for the submitters when we are hearing from
them, but my question for you really is, how is your thinking now in terms of

Transcription HS3 Climate Change Day One — 28 August 2023 16



802
803
804
805
806
807
808
809
810
811
812
813
814
815
816
817
818
819
820
821
822
823
824
825
826
827
828
829
830
831
832
833
834
835
836
837
838
839
840
841
842
843
844
845
846
847
848
849
850
851
852
853

Wyeth:

Wratt:
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Roos:

Chair:

Roos:

the alignment between Greater Wellington Regional Council and the Territorial
Authorities that your Regional Policy Statement will apply to?

I guess it's fair to say the aspirations in relation to climate change are somewhat
different between local authorities in the region, and obviously Greater
Wellington is quite ambitious in that respect.

I guess from a planning perspective how I looked at it, is that both Regional
Councils and Territorial Authorities have functions in relation to greenhouse gas
emissions and climate change. Obviously more points or discharges fall within
the remit of Regional Councils, but Territorial Authorities play an important role
in my view in helping to reduce greenhouse gas emissions through controls and
land use activities.

Despite differences of opinion I think they have a statutory role in this area.

Thank you for that. Thank you both for your very comprehensive reports and
your evidence today.

Kia ora Mr Roos. Can I just confirm? I do have some questions for you relating
to the agricultural emissions topic. You will still be here when we get around to
that later today? Okay, great, I might save those questions for then.

In your slides earlier (and is it okay to bring those back up — one in particular, I
think the very last one) I just want to check I understand the implementation gap
that you talked about.

You talked, as I understand it, about targets, and I think you’re saying targets
around the world are stronger than the modelled action. I just want to understand.

Actually, the slide before this shows this a little bit more clearly, if you would
like to go back one.

We’ve got policies in action in darker blue Commissioner Nightingale, and
pledges and targets in the lighter blue. Essentially, what that means is
governments have said that they’re going to do more than is actually on the
statute books, in terms of policies that would achieve those targets.

There’s been assessment of the effects of all the policies that exist or are planned
and they don’t add up to that much. The governments have said they’ve set
higher targets. Not that high as it turns out: they’re not even close to 1.5 degrees
compatible, but there is a gap between the stated ambition and what they’ve
actually got in process to achieve those targets.

That green line, is that saying...

The combined effort of everyone in the world would reduce... that effort would
reduce emissions that much — because this is a graph of total greenhouse gas
emissions down, as you can see by approximately half by 2030 compared to
where they are now, that would be compatible with limiting global warming to
1.5 degrees with lower limited overshoot — 50 percent chance.
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Chair;

Roos:

Basically, we’re not on track at all. When I say we I mean all the nations of the
world.

So, the gap between what governments are pledging to achieve is not even...
Not even compatible with the Paris Agreement goals, correct.
The slide after this one, if you wouldn’t mind. Thank you.

This shows New Zealand’s rating and this is by the climate action tracker.
They’re an NGO, but I understand that they’re...

Highly reputable, yes.

This is saying that New Zealand, model domestic pathways, is this what has
been modelled by the Climate Change Commission and the ERP?

No, that’s what is modelled by the climate action tracker. That’s slightly
confusing. That is a pathway they’ve constructed, which was you can see it's
roughly halving emissions by 2030.

That would be not a fair share of the global effort to cut emissions, but it would
be an equal share. That’s what the green line and the green diamonds show —
approximately halving of greenhouse gas emissions.

What have they based that on? Is that based on the governments nett zero by
2050?

No, it's based in IPCC scenario. As I was saying before, if the world, every
country, all emitters, reduced emissions by about half by 2030 then we would
have a fifty percent change of staying below 1.5 degrees warming; or that is to
say half of the scenario show that.

That was the 25 percent, two coin flips I was talking about before. It's the two
coin flip path with fair portioning out of the cake, with everyone getting an equal
share of the cake. That’s New Zealand getting as much cake per capita as
everyone else. Whereas, the green square is the fair share, which recognised
we’ve eaten a lot of cake already.

The policies in action, they’ve also modelled that. They’ve looked at what New
Zealand is saying it will achieve?

Yes. It shows policies in action and what they thing everything we’ve said we’ll
do will achieve, and our NDC target is what we’ve pledges to the world, to the
UN FCCC.

The actual domestic targets, the domestic carbon budgets, which cover the
period from 2011 to 2030, as I said before, that’s 100 million tons short. So, if
you can imagine, if we achieve our carbon budgets, which there are currently
insufficient actions in train to achieve anyway, but say we did achieve and stay
within those carbon budgets, then I guess we would land somewhere halfway
between the NDC and policies in action.
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[01.10.00]
Roos:

Chair;

Wyeth:

Is this on the left or this based on fair share?
On the left. Not fair share.
So, you said we go halfway between...

The model policies in action and the NDC target. Like I say, that’s approximate.
What’s known is that we are 100 million tons of emissions short in our domestic
carbon emissions budgets for the period 2021 to 2030. You can imagine, that’s
approximately 11 million tons per year. You can see the lines on that graph are
separated by 20 million tons. If we achieve our emissions budgets we will not
end up the NDC target, we will end up somewhere above it and we’ll have to
buy the difference from overseas.

So, at best, we’re somewhere highly insufficient and almost sufficient.
Correct.

I appreciate this is a massive question but why does the Climate Change
Commission then feel confident that the pathways that they set and the ERP, if
those are met that we will be able to achieve nett zero by 2050.

Because they are working according to the Climate Change Response Act,
which says that we will contribute to achieving a 1.5 degree sea emissions
reduction globally; which a contribution to could be any size. You could
contribute one percent, a hundred percent, .0001 percent. It's all a contribution.

So, from a legal perspective there is no issue. Also, including that, because it's
been enshrined in law they have to treat methane differently. It's actually the
main explanation for the difference between the domestic emissions budgets and
the NDC.

I didn’t realise we’re running out of time. [ will move on with my other questions
I’ve got.

The whole framework, so starting with the climate legislation, the ERP which is
also now part of the legislative framework, can you explain, or maybe this is a
question for Mr Wyeth, how regional targets are actually set? Is it the RPS that
sets those? I know we’ve also go the Regional Land Transport Plan and we’ve
got various other strategies. Where does Wellington Region’s targets come
from? How are they set?

My understanding is there’s no legislative requirement to set regional targets
anywhere, it's more an ambition that certain local authorities have done —
Auckland Council for example, and Wellington City would be another one.

There’s no expectation in the CCRA as I understand around regional targets.
But, obviously Greater Wellington decide to set them to address what they
perceive is a significant issue and give them some legislative weight through the
RPS.

Transcription HS3 Climate Change Day One — 28 August 2023 19



958
959
960
961
962
963
964
965
966
967
968
969
970
971
972
973
974
975
976
977
978
979
980
981
982
983
984
985
986
987
988
989
990
991
992
993
994
995
996
997
998
999
1000
1001
1002
1003
1004
1005
1006
1007

Chair:

Roos:

Chair:

Roos:

[01.15.02]

Chair:

The Climate Change Commission talk in it's Low Emissions Future for Aotearoa
Report about how central and local government need to be aligned and work
closely together to achieve emissions budgets and targets. It's important to
ensure that central and local government actions support the same climate action
goals.

You’re obviously aware that there are various submitters that talk about the
targets being proposed in PC1 are out of line with what the government is staging
New Zealand will do. Mr Roos, I read your evidence, which was very helpful,
talking about how it's okay to aim higher because it's about contributing to nett
Zero.

If you’ve considered the rebuttal evidence that submitters have presented on this
point, has your view on that changed?

No Commissioner Nightingale it has not. There is currently no national effort to
apportion national targets or carbon budgets out to the regions, or local
government at all. The wording around working with local government is quite
non-specific about exactly what that means. Every amount of emissions
abatement we can achieve is helpful.

This idea of inconsistency, everything is pointing in the same direction, so I just
can’t see where that would cause an issue.

The Regional Emissions Reduction Plan which you refer to in para 75 and I
think also in your rebuttal statement, could you talk about who sets that? How
is that developed?

The Greater Wellington Leadership Committee has that as a project. You might
be aware of the purpose of the Committee, which is all the councils including
Horowhenua and Central Government — doing spatial planning essentially.

They’re working on that project. They have said that they will not set any targets,
they will just have essentially a strategy and action plan to help achieve other
targets, whatever they might be. It could be the RPS target, it could be the
national target, or it could be some other target.

How that’s agreed I guess is a consensus building might have to be reached. I
think there is going to be difficulty in motivating parties that aren’t members of
the leadership committee to do anything, since it will be a non-statutory
document.

In Objective CC.3, and I am looking at the version with Mr Wyeth’s
recommended changes, there are some submitters I think Dr Kirk... sorry, I
think their relief is on Policy CC.5.

My question is about whether the words “nett greenhouse gas emissions” should
be “gross” — or if nett is the appropriate word to use there. This is in Objective
CC.3.

Transcription HS3 Climate Change Day One — 28 August 2023 20



1008
1009
1010
1011
1012
1013
1014
1015
1016
1017
1018
1019
1020
1021
1022
1023
1024
1025
1026
1027
1028
1029
1030
1031
1032
1033
1034
1035
1036
1037
1038
1039
1040
1041
1042
1043
1044
1045
1046
1047
1048
1049
1050
1051
1052
1053
1054
1055
1056
1057
1058
1059

Roos:

Chair;

Roos:

Chair;

Wyeth:

[01.20.00]
Wratt;

Wyeth:

The difference between nett and gross emissions is essentially the inclusion of
forestry and the effect of forests in either causing emissions or actually more
frequently removing CO2 from the atmosphere.

A target that’s “nett” includes forestry: one that is “gross” does not.

If we had only a gross emissions target it would be silent on what contribution
would be expected from the forestry sector. It would also need to be a different
target because if you just said 50 percent gross there’s actually a much strong
requirement for reducing emissions than 50 percent nett.

The anticipated environmental result that Mr Wyeth suggests refers to nett
greenhouse gas emissions being reduced, and yet Policy CC.8 which sets out the
hierarchy for reductions talks about in the first instance gross emissions are
avoided or reduced, and where that doesn’t happen then offsetting increases in
nett are avoided.

Is that all consistent in your view?

Yes. There is no issue there. It's generally accepted that reducing gross emissions
is a higher priority than reducing nett emissions; because if you can avoid putting
say carbon dioxide into atmosphere you don’t have to go to the trouble of
removing it and storing it safely for millennia. That is the advantage of growth
emissions reduction. That policy covers that off as a priority.

So, in (a) of Objective CC.3, it says, “Wellington Region are reduced to
contribute to a 50 percent reduction in greenhouse gas emissions from 2019
levels by 2030. Does that need to have gross or nett before it?

I’ll comment. The targets in Objective CC.3 they are intended to be nett
emissions; so the regional targets that include the contribution of forestry.

Policy CC.8 has a deliberate focus on avoiding increasing growth submissions
as a priority; so sort of what Mr Roos said, that the priority is always to reduce
grows emissions, and then there’s a second order of priority to think about nett
emissions.

We are trying to use gross emissions deliberately when we do. We’re using nett
emissions and gross emissions deliberately. So, basically, when you’re not
referring to nett emissions we’re talking about gross emissions.

I would just like to clarify how I’ve recommended amendments to the definition
of greenhouse gas emissions. I think there’s an opportunity to make that clearer
by saying when we are talking about greenhouse gas emissions we are talking
about gross emissions, less expressly otherwise.

Can I just clarify that?

In clause 8 and Objective CC.3, that just talks about reduction in greenhouse gas
emissions. That doesn’t say nett.

That should be nett.
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Wratt:

Wyeth:

Wratt:

Wyeth:

Chair:

Wyeth:

Chair:

Wyeth:

Chair:

Wyeth:

Just one other quick question if I may.

How do those targets that you’ve now got on there, contributing to 50 percent
reduction in nett greenhouse gas emissions from 2019 levels by 2030 and nett
zero by 2050, how do those align with government targets? Just in terms of that
point that’s been made about inconsistency of what Greater Wellington Regional
Council target, compared to our national targets?

If I may answer that.
That is a stronger target than is set in law by the government.

That’s the target set in law. Is there anywhere else in government policy which
does indicate anything aligned with these targets?

The NDC is stronger than the CCRA target. [ haven’t done an assessment of our
target relative to the NDC, but they would be much closer together.

Mr Wyeth, do you think in Objective CC.3A that reference to Wellington
Region would help there. Where it says from 2019 levels in the Wellington
Region. I guess I’m just wondering if that contribution to a 50 percent reduction
in greenhouse gas emissions is Wellington lowering emissions for Wellington,
or does that not matter?

I guess my interpretation of the chapeau of that kind of objective is that it's quite
clear it just relates to emissions in the Wellington, but we could give further
consideration to clarify that.

My Wyeth, in Objective CC.7, which refers to people in businesses, I was
wondering if it would be helpful to add local authorities in there, or do you think
that wording is clear that that objective also applies to decisions taken by local
authorities?

I think arguable it does, but the focus of that objective is really around the issue
that people don’t really understand what climate change means and the
significant actions that need to be taken to respond to it. That’s really the focus
of that objective. It's more around that community and business understand; and
to build that understanding, to then get appropriate mitigation and adaptation
responses.

Potentially I feel that objective is better targeted at communities and businesses.
Objective CC.3 is implemented through Policy CC.1, which includes changes to
district plans and regional plans. Policy CC.1 is in the transport topic. I guess I
just wanted to confirm that Policy CC.1 is intended to support achieving

Objective CC.3.

Yes.
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Chair:

Wyeth:
[01.25.00]

Chair;

Roos:

Kara-France.

Roos:

Policy CC.8, Kainga Ora make a statement. I think it might be the evidence of
their planner. They say, “Offsetting is limited to regional plans.” I can ask them,
but do you have any comment on that?

I don’t believe it's limited to regional plans.

The exact mechanics of how this will work in practice still needs some work to
figure out how to do that. That’s what Method CC.2 is. It's intended to focus on
how to work this out in practice. Given forestry is a land use activity, I can’t
understand offsetting would just be limited to regional plans.

Mr Roos, in para 38, if you have got your evidence statement there, you say,
“Provided those evaluating proposals for new activities under Change 1
provisions consider their total global lifecycle emissions, and not just their local
emissions, it's highly unlikely that Change 1 would not be beneficial to global
efforts to reduce emissions.”

Could you just explain that a bit further please?
Certainly Commissioner.

If you have an activity, if you look at the emissions associated with that activity,
it will be through its entire process. Say it's a product; say you’re building a flat
screen television for example. The emissions associated with that television
would be its manufacture, probably in China, it's transportation to New Zealand,
then you use it in New Zealand, you power it with New Zealand electricity, and
then it gets disposed of somehow.

If you are trying to minimise the emissions of that activity, you really need to
look at what’s happening outside our jurisdiction, otherwise perverse outcomes
might happen when you are seeking to respond to climate change. In my
evidence I give the example of hydrogen as just one. Hydrogen started as a way
that we could address climate change. How it's produced is absolutely critical,
because at the moment most of the hydrogen in the world is made from natural
gas. To be honest, you’d be much better just using natural gas than turning it
into hydrogen. It's actually higher emissions.

If you take a lifecycle view and you’re considering how the things you’re using
are produced, wherever those activities occur in the world then you can avoid
these perverse outcomes.

Mr Roos, in regards to hydrogen when it's stored there is a problem with that
isn’t there if it goes wrong?

Yes. In a word, hydrogen is highly problematic even when it's produced from
renewable electricity, which is the way that is being touted as the way forward.
It's an immensely complex and technically infrastructure intensive way of
delivering energy and highly inefficient as well. Storage has to be reinforced
vessels because hydrogen is the lightest element in the universe. It has to be
massively compressed with hugely pressures to actually store a decent quantity
of energy on a vehicle for example. Those pressures create dangers.
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Chair:

Wyeth:

[01.30.00]
Chair;

Wyeth:

Chair:

Wyeth:

Chair:

Wyeth:

Mr Wyeth, Objective CC.7, there have been some submitters that have
questioned this, saying that it would be impossible to measure that the objective
has been achieved. I think in para 70 of your rebuttal you refer to that, but are
you able to explain your views on that?

I think I address this in my S42A Report. There are various ways in measuring
how an objective is being implemented. One way for Objective CC.3 that may
through public surveys and understanding of climate change. It might be through
monitoring community involvement in adaptation or mitigation efforts. So, I do
believe it is measurable.

Policy CC.8 — the amendment you propose, I think it's in here, it might to the
explanatory text where you talk about the limited role of district plans in
reducing emissions from existing activities.

The Emissions Reduction Plan talks I think quite positively about the
opportunities that are things that can happen in existing urban areas. For
example, the Commission talks about the potential to retrofit current spaces, to
make it more preferable for people to use active and public transport. I think
there’s references to adding green space. Certainly in Ms Guest’s evidence, it
might be her rebuttal, she talks about how developments can have green rooves
and these nature based solutions.

My question is do you think that these provisions really direct new action
required for new developments, or do you think that they provide enough
support direction in terms of what people can do in existing spaces and
developments.

Sorry if the intent wasn’t clear there. I was more meaning around existing
activities; undertaking activity in accordance with existing use rights. I do think
at the time of redevelopment in existing urban areas for example there is a
significant opportunity to move towards an urban form that supports greenhouse
gas emissions.

At para 110 of your rebuttal, you refer to the anticipated AERs. I think you have
suggested AERs for Objective CC.4, Objective CC.6. Have you thought about
whether there is scope within the relief sought to include AERs for the other
objectives?

I guess in responding to the evidence of the Porirua City Council, when they
identified some gaps in the Anticipated Environment Results which we agreed
with, it sort of identified a bit of an anomaly that the Climate Change Objectives
don’t have a targeted anticipated environmental result for those, which is
inconsistent with other RPS objectives and other Change 1 provisions.

I haven’t seen any submission that specifically addressed that, or requested relief
to that effect. I do think it would be preferable and appropriate to have a specific
environmental result for each objective; but I guess there is a question of scope.

Is that something you might be able to look at for your reply?

Yes.
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Chair:

Wyeth:
[01.35.00]

Chair;

Wyeth:

Kara-France:

Wyeth:

The term “carbon greenhouse gas emissions assessment” which I think you
suggested definition for, when I look through the provisions I think that only
comes up in Policy CC.11 in the Transport Chapter. It seems a very broad
definition. Given time we might come back to it in Transport later today.

Urban areas and not urban environments were Objective CC.1. There were
submitters that say, and I think it's Kainga Ora, para (b) there, should say, “well
functioning urban environments in line with the NPS-UD.” Again, feel free to
address that in your reply.

I know in the previous hearing stream we had that discussion about natural and
built environments. So, I don’t know if it's come from that, but given the NPS-
UD definition, just whether it would be better for that to say ‘“urban
environments”.

I can briefly respond to that.

It was intentionally intended to be a bit broader. Obviously NPS-UD has a very
specific definition of urban environments, which encompasses most of the
Wellington urban area. But, we are also wanting this to apply to Wairarapa
township, for example, which might not necessarily be captured by that term.

The very last one: apologies to the hearing advisors.

Policy CC.8A, Ms Woodbridge for Kainga Ora says, and I think various
submitters say, it's not actually clear just what is within the control of a district
plan to avoid emissions. I know you’ve talked in detail in your evidence about
managing land use activities and integrated management of land use and
transport for example, but could you just explain: I think I’m clear on “avoid”,
but could you explain “avoid or reduce where practicable”. People, just because
it's human nature, aren’t they going to look more to what they can reduce rather
than avoid with the wording in that policy?

I think this depends on whether it's new activity; whether it's an significant
redevelopment of an existing area, or whether it's an existing activity that’s just
coming up for re-consenting. I think it will vary depending on the context. I
guess that’s my recommendations Method CC.2 is all about how to work this
out in practice and how Regional Councils and Territorial Authorities
understand how to avoid emissions from new activities, how to reduce emissions
at the time of redevelopment.

I guess my answer is that it will vary, but the whole intention is that given effects
of that policy and the supporting guidance we’ll work these things out.

Just in regards to the Aotearoa New Zealand Fest Missions Reduction Plan, it
highlights the Treaty of Waitangi and matauranga Maori. Are you
acknowledging that within the policy from mana whenua and tangata whenua —
iwi partners and treaty partners as well?

There are a range of provisions in the suite of Climate Change Provisions that
talk to mana whenua interests, Objective CC.8 being one of them — the Method
Ms Guest referred to earlier around ensuring climate change behaviour
programme incorporates matauranga Maori.
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Kara-France:
Wyeth:
Kara-France:

Paine:

Wyeth:

Paine:
Wyeth:

Paine:

[01.40.00]

Roos:

I guess my short answer is that the intent is that those considerations are weaved
throughout the provisions.

That’s great. Also including Te Tiriti o Waitangi?
Yes.
That’s great. Thank you.

Mr Wyeth just a quick on in Objective CC.1. In your rebuttal you talk about not
being opposed to adding into that objective regionally significant infrastructure.
We’ve had lots of submissions on infrastructure and regionally significant
infrastructure. But, you haven’t actually got it in there, in your latest version on
Objective CC.1 — unless I’ve missed it.

I guess my view is it's not necessary. That issue came up in response to the
evidence of Meridian, where they thought there was a potential gap around
renewable energy generation not being captured in that definition, or that
referenced infrastructure sorry. My interpretation it is, so I see it as unnecessary
to refer to regionally significant infrastructure here. I am also not opposed to it
for added clarity, which is why it's not in the amended provisions.

So, you’re leaving it up to us are you?
Why not.

Thank you Mr Wyeth.

Mr Roos, a really quick question.

When you were talking about that natural gas is better for the environment than
hydrogen, is that a view of your colleagues in this area?

Commissioner Paine, I would just like to clarify I was talking about grey
hydrogen which is made from natural gas. There are many different colours of
hydrogen which are being talked about — green, blue and grey. My comment as
in relation to grey hydrogen, which is hydrogen made from natural gas. If you
look at the emissions per unit of energy that you would get from hydrogen, made
from natural gas, versus units of energy from just using natural gas, it would be
better just to use natural gas significantly so.

Really, the argument behind the use of hydrogen relates essentially to blue and
green. Green is produced from renewable electricity by electrolysis which is
technically good but unfortunately requires about three to four times as much
renewable electricity as powering activity directly with the electricity — so say
through an electric car, or electric boiler, or whatever it might be. Then blue
hydrogen is this idea that we can produce hydrogen from fossil fuels and then
capture the carbon dioxide as it's produced and pump it under ground as a carbon
capture and storage idea; which unlike the other two methods is completely
unproven. It just hasn’t been done.
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Paine:

Chair:

Wyeth:

Chair:

Wyeth:

Chair;

[01.45.00]

Thanks for that. Great.

Mr Wyeth, in your definition of climate change adaptation, can I just check. Is
there a typo here? The process of adjusting to actual climate... should that be
“climate change”?

Yes.

In the explanation to Policy CC.8, three-quarters of the way down, you talk about
city and District Councils in relation to controlling greenhouse gas emissions.
We’ve heard from various TAs saying that they have this limited ability to affect
change here, and I’m just wondering if the word controlling there, if that might
be better especially in relation to land use, if it talked about managing or
influencing. There’s this pushback, as you will have seen, where they say,
“There’s actually very little that we can do, especially in terms of existing
developments.”

We can certainly look at clarifying that wording to put it in the context of “the
function is to manage land use activities,” which obviously have greenhouse gas
emissions associated with that.

On that same line: land use activities, that would cover subdivision I think, but
again, if you think that there might be some working clarification there that
would be great.

One more typo matter. This is Issue 5: the very last line there, “alongside the
coast and fresh water bodies,” not freshwater bodies.

I do apologise.

Issue 6: many people in businesses lack the understanding.” The word
“resources” which you are suggesting come in as a result of or through your
rebuttal resources, the ERP in para 49, they talk about local government needing
additional funding and resources in order to achieve and influence the land use
changes they say are needed.

In your reply, or maybe it whichever officer is appropriate to address this, I
would be really interested in having more information about the Council’s
programme.

There’s lots of provisions that talk about supporting Territorial Authorities,
guidance, changes that are needed to (in the words of Issue 6) “overcome social
inertia, bring about behaviour change,” and quite a few methods that talk about
the support that the Regional Council will be giving to TAs.

As part of our role we need to check that these provisions are most efficient and
effective to achieve the objectives, and also are actually going to be workable.
Getting more information on the Council’s suggested programme of action, is
there a team that will be in place that can support this work, both in terms of
community engagement to effect change, as well as importantly the work to
support Territorial Authorities?
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Wyeth:

Chair;

Chair:

Allwood:

We can certainly look at providing a comprehensive response to that through
reply evidence.

That would be great, thank you. I appreciate that some of these things might be
still in planning stage, but just so we can feel confident that these provisions are
going to be workable and will achieve the objectives.

Thank you. Thanks very much. We’ll see you again after the break.

In terms of the schedule I realise we are behind. A ten minute break for a cuppa
and we’ll come back, thank you.

[Break taken 01.46.40]

Kia ora, welcome. We’ll start with the transport topic. Thank you. If you could
just introduce yourselves. We don’t mind if you want to present sequentially or
take questions from us after you have presented your evidence. Whatever works

for you.

Report Transport:

Téna koutou Commissioners. I am Louise Allwood. I am the Report author for
the S42A for Transport. My colleague here is Mr Duncan Tindall. He is
providing the technical Transport evidence.

I will read through my summary presentation and then I will hand over to Mr
Tindall to do his. Then open to questions after that.

Téna koutou Chair and Hearings Panel. My name is Louise Allwood and I am
the S42A Report author for the Transport topic which sits within the overarching
Climate Change topic of Change 1.

I understand my evidence is taken as read, so I will provide a brief summary of
the key matters raised in submissions and my recommended amendments in
relation to this topic.

My colleague Mr Tindall is also present today to answer technical transport
questions, and has provided technical evidence which is included within my
report.

Approximately 245 original submission points and 135 further submission
points were received on the provisions within the Transport topic. There are nine
Policies and four Methods within this topic.

The following key matters were raised in submissions:

» requests for definitions to assist with policy application, e.g. transport
infrastructure, low and zero carbon modes, optimising oval transport demand,
maximising mode shift;

= the use of verbs with some policies and attention created by them, by creating
two directions within a single policy, e.g. consideration and regard;

= the strength of provisions, i.e. the provisions are too directive or not directive
enough;
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[01.50.00]

= request for more tools, other than travel to my management plans;

= lack of legislative support for provisions in greenhouse gas emissions;

= the potential for exacerbation of social inequalities as a result of the
provisions;

= concerns about implementation including timeframes referenced in Policy
CC.2 and Policy CC.3;

= the scale at which policies could be applied;

= practical implementation in rural areas and information requirements;

= the types of activities that District Plans and District Councils have
jurisdiction over and concern about the transfer of regional functions to
Territorial Authorities, e.g. greenhouse gas emissions and the operation of
public transports;

= exemptions from some policies, say Wellington International Airport.

As a result of analysing the relevant submission points, key matters and
submitter evidence, I have recommended a number of amendments to the
Change 1 Provisions to address the relief sought.

I have recommended amendments of a minor nature for a number of provisions
on this topic, however the majority of the recommended amendments relate to
Policy CC.1, Policy CC.2 and Policy CC.9 which I will focus on in this
presentation.

A number of submitters sought clarification on the wording of Policy of CC1.
These primarily related to what is meant by transport infrastructure, in the
absence of a definition, and clarity on where and when this Policy applies.

Submitters are concerned the application of this Policy could be too broad, apply
to a roundabout upgrade for example. Clarity was also sought on how this policy
would be applied in a rural context.

I recommended significant changes to the notified version of Policy CC.1 to
articulate what “optimised transport demand” and “maximised mode shift”
means when applying the policy.

This has been included in redrafting clauses A to C. Supporting definitions for
optimising transport demand and workable catchment are also recommended to
support the implementation of Policy CC.1.

Transport technical advice from Mr Tindall was provided to support the
amendments to Policy CC.1 with supporting definitions. The Policy explanation
was also amended to specifically exclude aircraft and activities undertaken at
Wellington Airport.

Further amendments are recommended in my rebuttal evidence as a result of
submitter evidence to simplify the policy chapeau and reduce the focus Policy
CC.1 had on directing development.

It is recommended to be amended by removing “providing for” and
“concentrating development” to ‘“support development”, noting transport
infrastructure and the location of development are intrinsically linked.
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The strategic location or spatial location of development will be addressed
within Hearing Stream 4.

Further amendments are also recommended to the definition of optimised
transport demand in workable catchments; noting workable catchments will be
addressed collectively in Hearing Stream 4 and is only addressed in this Hearing
Stream because of the terms introduced as part of redrafting Policy CC.1, and
this topic is being heard before the Urban Development Provisions.

A number of submitters sought Policy CC.2 be deleted. The requirement for
travel demand, management policies and district plans is not new. Policy 10 of
the Operative RPS requires district plans and the Wellington Regional Land
Transport Strategy to include policies to promote travel demand management
mechanisms.

To my knowledge this has only been achieved for a few Territorial Authorities.
Territorial Authorities submitted it is inappropriate that City and District
Councils developed threshold targets which Policy CC.2 requires.

Submitters also raised concerns about who will prepare the travel demand
management plans, and requested more clarity on the content and purpose.

I recommended amendments provide regional thresholds for Territorial
Authorities to use as a starting point when developing their own local thresholds.
The intention of Policy CC.2 is for developers and applicants to think in the early
stages of a development about how the design would respond to the matters in
Policy CC.2.

As a result of matters raised by submitters, and taking into account the advice
provided by Mr Tindall, amendments are recommended to Policy CC.2 which
provide a clearer direction to plan users when implementing this policy.

Greater clarity is provided by including clauses (a) to (c) which set up what a
travel choice assessment must address and the inclusion of Table 1 which sets
out regional thresholds.

Territorial Authorities are required to develop their own local thresholds.

I am also renaming Policy CC.2 to Travel Choice Assessment, which reflects
the intended out come in a clearer way.

Consequential amendments are recommended to Method CC.3 and the
definition of Travel Demand Management Plan recommended to be amended to
Travel Choice Assessment to align with my recommended amendments to
Policy CC.2.

Further amendments are recommended as a result of submitter evidence to
separate Policy CC.2 into two policies to align with the two different outcomes
sought, i.e. that these amendments clarify the interpretation and application of
the policy, i.e. the requirements for a Travel Choice Assessment and resource
consent applications and the requirement for Territorial Authorities to develop
their own local thresholds.
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[01.55.00]
Tindall:

Submitters sought more clarity on the implementation of Policy CC. 9, its
deletion or amendments to it. Territorial Authority submitted that they cannot
control the way that people travel, nor can they control the provision of public
transport. This is a Regional Council matter.

In my view, they are road controlling authorities and they can influence how
people choose to travel through District Planned Development Policies and
Standards.

Concerns were also raised on the scale of the Policy application and clarity to
the extent to which this policy could practically be implemented. For example,
within rural and urban areas submitters stated it is unclear what optimising
transport demand means.

As a result of concerns raised by submitters amendments to Policy CC.9 are
recommended to clarify its purpose. Amendments include amending the title, a
cross-reference to Policy CC.1 in relation to optimising transport demand and
expanding the explanation.

Advice was taken from Mr Tindall’s technical Transport Planning Report to
support the amendments. Further amendments were recommended as a result of
submitter evidence and the cross-reference to CC.1 is removed, as I agree it
complicates the Policy application.

Thank you. I will now hand over to Mr Tindall.
Téna koutou katoa. [01.55.19]

My name is Duncan Tindall. I am the Technical Director of Transport for GHD
with over 27 years’ experience in transport planning and traffic engineering.

My evidence in chief and my supplemental evidence are focused on how the
proposed changes to the RPS could support a reduction in transport related
greenhouse gas emissions. I outlined a hierarchical approach that I consider
provides opportunities to reduce the impact from transport emissions across the
region, including urban and rural areas, and across all land uses. This approach
is referred to as the ‘avoid, shift, improve framework’.

At the top level I consider that the most effective tool for reducing transport
related emissions is referred to as spatial planning. The process of considering
the location of land use relative to other land uses, to reduce the distances that
need to be travelled.

I do not consider that this means people have to travel less, or are to be dis-
incentivised to travel, but good application of spatial planning provides
communities with good accessibility to the goods and services that they need.

I have used a term of accessibility that in this context relates to the proximity of
schools, healthcare, education, employment and essential retail, such as food, to
residential areas. In the urban context this could mean that all of these are within
a twenty minute walk. In a rural setting I expect and support the notion that these
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[02.00.32]

may well still be a significant distance away and this may be in locations where
it is not practical to walk or cycle and there are no public transport options. So,
in a rural area, the principle is that a ten kilometre journey in a private vehicle is
still likely to produce somewhere close to half the emissions of a twenty
kilometre journey in a private vehicle. Spatial planning is highly effective as a
mechanism for achieving the objectives of reducing the impact.

As the distances reduce there is a second layer that I consider increasingly comes
into play — the shift. In this sense, as the distance reduce the ability for people to
choose a sustainable mode increases. That includes public transport where
shorter journeys are more likely to be direct and viable than longer journeys, or
at even shorter distances the proportion of people who can consider walking and
cycling increases.

Again, I would highlight that the shift layer doesn’t suggest people can’t cycle
longer distances, nor that everyone that everyone is able to or willing to walk
even shorter distances; but as the distance to travel decreases over the
population, the ability for people to choose modes that generate less emissions,
such as walking and cycling, increases.

Finally, the improved level is about the provision of transport infrastructure that
supports a reduction of emissions in use. This includes efficient public transport
and private traffic in a manner that reduces the emissions per trip, such as
reducing accelerations and decelerations related to stops for intersections or in
queues.

I consider all of these layers are beneficial and complementary with the
hierarchy being around starting with the void that has the greatest impact and
then dropping to the improve, which is somewhat less impactful and efficient.

In further submissions several submitters queried the relationship between CC1
and CC9. In my supplementary evidence I recognised through a pivot to focus
on CC9 for the spatial planning, and not CC1 as was in my evidence in chief.

Overall my opinion on the appropriateness of the policy did not change, but I
took on-board the expertise of the planning professionals in relation to the
structure of the policy.

My evidence also presented discussion on the development and application of
travel choice assessments. My evidence was written being cognisant of the
ability for all the territorial authorities, to practically apply the policy in respect
to the resources needed to review those assessments.

This informed my recommended trigger levels as being both aligned to those
typically used for transport assessments, and being higher and therefore being
met less often than some submitters requested. The structure I outlined allows
for individual councils to introduce lower thresholds if they feel able to, and this
I would expect would increase the effectiveness of the improved shift levels of
the hierarchy.

However, it would also prevent an undue burden on those councils not currently
resourced to review these documents in high numbers. As such, I see this as
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Chair:

Tindall:

Chair;

Tindall:

Chair:
[02.05.00]

Tindall:

supporting a transitional approach to the application of climate change into the
RPS.

I am very happy to take any questions that may help support the understanding
of my evidence.

Mr Tindall, in para 5 of your evidence, a quick point of clarification. You say
you have prepared this statement of evidence with the support of Ms Anna
Solomon. Just confirming though that this is your statement, because I’'m not
sure if Ms Solomon is here and if we needed to ask questions.

You’re happy to present this as your statement of evidence?
Yes I am happy.

Para 25, the first sentence there, could you just explain that a little bit more? You
say it's your experience that there’s an increase in the proportion of trips
undertaken by private car when the travel distance increases — presumably
because other forms of transport become less available or accessible; and that
across the vehicle fleet these journeys produce more emissions per trip than
equivalent trips undertaken using other modes; and what that framework is
trying to do is mitigate emissions from those journeys. Could you mind just
talking to that paragraph a bit more.

Short distances of one to two kilometres there’s a choice that individuals can
make as to what mode they use, be it walking, cycling or driving. As the
distances get larger, so perhaps over five kilometres, it becomes quite a small
number of people who would choose to walk that distance. There is still a
significant and growing proportion who might choose to cycle that distance,
particularly with the advent of E-Bikes and things, but as the distance again gets
higher, perhaps to the 10, 15 or 20 kilometres, the number of people who would
choose to cycle reduce.

In all practical terms, walking or cycling produces negligible emissions
compared to the use of private vehicles and therefore the point being in
paragraph 25 was highlighting that as we plan our land uses, if we are able to
plan that in a way that allows people to have the ability to access those things
they do regularly, such as going to school, going to healthcare, going to
employment within a short distance, that gives more people the opportunity to
choose walking and cycling and therefore modes of accessing society in a way
that doesn’t rely on generation of greenhouse gases.

That’s really clear, thank you.

I’m interested in existing development, the extent to which Policy CC1 and the
definition of optimised transport demand that Ms Allwood supports, and
whether that will actually help to reduce barriers in the existing network to

achieve the shift, improve... that framework.

Yes, the avoid, shift, improve framework.
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Kara-France:

Tindall:

Wratt:

[02.10.00]
Tindall:

Mr Roos earlier gave quite a compelling presentation to my mind. I probably
come from the other side which is the myriad of ways in which we are able to
facilitate a reduction in those emissions from people’s lives. It doesn’t
necessarily mean that every single change we produce will be the magic bullet,
but all of these things layered up all help to contribute to an improvement; and
that’s where the hierarchical approach as it's framed comes in.

In terms of the situation where you have existing developments in place, people
are still making journeys to and from other places throughout that time. If they
are able to make that journey on a road which is perhaps less congested, so less
stop-start journeys, then that in itself will lead to a reduction.

Also, if other land use changes are happening nearby, that may also help those
people who currently, for instance, have to travel a long way to be able to get to
a supermarket, to be able to buy food, or have to travel a long way to get
healthcare. If those other land use changes near those existing places change,
that helps or can support a change in the destination choice. Again, it doesn’t
mean everybody has to change to be using the nearest supplier of whatever it is,
but it gives people the option, and if some people do make that choice, that helps
contribute to lower emissions.

Ngati Toa Rangatira made a comment of papakainga, marae and pa. Are you
aware the concept you speak of is already in practice in some strategically
located whanau, hapti and iwi structures?

Yes in general terms. I think it's one of the situations where not everything we
do needs to be a brand new invention. Sometimes we can take inspiration from
examples of where that’s working, as you refer to some of those.

I think the policy, as I understand it, and again my understanding of this from a
technical expertise, is such that it's an example of where we can refer to that as
good practice, and bring that out into other areas so that more people can get
similar benefits.

I’m not sure which one of you this question is for, but I will pose it and then you
can decide which wants to answer it.

Two questions: one relates to the Pekapeka Farms submission and they have a
concern around there being an overly restrictive position providing for
appropriate greenfield development. I guess their position is that, if you can
locate a greenfield development appropriately in terms of services, accessibility
etc. that you are talking about, that that shouldn’t be dis-incentivised within the
RPS. I am not clear — maybe I should be, but I am not clear in terms of the extent
to which you did take that into consideration in your S42A Reports in rebuttal.

If I perhaps start with that from a technical perspective and Ms Allwood may
choose to add.

My evidence and my approach to this is one of supporting good choices and the
avoidance of creating barriers. That’s the situation here, which is the Policy as
I’ve read it and understood it, both from intent and the way it's worded, is to give
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Allwood:

Wratt:

Allwood:

Wratt:

Allwood:

Wratt:

consideration to these factors when undertaking the planning; not to be, I can
use the term ‘ironclad’, in its application.

There’s a number of things that can be done to support development in a number
of locations in ways that significantly contribute to ways which allow
communities to reduce the impact. That may include specific provisions on the
actual development of the site to facilitate electric vehicle charging, which may
not be the full answer to this but it could be contributing. So, development can
occur in a way that greenfield development can still be done in a way which
minimises the impact rather than completely avoids.

The recognition also that of course not all development is residential. There’s
employment and we need to think about how people can get to jobs. Jobs support
the investment in our community which enables some of the changes that we are
going to need to make; so productivity is really important.

Commercial operations at the moment it's not practical for alternate fuel vehicles
for many industrial uses at the moment. So, the thinking of where those are sited,
but also the consideration of the actual site access to support today and future
changes in access. I say it's not just for the goods but then for employees that are
coming to work in the site as well.

I did note the submission. I considered that but I didn’t consider that there was
anything in the policy as I read and interpreted it, that was at odds with the notion
of supporting the best that can be done on those sites through the policy.

Thanks Mr Tindall. Just to add to that, I agree. I don’t think the policy restricts
greenfield developments. In terms of maximising mode shift, I think greenfield
developments are a gold mine of achieving great outcomes, because they are
starting from a clean slate, if you like, so they can consider lots of different
mechanism. For example, if you’re looking at block sizes, the widths of roads
to make sure that buses can actually get down them with cars parked on both
sides, connections to public transport, and then with the block sizes more
effective in terms of walking and cycling connections as well too.

As I understand it, I don’t see any unintended consequences with greenfield
development.

In summary, you’re saying that you don’t see anything in the provisions that you
have put forward that is hindering appropriate greenfield developments?

Agreed.

I was trying to find it, but did they come up with any suggested amendments to
the provisions? They have come up with some amendments, but in my notes |
haven’t got exactly what they were.

They have, yes. It is in Appendix A of my rebuttal evidence on the table.

I will check that. Thank you for that.

Transcription HS3 Climate Change Day One — 28 August 2023 35



1784
1785
1786
1787
1788
1789
1790
1791
1792
1793
1794
1795
1796
1797
1798
1799
1800
1801
1802
1803
1804
1805
1806
1807
1808
1809
1810
1811
1812
1813
1814
1815
1816
1817
1818
1819
1820
1821
1822
1823
1824
1825
1826
1827
1828
1829
1830
1831
1832
1833
1834
1835

[02.15.00]

Allwood:

Chair;

Allwood:

Chair;

The other question was around the ‘doctors for active safe transport’. They
requested in addition to Policy CC1 around improved health outcomes. I think
the comment you gave to that was that while that’s a fair point it's not an
appropriate point to be included in the provisions in this context.

Correct.

Commissioner Nightingale, if [ may, I can respond to the earlier questions you
had around Method CC7 and Method CC10. They are both sitting within the
Transport topic.

Method CC7 was retained as notified and Method CCI10 is slightly amended,
which is included in Appendix A of my S42A Report.

Thank you.

I would like to have a bit of a better understanding about how the relationship
between the RPS and the Land Transport Management Act, in particular the
Regional Land Transport Plan, how the two speak to each other, and what the
directions are. It might be something that Ms Anderson or Ms Manahara might
be able to help us with.

I appreciate the operative RPS has a lot of provisions that it says are aimed at...
I’m just not sure what the direction is — if it's directing the RLTP or if it's things
that need to be considered as part of the RLTP. In turn, I guess, I would like to
have a better understanding about the flow from government funding, the
government GPS on transport, and funding implications as well.

I’'m sorry, I appreciate that’s a really massive subject, but just a summary
because I feel I don’t quite understand that framework. If you want to comment
now, otherwise I’'m happy to have that in reply.

I think that might be easier in reply if that’s okay.
Absolutely.

In Policy EIW.1 there is a reference there to the Wellington Regional Land
Transport Plan including provisions. Ngati Toa in their submission they say that
the preparation of another plan, the Regional Transport Plan, to give effect to
Policy 9 dilutes the policy intent. It might be that information Ms Anderson and
her team are providing might help understand that, but I just want to really
understand that submission point.

Ngati Toa also makes the submission that the wording “promotes reduction” is
not directive enough. I think they’re talking about the heading of this policy.
They recommend that change to more directive wording. I appreciate you have
probably covered that in your rebuttal evidence.

I think I will come back to that once we see a better understanding of the
framework and how that RLTP fits in.
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Allwood:

[02.20.23]

Chair:

Allwood:
Chair:

Tindall:

Chair;

I suppose I can provide a brief comment in that the Regional Land Transport
Plan does need to be consistent with the RPS. It does need to take into a number
of other documents or legislation. In terms of the word “promote” in my view I
think that’s the right tone for this particular policy as it needs to sit within the
Regional Land Transport Plan.

In para 179 of your evidence there’s a reference there to the Wellington City
Council requesting that Policy CC.1 is strengthened by the inclusion of a
reference to the sustainable transport hierarchy.

What is that? Is that actually quite similar to the optimised transport demand
framework?

I think that might be a question better suited to Mr Tindall.
Wellington City Council are not presenting. If you are able to give it a shot.

From my understanding of the term, where I have seen that used elsewhere, and
again in this specific context perhaps defer slightly.

It's about prioritising those sustainable modes first. If I could maybe talk you
through as an example. Perhaps if we were to go back a few years, what we
would generally do would be to design a road, and then if it was possible to
provide a footpath we would provide that. If there was time, without causing
congestion, to put a pedestrian crossing in we would, and if there was enough
road space left over then we would try and squeeze in a cycle lane. As I say, I'm
going back a few years here. I did mention 27 years’ worth of experience, and
that’s about where we were when I started.

Now it's very much the other way, which is that we really think from those
sustainable uses first, which is to provide for the walking, cycling and public
transport, and then we look at how we are able to provide the residual space,
capacity and usage to something like private vehicles as well. Freight gets
considered within that hierarchy again, generally over private vehicles,
depending on the specific routes that we are talking to.

Thank you.

That leads to this question I had about the words “transport infrastructure” in
Policy CC.1. Mr Tindall in your rebuttal I think you’re comfortable with Ms
Allwood’s suggestion to delete efficient transport network and maximise mode
shift from that policy.

What I am wondering is whether the words “transport infrastructure” there will
actually best serve to achieve just what you were talking about before. Rather
than doing things in the way that you had described, putting in a footpath and
actually supporting mode shift.

I guess two parts to the question: the appropriateness of transport infrastructure
in that policy to achieve the objective; and the impact of deleting efficient
transport network and maximising mode shift from that policy.
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Tindall:

[02.25.05]

Chair;

Tindall:

Chair;

As I said in my opening statement this morning, between my evidence in chief
and then through my rebuttal self and Ms Allwood engaged regarding the
structure of the policies, that’s led to what I believe is greater clarity in the
purpose of CC1 and CC9.

I’m a lowly transport professional not a planner. For me, I always thought CC.1s
would be starting at the top of the hierarchy and perhaps working down.

Where the policy does come through is CC.9 is the one that does that spatial
planning side. I think that’s the part where we are looking at land use here.

When we get to CC.1, that’s very much in the space of the infrastructure side,
so the physical part of the equation. That’s where I support the amended wording
and framing that Ms Allwood has put forward.

From my review of the submissions from several submitters, including Porirua,
Upper Hutt, Waka Kotahi and others, they already came through with similar
points regarding perhaps some overlap or confusion between CC.1 and CC.9, as
presented in the S42A. Therefore I now agree with the proposed
recommendations from Ms Allwood, and I believe that also covers the response
to the submitters as well, in terms of providing what’s needed for all three levels
of the hierarchy but also in a way that provides clarity to those seeking to use
those policies.

Thank you, that’s really helpful.

Just on that point then, they’re both regulatory policies aren’t they Ms Allwood,
but CC.9, when considering and particular regard should be given and then the
spatial planning that you talked about. CC.1 if I understand correctly, that is
about the actual physical infrastructure and supporting that to be either provided
for in planning instruments or... this isn’t about consenting is it — so supporting
that in planning instruments. That is a very directive policy.

CC.1 speaks to is it the “improved” part, in particular of the avoid, shift... if it's
talking about the physical infrastructure needing to support mode shift?

Just before Ms Allwood maybe provides comments on that, the why side.

I think it's the shift and the improve, which is that it's the ensuring, as far as it's
practicable, that there’s no barriers to modes; so perhaps a lack of a cycle
connection, or as Ms Allwood was talking earlier in a greenfield space and
making sure that the lot sizes are such that there’s the ability for footpaths or for
public transport to pass through the site. So, whilst that’s very much in a physical
infrastructure sense, it also is that shift that it allows somebody the choice
through the provision of that infrastructure.

Ms Allwood, the question from all of that is, are these policies aligned given that
one is a direction for plan making, another is a consider requirement for
consenting? There seems to be a difference in terms of the direction for both. Do
you think that they’re both aligned to achieve optimising transport demand?
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Allwood:

Chair:

[02.30.02]
Allwood:

Chair:

Allwood:

Chair:
Allwood:

Chair:

Allwood:

Chair;

Allwood:

Chair;

Tindall:

Yes Commissioner, in my view I think they do. You have Policy CC.1 that’s
directing the improved shift framework, which is focused around the Land
Transport Infrastructure. Then Policy CC.2 is focused on the land development
aspect which support Policy CC.1. Then you have Policy CC.9 which is acting
as a stop-gap, if you like, until the plans are updated.

CC.2, as I read it, about the travel choice assessment, which sometimes it's not
too uncommon to have consent conditions requiring integrated transport
assessments — so an assessment of emissions anticipated from the development.

That’s what I had thought CC.2 was providing for or enabling. Would that be a
fair...

I think Policy CC.2 its intention is around development thinking how they’re
going to provide for that mode shift; so it's around designing early and thinking
early in terms of how people are going to want to get around for example cycling,
walking, public transport connections and things. That assessment would be
provided as part of a resource consent application, like you referred to.

So, it is a broader assessment. This is where that definition of carbon greenhouse
gas emission assessments, | think, comes in. It's broader than that then, is I think
what you are saying.

Policy CC.11 and the carbon emissions assessment relates to specifically that
policy.

And, that applies for new or upgraded Land Transport infrastructure.
Yes.

The equivalent of requiring a developer to provide a transport assessment of
emissions from a consented development and the emissions reductions could be
achieved through providing more EV charging facilities, all of that sort of thing,
where does that come in then? Is that part of CC.9?

Ifit's in relation to transport infrastructure Policy CC.11 directs the provision of
whole of life carbon emission assessments. Then Policy CC.3 is around enabling
things like EV charging for vehicles, bikes, buses, cars, etc.

But, say if it's a new subdivision development, so it's not about land transport
infrastructure, is there a provision that would promote, encourage a developer to
provide that sort of carbon assessment?

No, not to my knowledge.

Mr Tindall, did you have a comment on that?

I note that you have been referring to transport assessments. Indeed, they’re a

way of really understanding the impact of sites and they’re pretty well
understood and well applied.
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[02.35.12]

Chair:

What the travel choice assessment is focused on is probably an overlap or an
extension of that. If you refer back to my evidence in chief, it talks about starting
that thinking really early in the process.

Transport assessments can commence early in the process and be thought
through, but not always applied in that way. Sometimes they can become a
quantification of the impact, as opposed to something that’s used to influence
and reduce — and in the case of a transport assessment, the number of vehicles
on the network.

What I understood by CC.2 is that was really looking at understanding through
the process how specific choices were being made to help promote that travel
choice, i.e. give people the options to use modes that had less impact. That was
my understanding of how CC.2 was contributing to it, by that early thought
throughout the process.

My expectation is that the information that’s required to prepare such an
assessment is very similar and would share a lot of the early preparatory work
that would be required or an integrated transport assessment. The skills needed
to be able to put that together are largely equivalent as well. So, then when it
comes to assessing that and understanding it, again I would expect there’s a
reasonable efficiency that could be gained from the local authority side, by
undertaking that at a similar point in the process and by similarly skilled people.

It was very much when I was preparing my evidence and thinking that I did
really try to build upon what is already there, in a way that could be readily taken
on-board, to then be able to give some benefits, as [ would see it, fairly quickly.
So, that’s where I believe CC.2 helps support that.

I just still am wondering if the reference to transport infrastructure in CC.11 is
potentially too narrow to achieve the objective to which it is speaking to. I have
a table mapping these out — speaking to Objective CC.3, which is the main
objective about reducing emissions. But, the intention is that it is limited to new
or upgraded transport infrastructure. That is the intention.

There are some submitters that had talked about how CC.1 uses that different
wording “new and altered” and you have explained in your evidence that is
deliberate — that is to try to capture where changes which are smaller than an
upgrade made that the optimising of transport demand approach is needed.

As part of the work, or the further information that you will be providing, or the
team will be providing about the Regional Land Transport Plan, Mr Tindall in
para 49 of your evidence, you talk about the Regional Mode Shift Plan 2020.
Again, if you could just explain if that is part of the RLTP, or how that fits in.

There have been various submitters talking about the limited ability to reduce
transport emissions as a result of the MDRS but I think we will probably be
coming to that in the urban topic. I might explore that there.

Some of these provisions have been much coded to that topic, but they’re
obviously very related. There are some policies that also speak very much to
integrated transport.

Transcription HS3 Climate Change Day One — 28 August 2023 40



2043
2044
2045
2046
2047
2048
2049
2050
2051
2052
2053
2054
2055
2056
2057
2058
2059
2060
2061
2062
2063
2064
2065
2066
2067
2068
2069
2070
2071
2072
2073
2074
2075
2076
2077
2078
2079
2080
2081
2082
2083
2084
2085
2086
2087
2088
2089
2090
2091
2092
2093
2094

[02.40.10]
Allwood:

Chair;

Allwood:

When a Territorial Authority is assessing a consent proposal, and Mr Tindall the
case studies you talked about are really helpful, but in terms of these provisions
that are in front of us, are you or Ms Allwood able to talk through just how these
provisions would be applied when assessing a consent application. I know the
context here is probably very relevant, but if it was a consent application for a
new subdivision, and I’m not sure greenfield or brownfield, but I just want to be
sure that I really understand what would be directing them in these provisions
when they’re assessing that application.

Thanks Commissioner. I can probably start if Mr Tindall wants to add further.

For a subdivision type application I think Policy CC.2 would be one of the main
provisions; so that’s directing the district plans to be updated and requiring them
to provide a travel choice assessment. The need to demonstrate how they’ve
thought about the design to optimise for a mode shift or provide a mode shitft.
We were talking previously around block sizes and walking and cycling
connections, and things like road widths to make sure public transport can get
down them. So, we would be looking at those kinds of things, and they would
provide similar to any other technical assessment. It would be a technical
assessment, that’s the travel choice assessment, that would be one of many
technical assessments that would support the resource consent application for a
subdivision and that would be prepared by an expert like Mr Tindall.

In that technical assessment they would be able to point to points in the design
that they have made amendments or improvements, how they’re achieving the
mode shift and reducing the reliance on cars. It's about providing options of how
people want to travel around; so they’re not having to rely on the car if they
don’t want to get around.

Policy CC.2 does that and then Policy 9 also does that to an extent, until the
plans are updated. So, it's still having to look at how they’ve optimised transport
demands around that, reducing the trip length, providing for mode shift and
reducing any barriers in the design. Thank you.

Just as a quick follow-on from that though, if a Territorial Authority hasn’t
amended its plan to give effect to Policy CC.2 then it's Policy CC.9 that applies,
which obviously they have regard to requirement under 104. But, if the
independent transport expert says there could have been more things in the
design, or that could have been done... because I guess a location is a location,
so if it happens to be say 20 kilometres away from the closest retail centre, or
real greenfield, the consent authority would they then... “avoid” is probably out,
and they would be looking at what connections have they provided to support
cycling and walking for example; so they would work through the hierarchy and
the optimised transport demand and see what could be done, right down to the
transport infrastructure.

Sorry, I don’t want to put words in your mouth, but if you could just explain. Is
that sort of broadly right?

Hearing Stream Four will direct the strategic location of development, which is
around reducing that trip length; so that’s the first principal. That aside, yes, you
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Kara-France:

[02.45.10]

Allwood:

Kara-France:

Allwood:

Kara-France:

Tindall:

would be looking at then providing what options can you provide around mode
shift within the scope of your development, making a considered tiered approach
as you step down that hierarchy and what you can do — what’s practical for that
development to do.

Ngati Toa speak about in their submission that where affordable high quality
active mode and car-share infrastructure and public transport services are not
available for our communities, we need to ensure that the policy intention is not
disadvantaging our communities.

Also Atiawa ki Whakarongotai also highlight the fact that the barriers to entry
for Maori communities, in particular who do not live in the central city, have
lack of access to public transport, etc. etc. And, that brings into alignment the
statement made by Ngati Toa in regards to the Regional Land Transport Plan
should provide detailed frameworks, how this can be implemented with iwi
partners and ensure a detailed co-design is worked with tangata whenua.

Has that taken place please? Is that the case? Do you have treaty partners in co-
design regarding this matter please?

Thank you Commissioner. I think that’s probably a question for the Council
officers.

This is in regards to the Regional Land Transport Plan.

My understanding from the Regional Land Transport Plan is that they have a
committee. I would expect that there would be seats on that committee under the
Regional Land Transport Plan.

Thank you for that.

Further, in regards to rural Maori who live on marae, there is evidence that
there’s a safety matter, in regards to not only public safety, concerning high
levels of transport passing through the corridor near marae. It is dangerous for
those communities and that’s where I could see where Atiawa and Ngati Toa are
leading to — not only the urban communities iwi Maori, but also rural
communities iwi Maori who live near marae. The use of personal private car
transport is a preferred mode, unlike the use of unavailability of public transport,
walking and cycling given the safety factor.

Do you have any comment about that?

I believe through my introduction today and also in the evidence, I've
highlighted that we are talking about providing choices here for people. Choice
comes from many things — physical ability, financial access to particular modes.
So, I don’t believe there is anything contradictory in what we have been talking
about with what you have just outlined. Indeed, if we actually go back to the
spatial planning side, what I would see is that it probably encourages some
greater thought as to how service provisions can be made and supported in a way
that as you’ve talked some communities might have barriers of access to existing
providing locations. That might help support a case to actually provide
alternative services nearer. That can happen — the example of encouraging the
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[02.50.00]

Kara-France:

Tindall:

Chair;

provision of mobile services which come out to the community. That’s a great
way where perhaps there’s three types of destinations — maybe there’s education,
there’s employment; but if there’s no healthcare, what often I’ve seen is that the
obvious answer there is to provide mobile healthcare into that area so that that
community doesn’t all need to individually travel.

All the way through here I think what we are talking about is providing greater
choices. In the case of people who are still going to be driving, for whatever
reasons, those choices are there to minimise the emissions; but also to recognise
that if other people are no longer driving on the roads, that perhaps provides that
improved level, which is that those people who are driving may not be in as
congested travel as they were before, so emissions get reduced by a reduction in
that stop-start.

There is other things that come in. You referenced the volume and safety issues
of traffic on rural roads. My understanding and my interpretation of the policy
about transport infrastructure, it is talking about providing appropriate roots
when new roading is being provided. Safety is aside from what we are talking
here. But, one thing I will perhaps note is that lower speeds, whilst in a free flow
state i.e. not congested, a vehicle travelling at 60 or 70 kilometres an hour, just
because of the air resistance, will produce less emissions per kilometre than one
travelling at higher speeds. So, there is a link between the appropriateness of
setting speeds and also a link to emissions as well. And, whilst outside of the
scope of what we are talking here, that perhaps does link through to some of that
safety concern that was raised by the submitter and that you have re-voiced there.

Kia ora. Thank you for your explanation and also your knowledge and guidance
on this matter.

It still comes back to the point in regards to having tangata treaty partners and
tangata whenua at the decision-making table in regards to co-designing. There
are clear models throughout the country for example with mana whenua at the
decision-making table and co-governance, co-management and co-design
regarding transport corridor strategies with Waka Kotahi, local transport
authorities as such.

Coming back to Ngati Toa’s point in their submission, I see you’ve got in the
response, in regards... my question is in regards to the iwi partners at the
decision-making table and co-design, in regards to the Regional Land Transport
Plan itself. Can I just ask that that submission point and statement from Ngati
Toa is explained more in the reply?

We note that and will refer to our Council colleagues to include that response.
Thank you.

Ms Allwood at para 316 of your evidence you refer to the New Zealand Forest
& Bird’s relief where they seek a change to Policy CC.9 to change the wording
to “ensure subdivision” rather than “particular regard shall be given”.

I am not sure if that particular aspect of their submission point has been
addressed in your evidence. Obviously you support the wording “particular
regard shall be given.”
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Allwood:

Chair:

[02.55.00]

Allwood:

Chair:

Allwood:

Chair:

Again, it's just the question that I have around whether this policy and CC.2 are
aligned because CC.9 will apply before the District Plan changes are made.

Just any thoughts on whether “ensure subdivision use development” would be
appropriate there.

In my view, I think that might be too strong. I prefer particular regard. Policy
CC.9 is capturing subdivision use and development, so it's everything. There
won’t always be situations where they can meet this, so there needs to be I think
that flexibility in the policy until the plans are updated.

CC.2 is also subdivision use development, but expressed as a contribution to
reducing emissions.

There are quite a few submitters who support the new provision for freight
movement. The Emissions Reduction Plan talks about the untapped potential, 1
guess, for improvements — emission reduction through changes and freight
movement, including opportunities to reduce emissions through operational
efficiency such as root optimisation. That seems to I think be what this policy is
trying to drive, saying that the distribution centres... so again, that’s spatial
planning point isn’t it, locating them.

Do you know if work is under way on a national low emissions freight strategy
is recommended by the Climate Change Commission?

I don’t, sorry.

Are there any other opportunities within the scope of the RMA and certainly not
a lot of submitters raise this point about what is possible within the scope of the
RMA, but are there any other opportunities that you can see to support the move
to a more low emissions freight transport system?

As I understand it, with the National Emissions Reduction Plan, reducing
emissions from freight is one of the areas that’s identified as being quite
complicated and will take quite a while to transition. Other than that, and
obviously the spatial location of development and ensuring it's efficient in it's
network and the distance of travelling is reduced. Other than that there is not
much.

Thanks for confirming that Method CC.7 and 10 are within this topic.

Method CC.3 was the other one that I seem to have lost track of. I think that’s
about travel demand management plans. There are some submitters that have
requested some relief on that method.

Travel demand management plans, if you’ve got that provision there, this is
about the Council assisting Territorial Authorities with determining land use
thresholds for triggering a travel demand management plan.

I guess I’'m just wondering about the relationship of that with the optimising
travel demand requirements that you’re promoting.
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Allwood:

Chair:

Allwood:

[03.00.00]
Chair:

Allwood:

Chair;

Allwood:

Chair;

Tindall:

Chair:

Method CC.3, has been recommended to rename it to the travel choice
assessment, so that supports Policy CC.2.

I’m with you. Thank you. It's not something different.

Kapiti Coast District Council opposed Policy CC.3. Has that become now part
of the CC.2 or CC.2A. Do you know what’s happened with Policy CC.3?

Policy CC.3 is specifically around being enabling for infrastructure that supports
low emissions modes of transport, so your EV charging network. Just making
sure or updating the plans, so that they’re not requiring a resource consent to
establish EV charging points. That’s the focus of that policy.

Mr Tindall recommends a definition I think of maximising mode shift, but I
think Ms Allwood that your view or the general dictionary definition of that is
enough.

My understanding the way that we have amended Policy CC.1 with clauses (a)
to (c) articulates what maximising mode shift is in conjunction when you read it
with the definition of optimising transport demand so effectively. When you
optimise transport demand you do achieve maximising a mode shift.

I think a question about the change of wording from “providing for and
concentrating development” in Policy CC.1 to “supporting”. Ms Allwood I think
you say this leads too much into supporting the spatial location of development.

Again, this is about the transport infrastructure, so not the spatial planning which
I understand now is in CC.9. I guess not that I understand that, I think those
words make sense. If it's about the transport infrastructure, it perhaps can’t
influence the development of locations in the way that Policy CC.9 is seeking to
do.

Though that questioning I think I have answered my question on that.

Thanks Commissioner. I would just add that there is Hearing Stream Four and
there will be a number of policies that will direct the spatial location of
development.

It might that once we have heard submitters on Hearing Stream Four if we need
to come back and look at anything here, we might need to send through some
questions. Thank you.

In para 135 Mr Tindall you talk about an iterative process occurring. Do you
mean as part of the process of negotiating or setting consent conditions and
developing planning provisions with input from submitters. Is that what you
mean by iterative process?

If you can just give me one moment to find that paragraph. That’s in my evidence
in chief or the rebuttal?

Your first evidence.
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Tindall:

Chair:

[03.05.15]

Tindall:

Chair:

Tindall:

My expectation is that it's rare that anybody gets the perfect answer the first time.
I won’t claim that happens to me very often. Over my experience, normally a
conversation between two parties over time leads to more robust and considered
outcome, where more opportunities are realised and less obstacles are left.
Again, that’s the where the framework was set up to encourage an early dialogue
to allow for those opportunities to be identified early and avoid abortive work,
which was to gain the most value from the process with the least additional
burden on any party.

Just on the thresholds, I understand these are the thresholds in CC.2(a), through
the process of their plan changes, District City Councils can include thresholds
that are more specific for their context.

Just to check I understand this correctly, say if there was a development in a
rural area, that didn’t have a hundred units within a walkable catchment, or if
there was a commercial development of less than the 2500 square metres GFA,
until that plan change or the District City Council does its plan change these
thresholds would apply. So, if that development was below that say hundred
units then they wouldn’t need to apply the travel choice assessment.

That’s my understanding and expectation. When we developed the thresholds in
response to submissions, which was offered and think there were some pros and
cons with having these thresholds, trying to find something that was appropriate,
for example Wellington City and also some of those rural areas we have already
spoken about this morning, was going to be challenging.

What we did is we came up with some thresholds which do reflect also the ITA
for simplicity; so all people can largely when to understand when to apply. The
decision-making tree is relatively straight forward, but also set at a level that did
not become stifling for some of the territorials where they aren’t so resourced to
be able to apply these to every development That would be inappropriate I feel
and impractical. They were set at a level. But, the way as I understand the rules
are set, it is perfectly possible for those councils who are so resourced and so
mindful and where it's appropriate to set a threshold which would be lower and
therefore apply to a greater number or greater proportion of those developments,
and so achieve probably more benefits.

Obviously they can then apply different thresholds depending on zoning. You
would have probably thought about whether differential thresholds are
appropriate at this regional level — the basis of urban as opposed sort of more
rural lifestyle type areas. I understand there is simplicity in setting these
thresholds and then letting TAs work out what’s appropriate for them.

Correct. We did consider a number of different approaches and decided, or I
recommend a simplistic approach here does have the flaw of being perhaps too
simplistic in some ways for some aspirations, but at the same time it provides
that backstop. I don’t believe this should be where the long term thresholds
would be for across all of the Greater Wellington area. I see this as a start point
to be able to imbed the process, and then the ability for the local authorities to
develop those more complex and nuanced thresholds they’re able to review, and
also implement as well. Because again, if I may hark back to Mr Roos diagram
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Chair:

[03.10.00]

Allwood:

Chair:

Allwood:

Chair:

Paine:

Allwood:

Paine:

Allwood:

earlier today, it's not just about the policy, it's also about the implementation. So,
that’s something that I considered here with developing this was how it was able
to be applied.

Just one final bit about how the policy says it will cease to apply when CC.2(a)
is given effect through a District Plan. Presumably that would be if say a person
felt that the District Plan hadn’t given appropriate effect to this, say in a
particular zone, and then I guess there would be potentially an argument about
the application of this provision in that situation.

I guess what I’m saying is that it could be objectively assessed. It's just whether
there be any potential uncertainty about whether a District Plan had in fact given
effect to Policy CC.2(a) or given appropriate effect to it.

Commissioner Nightingale, I will just clarify: the Table 1 thresholds they aren’t
in effect at all. They are just as a guidance for the Territorial Authorities to use
that to develop their own. Just clarifying that. So, there would be no thresholds
until the plans updated themselves with their own local ones.

The wording says “the regional thresholds will cease to apply when the policy
is given effect through a district plan” so...

Yes, that was included to avoid any uncertainty with the regional thresholds
within this policy, and the thresholds that may be sitting in the respective district
plans.

I’m with you, I see. Thanks.

Just a short one for you Ms Allwood. In your S42A, talking about Policy CC.10.
I will just read it for you. It's para 334. It's only short. “Waka Kotahi’s request
to be involved in drafting and further discussions on the wording of Policy
CC.10,” so you recommend no amendments be made to the policy and so further
discussions were not required.

Did you know what they wanted to discuss, or because you had made your
decision that there was no requirement to make adjustments that was it?

Thanks Commissioner. No, I didn’t approach them to assess what they would
like included in their amendments, or to be included in drafting; generally given
the number of submissions there was just not the time to include submitters in
any redrafting.

I wasn’t saying to include them, I was just sort of saying to consider them for
inclusion. If you haven’t had the discussion you couldn’t do that. That’s fine.

Just a follow-up question: How often is Regional Land Transport Plan updated,
do you know?

I think it might be every ten years but I would need to clarify that and come back
to you.
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Paine:

Chair:

Tindall:

[03.15.00]
Chair:

Allwood:

Chair:

Allwood:

Chair;

Allwood:

Kara-France:

Tindall:

I can’t find it unfortunately. I think there was a reference I think to Waka Kotahi
—and as I say I can’t find it — saying that there are some targets in that plan. It's
a 2019 plan. The recommendation from the writers in Transport are saying,
“We’ll deal with it when we update the plan,” and that could be quite a way
down the road, kicking he can down the road so to speak.

I just thought I would ask that question. Thank you.

Just following on from that, the RLTP is that what sets the... I don’t know if
targets if the right word, but the Wellington Region’s bus and train commuter
networks and services? I guess my question is just around this implementation
issue, achieving better mode shift and it does require there to be suitable options.
Is it the RLTP that provides? Mr Tindall I think might wish to comment.

I think one of your earlier questions was for us to come back to you with the
rather complex diagram that sets the hierarchy of policy plans and of course the
most important part, the funding trail of all of this. Perhaps if we come back on
that point in all it's diagrammatic glory, that would be the easiest way of
confirming for you.

Thank you. Obviously this question of anticipated results and achievability of
these provisions rather than putting in aspirational objectives and policies, just
having confidence that there is a plan for how they will be achieved.

Is there an AER for these provisions Ms Allwood? Mr Wyeth mentioned that
there seemed to be some gaps in the AER. Do you know if there is one for
Transport?

Sorry Commissioner Nightingale, could you please clarify what that is?

Sure. The RPS has a set of anticipated environmental results that it's expecting
from the provisions. I'm just asking if there is an overall. If all of these
provisions are in place and working as they are intended to do, what is the
anticipated outcome?

In my view that’s what is set out in Objective CC.3.

If it's alright to look at that. Mr Wyeth has referred to some AERs that speak
directly to Objective CC.4 and Objective CC.6. I think he did note that there
may be some that are missing from the other objectives. But, then we talked
about is there actually scope to include those now. There may not be, but if that
is something that you wouldn’t mind looking at that would be great.

Certainly.

Mr Tindall, just in regard to Waka Kotahi’s Maori strategy, could you just check
whether or not that has been referred to when making decisions concerning the
Treaty partner at the decision-making table please? So it's Hononga ki te iwi our

Maori engagement framework, Waka Kotahi. Thank you.

Thank you Commissioner. Will do.
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Chair:

Chair:

Wyeth:

[03.20.00]

Thank you Ms Allwood. Thank you Mr Tindall for your evidence and
presentation. Sorry we have gone over but it's been a really helpful discussion
than you.

I think we are going to adjourn for lunch. We are running really behind, so half
an hour and we will be back. Thank you.

[Break taken for lunch — 03.18.05]
Energy Waste & Industry:

Welcome back. We are resuming with the Energy Waste and Industry sub-topic.
Mr Wyeth, thank you.

Good afternoon. My name is Jerome Wyeth, the Reporting Officer on behalf of
Council for the Climate Change Energy Waste & Industry topic in Hearing
Stream Three.

This summary statement will briefly cover the provisions in this topic, key issues
raised in submissions, key recommendations in my S42A Report and response
and then concludes with outstanding issues and submitter evidence, my rebuttal
evidence, recommendations and response.

In terms of the provisions covered in this topic it deals with amendments to
operative RPS provisions, rather than introducing new Climate Change
provisions like other Climate Change topics.

In summary, the provisions include amendments to Policy 2 to expand the policy
to cover greenhouse gases from industry; amendments to Policy 7 and 39, to
have more focus on the emission reduction benefits of some form of
infrastructure and renewable energy generation; amendments to Policy 11 to
clarify the direction of the policy, and to be better aligned with the NPS-REG,
the National Policy Statement for Renewable Electricity Generation;
amendments to non-regulatory Policy 65 to have a stronger focus on reducing
waste and efficient use of resources; and amendments to Method 17, to similarly
have a greater focus on reducing waste and greenhouse gas emissions from waste
streams.

There is approximately 136 original submission point and 126 further
submission points on this topic. Broadly the key issues raised were whether the
provisions were sufficient enough to enable a significant increase in renewable
energy generation to support the national and region emission reduction targets;
whether the provisions sufficiently give effect to relevant national direction, the
NPS-REG and the National Policy Statement for Electricity Transmission, or
conversely conflict with recently national direction on industrial process heat.

Some concerns that some of the new terms introduced in the policies, in
particular the reference to low and zero carbon regionally significant
infrastructure around clear and problematic, and potentially create a new tier of
infrastructure.
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General concerns that the provisions are not strong enough in relation to
regionally significant infrastructure more broadly and requests to include
reference to mineral and aggregate extraction in the provisions.

In terms of the recommendations in my S42A Report, | recommend withdrawing
the amendments to Policy 2 on the basis that this has been largely superseded by
recently Gazetted national direction on greenhouse gas emissions from industrial
process heat, which came into effect after Change 1 was notified.

Strengthening and refining the Policy direction in Policy 7, 11 and 39 relating
to renewable energy generation with the intent of giving better effect to the NPS-
REG and the climate change objectives in Change 1. This includes strengthening
the policy direction and wording in Policy 7 and Policy 39 to recognise and
provide for, and aligning terminology and the benefits of renewable energy
generation with those in the National Policy Statement.

I also recommend amendments to uncertain terms while retaining the general
direction of intent of the provisions in Change 1 to recognise the emission
reduction benefits of certain types of infrastructure.

In terms of the key issues outstanding in submitter evidence, a number of
submitters have requested that the policy direction, to strengthen the policy
direction, are recognised and provided for, extends to all forms of regionally
significant infrastructure and not just renewable energy generation.

Related to that was a number of requests for stronger policy direction and
support and enable protect, etc.

Some concern that Policy 7 and Policy 39 duplicate, and that the later Policy 39
should just be directed at consenting processes.

Remaining concerns that the benefits of mineral and aggregate extraction are not
referenced in Policy 7 and Policy 39.

And, some concerns from Territorial Authorities that the District Plans have
limited scope to implement some of the provisions in this topic.

In response, I recommend retraining the stronger direction for renewable energy
generation, on the basis this gives effect to the NPS-REG and the climate change
objectives in Change 1, and also to recognise that not all Regionally Significant
Infrastructure contributes to reducing emissions in the same way.

I recommend an amendment to Policy 39 to make specific to make specific
reference of the Electricity Transmission Network, also recognising this is an
infrastructure of national significance.

Retaining operative provisions relating to promoting and enabling energy
efficiency in buildings, noting that these are operative provisions and have not
been amended through Change 1.
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Chair:

Wyeth:

[03.25.00]

Wratt:

Wyeth;

Wratt:

Wyeth:

Chair:

Wyeth:

Chair:

I also recommend retaining the focus of Policy 7 and Policy 39 on the benefits
of renewable energy generation and Regionally Significant Infrastructure and
not extending that to mineral and aggregate extraction.

I am not happy to take questions from the Panel.

Mr Wyeth, for Policy 2 I understand why you are recommending deleting para
(c) given the recent national direction, but para (d) I didn’t see an overlap with
that and the NPS on industrial process heat. This may be something that we need
to ask Ms Anderson and Ms Manahara to assist with. That recent national
direction, I don’t think that deals with that issue in para (d).

I guess there’s two parts to that. Firstly, in terms of coal for domestic fires,
certainly the national direction does not address that because it's above a certain
threshold so it doesn’t capture domestic use.

In my S42A T sort of talk to that. I say the extent of these emissions are so small
in the region in terms of domestic coal use, and they’ve been phased out
naturally, so I felt the need to retain that policy there was no real benefit in it
from a emission reduction perspective anyway.

Large scale generators, I do believe that will have an overlap of its heat devices
in actual national direction. It's the scale on which those operate. Large scale
generators has a lot of overlap of heat devices in national direction. It's just the
scale in which they apply. I can’t off the top of my head remember the threshold
for heat devices. In essence there’s a lot of overlap.

For large scale generators, where coal is used as a source of heat and energy, for
example in dairy factories, would that come under there? Does that come under
there?

That comes under national direction. It captures the definition of heat devices —
any device that’s used burning fossil fuels for the purpose of generating heat —
so all industrial processes. The only thing, there’s a threshold I just can’t recall
off the top of my head in which that applies. It's like a thousand tons of CO2 or
something like that.

So, you don’t think deleting it out of here leaves a gap?

No. Industrial emissions are pretty comprehensively addressed in that national
direction.

It's a prohibited activity in the NES if the device burns coal and delivers heat at
less than 300 degrees Celsius, and that is RD if it delivers heat above 300 degrees
Celsius. I guess maybe just a bit more information on the extent to which those
two do overlap. I wouldn’t mind feeling a bit more confident that that (d) could
be ruled out on that basis, as opposed to... or the second part of (d) anyway.

Yes.

Policy 7, there was a submitter, it might have been Porirua City Council that said
“Shouldn’t the chapeau refer to objectives as well. I think your response to that
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Wyeth:

Chair;

[03.30.00]

Wyeth:

Chair:

was, if objectives is not mentioned there, that doesn’t preclude District and
Regional Plans from including objectives.

Just given the importance, as we have heard Meridian and others say this policy
is, would you consider something like “to include policies and/or methods and
may include objectives,” or you just think that’s not necessary?

I would certainly consider it. I would sort of read it as the same effect in practice.
If was to give and effect to that policy I would read it and say it's not preventing
me from including the objective to give effect to it. I think as I said in my
rebuttal, it's the same wording that’s used throughout the 4.1 regulatory policies;
so maybe make a change. Might make other policies interpret it a bit differently.

I would support that change. At the same time I don’t consider it to be necessary.
I hadn’t realised it's at that same formulation as used in other provisions.

You have addressed Meridian’s relief about recognising and providing for. That
comes into (b). You have said that’s justified on the basis of being a generation
that will help to reduce emissions.

Connecting that renewable energy into the rest of the electricity network, just
where recognise and provide for provision, whether you think that would be
appropriate for other infrastructure that supports to deliver the renewable
electricity.

I would certainly see it as appropriate for the Electricity Transmission Network,
given that it's recognised as being nationally significant and it has it's NPS that
has direction in that regard. I did sort of consider that, but the wording of Policy
7, as it's set out, it quite clearly distinguishes between Regionally Significant
Infrastructure and Renewable Energy Generation in a neat fit to provide that
direction. The Electricity Transmission Network that supports Renewable
Energy Generation wasn’t an easy fix and wasn’t something that TransPower
has specifically requested in their original submission.

They do make the points in rebuttal evidence that they support broader — waiting
for, recognise and provide for all Regionally Significant Infrastructures. I have
said I don’t support that, but I would probably support something that’s specific
to the Electricity Transmission Network.

The amendment that you do support in [03.31.43] is about recognising the
benefits of providing for an efficient, etc. network, rather than going that step
further, recognising and providing for it.

I also had a look in the operative RPS to see maybe if the existing provisions
were enough, but I didn’t see anything specific in there. Policy 7 is also about
benefits, and Policy 8 is about protecting that infrastructure from incompatible
development near it.

I appreciate there might be a scope point, but if it is, just because my
understanding is that actually generating it is one thing, but then you need to
actually also be able to move it.
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Wyeth:

Chair;

Wyeth:

Chair:

Wyeth:

Chair:

Wyeth:

Chair;

Wyeth:
[03.35.00]
Chair:

Wyeth:

I completely agree.

The change you recommend to definition of “small community scale” that is
now consistent with the NPS-REG isn’t it?

Yes. Not word for word, but arguably the intent is the same.

In 39(e) wind solar marine renewable resources within the region — does that
cover all of the regions sources?

That’s a good question, hydro being an obvious omission there. From my
understanding I don’t anticipate that there’s potential for any new hydro
generation in the Wellington Region. I think the general feeling there is just
trying to maintain the status quo in relation to hydro generation.

There probably wouldn’t be scope anyway. I guess [ was just thinking of...

Obviously solar was added through Change 1. That’s obviously grown
significantly in terms of increasing throughout New Zealand.

Sorry, I’'m jumping around a little bit here, but the deletion that you support to
the explanation for Policy 2, when you are looking at the NES industrial process
heat and NPS, would you mind also just confirming whether the large scale
industrial boilers is also covered by that direction — just so that deletion that from
the explanation there.

Yes.

In para 94, you refer to the Upper Hutt City Council submission point about it's
concerns that low and zero carbon infrastructure is outside the control of District
Plans to achieve. I see it as part of the theme of what this Council and some
others are saying — the limitations of their functions under the RMA and the
scope of what can be achieved. As I see it, if there is a framework that is enabling
of this infrastructure, then it could help to deliver these outcomes and reduction
of emissions.

Any extra comments on what they are saying in that submission point? I will ask
them later this week but...

As you would have picked up, I thought some of those concerns were a bit
overstated. The intent of the changes here is to recognise that some forms of
infrastructure have these benefits and ensure that’s given weight in decision-
making. That’s really what it's about.

They also raise concerns around the ability of district plans to control energy
efficiencies, which is really a rollover of the intent of the RPS provisions. There
seems to be some concern, as you’ve said, around climate change coming into
scope and how can we deal with this. I feel a lot of those concerns are a bit
unfounded.
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Chair:

Wyeth:

Chair:

Wyeth:

Chair;

[03.40.03]
Wyeth:

Chair:

Wyeth:

There is a reference in the provisions and I think it's actually more the operative
provisions, so it's probably not much scope, unless you consider it a
consequential change; but in the explanation text in the operative RPS (and my
note here says Policy 11 but maybe that’s not correct) the text refers to the New
Zealand Energy Strategy 2007 and the National Energy Efficiency Conservation
Strategy 2007 and the need to give regard to those documents.

As I said, ’'m not sure, unless it could be done as a consequential, but the New
Zealand Energy Efficiency Strategy for instance there’s now a 2017 to 2022
document, is there is an opportunity to update those references.

I believe there probably could be scope. It was a pretty wholesale deletion or
rationalisation of that explanation. Certainly Meridian in their evidence have
talked about these new strategies that have come in and if anything increased the
significance and importance of the strategies. I can certainly give that some more
consideration.

That would be good. Might as well try to get those updated if we can.

In para 122 of your evidence, the first bullet point you talk about changes to
Policy 11, recommending that you replace “reference to domestic scale and
small scale” with “small scale and community scale renewable electricity
generation activities.”

Is there any impact of removing “domestic scale” from here, or will it be covered
anyway by “small scale and community scale.” I guess it's just a question about
whether domestic scale is different from small scale.

The answer I guess is no. Small scale is like for the purpose of generating
electricity for a particular site. In my view that covers domestic scale. My intent
and my recommendations there was in line with the NPS-REG which
specifically talks to.

Small scale in my opinion covers domestic scale.

If I wanted to put a solar panel and if that triggered a consenting threshold that
would be covered under this policy?

That’s my understanding/intent.

Staying in Policy 11, and energy efficient design, energy efficient alterations to
existing buildings. Have there been some changes in the Building Code? I think
somewhere, and I am not sure if it's in this topic, or in another evidence
statement, I think you talk about some changes or some new requirements
around achieving more energy efficient buildings. Does that ring a bell with
you? I might have muddled up my S42A Reports.

No it's doesn’t. I’'m not aware of any specifics around Building Code
requirements, around energy efficiency and design.
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Chair:

Wyeth:

Chair;

Wyeth:

Chair:

Wyeth:
[03.45.00]

Chair:

Wyeth:

I would reiterate that Policy 11 in relation to energy efficient design and
buildings is just a rollover of the RPS provisions. It's more around enabling
rather than requiring.

Some submitters, Outdoor Bliss, Tony Chad and some others have requested
some more changes to Policy 11, which I think you say are outside what Policy
11 is intended to achieve. I think some of those changes are around that energy
efficiency and building design.

Just going back to paragraph 15 in my S42A, the request for references to
personal resource audits, other tools and personal resource management plans, I
felt that was beyond the scope of what Policy 11 was intended to do.

Policy 39(c), having particular regard to protecting RSI from incompatible
subdivision etc. would that cover direct effects and reverse sensitivity effects?
It's any effects that impact that infrastructure?

Yes, that’s certainly how I would interpret it.

There’s this drafting matter which Ms Foster has raised about RSI infrastructure,
those definitions. This policy is about renewable energy and Regionally
Significant Infrastructure; and (b), (c) and (d) refer either to RSI or renewable
electricity infrastructure. I just wanted to check, are all elements of this policy
intended to apply to both?

The clauses I used the terms deliberately — I guess is the short answer.

[03.45.01] recognise and provide for direction for renewable energy generation,
clause (a), I guess the softer direction, to recognise the benefits of all regionally
significant structure in (b) in terms of protecting regionally significant
infrastructure, which also includes, I guess, renewable energy generation is a
subset of regionally significant infrastructure. Where clause (c) talks about
protecting regionally significant infrastructure that also applies to renewable
energy generation; and then (d) is specific to the operational and functional
needs of renewable energy generation.

Again just following on from that point that I raised at the beginning of the
questions about infrastructure that then supports that renewable electricity to
actually go to where it needs to go, more is needed there, but I appreciate there
would be an issue with widening it up to all RSI and also there may be a scope
issue. Just as I was reading that, I just wondered whether there might be a
possible gap.

I could certainly could give that more consideration. As I said earlier, I would
support the Electricity Transmission Network being on the same par as
renewable energy generation, being seen that way.

Although Trans Power didn’t request that specifically, I think there is scope
within what they have requested to give that some more consideration.
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Wratt:

Wyeth:

Paine:

Wyeth:

Chair:

[03.50.02]
Wyeth:

Chair:

In your key recommendations you note that in Policy 7 and 39 you haven’t
included mineral and aggregate extraction, which I think was as Winstones
relieve sought. Could you just talk through that please?

I guess they sort of requested they be included in that policy, which has always
been specifically focused on renewable energy generation and Regionally
Significant Infrastructure, without in my view I guess providing enough
rationale to support that.

In Hearing Stream 2, as you will recall, I recommended that mineral extraction
be referenced in the Objective A. I do feel that they have a place there, but in
terms of this policy they’re specifically dealing with Regionally Significant
Infrastructure and Renewable Energy Generation and I don’t think it's
appropriate to reference mineral aggregate extraction here — given that they are
also covered in Chapter 3.11 if I recall.

That was one of my questions as well. The connection between infrastructure
and you’ve got to have one to have the other don’t you?

You’ve got to have the aggregate to have the infrastructure.

I guess in my opinion that’s where that connection is better made at that
integrated management kind of level, more so than at this policy level for Policy
7 and 39, which I think are specifically around those benefits.

I do absolutely agree there’s an integration connectedness issue that needs to be
considered. I just don’t think Policy 7 and Policy 39 are the best place for that.

Mr Wyeth I just have another couple more.

Policy 7 and 39, which I see are coined with one side on consenting and the other
side on plan making, in Policy 39 you support “recognising and providing for
the benefits of renewable energy.” But, I think in Policy 7 you don’t support
Meridian’s relief requesting “recognise and provide for”. Is that because (a) is
about RSI more generally.

Confusingly they have got the clauses around the wrong way in Policy 7 and
Policy 39. I do recommend “recognise and provide for” in relation to renewable
energy generation, which is clause (b) in Policy 7 and clause (a) in Policy 39.

I have tried to make it consistent in terms of the direction in Policy 7 around
“recognise and provide for” with Policy 39. Similarly for other regionally
infrastructure it is recognised in Policy 7 and in Policy 39.

Thank you. I had missed that.

There are probably other provisions in the operative RPS that set out the
requirement to manage the effects of this infrastructure. There’s bound to be
some provisions in there. These are all recognising the benefits and enabling
them. I don’t think there is anything in here that talks about managing effects.
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Wyeth:

Chair:;

Wyeth:

Chair;

Wyeth:

Chair;

Wyeth:

[03.55.00]
Chair;

Chair:

Wyeth:

No. My understanding is that all the biodiversity provisions or coastal
environment provisions in the RPS would apply to renewable electricity
generation. You would have seen Meridian sought some additional direction
around enabling REGs subject to other chapters. I didn’t think that was
necessary to add that statement. I also made the point that there are some
proposed amendments to the NPS-REG that consultation ended at the end of
June, but they are intended to provide quite a consenting pathway for these types
of infrastructure and I think it's best advanced through that work.

Meridian had also requested in Policy 7(a) a reference to recognising the role
that their infrastructure has in sustaining the resilience of communities to the
adverse effects of climate change.

Was that in relation to Policy 7 or Policy 39?

I have written down Policy 7. I might have got that wrong. I think your
recommended changes in 7(b)(2) about contributing to resilience might address
that. I need to actually go back and check if Ms Fosters is happy with that relief.
I think they’re presenting later this week Meridian.

The amendments to Policy 7(b) in terms of recognising those benefits, which I
absolutely support, are also intended to align with the NPS-REG. It's much more
specific. That’s why there’s quite of marked up amendments there, to give
greater specificity around those benefits was the intent.

I think the very last thing is the explanation to Policy 65. I am not sure that the
explanatory text now fully captures the amendments that you’re recommending.
In particular, the explanatory text does focus on waste. I suppose it does mention
reducing greenhouse gas emissions. It's just the changes that you support about
increasing the proportion of energy generated and used from renewable sources,
and whether that’s useful to add into the explanation. But, I do see you have a
comment there about reducing emissions. That might be enough to provide the
explanation for the policy.

I guess I would support an additional reference around renewable energy
sources.

Okay. If you think that’s helpful to add that into your reply that would be great.
Thank you I think that was all that I had. Any questions?

Thanks very much Mr 