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Appendix 5: Table of recommendations on submissions

For textin the ‘Decision requested’ column that shows additions and deletions in colour, please see the original submission on the PC1 website: https://www.gw.govt.nz/your-region/plans-policies-and-bylaws/updating-our-
regional-policy-statement-and-natural-resources-plan/natural-resources-plan-2023-changes/consultationssubmitters/
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Not
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Supports the New Zealand Farm Forestry Association
Inc, and the Wellington Branch of the New Zealand
Farm Forestry Associations' submissions.

Considers risks should be assessed as the impacts of
another rotation on tracked and managed land could
be worse than other options.

NZCF supports the submission to the extent that the
submission suggests that the provisions that relate to
plantation forestry should be based on a
consideration of risks.

Concerned any attempt to modify highly exposed land
may have a net negative impact, particularly in
shallow soils.

Notes there is a perception that forestry has been a
significant contributor to sediment discharge.
Concerned that good management practices have not
been well defined or monitored.

Supports the New Zealand Farm Forestry Association
Inc, and the Wellington Branch of the New Zealand
Farm Forestry Associations' submission.

PC1 repeats 'woody vegetation' as a target state,
concern around lack of proper definition and
landowners being able to achieve this state. If term is
defined in other legislation should be referenced
properly.

There are many pest plants in the region, and some
such as Gorse should be considered carefully before
removal due to acting as a nursery for native
vegetation. Considers clarity is required about what is
a pest and what is not.

Supports submissions of China National Forestry
Group, John Turkington Limited, NZ Farm Forestry
Association and Juken New Zealand Limited
Considers Rules WH.R17 to WH.R22 and Rules
P.R16 to P.R21 neglect to acknowledge the
precedence of the National Environmental Standards
of Plantation Forestry (NESPF) and National
Environmental Standards of Commercial Forestry
(NESCF). NESCF recognises need for flexibility to
protect sensitive local environments and notes
Regional and District Councils can be more stringent
or more lenient but needs to be based on
assessments of science and encompasses all
environmental, social, and economic factors including
those already in place.

Agrees that rules WH.R17 to WH.R22 and Rules
P.R16 to P.R21 neglect to acknowledge the
precedence of the National Environmental Standards
of Plantation Forestry (NESPF) and National
Environmental Standards of Commercial Forestry
(NESCF).

NZCF generally supports the submission and
considers that Proposed Plan Change 1 should be
withdrawn until such time as the effectiveness of the
NESCF, and the necessity for more stringent rules
has been appropriately evaluated.

Not stated

Seeks that there be no new forestry on
highest erosion land but additional
rotations of existing forestry should be
considered on impacts.

Allow in part Not stated

(b) define "land in a natural state".
(d) make revegetation optional.

Retain B1.

No decision requested but opposes the
plan change.

Provide a clear definition of what
constitutes "woody vegetation".

A definition of pest plants is required.

Not stated
Not stated
Allow
point in full
Allow Not stated

Support submission
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Original Original Further Further Plan section | Provision Reasons Decision requested FS decision sought | Officer
submission | submitter submission | submitter posmon recommendation
point (SP point (FS

S111.003 Forest General comments - | Oppose Considers where councils are proposing a new rule Not stated
Enterprises Interpretatlon current legislation that is more stringent than the NES-PF, there is a recommendatlon
requirement to demonstrate the more stringent rule is
justified in the context of the region/district in
accordance with section 32(4) of the RMA. Notes
guidance is also included within the NES-PF Plan
Alignment Guidance prepared by MPI. Notes more
stringent rules under Regulation 6(1)(a) must firstly to
demonstrate the NES-PF controls are not sufficient to
achieve a plan objective that gives effect to the NPS-
FM and then how a more stringent rule will achieve
that objective in a more effective and efficient way
than the NES-PF. Suggests roving a link between a
proposed rule and a plan objective that gives effect to
the NPS-FM is not sufficient. Notes section 32(4) of
RMA also requires councils to demonstrate proposed
rules (including rules being rolled over as part of a
plan review) are justified in the context of the
region/district.

S111.003 Forest FS30.057 Pukerua 2 General comments - Support | Agrees that where councils are proposing a new rule Allow Support submission No
Enterprises Holdings Interpretation | current legislation that is more stringent than the NES-PF, there is a point in full recommendation
Limited requirement to demonstrate the more stringent rule is

justified in the context of the region/district in
accordance with section 32(4) of the RMA.

S111.003 Forest FS50.058 New Zealand 2 General comments - Support | NZCF supports the submission for the reasons given Allow Not stated No
Enterprises Carbon Interpretation | current legislation and considers that Proposed Plan Change 1 should recommendation
Farming Group be withdrawn until such time as the effectiveness of
('NZCF") the NESCF has been appropriately evaluated.
S111.005 Forest General General comments - | Oppose Considers GWRC have ignored statements made by Not stated No
Enterprises comments plantation forestry Easton, Nation and Blyth. Considers technical recommendation

memorandum does not consider land that is replanted
back into plantation forestry., the stability that
plantation forestry provides by its root structures, wind
protection, wildlife habitat that is not found in pastural
landscapes as well as rainfall uptake, all of which
reduce erosion and landslides. Considers
methodology used to identify landslide risk was over
simplified and lacks local information. Considers
geology and aspect was not accounted for. Considers
the analysis and recommendations unjustified.
Expects PC1 to require sediment mitigations on
identified erosion risk areas. Considers appropriate
mitigation type and extent will vary depending on
physical factors such as slope, aspect, site access
and pest-control, and non-physical factors such as
cost and landowner cooperation. Considers a site-
specific assessment, which has same purpose as the
required Harvest and Earthworks plans (schedule 4 &
6) of NESCF, provides more appropriate mitigation
measures than the generalised PC1.Considers it
unjustified to propose rules that impact land-disturbing
activities if they were ignored. Considers intention of
Easton, Nation and Blyth technical memorandum has
been misused by GWRC as a forementioned, a site-
specific field assessment and expert advice prevails.

S111.005 Forest FS50.059 New Zealand General General comments - Support | NZCF supports the submission for the reasons given Allow Not stated No
Enterprises Carbon comments plantation forestry and for the reasons set out in NZCF’s primary recommendation
Farming Group submission.
('NZCF")
S111.006 Forest General General comments - | Oppose Considers NES-CF has rules and controls for total Not stated No
Enterprises comments plantation forestry suspended solids and plantation forestry discharge recommendation

and seeks justification on how rules in PC1 provide
greater positive environmental outcomes.

S111.006 Forest FS30.059 Pukerua General General comments - Support | Agrees that NES-CF has rules and controls for total Allow Support submission No
Enterprises Holdings comments plantation forestry suspended solids and plantation forestry discharge point in full recommendation
Limited
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Original Original Further Further Plan section | Provision SP Reasons Decision requested FS decision sought | Officer
submission | submitter submission | submitter position recommendation
point (SP point (FS

and seeks justification on how rules in PC1 provide
greater positive environmental outcomes.

S111.006 Forest FS50.060 New Zealand General General comments - Support | NZCF supports the submission and considers that Allow Not stated No
Enterprises Carbon comments plantation forestry Proposed Plan Change 1 should be withdrawn until recommendation
Farming Group such time as the effectiveness of the NESCF has
('NZCF") been appropriately evaluated.
S111.007 Forest 2 General comments - | Oppose Considers NES-CF has rules and controls for the Not stated No
Enterprises Interpretation = overall winter earthworks shutdown period and already recommendation
manages effects. Considers a requirement for greater
stringency has not been demonstrated.
S111.008 Forest General General comments - | Oppose Considers no recommendations from the Whaitua Not stated No
Enterprises comments plantation forestry committees or the forestry industry have been recommendation
implemented which reflect the proposed rules for
plantation forestry. Notes as acknowledged in the
Whaitua Committee reports, Regional Councils need
to work with forestry groups and contractors to
provide support that includes ensuring all forestry
operators are aware of relevant regulatory
requirements and good practice. Considers lack of
evidence that GWRC has engaged forestry groups.
Considers Implementing new compliance roles does
not achieve this recommendation.
S111.008 Forest FS50.061 New Zealand General General comments - Support | NZCF supports the submission for the reasons given Allow Not stated No
Enterprises Carbon comments plantation forestry and the reasons set out in NZCF’s primary recommendation
Farming Group submission. NZCF similarly welcomes the opportunity
('NZCF") to consult with the forestry industry.
S111.009 Forest 2 General comments - | Oppose Considers environmental outcomes Te-Awarua-o- Not stated No
Enterprises Interpretation = overall Porirua and Te-Whanganui-a-Tara have recommendation
recommended are not reflected by the proposed NRP
rules. Considers oversimplifying slope and not
factoring forestry activities, yet proposing rules on this
basis, is scientifically and logically inconsistent.
Considers whaitua recommendations consistent with
the National Environmental Standards of Commercial
Forestry and provides the site-specific assessments
needed. Submitter invite GWRC to consult with
forestry industry and evaluate level of stringency that
NESCEF already provides.
S111.009 Forest FS50.062 New Zealand 2 General comments - Support | NZCF supports the submission for the reasons given Allow Not stated No
Enterprises Carbon Interpretation | overall and the reasons set out in NZCF’s primary recommendation
Farming Group submission. NZCF similarly welcomes the opportunity
('NZCF") to consult with the forestry industry.
S111.010 Forest 8 Whaitua Rule WH.R17: Oppose Rule does not acknowledge the precedence of the Not stated No
Enterprises Te Vegetation NESPF and NESCF. recommendation
Whanganui- | clearance on highest
a-Tara erosion risk land —
permitted activity.
S111.011 Forest 8 Whaitua Rule WH.R18: Oppose Rule does not acknowledge the precedence of the Not stated No
Enterprises Te Vegetation NESPF and NESCF. recommendation
Whanganui- | clearance on highest
a-Tara erosion risk land —
controlled activity.
S111.012 Forest 8 Whaitua Rule WH.R19: Oppose Rule does not acknowledge the precedence of the Not stated No
Enterprises Te Vegetation NESPF and NESCF. recommendation
Whanganui- | clearance —
a-Tara discretionary activity.
S111.013 Forest 8 Whaitua Rule WH.R20: Oppose Rule does not acknowledge the precedence of the Not stated No
Enterprises Te Plantation forestry — NESPF and NESCF. recommendation
Whanganui- | controlled activity.
a-Tara
S111.014 Forest 8 Whaitua Rule WH.R21: Oppose Rule does not acknowledge the precedence of the Not stated No
Enterprises Te Plantation forestry — NESPF and NESCF. recommendation
Whanganui- | discretionary activity.
a-Tara
S111.015 Forest 8 Whaitua Rule WH.R22: Oppose Rule does not acknowledge the precedence of the Not stated No
Enterprises Te Plantation forestry NESPF and NESCF. recommendation
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submission | submitter submission | submitter position recommendation
point (SP point (FS

Whanganui- | on highest erosion
a-Tara risk land — prohibited
activity.
S111.016 Forest 8 Whaitua Rule P.R16: Oppose Rule does not acknowledge the precedence of the Not stated No
Enterprises Te Vegetation NESPF and NESCF. recommendation
Whanganui- | clearance on highest
a-Tara erosion risk land—
permitted activity.
S111.016 Forest FS30.060 Pukerua 8 Whaitua Rule P.R16: Support | Agrees that Rule P.R16 does not acknowledge the Allow Support submission No
Enterprises Holdings Te Vegetation precedence of the NES-PF and NES-CF point in full recommendation
Limited Whanganui- | clearance on highest
a-Tara erosion risk land—
permitted activity.
S111.017 Forest 8 Whaitua Rule P.R17: Oppose Rule does not acknowledge the precedence of the Not stated No
Enterprises Te Vegetation NESPF and NESCF. recommendation
Whanganui- | clearance on highest
a-Tara erosion risk land —
controlled activity.
S111.017 Forest FS30.061 Pukerua 8 Whaitua Rule P.R17: Support | Agrees that Rule P.R17 does not acknowledge the Allow Support submission No
Enterprises Holdings Te Vegetation precedence of the NES-PF and NES-CF point in full recommendation
Limited Whanganui- | clearance on highest
a-Tara erosion risk land —
controlled activity.
S111.018 Forest 8 Whaitua Rule P.R18: Oppose Rule does not acknowledge the precedence of the Not stated No
Enterprises Te Vegetation NESPF and NESCF. recommendation
Whanganui- | clearance —
a-Tara discretionary activity.
S111.018 Forest FS30.062 Pukerua 8 Whaitua Rule P.R18: Support | Agrees that Rule P.R18 does not acknowledge the Allow Support submission No
Enterprises Holdings Te Vegetation precedence of the NES-PF and NES-CF point in full recommendation
Limited Whanganui- | clearance —
a-Tara discretionary activity.
S111.018 Forest FS30.063 Pukerua 8 Whaitua Rule P.R18: Support | Agrees that Rule P.R19 does not acknowledge the Allow Support submission No
Enterprises Holdings Te Vegetation precedence of the NES-PF and NES-CF point in full recommendation
Limited Whanganui- | clearance —
a-Tara discretionary activity.
S111.018 Forest FS30.064 Pukerua 8 Whaitua Rule P.R18: Support | Agrees that Rule P.R20 does not acknowledge the Allow Support submission No
Enterprises Holdings Te Vegetation precedence of the NES-PF and NES-CF point in full recommendation
Limited Whanganui- | clearance —
a-Tara discretionary activity.
S111.018 Forest FS30.065 Pukerua 8 Whaitua Rule P.R18: Support | Agrees that Rule P.R21 does not acknowledge the Allow Support submission No
Enterprises Holdings Te Vegetation precedence of the NES-PF and NES-CF point in full recommendation
Limited Whanganui- | clearance —
a-Tara discretionary activity.
S111.019 Forest 9Te Rule P.R19: Oppose Rule does not acknowledge the precedence of the Not stated No
Enterprises Awarua-o- Plantation forestry — NESPF and NESCF. recommendation
Porirua controlled activity.
Whaitua
S111.020 Forest 9Te Rule P.R20: Oppose Rule does not acknowledge the precedence of the Not stated No
Enterprises Awarua-o- Plantation forestry — NESPF and NESCF. recommendation
Porirua discretionary activity.
Whaitua
S111.021 Forest 9Te Rule P.R21: Oppose Rule does not acknowledge the precedence of the Not stated No
Enterprises Awarua-o- Plantation Forestry NESPF and NESCF. recommendation
Porirua on highest erosion
Whaitua risk land — prohibited
activity.
S111.022 Forest 9Te Rule R104: Oppose No reason specifically stated Not stated No
Enterprises Awarua-o- Vegetation recommendation
Porirua clearance on erosion
Whaitua prone land —
permitted activity.
S111.023 Forest 9Te Rule R107: Oppose No reason specifically stated Not stated No
Enterprises Awarua-o- Earthworks and recommendation
Porirua vegetation clearance
Whaitua — discretionary

activity.
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Original Original Further Further Plan section | Provision Reasons
submission | submitter submission | submitter posmon
point (SP point (FS

Decision requested FS decision sought | Officer
recommendation

S16.011 Pauatahanui 8 Whaltua Rule P Amend There are many different pest plants within the region | Provide definition for pest plants Accept
Residents Vegetatlon with different effects on native vegetation.
Association Whanganw- clearance on highest
a-Tara erosion risk land—
permitted activity.
S17.001 John Easther General Highest erosion risk = Oppose Considers Makara and Ohariu catchments are faulted | Considers erosion potential of all land Accept
comments land (plantation with variable aspects and topography. Potential must be based on evidence from site
forestry) erosion varies within sub catchments, which cannot investigation.
be determined through aerial scanning data. Considers Map 92 is not fit for purpose
other than as a tool to indicate where
specific site investigation should be
undertaken.
S17.004 John Easther General Highest erosion risk = Amend Considers Makara and Ohariu catchments are faulted | Considers erosion potential of all land No
comments land (woody with variable aspects and topography. Potential must be based on evidence from site recommendation
vegetation) erosion varies within sub catchments, which cannot investigation.
be determined through aerial scanning data. Considers Map 92 is not fit for purpose
other than as a tool to indicate where
specific site investigation should be
undertaken.
S17.004 John Easther FS47.121 Meridian General Highest erosion risk Support | Meridian is concerned about the accuracy of the Allow Allow S17.004. No
Energy Limited = comments land (woody mapping and its relevance for Meridian’s existing wind recommendation
vegetation) farms West Wind and Mill Creek;
S177.006 Transpower 2 General comments - | Not Concerns the vegetation clearance provisions on 'high = Amend maps to only identify cohesive Accept in part
New Zealand Interpretation = definitions Stated erosion risk land' do not recognise need to undertake | areas of vegetation being subject to
Limited vegetation clearance to prevent encroachment of rules.
woody vegetation on National Grid transmission lines
and support structures. Submitter is not opposed to Include specific reference to NESETA
revegetation generally, but considers revegetation at start of chapter to highlight NESETA
should not be promoted underneath or near to regulations to plan users.
National Grid transmission lines and support
structures, as this may compromise future safe
operation of the National Grid. Questions
appropriateness of mapping used to identify where
resource consent is required for vegetation clearance.
Notes mapping includes small and incohesive areas
of vegetation, and questions efficiency or
effectiveness of regulating these. Considers maps
should be amended to only identify cohesive areas of
vegetation being subject to rules. Seeks specific
reference to NESETA at start of chapter to highlight
NESETA regulations to plan users.
S177.006 Transpower FS23.749 Forest & Bird 2 General comments - Oppose | Submission points would likely result in the further Disallow Oppose the whole of Reject
New Zealand Interpretation | definitions loss of indigenous biodiversity and degradation of the submission and
Limited waterways throughout Wellington and be inconsistent all relief sought
with higher order documents, including the NPS-FM, unless otherwise
the NPS-IB, the NZCPS, and the RMA (including s6). stated or where
points are consistent
with Forest & Bird’s
submission points
and specific relief.
S177.011 Transpower General Highest erosion risk | Neutral Not stated Retain as notified (noting the Reject
New Zealand comments land (woody submission points on the maps and
Limited vegetation) provision).
S177.011 Transpower FS23.754 Forest & Bird General Highest erosion risk Oppose | Submission points would likely result in the further Disallow Oppose the whole of | Accept
New Zealand comments land (woody loss of indigenous biodiversity and degradation of the submission and
Limited vegetation) waterways throughout Wellington and be inconsistent all relief sought
with higher order documents, including the NPS-FM, unless otherwise
the NPS-IB, the NZCPS, and the RMA (including s6). stated or where
points are consistent
with Forest & Bird’s
submission points
and specific relief.
S177.038 Transpower 8 Whaitua Rule WH.R17: Amend Notwithstanding concerns raised in this submission Amend rule as follows:Rule WH.R17: Accept in part
New Zealand Te Vegetation regarding the mapping of ‘highest erosion risk land Vegetation clearance on highest
Limited Whanganui- | clearance on highest (woody vegetation)’, submitter seeks amendment to erosion risk land Vegetation clearance
a-Tara R17.Regular vegetation clearance to prevent on highest erosion risk land (woody
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Original Further
submitter submission
point (FS

Original
submission

point (SP

S177.038 Transpower FS23.781 Forest & Bird 8 Whaitua
New Zealand Te
Limited Whanganui-
a-Tara
S177.038 Transpower FS47.228 Meridian 8 Whaitua
New Zealand Energy Limited @ Te
Limited Whanganui-
a-Tara
S177.039 Transpower 8 Whaitua
New Zealand Te
Limited Whanganui-
a-Tara

erosion risk land —
permitted activity.

Rule WH.R17:
Vegetation
clearance on highest
erosion risk land —
permitted activity.

Rule WH.R17:
Vegetation
clearance on highest
erosion risk land —
permitted activity.

Rule WH.R18:
Vegetation
clearance on highest
erosion risk land —
controlled activity.

vegetation from encroaching on National Grid
transmission lines and structures (beyond that
provided in Electricity (Hazards from Trees)
Regulations 2003) is a necessary part of maintaining
safe and efficient operations of electricity transmission
network. Providing for vegetation clearance
underneath or near National Grid transmission lines
or structures as a permitted activity is necessary in
order to give effect to policy 5 of NPSET, which
requires that the reasonable operational and
maintenance requirements of the National Grid are
provided for, and policy 10 of NPSET, which requires
operation and maintenance of electricity transmission
network is not compromised. Seeks to add a
subclause to clause (a) to clarify that vegetation
clearance of less than 200m2 per property per year is
permitted activity (on the basis that clearance of more
than 200m2 is a controlled activity under rule
WH.R18). Considers it necessary to avoid clearance
of less than 200m2 becoming an innominate activity
(and therefore discretionary). Clarification is sought as
to how the 200m2 is calculated — is it the identified
woody vegetation or on a site which contains an area
of woody vegetation. Opposes rule being included
within freshwater planning instrument, as the purpose
of rule is to manage land use for purposes of sail
conservation and seeks that it be reallocated to Part 1
Schedule 1 planning instrument.

Submission points would likely result in the further
loss of indigenous biodiversity and degradation of
waterways throughout Wellington and be inconsistent
with higher order documents, including the NPS-FM,
the NPS-IB, the NZCPS, and the RMA (including s6).

Oppose

Support
in part

Vegetation clearance is also required routinely for
regionally significant infrastructure, in addition to the
purposes permitted by Rule WH.R17 (including to
allow for vegetation clearance associated with
upgrading activities). Meridian notes that the
operative NRP rule (R104) provides for vegetation
clearance of up to 2 ha in any 12 month period and,
reiterating the further submission point seeking
retention of operative NRP rules (S193.042), requests
retention of the limits in operative Rule R104 or a
larger area for regionally significant infrastructure
consistent with the limits in Rule R104;

Subject to submitters relief being granted on rule
WH.R17 (submission point 42) submitter is neutral on
rule, noting NESETA regulation 32 would apply (and
prevail) where works are not permitted. Considers the
rehabilitation of areas of cleared vegetation (under
matter of control 3) should not be undertaken in a
manner or in locations where vegetation would
encroach on National Grid lines or structures.
Considers that an additional matter of control is
necessary to address this matter. Opposes rule being
included within freshwater planning instrument, as
purpose of rule is to manage land use for purposes of
soil conservation and seeks that it be reallocated to
Part 1 Schedule 1 planning instrument.

Amend

Further Plan section | Provision SP Reasons Decision requested FS decision sought | Officer
submitter position recommendation

vegetation) and any associated
discharge of sediment to a surface
water body is a permitted activity
provided the following conditions are
met:(a) the vegetation clearance is:(i)
for no more than a total area of 200m2
per property in any consecutive 12-
month period, or (ii) to implement an
action in the erosion risk treatment plan
for the farm, or(iii) for the control of pest
plants, and or(iv) for the purposes of
operating or maintaining the National
Grid, and (b) debris from the
vegetation clearance is not placed
where it can enter a surface water
body.In addition to this, reallocate the
rule so that it is part of the Part 1
Schedule 1 planning instrument, and
not part of the freshwater planning
instrument.

Disallow Oppose the whole of
the submission and
all relief sought
unless otherwise
stated or where
points are consistent
with Forest & Bird’s
submission points
and specific relief.
Allow S177.038 in
part by providing for
vegetation clearance
other than for the
limited purposes
currently listed in
Rule WH.R17 but
increase the area
permitted to be
cleared to be
consistent with
operative Rule R104.

Accept in part

Allow in part Accept in part

Amend rule as follows:

Rule WH.R18: Vegetation clearance on
highest erosion risk land Vegetation
clearance on highest erosion risk land
(woody vegetation), of more than a total
area of 200m2 per property in any
consecutive 12-month period, and any
associated discharge of sediment to a
surface water body is a controlled
activity provided an erosion and
sediment management plan has been
prepared in accordance with Schedule
33 (vegetation clearance plan) and
submitted with the application for
resource consent under this Rule.
Matters of control

Accept in part
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Original
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Original
submission

Further
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point (SP

S177.039

S$177.039

S177.040

Transpower
New Zealand
Limited

Transpower
New Zealand
Limited

Transpower
New Zealand
Limited

point (FS

FS23.782

FS47.237

Forest & Bird

Meridian
Energy Limited

8 Whaitua
Te
Whanganui-
a-Tara

8 Whaitua
Te
Whanganui-
a-Tara

8 Whaitua
Te
Whanganui-
a-Tara

Rule WH.R18:
Vegetation
clearance on highest
erosion risk land —
controlled activity.

Rule WH.R18:
Vegetation
clearance on highest
erosion risk land —
controlled activity.

Rule WH.R19:
Vegetation
clearance —
discretionary activity.

Oppose

Oppose

Oppose
in part

Submission points would likely result in the further
loss of indigenous biodiversity and degradation of
waterways throughout Wellington and be inconsistent
with higher order documents, including the NPS-FM,
the NPS-IB, the NZCPS, and the RMA (including s6).

For the reasons explained above, Meridian considers
the permitted activity area limit should be increased
for regionally significant infrastructure to match the
permitted activity R104 limit in the operative NRP.
This would necessitate a consequential change to the
threshold area specified in Rule WH.R18;

Subject to Transpower's relief being granted on rule
WH.R17 (submission point 44) submitter is neutral on
rule, noting NESETA regulation 32 would apply (and
prevail) where works are not permitted. Opposes rule
being included within freshwater planning instrument,
as purpose of rule is to manage land use for purposes

1. The content of the erosion and
sediment management plan, including
the actions, management practices and
mitigation measures necessary to
ensure that discharge of sediment will
not exceed that which occurred from
the land prior to the vegetation
clearance occurring

2. The area, location and method of
vegetation clearance

3. Stabilisation and rehabilitation of the
area cleared

4. The monitoring, record keeping,
reporting and information provision
requirements for the holder of the
resource consent (including auditing of
information) to demonstrate and/or
monitor compliance with the resource
consent and the erosion and sediment
management plan

5. The timing, frequency and
requirements for review, audit and
amendment of the erosion and
sediment management plan

6. The time and circumstances under
which the resource consent conditions
may be reviewed

7. The need for any rehabilitated areas
of vegetation to be clear of National
Grid transmission lines and support
structures.

In addition to this, reallocate the rule so
that it is part of the Part 1 Schedule 1
planning instrument, and not part of the
freshwater planning instrument.
Disallow

Disallow in part

Reallocate the rule so that it is part of
the Part 1 Schedule 1 planning
instrument, and not part of the
freshwater planning instrument.

Further Plan section | Provision SP Reasons Decision requested FS decision sought | Officer
submitter position recommendation

Oppose the whole of
the submission and
all relief sought
unless otherwise
stated or where
points are consistent
with Forest & Bird’s
submission points
and specific relief.
Allow S177.039 only
to the extent
consistent with
Meridian’s requested
relief on Rule
WH.R17 and amend
the area limit to
match the area limit
of Rule

WH.R17 (being the
area limit of operative
Rule R104), particular
for regionally
significant
infrastructure.

Accept in part

Accept in part

Accept in part
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Original

submission

Further
submission

Decision requested FS decision sought | Officer
recommendation

point (SP

S$177.040

S177.040

S177.064

$177.064

Original
submitter

Transpower
New Zealand
Limited

Transpower
New Zealand
Limited

Transpower
New Zealand
Limited

Transpower
New Zealand
Limited

point (FS

FS25.026

FS23.783

FS23.807

Guildford
Timber
Company
Limited,
Silverstream
Forest Limited
and the

Goodwin Estate

Trust.
Forest & Bird

Forest & Bird

8 Whaitua
Te
Whanganui-
a-Tara

8 Whaitua
Te
Whanganui-
a-Tara

8 Whaitua
Te
Whanganui-
a-Tara

8 Whaitua
Te
Whanganui-
a-Tara

Rule WH.R19:
Vegetation
clearance —
discretionary activity.

Rule WH.R19:
Vegetation
clearance —
discretionary activity.

Rule P.R16:
Vegetation
clearance on highest
erosion risk land—
permitted activity.

Rule P.R16:
Vegetation
clearance on highest
erosion risk land—
permitted activity.

Oppose

Support

Oppose

Oppose

Further Plan section | Provision SP Reasons
submitter position

of soil conservation and seeks that it be reallocated to
Part 1 Schedule 1 planning instrument.

Request represents good planning practice and has
legal merit

Submission points would likely result in the further
loss of indigenous biodiversity and degradation of
waterways throughout Wellington and be inconsistent
with higher order documents, including the NPS-FM,
the NPS-IB, the NZCPS, and the RMA (including s6).

Notwithstanding concerns raised in this submission
regarding the mapping of ‘highest erosion risk land
(woody vegetation)’, submitter seeks amendment to
R17.Acknowledging operative definition of Vegetation
Clearance applies to rule, considers several
amendments are necessary to the rule.Regular
vegetation clearance to prevent vegetation from
encroaching on National Grid transmission lines and
structures (beyond that provided in Electricity
(Hazards from Trees) Regulations 2003) is a
necessary part of maintaining safe and efficient
operations of electricity transmission network.
Providing for vegetation clearance underneath or near
National Grid transmission lines or structures as a
permitted activity is necessary in order to give effect
to policy 5 of NPSET, which requires that the
reasonable operational and maintenance
requirements of the National Grid are provided for,
and policy 10 of NPSET, which requires operation
and maintenance of electricity transmission network is
not compromised.Seeks to add a subclause to clause
(a) to clarify that vegetation clearance of less than
200m2 per property per year is permitted activity (on
the basis that clearance of more than 200m2 is a
controlled activity under rule P.R17). Considers it
necessary to avoid clearance of less than 200m2
becoming an innominate activity (and therefore
discretionary). Clarification is sought as to how the
200m2 is calculated — is it the identified woody
vegetation or on a site which contains an area of
woody vegetation.Opposes rule being included within
freshwater planning instrument, as the purpose of rule
is to manage land use for purposes of soll
conservation and seeks that it be reallocated to Part 1
Schedule 1 planning instrument.

Submission points would likely result in the further
loss of indigenous biodiversity and degradation of
waterways throughout Wellington and be inconsistent
with higher order documents, including the NPS-FM,
the NPS-IB, the NZCPS, and the RMA (including s6).

Allow Relocate rule to be Accept in part
part of the Part 1
Schedule 1 Process,
and not the FPP

Disallow Oppose the whole of | Accept in part

the submission and
all relief sought
unless otherwise
stated or where
points are consistent
with Forest & Bird’s
submission points
and specific relief.

Amend rule as follows:

Rule P.R16: Vegetation clearance on

highest erosion risk land Vegetation

clearance on highest erosion risk land

(woody vegetation) and any associated

discharge of sediment to a surface

water body is a permitted activity

provided the following conditions are

met:

(a) the vegetation clearance is:

(i) for no more than a total area of

200m2 per property in any consecutive

12-month period, or

(ii) to implement an action in the

erosion risk treatment plan for the farm,

or

(iii) for the control of pest plants, and

or

(iv) for the purposes of operating or

maintaining the National Grid, and

(b) debris from the vegetation clearance

is not placed where it can enter a

surface water body.

In addition to this, reallocate the rule so

that it is part of the Part 1 Schedule 1

planning instrument, and not part of the

freshwater planning instrument.

Accept in part

Disallow Oppose the whole of
the submission and
all relief sought
unless otherwise
stated or where
points are consistent
with Forest & Bird’s
submission points
and specific relief.

Accept in part
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Original

igi Original Further Further Plan section | Provision Reasons Decision requested FS decision sought | Officer
submission | submitter submission | submitter posmon recommendation
point (SP point (FS

S177.064 FS47.366 Meridian

Energy Limited

Transpower
New Zealand
Limited

S177.065 Transpower
New Zealand

Limited

S177.065 Transpower FS23.808 Forest & Bird

New Zealand
Limited

8 Whaltua

Whanganul-
a-Tara

8 Whaitua
Te
Whanganui-
a-Tara

8 Whaitua
Te

Rule P.R16:
Vegetation
clearance on highest
erosion risk land—
permitted activity.

Rule P.R17:
Vegetation
clearance on highest
erosion risk land —
controlled activity.

Amend

Rule P.R17:
Vegetation
clearance on highest

Support
in part

Vegetation clearance is also required routinely for
regionally significant infrastructure, in addition to the
purposes permitted by Rule P.R16 (including to allow
for vegetation clearance associated with upgrading
activities). Meridian notes that the operative NRP rule
(R104) provides for vegetation clearance of up to 2 ha
in any 12 month period and, reiterating the further
submission point seeking retention of operative NRP
rules (S193.042), requests retention of the limits in
operative Rule R104 or a larger area for regionally
significant infrastructure consistent with the limits in
Rule R104;

Subject to Transpower’s relief being granted on rule
P.R16 (providing for vegetation clearance for the
purposes of operating or maintaining the National
Grid as a permitted activity) submitter is neutral on
rule, noting NESETA regulation 32 would apply (and
prevail) where works are not permitted. Considers the
rehabilitation of areas of cleared vegetation (under
matter of control 3) should not be undertaken in a
manner or in locations where vegetation would
encroach on National Grid lines or structures.
Considers that an additional matter of control is
necessary to address this matter.Opposes rule being
included within freshwater planning instrument, as
purpose of rule is to manage land use for purposes of
soil conservation and seeks that it be reallocated to
Part 1 Schedule 1 planning instrument.

Oppose | Submission points would likely result in the further
loss of indigenous biodiversity and degradation of

waterways throughout Wellington and be inconsistent

Allow in part

Amend rule as follows:

Rule P.R17: Vegetation clearance on
highest erosion risk land Vegetation
clearance on highest erosion risk land
(woody vegetation), of more than a total
area of 200 m2 per property in any
consecutive 12-month period, and any
associated discharge of sediment to a
surface water body, is a controlled
activity provided an erosion and
sediment management plan has been
prepared in accordance with Schedule
33 (vegetation clearance plan) and
submitted with the application for
resource consent under this rule.
Matters of control

1. The content of the erosion and
sediment management plan, including
the actions, management practices and
mitigation measures necessary to
ensure that discharge of sediment will
not exceed that which occurred from
the land prior to the vegetation
clearance occurring

2. The area, location and method of
vegetation clearance

3. Stabilisation and rehabilitation of the
area cleared

4. The monitoring, record keeping,
reporting and information provision
requirements for the holder of the
resource consent (including auditing of
information) to demonstrate and/or
monitor compliance with the resource
consent and the erosion and sediment
management plan

5. The timing, frequency and
requirements for review, audit and
amendment of the erosion and
sediment management plan

6. The time and circumstances under
which the resource consent conditions
may be reviewed

7. The need for any rehabilitated areas
of vegetation to be clear of National
Grid transmission lines and support
structures

In addition to this, reallocate the rule so
that it is part of the Part 1 Schedule 1
planning instrument, and not part of the
freshwater planning instrument.
Disallow

Allow S177.064 in
part by providing for
vegetation clearance
other than for the
limited purposes
currently listed in
Rule P.R16 but
increase the area
permitted to be
cleared to be
consistent with
operative Rule R104.

Accept in part

Accept in part

Oppose the whole of
the submission and
all relief sought

Accept in part
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Original

submission
point (SP

S177.065

$177.066

S$177.066

S177.076

S$177.076

S177.077

Original
submitter

Transpower
New Zealand
Limited

Transpower
New Zealand
Limited

Transpower
New Zealand
Limited

Transpower
New Zealand
Limited

Transpower
New Zealand
Limited

Transpower
New Zealand
Limited

Further

submission

point (FS

FS47.375

FS23.809

FS23.819

Further Plan section | Provision SP Reasons
submitter position

Meridian

Energy Limited

Forest & Bird

Forest & Bird

Whanganui-
a-Tara

8 Whaitua
Te
Whanganui-
a-Tara

8 Whaitua
Te
Whanganui-
a-Tara

8 Whaitua
Te
Whanganui-
a-Tara

8 Whaitua
Te
Whanganui-
a-Tara

8 Whaitua
Te
Whanganui-
a-Tara

2
Interpretation

erosion risk land —
controlled activity.

Rule P.R17:
Vegetation
clearance on highest
erosion risk land —
controlled activity.

Rule P.R18:
Vegetation
clearance —
discretionary activity.

Oppose

Rule P.R18:
Vegetation
clearance —
discretionary activity.

Schedule 33:
Vegetation
Clearance Erosion
and Sediment
Management Plan.
Schedule 33:
Vegetation
Clearance Erosion
and Sediment
Management Plan.

Oppose

B Management Amend

objectives

Oppose
in part

Oppose

Oppose

with higher order documents, including the NPS-FM,
the NPS-IB, the NZCPS, and the RMA (including s6).

For the reasons explained above, Meridian considers
the permitted activity area limit should be increased
for regionally significant infrastructure to match the
permitted activity R104 limit in the operative NRP.

This would necessitate a consequential change to the

threshold area specified in Rule P.R17;

Subject to Transpower's relief being granted on rule
WH.R17 submitter is neutral on rule, noting NESETA
regulation 32 would apply (and prevail) where works
are not permitted. Opposes rule being included within
freshwater planning instrument, as purpose of rule is
to manage land use for purposes of soil conservation
and seeks that it be reallocated to Part 1 Schedule 1
planning instrument.

Submission points would likely result in the further
loss of indigenous biodiversity and degradation of
waterways throughout Wellington and be inconsistent
with higher order documents, including the NPS-FM,
the NPS-IB, the NZCPS, and the RMA (including s6).

Opposes schedule being included within freshwater
planning instrument, as purpose of the schedule is to
manage land use for the purposes of soil
conservation. Seeks schedule be reallocated to the
Part 1 Schedule 1 planning instrument.

Submission points would likely result in the further
loss of indigenous biodiversity and degradation of
waterways throughout Wellington and be inconsistent
with higher order documents, including the NPS-FM,
the NPS-IB, the NZCPS, and the RMA (including s6).

Providing for revegetation of land below or near
National Grid transmission lines or structures could
compromise safe operation of National Grid, and
considers this should be acknowledged in objective
(d) in order to give effect to Policy 10 of NPSET.

10

Decision requested FS decision sought | Officer
recommendation

Disallow in part

Reallocate the rule so that it is part of
the Part 1 Schedule 1 planning
instrument, and not part of the
freshwater planning instrument.

Disallow

Reallocate the schedule so that it is
part of the Part 1 Schedule 1 planning
instrument, and not part of the
freshwater planning instrument.

Disallow

Amend schedule as follows:
B Management objectives

The Erosion and Sediment
Management Plan must demonstrate
that the measures adopted to address
the identified risks will:

(a) minimise sediment loss from the
vegetation clearance by adopting, as a
minimum, good management practice,
and

(b) avoid an increase in risk of loss of
sediment to water relative to the risk of
loss that exists from the land in a

unless otherwise
stated or where
points are consistent
with Forest & Bird’s
submission points
and specific relief.
Allow S177.065 only
to the extent
consistent with
Meridian’s requested
relief on Rule P.R16
and amend the area
limit to match the
area limit of Rule
P.R16 (being the area
limit of operative Rule
R104), particular for
regionally significant
infrastructure.

Accept in part

Accept in part

Oppose the whole of
the submission and
all relief sought
unless otherwise
stated or where
points are consistent
with Forest & Bird’s
submission points
and specific relief.

Reject

Reject

Oppose the whole of
the submission and
all relief sought
unless otherwise
stated or where
points are consistent
with Forest & Bird’s
submission points
and specific relief.

Accept

Reject
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Original Original Further Further Plan section | Provision Reasons Decision requested FS decision sought | Officer
submission | submitter submission | submitter posmon recommendation
point (SP point (FS

natural state, and

(c) minimise the discharge of water and
sediment resulting from the vegetation
clearance into a surface water body,
and

(d) provide for the land to be restored
and revegetated with appropriate
species (except below or near National
Grid transmission lines and structures,
where revegetation is not appropriate).

S177.077 Transpower FS23.820 Forest & Bird 2 B Management Oppose | Submission points would likely result in the further Disallow Oppose the whole of | Accept
New Zealand Interpretation | objectives loss of indigenous biodiversity and degradation of the submission and
Limited waterways throughout Wellington and be inconsistent all relief sought
with higher order documents, including the NPS-FM, unless otherwise
the NPS-IB, the NZCPS, and the RMA (including s6). stated or where

points are consistent
with Forest & Bird’s
submission points
and specific relief.

S177.078 Transpower 2 C Requirements of Amend As per submission on management objectives, Amend schedule as follows: Reject
New Zealand Interpretation = the Erosion and considers clause (c)(v) of section C1 be amended to
Limited Sediment recognise it is inappropriate to undertake revegetation | C Requirements of the Erosion and
Management Plan on land located underneath or near National Grid Sediment Management Plan
transmission lines or support structures. Considers
terms “critical source areas” and “hotspots for C1 Contents of the Erosion and
sediment loss to surface water” under clause (b)(ix) Sediment Management Plan
are unclear, and should be defined so that it is clear The Erosion and Sediment
to plan users what these terms mean, and what is Management Plan shall contain as a
sought to be mapped under this clause. minimum:

(a) The following details that describe
the land where the vegetation
clearance is proposed:

(i) The full name, postal and physical
address and contact details (including
email addresses and telephone
numbers) of the person responsible for
vegetation clearance on the land,
including the name of and contact
details for the managers or contractors,
and

(i) The property location identifier, the
cadastral and map references and GIS
polygon reference, and

(iii) The legal description and ownership
of each parcel of land if different from
the person responsible for vegetation
clearance on the land, and

(iv) The full name, postal and physical
address and contact details (including
email addresses and telephone
numbers), qualifications and relevant
experience of the person responsible
for preparing the Erosion and Sediment
Management Plan.

Maps

(b) The Erosion and Sediment
Management Plan must include maps
at a scale not less than 1:10000 that
include and show:

(i) the computer freehold register, the
date, and a north arrow, and

(ii) the vegetation clearance and
operational area boundaries, and

(iii) the public road(s) used for access,
entry points to the land and rural

11
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submission | submitter submission | submitter posmon recommendation
point (SP point (FS

number(s) of entry point(s), and

(iv) the external property boundaries
within 200 m of the vegetation
clearance areas, and

(v) the catchment and sub-catchment
that the vegetation clearance area is
within and a map showing the location
of the vegetation clearance area within
the catchment and sub- catchment, and
(vi) the location (and for named
waterbodies, the names) of
waterbodies on the property, including
permanently or intermittently flowing
including rivers, streams, drains;
wetlands, lakes and springs, and
specifically identifying any waterbodies
where vegetation clearance activities
are subject to Resource Management
(National Environmental Standards for
Freshwater) Regulations 2020 or rules
in the Plan, and

(vii) the location of any site or river
included in Schedules B, C, F1 and F3
of this Plan that is within, or adjacent to,
the vegetation clearance area, and (viii)
a 1m digital elevation model overlay of
the terrain of the vegetation clearance
area, and

(ix) the location of land with highest
erosion risk land (woody vegetation),
any other critical source areas, and
hotspots for sediment loss to surface
water, and

(x) location of the proposed vegetation
clearance operations including
earthworks, land preparation, roads and
formed tracks and access ways, water
body entry or crossing, harvesting
methods, skid and landing sites.
Operating systems and practices

(c) A description of the planned
vegetation clearance operations and
management practices. This shall be in
sufficient detail to reflect the scale of
any environmental risk and the
measures in place, or to be undertaken,
that will mitigate the risk of sediment
loss from the land as a result of
vegetation clearance activity. At a
minimum, this shall include a
description of management practices to
be used, including specific practices
identified in relevant guidelines for:

(i) Planning and design for construction,
maintenance and rehabilitation of
roads, tracks, skid sites and landings;
clearing and stripping of land; bulk
earthworks; and fill placement and
compaction, and

(ii) Erosion and sediment control
measures, including structures and
vegetation to manage erosion and
minimise sediment loss, and

(iii) Vegetation clearance techniques
and practices with particular regard for
highest erosion risk land (woody
vegetation), and

12
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submission | submitter submission | submitter posmon recommendation
point (SP point (FS

(iv) Managing debris and slash, and

(v) Rehabilitation and revegetation of
highest erosion risk land (woody
vegetation), except where the land is
located underneath or near National
Grid transmission lines or structures,
and

(vi) Recording and monitoring of
management practices and
performance of mitigation measures,
and

(vii) Monitoring of effects of activities on
land stability and water quality,

(viii) Other practices necessary to
assess and mitigate the risk of
sediment loss.

(d) The Erosion and Sediment
Management Plan shall set out the time
period over which the good
management practices and mitigation
measures will be implemented and the
methods by which their implementation
will be recorded and performance and
effects monitored.

S177.078 Transpower FS23.821 Forest & Bird 2 C Requirements of Oppose | Submission points would likely result in the further Disallow Oppose the whole of | Accept
New Zealand Interpretation | the Erosion and loss of indigenous biodiversity and degradation of the submission and
Limited Sediment waterways throughout Wellington and be inconsistent all relief sought
Management Plan with higher order documents, including the NPS-FM, unless otherwise
the NPS-IB, the NZCPS, and the RMA (including s6). stated or where
points are consistent
with Forest & Bird’s
submission points
and specific relief.
S177.084 Transpower 13 Maps Map 91: Highest Amend Notes mapping of “Highest erosion risk land (Woody Amend Map 91, and the associated Accept in part
New Zealand erosion risk land vegetation)” includes small areas of identified land GIS map layer, to only identify cohesive
Limited (Woody vegetation) that are incohesive. Questions value of regulating areas of “Highest erosion risk land
— Te Awarua-o- small, incohesive areas of woody vegetation, given (Woody vegetation)”.
Porirua. controlled activity threshold for vegetation clearance
is 200m2. Considers maps should be amended to
only identify cohesive areas of woody vegetation, and
remove incohesive or isolated areas. Isolated areas
smaller than 200m2 should be removed from the
maps to be consistent with rules.
S177.084 Transpower FS23.827 Forest & Bird 13 Maps Map 91: Highest Oppose | Submission points would likely result in the further Disallow Oppose the whole of | Accept in part
New Zealand erosion risk land loss of indigenous biodiversity and degradation of the submission and
Limited (Woody vegetation) waterways throughout Wellington and be inconsistent all relief sought
— Te Awarua-o- with higher order documents, including the NPS-FM, unless otherwise
Porirua. the NPS-IB, the NZCPS, and the RMA (including s6). stated or where
points are consistent
with Forest & Bird’s
submission points
and specific relief.
S177.085 Transpower 13 Maps Map 94: Highest Amend Notes mapping of “Highest erosion risk land (Woody Amend Map 94, and the associated Accept in part
New Zealand erosion risk land vegetation)” includes small areas of identified land GIS map layer, to only identify cohesive
Limited (Woody vegetation that are incohesive. Questions value of regulating areas of “Highest erosion risk land
clearance) — Te small, incohesive areas of woody vegetation, given (Woody vegetation)”.
Whanganui-a-Tara. controlled activity threshold for vegetation clearance
is 200m2. Considers maps should be amended to
only identify cohesive areas of woody vegetation, and
remove incohesive or isolated areas. Isolated areas
smaller than 200m2 should be removed from the
maps to be consistent with rules.
S177.085 Transpower FS23.828 Forest & Bird 13 Maps Map 94: Highest Oppose | Submission points would likely result in the further Disallow Oppose the whole of | Accept in part
New Zealand erosion risk land loss of indigenous biodiversity and degradation of the submission and
Limited (Woody vegetation waterways throughout Wellington and be inconsistent all relief sought

13

unless otherwise
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point (SP point (FS

clearance) — Te
Whanganui-a-Tara.

with higher order documents, including the NPS-FM,
the NPS-IB, the NZCPS, and the RMA (including s6).

stated or where
points are consistent
with Forest & Bird’s
submission points
and specific relief.

S18.001 PF Olsen Ltd 2 Afforestation Support Supports consistency with higher order documents Retain as notified Accept in part
Interpretation i.e. NES-CF
S18.003 PF Olsen Ltd General Harvesting Support Supports consistency with higher order documents Retain as notified Accept in part
comments i.e. NES-CF
S18.004 PF Olsen Ltd General Highest erosion risk = Oppose Considers that there is more research available to Delete the mapping layer or have it Accept in part
comments land (plantation determine landslide by susceptibility, citing recent peer reviewed to establish its scientific
forestry) New Zealand research. validity.
S18.004 PF Olsen Ltd FS50.124 New Zealand General Highest erosion risk Support | NZCF supports the submission and acknowledges Allow Not stated Accept in part
Carbon comments land (plantation that there is more research available to support the
Farming Group forestry) definition. However, NZCF supports the definition
('NZCF") being aligned with the definition in the NESPF or
subsequent NESCF.
S18.006 PF Olsen Ltd General Highest erosion risk = Oppose Seeks more comprehensive information regarding the Accept
comments land (woody highest erosion risk for woody vegetation. Considers Delete this definition
vegetation) that the supporting technical report accompanying the
mapping system is inadequate to substantiate any
provisions in PC1.
S18.007 PF Olsen Ltd General Mechanical land Support Supports consistency with higher order documents Retain as notified Accept in part
comments preparation i.e. NES-CF
S18.008 PF Olsen Ltd 8 Whaitua Replanting Support Supports consistency with higher order documents Retain as notified Accept in part
Te i.e. NES-CF
Whanganui-
a-Tara
S18.010 PF Olsen Ltd 8 Whaitua Vegetation Support Supports consistency with higher order documents Retain as notified Accept in part
Te clearance (for the i.e. NES-CF
Whanganui- | purposes of Rules
a-Tara WH.R20, WH.R21
and P.R19, P.R20)
S18.028 PF Olsen Ltd 8 Whaitua Policy WH.P28: Oppose Considers the prohibition of forestry activities in high Delete policy Accept in part
Te Achieving reductions erosion areas is too restrictive, resulting in economic
Whanganui- | in sediment burden and triggering liabilities under the ETS. Seeks
a-Tara discharges from greater alignment with the NES-CF and a more
plantation forestry. scientific approach in formulating forestry regulations.
Seeks for the consideration of positive effects of well-
managed forests on water quality and biodiversity.
Considers there is preferential leniency towards
farming practices over forestry activities which
contradicts scientific evidence and obstructs the
growth of both sectors. Considers retirement rules for
forestry need a scientific foundation and the effects of
forestry on sedimentation be reevaluated. Seeks a
more detailed analysis of the economic impact of the
proposed retirement rules on the forestry sector.
Notes section 85(1) of the Resource Management Act
(RMA) prohibits provisions that deem land unusable
or injuriously affected without justification
$18.028 PF Olsen Ltd FS50.125 New Zealand 8 Whaitua Policy WH.P28: Support | NZCF supports the submission for the reasons given Allow Not stated Accept in part
Carbon Te Achieving reductions and the reasons set out in NZCF’s primary
Farming Group | Whanganui- | in sediment submission.
('NZCF") a-Tara discharges from
plantation forestry.
S18.032 PF Olsen Ltd 8 Whaitua Rule WH.R17: Amend Considers existing vegetation clearance rules under Amend this rule to default to the NES- Reject
Te Vegetation the NES-CF are sufficient. Seeks greater alignment CF standards for vegetation clearance.
Whanganui- | clearance on highest with the NES-CF and a more scientific approach.
a-Tara erosion risk land — Seeks for the consideration of positive effects of well-
permitted activity. managed forests on water quality and biodiversity.
$18.032 PF Olsen Ltd FS25.059 Guildford 8 Whaitua Rule WH.R17: Support | Request is consistent with GTC submission that Allow Amend Rule WH.R17 | Reject
Timber Te Vegetation seeks the NRP to rely on the requirements of the to default to the NES-
Company Whanganui- | clearance on highest NES-CF to address water quality affects associated CF standards for
Limited, a-Tara erosion risk land — with commercial forestry which are considered vegetation clearance

Silverstream

permitted activity.

appropriate; more rigorous requirements in the NRP

14
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submission | submitter submission | submitter position recommendation
point (SP point (FS

Forest Limited are not considered necessary to implement the NPS- associated with
and the FM or to achieve the purpose of the RMA commercial forestry
Goodwin Estate
Trust.
S$18.033 PF Olsen Ltd 8 Whaitua Rule WH.R18: Amend Considers existing vegetation clearance rules under Amend this rule to default to the NES- Reject
Te Vegetation the NES-CF are sufficient. Seeks greater alignment CF standards for vegetation clearance.
Whanganui- | clearance on highest with the NES-CF and a more scientific approach.
a-Tara erosion risk land — Seeks for the consideration of positive effects of well-
controlled activity. managed forests on water quality and biodiversity.
S18.034 PF Olsen Ltd 8 Whaitua Rule WH.R20: Oppose Concerned the activity status for forestry activities for | Amend to recognise permitted activity Accept in part
Te Plantation forestry — Whaitua Te Whanganui-a-Tara bypasses the NES- status from the NES-CF.
Whanganui- | controlled activity. CF. Concerned that PC1 rules do not align with the
a-Tara recommendations of the Te Awarua-o-Porirua

Whaitua Implementation Programme and is
concerned about the coherence and appropriateness
of the proposed forestry regulations. Considers that
the assessment methodology for the s32 report
(Greer, 2023a and 2023Db) is insufficient to
demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed
forestry rules, due to the lack of a peer-review, and
flawed evaluation of retirement, space planting, and
riparian management rules based on farming
activities. Concerned that there is a presumption that
forestry activities are a significant cause of
sedimentation, citing studies which suggest that they
do not. Considers that pastoral systems are treated
preferentially to forestry and questions the scientific
basis of the proposed regulations. Cites a study which
highlights the positive impact of trees on water quality,
and suggests that forests provide water storage
during winter and release rainfall gradually, which
mitigates downstream flooding. Seeks that the
proposed rules, particularly those that restrict tree
planting near water bodies, recognise the positive
contributions of well-managed forests.

S18.034 PF Olsen Ltd FS50.126 New Zealand 8 Whaitua Rule WH.R20: Support | NZCF generally supports the submission and Allow Not stated Accept in part
Carbon Te Plantation forestry — considers that Proposed Plan Change 1 should be
Farming Group | Whanganui- | controlled activity. withdrawn until such time as the effectiveness of the
('NZCF") a-Tara NESCF has been appropriately evaluated
S18.035 PF Olsen Ltd 8 Whaitua Rule WH.R21: Amend Concerned the activity status for forestry activities for | Amend activity status to controlled, with Reject
Te Plantation forestry — Whaitua Te Whanganui-a-Tara bypasses the NES- criteria that can be met by landowners.
Whanganui- | discretionary activity. CF. Concerned that PC1 rules do not align with the
a-Tara recommendations of the Te Awarua-o-Porirua

Whaitua Implementation Programme and is
concerned about the coherence and appropriateness
of the proposed forestry regulations. Considers that
the assessment methodology for the s32 report
(Greer, 2023a and 2023b) is insufficient to
demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed
forestry rules, due to the lack of a peer-review, and
flawed evaluation of retirement, space planting, and
riparian management rules based on farming
activities. Concerned that there is a presumption that
forestry activities are a significant cause of
sedimentation, citing studies which suggest that they
do not. Considers that pastoral systems are treated
preferentially to forestry and questions the scientific
basis of the proposed regulations. Cites a study which
highlights the positive impact of trees on water quality,
and suggests that forests provide water storage
during winter and release rainfall gradually, which
mitigates downstream flooding. Seeks that the
proposed rules, particularly those that restrict tree
planting near water bodies, recognise the positive
contributions of well-managed forests.
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Original

igi Original Further Further Plan section | Provision SP Reasons Decision requested FS decision sought | Officer
submission | submitter submission | submitter position recommendation
point (SP point (FS

S18.035 PF Olsen Ltd FS50.127 New Zealand
Carbon
Farming Group
('NZCF")

S$18.036 PF Olsen Ltd

S$18.036 PF Olsen Ltd FS50.128 New Zealand
Carbon
Farming Group
('NZCF")

S18.054 PF Olsen Ltd

S$18.054 PF Olsen Ltd FS50.129 New Zealand
Carbon
Farming Group
('NZCF")

S18.058 PF Olsen Ltd

S$18.059 PF Olsen Ltd

8 Whaltua

Whanganul-
a-Tara

8 Whaitua
Te
Whanganui-
a-Tara

8 Whaitua
Te
Whanganui-
a-Tara

General
comments

General
comments

8 Whaitua
Te
Whanganui-
a-Tara

8 Whaitua
Te

Rule WH.R21: Support | NZCF generally supports the submission and Allow Not stated Reject
Plantation forestry — considers that Proposed Plan Change 1 should be
discretionary activity. withdrawn until such time as the effectiveness of the
NESCF has been appropriately evaluated
Rule WH.R22: Oppose Concerned the activity status for forestry activities for | Delete the provision Accept
Plantation forestry Whaitua Te Whanganui-a-Tara bypasses the NES-
on highest erosion CF. Concerned that PC1 rules do not align with the
risk land — prohibited recommendations of the Te Awarua-o-Porirua
activity. Whaitua Implementation Programme and is
concerned about the coherence and appropriateness
of the proposed forestry regulations. Considers that
the assessment methodology for the s32 report
(Greer, 2023a and 2023Db) is insufficient to
demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed
forestry rules, due to the lack of a peer-review, and
flawed evaluation of retirement, space planting, and
riparian management rules based on farming
activities. Concerned that there is a presumption that
forestry activities are a significant cause of
sedimentation, citing studies which suggest that they
do not. Considers that pastoral systems are treated
preferentially to forestry and questions the scientific
basis of the proposed regulations. Cites a study which
highlights the positive impact of trees on water quality,
and suggests that forests provide water storage
during winter and release rainfall gradually, which
mitigates downstream flooding. Seeks that the
proposed rules, particularly those that restrict tree
planting near water bodies, recognise the positive
contributions of well-managed forests.
Rule WH.R22: Support | NZCF generally supports the submission and Allow Not stated Accept
Plantation forestry considers that Proposed Plan Change 1 should be
on highest erosion withdrawn until such time as the effectiveness of the
risk land — prohibited NESCF has been appropriately evaluated
activity.
Policy P.P26: Oppose Considers the prohibition of forestry activities in high Delete the policy Accept in part
Achieving reductions erosion areas is too restrictive, resulting in economic
in sediment burden and triggering liabilities under the ETS. Seeks
discharges from greater alignment with the NES-CF and a more
plantation forestry. scientific approach in formulating forestry regulations.
Seeks for the consideration of positive effects of well-
managed forests on water quality and biodiversity.
Considers there is preferential leniency towards
farming practices over forestry activities which
contradicts scientific evidence and obstructs the
growth of both sectors. Considers retirement rules for
forestry need a scientific foundation and the effects of
forestry on sedimentation be reevaluated. Seeks a
more detailed analysis of the economic impact of the
proposed retirement rules on the forestry sector.
Notes section 85(1) of the Resource Management Act
(RMA) prohibits provisions that deem land unusable
or injuriously affected without justification
Policy P.P26: Support | NZCF supports the submission for the reasons given Allow Not stated Accept in part
Achieving reductions and the reasons set out in NZCF’s primary
in sediment submission.
discharges from
plantation forestry.
Rule P.R16: Amend Considers existing vegetation clearance rules under Amend this rule to default to the NES- Reject
Vegetation the NES-CF are sufficient. Seeks greater alignment CF standards for vegetation clearance.
clearance on highest with the NES-CF and a more scientific approach.
erosion risk land— Seeks for the consideration of positive effects of well-
permitted activity. managed forests on water quality and biodiversity.
Rule P.R17: Amend Considers existing vegetation clearance rules under Amend this rule to default to the NES- Reject
Vegetation the NES-CF are sufficient. Seeks greater alignment CF standards for vegetation clearance.

clearance on highest with the NES-CF and a more scientific approach.
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Original Original Further Further Plan section | Provision SP Reasons
submission | submitter submission | submitter position
point (SP point (FS

Decision requested FS decision sought | Officer
recommendation

Whanganui- | erosion risk land — Seeks for the consideration of positive effects of well-

a-Tara controlled activity. managed forests on water quality and biodiversity.
S18.060 PF Olsen Ltd 8 Whaitua Rule P.R18: Amend Considers existing vegetation clearance rules under Amend this rule to default to the NES- Reject
Te Vegetation the NES-CF are sufficient. Seeks greater alignment CF for vegetation clearance rules.
Whanganui- | clearance — with the NES-CF and a more scientific approach.
a-Tara discretionary activity. Seeks for the consideration of positive effects of well-
managed forests on water quality and biodiversity.
S18.061 PF Olsen Ltd 9Te Rule P.R19: Amend Concerned the activity status for forestry activities for | Amend to recognise permitted activity Accept in part
Awarua-o- Plantation forestry — Whaitua Te Whanganui-a-Tara bypasses the NES- status from the NES-CF.
Porirua controlled activity. CF. Concerned that PC1 rules do not align with the

Whaitua recommendations of the Te Awarua-o-Porirua
Whaitua Implementation Programme. Considers that
the assessment methodology undertaken for the s32
report (Greer, 2023a and 2023b) is insufficient to
demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed
forestry rules, due to the lack of a peer-review, and
flawed evaluation of retirement, space planting, and
riparian management rules based on farming
activities. Concerned that there is a presumption that
forestry activities are a significant cause of
sedimentation, citing studies which suggest that they
do not. Considers that pastoral systems are treated
preferentially to forestry and questions the scientific
basis of the proposed regulations. Cites a study which
highlights the positive impact of trees on water quality,
and suggests that forests provide water storage
during winter and release rainfall gradually, which
mitigates downstream flooding. Seeks that the
proposed rules, particularly those that restrict tree
planting near water bodies, recognise the positive
contributions of well-managed forests.

S18.061 PF Olsen Ltd FS50.130 New Zealand 9Te Rule P.R19: Support | NZCF generally supports the submission and Allow Not stated Accept in part
Carbon Awarua-o- Plantation forestry — considers that Proposed Plan Change 1 should be
Farming Group Porirua controlled activity. withdrawn until such time as the effectiveness of the
('NZCF") Whaitua NESCF has been appropriately evaluated
S18.062 PF Olsen Ltd 9Te Rule P.R20: Amend Concerned the activity status for forestry activities for | Amend activity status to restricted Reject
Awarua-o- Plantation forestry — Whaitua Te Whanganui-a-Tara bypasses the NES- discretionary, with criteria that can be
Porirua discretionary activity. CF. Concerned that PC1 rules do not align with the met by landowners.

Whaitua recommendations of the Te Awarua-o-Porirua
Whaitua Implementation Programme. Considers that
the assessment methodology undertaken for the s32
report (Greer, 2023a and 2023b) is insufficient to
demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed
forestry rules, due to the lack of a peer-review, and
flawed evaluation of retirement, space planting, and
riparian management rules based on farming
activities. Concerned that there is a presumption that
forestry activities are a significant cause of
sedimentation, citing studies which suggest that they
do not. Considers that pastoral systems are treated
preferentially to forestry and questions the scientific
basis of the proposed regulations. Cites a study which
highlights the positive impact of trees on water quality,
and suggests that forests provide water storage
during winter and release rainfall gradually, which
mitigates downstream flooding. Seeks that the
proposed rules, particularly those that restrict tree
planting near water bodies, recognise the positive
contributions of well-managed forests.

S18.062 PF Olsen Ltd FS50.131 New Zealand 9Te Rule P.R20: Support | NZCF generally supports the submission and Allow Not stated Reject

on highest erosion

Carbon Awarua-o- Plantation forestry — considers that Proposed Plan Change 1 should be
Farming Group | Porirua discretionary activity. withdrawn until such time as the effectiveness of the
('NZCF") Whaitua NESCF has been appropriately evaluated
PF Olsen Ltd 9Te Rule P.R21: Concerned PC1 rules do not align with the Delete the provision
Awarua-o- Plantation Forestry recommendations of the Te Awarua-o-Porirua

Whaitua Implementation Programme. Considers that
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Original
submission

Further
submission

point (SP

$18.063

$18.070

$18.071

$18.071

S$18.074

$18.076

$18.076

S$18.077

$18.077

Original
submitter

PF Olsen Ltd

PF Olsen Ltd

PF Olsen Ltd

PF Olsen Ltd

PF Olsen Ltd

PF Olsen Ltd

PF Olsen Ltd

PF Olsen Ltd

PF Olsen Ltd

point (FS

FS50.132

FS50.133

FS47.454

FS50.134

Further Plan section | Provision SP Reasons
submitter position

New Zealand
Carbon
Farming Group
('NZCF")

New Zealand
Carbon
Farming Group
('NZCF")

Meridian
Energy Limited

New Zealand
Carbon
Farming Group
('NZCF")

Porirua
Whaitua

9Te
Awarua-o-
Porirua
Whaitua

8 Whaitua
Te
Whanganui-
a-Tara

8 Whaitua
Te
Whanganui-
a-Tara

8 Whaitua
Te
Whanganui-
a-Tara

13 Maps

13 Maps

13 Maps

13 Maps

13 Maps

risk land — prohibited

activity.

Rule P.R21:
Plantation Forestry
on highest erosion

risk land — prohibited

activity.

Schedule 33:
Vegetation
Clearance Erosion
and Sediment
Management Plan.
Schedule 34:
Plantation Forestry
Erosion and
Sediment
Management Plan.
Schedule 34:
Plantation Forestry
Erosion and
Sediment
Management Plan.
Map 91: Highest
erosion risk land
(Woody vegetation)
— Te Awarua-o-
Porirua.

Map 94: Highest
erosion risk land
(Woody vegetation
clearance) — Te
Whanganui-a-Tara.
Map 94: Highest
erosion risk land
(Woody vegetation
clearance) — Te
Whanganui-a-Tara.
Map 95: Highest
erosion risk land
(Plantation forestry)
— Te Whanganui-a-
Tara.

Map 95: Highest
erosion risk land
(Plantation forestry)
— Te Whanganui-a-
Tara.

Support
Oppose
Oppose

Support
Oppose
Oppose

Support

in part
Oppose

Support

the assessment methodology undertaken for the s32
report (Greer, 2023a and 2023b) is insufficient to
demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed
forestry rules, due to the lack of a peer-review, and
flawed evaluation of retirement, space planting, and
riparian management rules based on farming
activities. Concerned that there is a presumption that
forestry activities are a significant cause of
sedimentation, citing studies which suggest that they
do not. Considers that pastoral systems are treated
preferentially to forestry and questions the scientific
basis of the proposed regulations. Cites a study which
highlights the positive impact of trees on water quality,
and suggests that forests provide water storage
during winter and release rainfall gradually, which
mitigates downstream flooding. Seeks that the
proposed rules, particularly those that restrict tree
planting near water bodies, recognise the positive
contributions of well-managed forests.

NZCF generally supports the submission and
considers that Proposed Plan Change 1 should be
withdrawn until such time as the effectiveness of the
NESCF has been appropriately evaluated

Considers an erosion and sediment management
plan is redundant for forestry activities, as these are
already managed under the NES-CF.

Considers an erosion and sediment management
plan is redundant for forestry activities, as these are
already managed under the NES-CF.

NZCF supports the submission and considers that
commercial forestry is best managed by the NESCF
as a higher order planning instrument.

Considers there is more research available to
determine landslide by susceptibility, citing recent
New Zealand research.

Considers there is more research available to
determine landslide by susceptibility, citing recent
New Zealand research.

Meridian is concerned about the accuracy and
relevance of the map for its existing Mill Creek wind
farm;

Considers there is more research available to
determine landslide by susceptibility, citing recent
New Zealand research.

NZCF generally supports the submission and similarly
is concerned that the rationale for the mapping is not
clearly set out or responsive to topographic and land
ownership considerations. NZCF seeks that Maps 92
and 95 are replaced with the erosion susceptibility
classification in the NESPF.
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Allow Not stated

Delete this provision and default to the
NES-CF

Delete this schedule. Refer to NES-CF
management plans.

Allow Not stated

Delete the mapping layer or have it
peer reviewed to establish its scientific
validity.

Delete the mapping layer or have it
peer reviewed to establish its scientific
validity.

Allow in part Allow S18.076

Delete the mapping layer or have it
peer reviewed to establish its scientific
validity.

Allow Not stated

Decision requested FS decision sought | Officer
recommendation

Accept

Accept

Accept

Accept

Accept in part

Accept in part

Accept in part

Accept in part

Accept in part
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Original Original Further Further Plan section | Provision Reasons Decision requested FS decision sought | Officer
submission | submitter submission | submitter posmon recommendation
point (SP) point (FS)

S183.005 Yvonne Afforestation
Weeber Interpretatlon
S$183.005 Yvonne FS27.005 Manor Park and | 2 Afforestation
Weeber Haywards Interpretation
Residents
Community
Incorporate
(“MPHRCI")
S183.016 Yvonne 2 Erosion and
Weeber Interpretation | sediment
management plan
S183.016 Yvonne FS27.016 Manor Park and | 2 Erosion and
Weeber Haywards Interpretation | sediment
Residents management plan
Community
Incorporate
(“MPHRCI")

Support Not stated Not stated

Support | Our natural environment should be protected or Allow
improved where it is degraded or risks being
degraded, especially our remaining native bush areas
and all streams and rivers in the Dry Creek
Catchment and surrounding area. MPHRCI supports
retention of provisions (and plan amendments) that
will help achieve this outcome, and opposes
provisions that will not help achieve or will frustrate
this outcome. 30 Benmore Street had, until very
recently, relatively high natural character and
ecological values, open space values, and rural
amenity values. Recent substantial vegetation
clearance and earthworks activities on the site have
resulted in significant adverse environmental effects
which should be remedied and mitigated. There is
substantial community objection to this land being
rezoned from rural to urban. MPHRCI does not agree
with Waste Management New Zealand Limited that
“planning for the site to be used for a resource
recovery park is well advanced, with several expert
assessments undertaken that demonstrate the use is
suitable and environmental effects and as such it
should be considered part of the ‘planned / existing
urban area”. This is a disingenuous and arrogant
statement to make. There is considerable community
concern about, and opposition to, 30 Benmore Street
being considered as a potentially appropriate site for
urban development, let alone being considered
appropriate for industrial and waste management land
uses. MPHRCI does not agree with the relief sought
by those submitters seeking to facilitate the rezoning
of 30 Benmore Street to an urban zone. Similarly,
MPHRCI does not agree with the submitters
reasoning. 30 Benmore Street is rural land zoned for
rural purposes and in no way should it be considered
as urban or as ‘planned urban’. A prohibited activity
status to prevent urban land uses on this site, or
discharges to water from activities on this site, is

appropriate.
Support Not stated Not stated
Support | Our natural environment should be protected or Allow

improved where it is degraded or risks being
degraded, especially our remaining native bush areas
and all streams and rivers in the Dry Creek
Catchment and surrounding area. MPHRCI supports
retention of provisions (and plan amendments) that
will help achieve this outcome, and opposes
provisions that will not help achieve or will frustrate
this outcome. 30 Benmore Street had, until very
recently, relatively high natural character and
ecological values, open space values, and rural
amenity values. Recent substantial vegetation
clearance and earthworks activities on the site have
resulted in significant adverse environmental effects
which should be remedied and mitigated. There is
substantial community objection to this land being
rezoned from rural to urban. MPHRCI does not agree
with Waste Management New Zealand Limited that
“planning for the site to be used for a resource
recovery park is well advanced, with several expert
assessments undertaken that demonstrate the use is
suitable and environmental effects and as such it
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Original Original Further Further Plan section | Provision SP Reasons Decision requested FS decision sought | Officer
submission | submitter submission | submitter position recommendation
point (SP) point (FS)

should be considered part of the ‘planned / existing
urban area”. This is a disingenuous and arrogant
statement to make. There is considerable community
concern about, and opposition to, 30 Benmore Street
being considered as a potentially appropriate site for
urban development, let alone being considered
appropriate for industrial and waste management land
uses. MPHRCI does not agree with the relief sought
by those submitters seeking to facilitate the rezoning
of 30 Benmore Street to an urban zone. Similarly,
MPHRCI does not agree with the submitters
reasoning. 30 Benmore Street is rural land zoned for
rural purposes and in no way should it be considered
as urban or as ‘planned urban’. A prohibited activity
status to prevent urban land uses on this site, or
discharges to water from activities on this site, is

appropriate.
S183.020 Yvonne General Harvesting Support Not stated Not stated No
Weeber comments recommendation
S$183.020 Yvonne FS27.020 Manor Park and | General Harvesting Support | Our natural environment should be protected or Allow Not stated No
Weeber Haywards comments improved where it is degraded or risks being recommendation
Residents degraded, especially our remaining native bush areas
Community and all streams and rivers in the Dry Creek
Incorporate Catchment and surrounding area. MPHRCI supports
(“MPHRCI”) retention of provisions (and plan amendments) that

will help achieve this outcome, and opposes
provisions that will not help achieve or will frustrate
this outcome. 30 Benmore Street had, until very
recently, relatively high natural character and
ecological values, open space values, and rural
amenity values. Recent substantial vegetation
clearance and earthworks activities on the site have
resulted in significant adverse environmental effects
which should be remedied and mitigated. There is
substantial community objection to this land being
rezoned from rural to urban. MPHRCI does not agree
with Waste Management New Zealand Limited that
“planning for the site to be used for a resource
recovery park is well advanced, with several expert
assessments undertaken that demonstrate the use is
suitable and environmental effects and as such it
should be considered part of the ‘planned / existing
urban area”. This is a disingenuous and arrogant
statement to make. There is considerable community
concern about, and opposition to, 30 Benmore Street
being considered as a potentially appropriate site for
urban development, let alone being considered
appropriate for industrial and waste management land
uses. MPHRCI does not agree with the relief sought
by those submitters seeking to facilitate the rezoning
of 30 Benmore Street to an urban zone. Similarly,
MPHRCI does not agree with the submitters
reasoning. 30 Benmore Street is rural land zoned for
rural purposes and in no way should it be considered
as urban or as ‘planned urban’. A prohibited activity
status to prevent urban land uses on this site, or
discharges to water from activities on this site, is

appropriate.
S183.022 Yvonne General Highest erosion risk =~ Support Not stated Not stated No
Weeber comments land (plantation recommendation
forestry)
S183.022 Yvonne FS27.022 Manor Park and | General Highest erosion risk Support | Our natural environment should be protected or Allow Not stated No
Weeber Haywards comments land (plantation improved where it is degraded or risks being recommendation
Residents forestry) degraded, especially our remaining native bush areas
Community and all streams and rivers in the Dry Creek

Catchment and surrounding area. MPHRCI supports
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Original Original Further Further Plan section | Provision Reasons Decision requested FS decision sought | Officer
submission | submitter submission | submitter posmon recommendation
point (SP) point (FS)

Incorporate retention of provisions (and plan amendments) that

(“MPHRCI”) will help achieve this outcome, and opposes
provisions that will not help achieve or will frustrate
this outcome. 30 Benmore Street had, until very
recently, relatively high natural character and
ecological values, open space values, and rural
amenity values. Recent substantial vegetation
clearance and earthworks activities on the site have
resulted in significant adverse environmental effects
which should be remedied and mitigated. There is
substantial community objection to this land being
rezoned from rural to urban. MPHRCI does not agree
with Waste Management New Zealand Limited that
“planning for the site to be used for a resource
recovery park is well advanced, with several expert
assessments undertaken that demonstrate the use is
suitable and environmental effects and as such it
should be considered part of the ‘planned / existing
urban area™. This is a disingenuous and arrogant
statement to make. There is considerable community
concern about, and opposition to, 30 Benmore Street
being considered as a potentially appropriate site for
urban development, let alone being considered
appropriate for industrial and waste management land
uses. MPHRCI does not agree with the relief sought
by those submitters seeking to facilitate the rezoning
of 30 Benmore Street to an urban zone. Similarly,
MPHRCI does not agree with the submitters
reasoning. 30 Benmore Street is rural land zoned for
rural purposes and in no way should it be considered
as urban or as ‘planned urban’. A prohibited activity
status to prevent urban land uses on this site, or
discharges to water from activities on this site, is

appropriate.
S183.025 Yvonne General Highest erosion risk = Support Not stated Not stated No
Weeber comments land (woody recommendation
vegetation)
S183.025 Yvonne FS27.025 Manor Park and | General Highest erosion risk Support | Our natural environment should be protected or Allow Not stated No
Weeber Haywards comments land (woody improved where it is degraded or risks being recommendation
Residents vegetation) degraded, especially our remaining native bush areas
Community and all streams and rivers in the Dry Creek
Incorporate Catchment and surrounding area. MPHRCI supports
(“MPHRCI”) retention of provisions (and plan amendments) that

will help achieve this outcome, and opposes
provisions that will not help achieve or will frustrate
this outcome. 30 Benmore Street had, until very
recently, relatively high natural character and
ecological values, open space values, and rural
amenity values. Recent substantial vegetation
clearance and earthworks activities on the site have
resulted in significant adverse environmental effects
which should be remedied and mitigated. There is
substantial community objection to this land being
rezoned from rural to urban. MPHRCI does not agree
with Waste Management New Zealand Limited that
“planning for the site to be used for a resource
recovery park is well advanced, with several expert
assessments undertaken that demonstrate the use is
suitable and environmental effects and as such it
should be considered part of the ‘planned / existing
urban area”. This is a dlsmgenuous and arrogant
statement to make. There is considerable community
concern about, and opposition to, 30 Benmore Street
being considered as a potentially appropriate site for
urban development, let alone being considered
appropriate for industrial and waste management land
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Original
submission

point (SP)

$183.030

$183.030

$183.038

$183.038

Original Further
submitter submission
point (FS)

Yvonne
Weeber
Yvonne FS27.030
Weeber

Yvonne
Weeber

Yvonne FS27.038
Weeber

Further Plan section | Provision SP Reasons
submitter position

Manor Park and
Haywards
Residents
Community
Incorporate
(“MPHRCI")

Manor Park and
Haywards
Residents
Community
Incorporate
(“MPHRCI")

General
comments
General
comments

8 Whaitua
Te
Whanganui-
a-Tara

8 Whaitua
Te
Whanganui-
a-Tara

Mechanical land
preparation
Mechanical land
preparation

Registered forestry

adviser

Registered forestry

adviser

Support

Support

Support

Support

uses. MPHRCI does not agree with the relief sought
by those submitters seeking to facilitate the rezoning
of 30 Benmore Street to an urban zone. Similarly,
MPHRCI does not agree with the submitters
reasoning. 30 Benmore Street is rural land zoned for
rural purposes and in no way should it be considered
as urban or as ‘planned urban’. A prohibited activity
status to prevent urban land uses on this site, or
discharges to water from activities on this site, is
appropriate.

Not stated Not stated
Our natural environment should be protected or Allow
improved where it is degraded or risks being

degraded, especially our remaining native bush areas

and all streams and rivers in the Dry Creek

Catchment and surrounding area. MPHRCI supports

retention of provisions (and plan amendments) that

will help achieve this outcome, and opposes

provisions that will not help achieve or will frustrate

this outcome. 30 Benmore Street had, until very

recently, relatively high natural character and

ecological values, open space values, and rural

amenity values. Recent substantial vegetation

clearance and earthworks activities on the site have

resulted in significant adverse environmental effects

which should be remedied and mitigated. There is

substantial community objection to this land being

rezoned from rural to urban. MPHRCI does not agree

with Waste Management New Zealand Limited that

“planning for the site to be used for a resource

recovery park is well advanced, with several expert

assessments undertaken that demonstrate the use is

suitable and environmental effects and as such it

should be considered part of the ‘planned / existing

urban area’. This is a disingenuous and arrogant

statement to make. There is considerable community

concern about, and opposition to, 30 Benmore Street

being considered as a potentially appropriate site for

urban development, let alone being considered

appropriate for industrial and waste management land

uses. MPHRCI does not agree with the relief sought

by those submitters seeking to facilitate the rezoning

of 30 Benmore Street to an urban zone. Similarly,

MPHRCI does not agree with the submitters

reasoning. 30 Benmore Street is rural land zoned for

rural purposes and in no way should it be considered

as urban or as ‘planned urban’. A prohibited activity

status to prevent urban land uses on this site, or

discharges to water from activities on this site, is

appropriate.

Not stated Not stated

Our natural environment should be protected or Allow
improved where it is degraded or risks being
degraded, especially our remaining native bush areas
and all streams and rivers in the Dry Creek
Catchment and surrounding area. MPHRCI supports
retention of provisions (and plan amendments) that
will help achieve this outcome, and opposes
provisions that will not help achieve or will frustrate
this outcome. 30 Benmore Street had, until very
recently, relatively high natural character and
ecological values, open space values, and rural
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Decision requested FS decision sought | Officer
recommendation

No
recommendation
No
recommendation

No
recommendation

No
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Original

submission
point (SP)

S$183.039

$183.039

Original
submitter

Yvonne
Weeber

Yvonne
Weeber

Further
submission
point (FS)

FS27.039

Further Plan section | Provision SP Reasons
submitter position

Manor Park and
Haywards
Residents
Community
Incorporate
(“MPHRCI")

8 Whaitua
Te
Whanganui-
a-Tara

8 Whaitua
Te
Whanganui-
a-Tara

Replanting Support

Replanting

Support

amenity values. Recent substantial vegetation
clearance and earthworks activities on the site have
resulted in significant adverse environmental effects
which should be remedied and mitigated. There is
substantial community objection to this land being
rezoned from rural to urban. MPHRCI does not agree
with Waste Management New Zealand Limited that
“planning for the site to be used for a resource
recovery park is well advanced, with several expert
assessments undertaken that demonstrate the use is
suitable and environmental effects and as such it
should be considered part of the ‘planned / existing
urban area”. This is a disingenuous and arrogant
statement to make. There is considerable community
concern about, and opposition to, 30 Benmore Street
being considered as a potentially appropriate site for
urban development, let alone being considered
appropriate for industrial and waste management land
uses. MPHRCI does not agree with the relief sought
by those submitters seeking to facilitate the rezoning
of 30 Benmore Street to an urban zone. Similarly,
MPHRCI does not agree with the submitters
reasoning. 30 Benmore Street is rural land zoned for
rural purposes and in no way should it be considered
as urban or as ‘planned urban’. A prohibited activity
status to prevent urban land uses on this site, or
discharges to water from activities on this site, is

appropriate.
Not stated Not stated
Our natural environment should be protected or Allow

improved where it is degraded or risks being
degraded, especially our remaining native bush areas
and all streams and rivers in the Dry Creek
Catchment and surrounding area. MPHRCI supports
retention of provisions (and plan amendments) that
will help achieve this outcome, and opposes
provisions that will not help achieve or will frustrate
this outcome. 30 Benmore Street had, until very
recently, relatively high natural character and
ecological values, open space values, and rural
amenity values. Recent substantial vegetation
clearance and earthworks activities on the site have
resulted in significant adverse environmental effects
which should be remedied and mitigated. There is
substantial community objection to this land being
rezoned from rural to urban. MPHRCI does not agree
with Waste Management New Zealand Limited that
“planning for the site to be used for a resource
recovery park is well advanced, with several expert
assessments undertaken that demonstrate the use is
suitable and environmental effects and as such it
should be considered part of the ‘planned / existing
urban area”. This is a disingenuous and arrogant
statement to make. There is considerable community
concern about, and opposition to, 30 Benmore Street
being considered as a potentially appropriate site for
urban development, let alone being considered
appropriate for industrial and waste management land
uses. MPHRCI does not agree with the relief sought
by those submitters seeking to facilitate the rezoning
of 30 Benmore Street to an urban zone. Similarly,
MPHRCI does not agree with the submitters
reasoning. 30 Benmore Street is rural land zoned for
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S$183.051

$183.051

$183.150

S$183.150

Original
submitter

Yvonne
Weeber

Yvonne
Weeber

Yvonne
Weeber

Yvonne
Weeber

point (FS)

FS27.051

FS27.150

Further Plan section | Provision SP Reasons
submitter position

Manor Park and

Haywards
Residents
Community
Incorporate
(“MPHRCI")

Manor Park and

Haywards
Residents
Community
Incorporate
(“MPHRCI”)

8 Whaitua
Te
Whanganui-
a-Tara

8 Whaitua
Te
Whanganui-
a-Tara

9Te
Awarua-o-
Porirua
Whaitua

9Te
Awarua-o-
Porirua
Whaitua

Vegetation Support

clearance (for the

purposes of Rules

WH.R20, WH.R21

and P.R19, P.R20)

Vegetation Support
clearance (for the

purposes of Rules

WH.R20, WH.R21

and P.R19, P.R20)

Rule R104: Neutral

Vegetation

clearance on erosion

prone land —

permitted activity.

Rule R104: Support
Vegetation

clearance on erosion

prone land —

permitted activity.

rural purposes and in no way should it be considered
as urban or as ‘planned urban’. A prohibited activity
status to prevent urban land uses on this site, or
discharges to water from activities on this site, is
appropriate.

Not stated Not stated

Our natural environment should be protected or Allow
improved where it is degraded or risks being
degraded, especially our remaining native bush areas
and all streams and rivers in the Dry Creek
Catchment and surrounding area. MPHRCI supports
retention of provisions (and plan amendments) that
will help achieve this outcome, and opposes
provisions that will not help achieve or will frustrate
this outcome. 30 Benmore Street had, until very
recently, relatively high natural character and
ecological values, open space values, and rural
amenity values. Recent substantial vegetation
clearance and earthworks activities on the site have
resulted in significant adverse environmental effects
which should be remedied and mitigated. There is
substantial community objection to this land being
rezoned from rural to urban. MPHRCI does not agree
with Waste Management New Zealand Limited that
“planning for the site to be used for a resource
recovery park is well advanced, with several expert
assessments undertaken that demonstrate the use is
suitable and environmental effects and as such it
should be considered part of the ‘planned / existing
urban area”. This is a disingenuous and arrogant
statement to make. There is considerable community
concern about, and opposition to, 30 Benmore Street
being considered as a potentially appropriate site for
urban development, let alone being considered
appropriate for industrial and waste management land
uses. MPHRCI does not agree with the relief sought
by those submitters seeking to facilitate the rezoning
of 30 Benmore Street to an urban zone. Similarly,
MPHRCI does not agree with the submitters
reasoning. 30 Benmore Street is rural land zoned for
rural purposes and in no way should it be considered
as urban or as ‘planned urban’. A prohibited activity
status to prevent urban land uses on this site, or
discharges to water from activities on this site, is
appropriate.

Not stated Not stated

Our natural environment should be protected or Allow
improved where it is degraded or risks being
degraded, especially our remaining native bush areas
and all streams and rivers in the Dry Creek
Catchment and surrounding area. MPHRCI supports
retention of provisions (and plan amendments) that
will help achieve this outcome, and opposes
provisions that will not help achieve or will frustrate
this outcome. 30 Benmore Street had, until very
recently, relatively high natural character and
ecological values, open space values, and rural
amenity values. Recent substantial vegetation
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point (SP)

S$183.151

$183.151

Original Further
submitter submission
point (FS)

Yvonne
Weeber

Yvonne FS27.151
Weeber

Further Plan section | Provision SP Reasons
submitter position

Manor Park and
Haywards
Residents
Community
Incorporate
(“MPHRCI")

9Te
Awarua-o-
Porirua
Whaitua

9Te
Awarua-o-
Porirua
Whaitua

Rule R105: Neutral
Vegetation
clearance on erosion
prone land in
accordance with a
Freshwater Farm
Plan — permitted
activity.

Rule R105:
Vegetation
clearance on erosion
prone land in
accordance with a
Freshwater Farm
Plan — permitted
activity.

Support

clearance and earthworks activities on the site have
resulted in significant adverse environmental effects
which should be remedied and mitigated. There is
substantial community objection to this land being
rezoned from rural to urban. MPHRCI does not agree
with Waste Management New Zealand Limited that
“planning for the site to be used for a resource
recovery park is well advanced, with several expert
assessments undertaken that demonstrate the use is
suitable and environmental effects and as such it
should be considered part of the ‘planned / existing
urban area”. This is a disingenuous and arrogant
statement to make. There is considerable community
concern about, and opposition to, 30 Benmore Street
being considered as a potentially appropriate site for
urban development, let alone being considered
appropriate for industrial and waste management land
uses. MPHRCI does not agree with the relief sought
by those submitters seeking to facilitate the rezoning
of 30 Benmore Street to an urban zone. Similarly,
MPHRCI does not agree with the submitters
reasoning. 30 Benmore Street is rural land zoned for
rural purposes and in no way should it be considered
as urban or as ‘planned urban’. A prohibited activity
status to prevent urban land uses on this site, or
discharges to water from activities on this site, is

appropriate.
Not stated Not stated
Our natural environment should be protected or Allow

improved where it is degraded or risks being
degraded, especially our remaining native bush areas
and all streams and rivers in the Dry Creek
Catchment and surrounding area. MPHRCI supports
retention of provisions (and plan amendments) that
will help achieve this outcome, and opposes
provisions that will not help achieve or will frustrate
this outcome. 30 Benmore Street had, until very
recently, relatively high natural character and
ecological values, open space values, and rural
amenity values. Recent substantial vegetation
clearance and earthworks activities on the site have
resulted in significant adverse environmental effects
which should be remedied and mitigated. There is
substantial community objection to this land being
rezoned from rural to urban. MPHRCI does not agree
with Waste Management New Zealand Limited that
“planning for the site to be used for a resource
recovery park is well advanced, with several expert
assessments undertaken that demonstrate the use is
suitable and environmental effects and as such it
should be considered part of the ‘planned / existing
urban area”. This is a disingenuous and arrogant
statement to make. There is considerable community
concern about, and opposition to, 30 Benmore Street
being considered as a potentially appropriate site for
urban development, let alone being considered
appropriate for industrial and waste management land
uses. MPHRCI does not agree with the relief sought
by those submitters seeking to facilitate the rezoning
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Original
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S$183.152

$183.152

S$183.153

$183.153

Yvonne
Weeber

Yvonne FS27.152
Weeber

Yvonne
Weeber

Yvonne FS27.153
Weeber

Manor Park and
Haywards
Residents
Community
Incorporate
(“MPHRCI")

Manor Park and
Haywards
Residents
Community
Incorporate
(“MPHRCI”)

9Te
Awarua-o-
Porirua
Whaitua

9Te
Awarua-o-
Porirua
Whaitua

9Te
Awarua-o-
Porirua
Whaitua

9Te
Awarua-o-
Porirua
Whaitua

Rule R106: Neutral
Earthworks and
vegetation clearance
for renewable
energy generation —
restricted
discretionary activity.
Rule R106:
Earthworks and
vegetation clearance
for renewable
energy generation —
restricted
discretionary activity.

Rule R107: Neutral
Earthworks and

vegetation clearance

— discretionary

activity.

Rule R107:

Earthworks and

vegetation clearance

— discretionary

activity.

Support

Support

of 30 Benmore Street to an urban zone. Similarly,
MPHRCI does not agree with the submitters
reasoning. 30 Benmore Street is rural land zoned for
rural purposes and in no way should it be considered
as urban or as ‘planned urban’. A prohibited activity
status to prevent urban land uses on this site, or
discharges to water from activities on this site, is
appropriate.

Not stated Not stated

Our natural environment should be protected or Allow
improved where it is degraded or risks being
degraded, especially our remaining native bush areas
and all streams and rivers in the Dry Creek
Catchment and surrounding area. MPHRCI supports
retention of provisions (and plan amendments) that
will help achieve this outcome, and opposes
provisions that will not help achieve or will frustrate
this outcome. 30 Benmore Street had, until very
recently, relatively high natural character and
ecological values, open space values, and rural
amenity values. Recent substantial vegetation
clearance and earthworks activities on the site have
resulted in significant adverse environmental effects
which should be remedied and mitigated. There is
substantial community objection to this land being
rezoned from rural to urban. MPHRCI does not agree
with Waste Management New Zealand Limited that
“planning for the site to be used for a resource
recovery park is well advanced, with several expert
assessments undertaken that demonstrate the use is
suitable and environmental effects and as such it
should be considered part of the ‘planned / existing
urban area”. This is a disingenuous and arrogant
statement to make. There is considerable community
concern about, and opposition to, 30 Benmore Street
being considered as a potentially appropriate site for
urban development, let alone being considered
appropriate for industrial and waste management land
uses. MPHRCI does not agree with the relief sought
by those submitters seeking to facilitate the rezoning
of 30 Benmore Street to an urban zone. Similarly,
MPHRCI does not agree with the submitters
reasoning. 30 Benmore Street is rural land zoned for
rural purposes and in no way should it be considered
as urban or as ‘planned urban’. A prohibited activity
status to prevent urban land uses on this site, or
discharges to water from activities on this site, is
appropriate.

Not stated Not stated

Our natural environment should be protected or Allow
improved where it is degraded or risks being

degraded, especially our remaining native bush areas

and all streams and rivers in the Dry Creek

Catchment and surrounding area. MPHRCI supports

retention of provisions (and plan amendments) that

will help achieve this outcome, and opposes
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provisions that will not help achieve or will frustrate
this outcome. 30 Benmore Street had, until very
recently, relatively high natural character and
ecological values, open space values, and rural
amenity values. Recent substantial vegetation
clearance and earthworks activities on the site have
resulted in significant adverse environmental effects
which should be remedied and mitigated. There is
substantial community objection to this land being
rezoned from rural to urban. MPHRCI does not agree
with Waste Management New Zealand Limited that
“planning for the site to be used for a resource
recovery park is well advanced, with several expert
assessments undertaken that demonstrate the use is
suitable and environmental effects and as such it
should be considered part of the ‘planned / existing
urban area”. This is a disingenuous and arrogant
statement to make. There is considerable community
concern about, and opposition to, 30 Benmore Street
being considered as a potentially appropriate site for
urban development, let alone being considered
appropriate for industrial and waste management land
uses. MPHRCI does not agree with the relief sought
by those submitters seeking to facilitate the rezoning
of 30 Benmore Street to an urban zone. Similarly,
MPHRCI does not agree with the submitters
reasoning. 30 Benmore Street is rural land zoned for
rural purposes and in no way should it be considered
as urban or as ‘planned urban’. A prohibited activity
status to prevent urban land uses on this site, or
discharges to water from activities on this site, is

appropriate.
S183.218 Yvonne 8 Whaitua Policy WH.P28: Support Not stated Not stated No
Weeber Te Achieving reductions recommendation
Whanganui- | in sediment
a-Tara discharges from
plantation forestry.
S183.218 Yvonne FS27.218 Manor Park and | 8 Whaitua Policy WH.P28: Support | Our natural environment should be protected or Allow Not stated No
Weeber Haywards Te Achieving reductions improved where it is degraded or risks being recommendation
Residents Whanganui- | in sediment degraded, especially our remaining native bush areas
Community a-Tara discharges from and all streams and rivers in the Dry Creek
Incorporate plantation forestry. Catchment and surrounding area. MPHRCI supports
(“MPHRCI”) retention of provisions (and plan amendments) that

will help achieve this outcome, and opposes
provisions that will not help achieve or will frustrate
this outcome. 30 Benmore Street had, until very
recently, relatively high natural character and
ecological values, open space values, and rural
amenity values. Recent substantial vegetation
clearance and earthworks activities on the site have
resulted in significant adverse environmental effects
which should be remedied and mitigated. There is
substantial community objection to this land being
rezoned from rural to urban. MPHRCI does not agree
with Waste Management New Zealand Limited that
“planning for the site to be used for a resource
recovery park is well advanced, with several expert
assessments undertaken that demonstrate the use is
suitable and environmental effects and as such it
should be considered part of the ‘planned / existing
urban area™. This is a disingenuous and arrogant
statement to make. There is considerable community
concern about, and opposition to, 30 Benmore Street
being considered as a potentially appropriate site for
urban development, let alone being considered
appropriate for industrial and waste management land
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Original
submitter

Yvonne
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Yvonne
Weeber

Yvonne
Weeber

Yvonne
Weeber

point (FS)

FS27.240

FS27.241
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Manor Park and

Haywards
Residents
Community
Incorporate
(“MPHRCI")

Manor Park and

Haywards
Residents
Community
Incorporate
(“MPHRCI”)

8 Whaitua
Te
Whanganui-
a-Tara

8 Whaitua
Te
Whanganui-
a-Tara

8 Whaitua
Te
Whanganui-
a-Tara

8 Whaitua
Te
Whanganui-
a-Tara

Rule WH.R17:
Vegetation
clearance on highest
erosion risk land —
permitted activity.
Rule WH.R17:
Vegetation
clearance on highest
erosion risk land —
permitted activity.

Rule WH.R18:
Vegetation
clearance on highest
erosion risk land —
controlled activity.
Rule WH.R18:
Vegetation
clearance on highest
erosion risk land —
controlled activity.

Amend

Amend

Support

Support

uses. MPHRCI does not agree with the relief sought
by those submitters seeking to facilitate the rezoning
of 30 Benmore Street to an urban zone. Similarly,
MPHRCI does not agree with the submitters
reasoning. 30 Benmore Street is rural land zoned for
rural purposes and in no way should it be considered
as urban or as ‘planned urban’. A prohibited activity
status to prevent urban land uses on this site, or
discharges to water from activities on this site, is
appropriate.

Considers the rule requires amendment to address
slash and debris causing flooding in storm events

No decision sought but considers that
more work on this rule is needed in
relationship to recent slash and debris
issues and flooding in storm events.
Our natural environment should be protected or Allow
improved where it is degraded or risks being
degraded, especially our remaining native bush areas
and all streams and rivers in the Dry Creek
Catchment and surrounding area. MPHRCI supports
retention of provisions (and plan amendments) that
will help achieve this outcome, and opposes
provisions that will not help achieve or will frustrate
this outcome. 30 Benmore Street had, until very
recently, relatively high natural character and
ecological values, open space values, and rural
amenity values. Recent substantial vegetation
clearance and earthworks activities on the site have
resulted in significant adverse environmental effects
which should be remedied and mitigated. There is
substantial community objection to this land being
rezoned from rural to urban. MPHRCI does not agree
with Waste Management New Zealand Limited that
“planning for the site to be used for a resource
recovery park is well advanced, with several expert
assessments undertaken that demonstrate the use is
suitable and environmental effects and as such it
should be considered part of the ‘planned / existing
urban area”. This is a disingenuous and arrogant
statement to make. There is considerable community
concern about, and opposition to, 30 Benmore Street
being considered as a potentially appropriate site for
urban development, let alone being considered
appropriate for industrial and waste management land
uses. MPHRCI does not agree with the relief sought
by those submitters seeking to facilitate the rezoning
of 30 Benmore Street to an urban zone. Similarly,
MPHRCI does not agree with the submitters
reasoning. 30 Benmore Street is rural land zoned for
rural purposes and in no way should it be considered
as urban or as ‘planned urban’. A prohibited activity
status to prevent urban land uses on this site, or
discharges to water from activities on this site, is
appropriate.

Considers the rule requires amendment to address
slash and debris causing flooding in storm events

No decision sought but considers that
more work on this rule is needed in
relationship to recent slash and debris
issues and flooding in storm events.
Our natural environment should be protected or Allow
improved where it is degraded or risks being

degraded, especially our remaining native bush areas

and all streams and rivers in the Dry Creek

Catchment and surrounding area. MPHRCI supports

retention of provisions (and plan amendments) that

will help achieve this outcome, and opposes
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point (SP) point (FS)

provisions that will not help achieve or will frustrate
this outcome. 30 Benmore Street had, until very
recently, relatively high natural character and
ecological values, open space values, and rural
amenity values. Recent substantial vegetation
clearance and earthworks activities on the site have
resulted in significant adverse environmental effects
which should be remedied and mitigated. There is
substantial community objection to this land being
rezoned from rural to urban. MPHRCI does not agree
with Waste Management New Zealand Limited that
“planning for the site to be used for a resource
recovery park is well advanced, with several expert
assessments undertaken that demonstrate the use is
suitable and environmental effects and as such it
should be considered part of the ‘planned / existing
urban area”. This is a disingenuous and arrogant
statement to make. There is considerable community
concern about, and opposition to, 30 Benmore Street
being considered as a potentially appropriate site for
urban development, let alone being considered
appropriate for industrial and waste management land
uses. MPHRCI does not agree with the relief sought
by those submitters seeking to facilitate the rezoning
of 30 Benmore Street to an urban zone. Similarly,
MPHRCI does not agree with the submitters
reasoning. 30 Benmore Street is rural land zoned for
rural purposes and in no way should it be considered
as urban or as ‘planned urban’. A prohibited activity
status to prevent urban land uses on this site, or
discharges to water from activities on this site, is

appropriate.
S183.242 Yvonne 8 Whaitua Rule WH.R19: Amend Considers the rule requires amendment to address No decision sought but considers that Reject
Weeber Te Vegetation slash and debris causing flooding in storm events more work on this rule is needed in
Whanganui- | clearance — relationship to recent slash and debris
a-Tara discretionary activity. issues and flooding in storm events.
S$183.242 Yvonne FS27.242 Manor Park and | 8 Whaitua Rule WH.R19: Support | Our natural environment should be protected or Allow Not stated Reject
Weeber Haywards Te Vegetation improved where it is degraded or risks being
Residents Whanganui- | clearance — degraded, especially our remaining native bush areas
Community a-Tara discretionary activity. and all streams and rivers in the Dry Creek
Incorporate Catchment and surrounding area. MPHRCI supports
(“MPHRCI") retention of provisions (and plan amendments) that

will help achieve this outcome, and opposes
provisions that will not help achieve or will frustrate
this outcome. 30 Benmore Street had, until very
recently, relatively high natural character and
ecological values, open space values, and rural
amenity values. Recent substantial vegetation
clearance and earthworks activities on the site have
resulted in significant adverse environmental effects
which should be remedied and mitigated. There is
substantial community objection to this land being
rezoned from rural to urban. MPHRCI does not agree
with Waste Management New Zealand Limited that
“planning for the site to be used for a resource
recovery park is well advanced, with several expert
assessments undertaken that demonstrate the use is
suitable and environmental effects and as such it
should be considered part of the ‘planned / existing
urban area™. This is a disingenuous and arrogant
statement to make. There is considerable community
concern about, and opposition to, 30 Benmore Street
being considered as a potentially appropriate site for
urban development, let alone being considered
appropriate for industrial and waste management land
uses. MPHRCI does not agree with the relief sought
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submission
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Manor Park and
Haywards
Residents
Community
Incorporate
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New Zealand
Carbon
Farming Group
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Manor Park and
Haywards
Residents

8 Whaitua
Te
Whanganui-
a-Tara

8 Whaitua
Te
Whanganui-
a-Tara

8 Whaitua
Te
Whanganui-
a-Tara

8 Whaitua
Te
Whanganui-
a-Tara

8 Whaitua
Te

Rule WH.R20:
Plantation forestry —
controlled activity.

Rule WH.R20:
Plantation forestry —
controlled activity.

Rule WH.R20:
Plantation forestry —
controlled activity.

Rule WH.R21:
Plantation forestry —

discretionary activity.

Rule WH.R21:
Plantation forestry —

discretionary activity.

Not
Stated
Support
Oppose
Not
Stated
Support

by those submitters seeking to facilitate the rezoning
of 30 Benmore Street to an urban zone. Similarly,
MPHRCI does not agree with the submitters
reasoning. 30 Benmore Street is rural land zoned for
rural purposes and in no way should it be considered
as urban or as ‘planned urban’. A prohibited activity
status to prevent urban land uses on this site, or
discharges to water from activities on this site, is
appropriate.

Considers the rule requires amendment to address
slash and debris causing flooding in storm events

No decision sought but considers that
more work on this rule is needed in
relationship to recent slash and debris
issues and flooding in storm events.
Allow

Our natural environment should be protected or
improved where it is degraded or risks being
degraded, especially our remaining native bush areas
and all streams and rivers in the Dry Creek
Catchment and surrounding area. MPHRCI supports
retention of provisions (and plan amendments) that
will help achieve this outcome, and opposes
provisions that will not help achieve or will frustrate
this outcome. 30 Benmore Street had, until very
recently, relatively high natural character and
ecological values, open space values, and rural
amenity values. Recent substantial vegetation
clearance and earthworks activities on the site have
resulted in significant adverse environmental effects
which should be remedied and mitigated. There is
substantial community objection to this land being
rezoned from rural to urban. MPHRCI does not agree
with Waste Management New Zealand Limited that
“planning for the site to be used for a resource
recovery park is well advanced, with several expert
assessments undertaken that demonstrate the use is
suitable and environmental effects and as such it
should be considered part of the ‘planned / existing
urban area”. This is a disingenuous and arrogant
statement to make. There is considerable community
concern about, and opposition to, 30 Benmore Street
being considered as a potentially appropriate site for
urban development, let alone being considered
appropriate for industrial and waste management land
uses. MPHRCI does not agree with the relief sought
by those submitters seeking to facilitate the rezoning
of 30 Benmore Street to an urban zone. Similarly,
MPHRCI does not agree with the submitters
reasoning. 30 Benmore Street is rural land zoned for
rural purposes and in no way should it be considered
as urban or as ‘planned urban’. A prohibited activity
status to prevent urban land uses on this site, or
discharges to water from activities on this site, is
appropriate.

NZCF does not support the submission because the
Rule is intended to address the discharge of
sediment, as opposed to natural hazards. Further, the
management of slash is addressed by the NESCF
Regulations and the submission does not identify any
gap or issue that would need to be addressed by
Proposed Plan Change 1.

Considers the rule requires amendment to address
slash and debris causing flooding in storm events

Disallow

No decision sought but considers that
more work on this rule is needed in
relationship to recent slash and debris
issues and flooding in storm events.
Our natural environment should be protected or Allow
improved where it is degraded or risks being

degraded, especially our remaining native bush areas
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Carbon
Farming Group
('NZCF")

Manor Park and
Haywards
Residents
Community
Incorporate
(“MPHRCI")

Whanganui-
a-Tara

8 Whaitua
Te
Whanganui-
a-Tara

8 Whaitua
Te
Whanganui-
a-Tara

8 Whaitua
Te
Whanganui-
a-Tara

Rule WH.R21:
Plantation forestry —
discretionary activity.

Rule WH.R22:
Plantation forestry
on highest erosion
risk land — prohibited
activity.

Rule WH.R22:
Plantation forestry
on highest erosion
risk land — prohibited
activity.

Oppose

Not
Stated

Support

and all streams and rivers in the Dry Creek
Catchment and surrounding area. MPHRCI supports
retention of provisions (and plan amendments) that
will help achieve this outcome, and opposes
provisions that will not help achieve or will frustrate
this outcome. 30 Benmore Street had, until very
recently, relatively high natural character and
ecological values, open space values, and rural
amenity values. Recent substantial vegetation
clearance and earthworks activities on the site have
resulted in significant adverse environmental effects
which should be remedied and mitigated. There is
substantial community objection to this land being
rezoned from rural to urban. MPHRCI does not agree
with Waste Management New Zealand Limited that
“planning for the site to be used for a resource
recovery park is well advanced, with several expert
assessments undertaken that demonstrate the use is
suitable and environmental effects and as such it
should be considered part of the ‘planned / existing
urban area™. This is a disingenuous and arrogant
statement to make. There is considerable community
concern about, and opposition to, 30 Benmore Street
being considered as a potentially appropriate site for
urban development, let alone being considered
appropriate for industrial and waste management land
uses. MPHRCI does not agree with the relief sought
by those submitters seeking to facilitate the rezoning
of 30 Benmore Street to an urban zone. Similarly,
MPHRCI does not agree with the submitters
reasoning. 30 Benmore Street is rural land zoned for
rural purposes and in no way should it be considered
as urban or as ‘planned urban’. A prohibited activity
status to prevent urban land uses on this site, or
discharges to water from activities on this site, is
appropriate.

NZCF does not support the submission because the
Rule is intended to address the discharge of
sediment, as opposed to natural hazards. Further, the
management of slash is addressed by the NESCF
Regulations and the submission does not identify any
gap or issue that would need to be addressed by
Proposed Plan Change 1.

Considers the rule requires amendment to address
slash and debris causing flooding in storm events

Our natural environment should be protected or
improved where it is degraded or risks being
degraded, especially our remaining native bush areas
and all streams and rivers in the Dry Creek
Catchment and surrounding area. MPHRCI supports
retention of provisions (and plan amendments) that
will help achieve this outcome, and opposes
provisions that will not help achieve or will frustrate
this outcome. 30 Benmore Street had, until very
recently, relatively high natural character and
ecological values, open space values, and rural
amenity values. Recent substantial vegetation
clearance and earthworks activities on the site have
resulted in significant adverse environmental effects
which should be remedied and mitigated. There is
substantial community objection to this land being
rezoned from rural to urban. MPHRCI does not agree
with Waste Management New Zealand Limited that
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Decision requested FS decision sought | Officer
recommendation

Disallow Not stated

No decision sought but considers that
more work on this rule is needed in
relationship to recent slash and debris
issues and flooding in storm events.

Allow Not stated

No
recommendation

No
recommendation

No
recommendation
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Original
submission

Further
submission

Decision requested FS decision sought | Officer
recommendation

point (SP)

S$183.245

$183.301

$183.301

Original
submitter

Yvonne
Weeber

Yvonne
Weeber

Yvonne
Weeber

point (FS)

FS50.186

FS27.301

Further Plan section | Provision SP Reasons
submitter position

New Zealand
Carbon
Farming Group
('NZCF")

Manor Park and
Haywards
Residents
Community
Incorporate
(“MPHRCI”)

8 Whaitua
Te
Whanganui-
a-Tara

General
comments

General
comments

Rule WH.R22:
Plantation forestry
on highest erosion
risk land — prohibited
activity.

Policy P.P26:
Achieving reductions
in sediment
discharges from
plantation forestry.
Policy P.P26:
Achieving reductions
in sediment
discharges from
plantation forestry.

Support

Oppose

Support

“planning for the site to be used for a resource
recovery park is well advanced, with several expert
assessments undertaken that demonstrate the use is
suitable and environmental effects and as such it
should be considered part of the ‘planned / existing
urban area™. This is a disingenuous and arrogant
statement to make. There is considerable community
concern about, and opposition to, 30 Benmore Street
being considered as a potentially appropriate site for
urban development, let alone being considered
appropriate for industrial and waste management land
uses. MPHRCI does not agree with the relief sought
by those submitters seeking to facilitate the rezoning
of 30 Benmore Street to an urban zone. Similarly,
MPHRCI does not agree with the submitters
reasoning. 30 Benmore Street is rural land zoned for
rural purposes and in no way should it be considered
as urban or as ‘planned urban’. A prohibited activity
status to prevent urban land uses on this site, or
discharges to water from activities on this site, is
appropriate.

NZCF does not support the submission because the
Rule is intended to address the discharge of
sediment, as opposed to natural hazards. Further, the
management of slash is addressed by the NESCF
Regulations and the submission does not identify any
gap or issue that would need to be addressed by
Proposed Plan Change 1. In addition, the Rule is for a
prohibited activity in any case.

Not stated

Disallow

Not stated

Our natural environment should be protected or Allow
improved where it is degraded or risks being
degraded, especially our remaining native bush areas
and all streams and rivers in the Dry Creek
Catchment and surrounding area. MPHRCI supports
retention of provisions (and plan amendments) that
will help achieve this outcome, and opposes
provisions that will not help achieve or will frustrate
this outcome. 30 Benmore Street had, until very
recently, relatively high natural character and
ecological values, open space values, and rural
amenity values. Recent substantial vegetation
clearance and earthworks activities on the site have
resulted in significant adverse environmental effects
which should be remedied and mitigated. There is
substantial community objection to this land being
rezoned from rural to urban. MPHRCI does not agree
with Waste Management New Zealand Limited that
“planning for the site to be used for a resource
recovery park is well advanced, with several expert
assessments undertaken that demonstrate the use is
suitable and environmental effects and as such it
should be considered part of the ‘planned / existing
urban area™. This is a disingenuous and arrogant
statement to make. There is considerable community
concern about, and opposition to, 30 Benmore Street
being considered as a potentially appropriate site for
urban development, let alone being considered
appropriate for industrial and waste management land
uses. MPHRCI does not agree with the relief sought
by those submitters seeking to facilitate the rezoning
of 30 Benmore Street to an urban zone. Similarly,
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Original
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Decision requested FS decision sought | Officer
recommendation

point (SP)

S$183.322

$183.322

$183.323

$183.323

Original
submitter

Yvonne
Weeber

Yvonne
Weeber

Yvonne
Weeber

Yvonne
Weeber

point (FS)

FS27.322

FS27.323

Further Plan section | Provision SP Reasons
submitter position

Manor Park and

Haywards
Residents
Community
Incorporate
(“MPHRCI")

Manor Park and

Haywards
Residents
Community
Incorporate
(“MPHRCI")

8 Whaitua
Te
Whanganui-
a-Tara

8 Whaitua
Te
Whanganui-
a-Tara

8 Whaitua
Te
Whanganui-
a-Tara

8 Whaitua
Te
Whanganui-
a-Tara

Rule P.R16: Amend
Vegetation

clearance on highest

erosion risk land—

permitted activity.

Rule P.R16: Support
Vegetation

clearance on highest

erosion risk land—

permitted activity.

Rule P.R17: Amend

Vegetation

clearance on highest

erosion risk land —

controlled activity.

Rule P.R17: Support
Vegetation

clearance on highest
erosion risk land —
controlled activity.

MPHRCI does not agree with the submitters
reasoning. 30 Benmore Street is rural land zoned for
rural purposes and in no way should it be considered
as urban or as ‘planned urban’. A prohibited activity
status to prevent urban land uses on this site, or
discharges to water from activities on this site, is
appropriate.

Considers the rule requires amendment to address
slash and debris causing flooding in storm events

Not stated

Our natural environment should be protected or Allow
improved where it is degraded or risks being
degraded, especially our remaining native bush areas
and all streams and rivers in the Dry Creek
Catchment and surrounding area. MPHRCI supports
retention of provisions (and plan amendments) that
will help achieve this outcome, and opposes
provisions that will not help achieve or will frustrate
this outcome. 30 Benmore Street had, until very
recently, relatively high natural character and
ecological values, open space values, and rural
amenity values. Recent substantial vegetation
clearance and earthworks activities on the site have
resulted in significant adverse environmental effects
which should be remedied and mitigated. There is
substantial community objection to this land being
rezoned from rural to urban. MPHRCI does not agree
with Waste Management New Zealand Limited that
“planning for the site to be used for a resource
recovery park is well advanced, with several expert
assessments undertaken that demonstrate the use is
suitable and environmental effects and as such it
should be considered part of the ‘planned / existing
urban area’. This is a disingenuous and arrogant
statement to make. There is considerable community
concern about, and opposition to, 30 Benmore Street
being considered as a potentially appropriate site for
urban development, let alone being considered
appropriate for industrial and waste management land
uses. MPHRCI does not agree with the relief sought
by those submitters seeking to facilitate the rezoning
of 30 Benmore Street to an urban zone. Similarly,
MPHRCI does not agree with the submitters
reasoning. 30 Benmore Street is rural land zoned for
rural purposes and in no way should it be considered
as urban or as ‘planned urban’. A prohibited activity
status to prevent urban land uses on this site, or
discharges to water from activities on this site, is
appropriate.

Considers the rule requires amendment to address
slash and debris causing flooding in storm events

Not stated

Our natural environment should be protected or Allow
improved where it is degraded or risks being

degraded, especially our remaining native bush areas

and all streams and rivers in the Dry Creek

Catchment and surrounding area. MPHRCI supports

retention of provisions (and plan amendments) that

will help achieve this outcome, and opposes

provisions that will not help achieve or will frustrate

this outcome. 30 Benmore Street had, until very

recently, relatively high natural character and
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Original Original Further Further Plan section | Provision SP Reasons Decision requested FS decision sought | Officer
submission | submitter submission | submitter position recommendation
point (SP) point (FS)

ecological values, open space values, and rural
amenity values. Recent substantial vegetation
clearance and earthworks activities on the site have
resulted in significant adverse environmental effects
which should be remedied and mitigated. There is
substantial community objection to this land being
rezoned from rural to urban. MPHRCI does not agree
with Waste Management New Zealand Limited that
“planning for the site to be used for a resource
recovery park is well advanced, with several expert
assessments undertaken that demonstrate the use is
suitable and environmental effects and as such it
should be considered part of the ‘planned / existing
urban area”. This is a disingenuous and arrogant
statement to make. There is considerable community
concern about, and opposition to, 30 Benmore Street
being considered as a potentially appropriate site for
urban development, let alone being considered
appropriate for industrial and waste management land
uses. MPHRCI does not agree with the relief sought
by those submitters seeking to facilitate the rezoning
of 30 Benmore Street to an urban zone. Similarly,
MPHRCI does not agree with the submitters
reasoning. 30 Benmore Street is rural land zoned for
rural purposes and in no way should it be considered
as urban or as ‘planned urban’. A prohibited activity
status to prevent urban land uses on this site, or
discharges to water from activities on this site, is

appropriate.
S183.324 Yvonne 8 Whaitua Rule P.R18: Amend Considers the rule requires amendment to address Not stated Reject
Weeber Te Vegetation slash and debris causing flooding in storm events
Whanganui- | clearance —
a-Tara discretionary activity.
S$183.324 Yvonne FS27.324 Manor Park and | 8 Whaitua Rule P.R18: Support | Our natural environment should be protected or Allow Not stated Reject
Weeber Haywards Te Vegetation improved where it is degraded or risks being
Residents Whanganui- | clearance — degraded, especially our remaining native bush areas
Community a-Tara discretionary activity. and all streams and rivers in the Dry Creek
Incorporate Catchment and surrounding area. MPHRCI supports
(“MPHRCI") retention of provisions (and plan amendments) that

will help achieve this outcome, and opposes
provisions that will not help achieve or will frustrate
this outcome. 30 Benmore Street had, until very
recently, relatively high natural character and
ecological values, open space values, and rural
amenity values. Recent substantial vegetation
clearance and earthworks activities on the site have
resulted in significant adverse environmental effects
which should be remedied and mitigated. There is
substantial community objection to this land being
rezoned from rural to urban. MPHRCI does not agree
with Waste Management New Zealand Limited that
“planning for the site to be used for a resource
recovery park is well advanced, with several expert
assessments undertaken that demonstrate the use is
suitable and environmental effects and as such it
should be considered part of the ‘planned / existing
urban area’. This is a disingenuous and arrogant
statement to make. There is considerable community
concern about, and opposition to, 30 Benmore Street
being considered as a potentially appropriate site for
urban development, let alone being considered
appropriate for industrial and waste management land
uses. MPHRCI does not agree with the relief sought
by those submitters seeking to facilitate the rezoning
of 30 Benmore Street to an urban zone. Similarly,
MPHRCI does not agree with the submitters
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Further Plan section | Provision SP Reasons
submitter position

Original

submission
point (SP)

$183.325

$183.325

$183.325

$183.326

$183.326

Original
submitter

Yvonne
Weeber

Yvonne
Weeber

Yvonne
Weeber

Yvonne
Weeber

Yvonne
Weeber

Further
submission
point (FS)

FS27.325

FS50.187

FS27.326

Manor Park and
Haywards
Residents
Community
Incorporate
(“MPHRCI")

New Zealand
Carbon
Farming Group
('NZCF")

Manor Park and
Haywards
Residents
Community
Incorporate
(“MPHRCI")

9Te
Awarua-o-
Porirua
Whaitua
9Te
Awarua-o-
Porirua
Whaitua

9Te
Awarua-o-
Porirua
Whaitua

9Te
Awarua-o-
Porirua
Whaitua
9Te
Awarua-o-
Porirua
Whaitua

Rule P.R19:
Plantation forestry —
controlled activity.

Rule P.R19:
Plantation forestry —
controlled activity.

Rule P.R19:
Plantation forestry —
controlled activity.

Rule P.R20:
Plantation forestry —

discretionary activity.

Rule P.R20:
Plantation forestry —

discretionary activity.

Amend

Amend

Support

Oppose

Support

reasoning. 30 Benmore Street is rural land zoned for
rural purposes and in no way should it be considered
as urban or as ‘planned urban’. A prohibited activity
status to prevent urban land uses on this site, or
discharges to water from activities on this site, is
appropriate.

Considers the rule requires amendment to address
slash and debris causing flooding in storm events

Not stated

Our natural environment should be protected or Allow
improved where it is degraded or risks being
degraded, especially our remaining native bush areas
and all streams and rivers in the Dry Creek
Catchment and surrounding area. MPHRCI supports
retention of provisions (and plan amendments) that
will help achieve this outcome, and opposes
provisions that will not help achieve or will frustrate
this outcome. 30 Benmore Street had, until very
recently, relatively high natural character and
ecological values, open space values, and rural
amenity values. Recent substantial vegetation
clearance and earthworks activities on the site have
resulted in significant adverse environmental effects
which should be remedied and mitigated. There is
substantial community objection to this land being
rezoned from rural to urban. MPHRCI does not agree
with Waste Management New Zealand Limited that
“planning for the site to be used for a resource
recovery park is well advanced, with several expert
assessments undertaken that demonstrate the use is
suitable and environmental effects and as such it
should be considered part of the ‘planned / existing
urban area™. This is a disingenuous and arrogant
statement to make. There is considerable community
concern about, and opposition to, 30 Benmore Street
being considered as a potentially appropriate site for
urban development, let alone being considered
appropriate for industrial and waste management land
uses. MPHRCI does not agree with the relief sought
by those submitters seeking to facilitate the rezoning
of 30 Benmore Street to an urban zone. Similarly,
MPHRCI does not agree with the submitters
reasoning. 30 Benmore Street is rural land zoned for
rural purposes and in no way should it be considered
as urban or as ‘planned urban’. A prohibited activity
status to prevent urban land uses on this site, or
discharges to water from activities on this site, is
appropriate.

NZCF does not support the submission because the
Rule is intended to address the discharge of
sediment, as opposed to natural hazards. Further, the
management of slash is addressed by the NESCF
Regulations and the submission does not identify any
gap or issue that would need to be addressed by
Proposed Plan Change 1.

Considers the rule requires amendment to address
slash and debris causing flooding in storm events

Disallow

Not stated

Our natural environment should be protected or Allow
improved where it is degraded or risks being

degraded, especially our remaining native bush areas

and all streams and rivers in the Dry Creek

Catchment and surrounding area. MPHRCI supports

retention of provisions (and plan amendments) that
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submission | submitter submission | submitter position recommendation
point (SP) point (FS)

will help achieve this outcome, and opposes
provisions that will not help achieve or will frustrate
this outcome. 30 Benmore Street had, until very
recently, relatively high natural character and
ecological values, open space values, and rural
amenity values. Recent substantial vegetation
clearance and earthworks activities on the site have
resulted in significant adverse environmental effects
which should be remedied and mitigated. There is
substantial community objection to this land being
rezoned from rural to urban. MPHRCI does not agree
with Waste Management New Zealand Limited that
“planning for the site to be used for a resource
recovery park is well advanced, with several expert
assessments undertaken that demonstrate the use is
suitable and environmental effects and as such it
should be considered part of the ‘planned / existing
urban area’. This is a disingenuous and arrogant
statement to make. There is considerable community
concern about, and opposition to, 30 Benmore Street
being considered as a potentially appropriate site for
urban development, let alone being considered
appropriate for industrial and waste management land
uses. MPHRCI does not agree with the relief sought
by those submitters seeking to facilitate the rezoning
of 30 Benmore Street to an urban zone. Similarly,
MPHRCI does not agree with the submitters
reasoning. 30 Benmore Street is rural land zoned for
rural purposes and in no way should it be considered
as urban or as ‘planned urban’. A prohibited activity
status to prevent urban land uses on this site, or
discharges to water from activities on this site, is

appropriate.
S$183.326 Yvonne FS50.188 New Zealand 9Te Rule P.R20: Oppose | NZCF does not support the submission because the Disallow Not stated No
Weeber Carbon Awarua-o- Plantation forestry — Rule is intended to address the discharge of recommendation
Farming Group | Porirua discretionary activity. sediment, as opposed to natural hazards. Further, the
('NZCF") Whaitua management of slash is addressed by the NESCF

Regulations and the submission does not identify any
gap or issue that would need to be addressed by
Proposed Plan Change 1.

S183.327 Yvonne 9Te Rule P.R21: Amend Considers the rule requires amendment to address Not stated No
Weeber Awarua-o- Plantation Forestry slash and debris causing flooding in storm events recommendation
Porirua on highest erosion
Whaitua risk land — prohibited
activity.
S183.327 Yvonne FS27.327 Manor Park and | 9 Te Rule P.R21: Support | Our natural environment should be protected or Allow Not stated No
Weeber Haywards Awarua-o- Plantation Forestry improved where it is degraded or risks being recommendation
Residents Porirua on highest erosion degraded, especially our remaining native bush areas
Community Whaitua risk land — prohibited and all streams and rivers in the Dry Creek
Incorporate activity. Catchment and surrounding area. MPHRCI supports
(“MPHRCI”) retention of provisions (and plan amendments) that

will help achieve this outcome, and opposes
provisions that will not help achieve or will frustrate
this outcome. 30 Benmore Street had, until very
recently, relatively high natural character and
ecological values, open space values, and rural
amenity values. Recent substantial vegetation
clearance and earthworks activities on the site have
resulted in significant adverse environmental effects
which should be remedied and mitigated. There is
substantial community objection to this land being
rezoned from rural to urban. MPHRCI does not agree
with Waste Management New Zealand Limited that
“planning for the site to be used for a resource
recovery park is well advanced, with several expert
assessments undertaken that demonstrate the use is
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suitable and environmental effects and as such it
should be considered part of the ‘planned / existing
urban area”. This is a disingenuous and arrogant
statement to make. There is considerable community
concern about, and opposition to, 30 Benmore Street
being considered as a potentially appropriate site for
urban development, let alone being considered
appropriate for industrial and waste management land
uses. MPHRCI does not agree with the relief sought
by those submitters seeking to facilitate the rezoning
of 30 Benmore Street to an urban zone. Similarly,
MPHRCI does not agree with the submitters
reasoning. 30 Benmore Street is rural land zoned for
rural purposes and in no way should it be considered
as urban or as ‘planned urban’. A prohibited activity
status to prevent urban land uses on this site, or
discharges to water from activities on this site, is

appropriate.
S183.327 Yvonne FS50.189 New Zealand 9Te Rule P.R21: Oppose | NZCF does not support the submission because the Disallow Not stated No
Weeber Carbon Awarua-o- Plantation Forestry Rule is intended to address the discharge of recommendation
Farming Group | Porirua on highest erosion sediment, as opposed to natural hazards. Further, the
('NZCF") Whaitua risk land — prohibited management of slash is addressed by the NESCF
activity. Regulations and the submission does not identify any

gap or issue that would need to be addressed by
Proposed Plan Change 1. In addition, the Rule is for a
prohibited activity in any case.

S183.377 Yvonne 8 Whaitua Schedule 33: Support Not stated Not stated No
Weeber Te Vegetation recommendation
Whanganui- | Clearance Erosion
a-Tara and Sediment
Management Plan.
S183.377 Yvonne FS27.377 Manor Park and | 8 Whaitua Schedule 33: Support | Our natural environment should be protected or Allow Not stated No
Weeber Haywards Te Vegetation improved where it is degraded or risks being recommendation
Residents Whanganui- | Clearance Erosion degraded, especially our remaining native bush areas
Community a-Tara and Sediment and all streams and rivers in the Dry Creek
Incorporate Management Plan. Catchment and surrounding area. MPHRCI supports
(“MPHRCI”) retention of provisions (and plan amendments) that

will help achieve this outcome, and opposes
provisions that will not help achieve or will frustrate
this outcome. 30 Benmore Street had, until very
recently, relatively high natural character and
ecological values, open space values, and rural
amenity values. Recent substantial vegetation
clearance and earthworks activities on the site have
resulted in significant adverse environmental effects
which should be remedied and mitigated. There is
substantial community objection to this land being
rezoned from rural to urban. MPHRCI does not agree
with Waste Management New Zealand Limited that
“planning for the site to be used for a resource
recovery park is well advanced, with several expert
assessments undertaken that demonstrate the use is
suitable and environmental effects and as such it
should be considered part of the ‘planned / existing
urban area™. This is a disingenuous and arrogant
statement to make. There is considerable community
concern about, and opposition to, 30 Benmore Street
being considered as a potentially appropriate site for
urban development, let alone being considered
appropriate for industrial and waste management land
uses. MPHRCI does not agree with the relief sought
by those submitters seeking to facilitate the rezoning
of 30 Benmore Street to an urban zone. Similarly,
MPHRCI does not agree with the submitters
reasoning. 30 Benmore Street is rural land zoned for
rural purposes and in no way should it be considered
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Original

submission

Original Further
submitter submission
point (FS)

point (SP)

$183.378

S$183.378

S$183.379

$183.379

Yvonne
Weeber

Yvonne FS27.378
Weeber

Yvonne
Weeber
Yvonne FS27.379
Weeber

Further Plan section | Provision SP Reasons
submitter position

Manor Park and | ##
Haywards

Residents
Community
Incorporate
(“MPHRCI")

2
Interpretation
Manor Park and | 2
Haywards Interpretation
Residents
Community
Incorporate
(“MPHRCI”)

A Purposes of the
Erosion and
Sediment
Management Plan
A Purposes of the
Erosion and
Sediment
Management Plan

B Management
objectives
B Management
objectives

Support

Support

Support

Support

as urban or as ‘planned urban’. A prohibited activity
status to prevent urban land uses on this site, or
discharges to water from activities on this site, is
appropriate.

Not stated Not stated

Our natural environment should be protected or Allow
improved where it is degraded or risks being
degraded, especially our remaining native bush areas
and all streams and rivers in the Dry Creek
Catchment and surrounding area. MPHRCI supports
retention of provisions (and plan amendments) that
will help achieve this outcome, and opposes
provisions that will not help achieve or will frustrate
this outcome. 30 Benmore Street had, until very
recently, relatively high natural character and
ecological values, open space values, and rural
amenity values. Recent substantial vegetation
clearance and earthworks activities on the site have
resulted in significant adverse environmental effects
which should be remedied and mitigated. There is
substantial community objection to this land being
rezoned from rural to urban. MPHRCI does not agree
with Waste Management New Zealand Limited that
“planning for the site to be used for a resource
recovery park is well advanced, with several expert
assessments undertaken that demonstrate the use is
suitable and environmental effects and as such it
should be considered part of the ‘planned / existing
urban area™. This is a disingenuous and arrogant
statement to make. There is considerable community
concern about, and opposition to, 30 Benmore Street
being considered as a potentially appropriate site for
urban development, let alone being considered
appropriate for industrial and waste management land
uses. MPHRCI does not agree with the relief sought
by those submitters seeking to facilitate the rezoning
of 30 Benmore Street to an urban zone. Similarly,
MPHRCI does not agree with the submitters
reasoning. 30 Benmore Street is rural land zoned for
rural purposes and in no way should it be considered
as urban or as ‘planned urban’. A prohibited activity
status to prevent urban land uses on this site, or
discharges to water from activities on this site, is
appropriate.

Not stated Not stated
Our natural environment should be protected or Allow
improved where it is degraded or risks being

degraded, especially our remaining native bush areas

and all streams and rivers in the Dry Creek

Catchment and surrounding area. MPHRCI supports

retention of provisions (and plan amendments) that

will help achieve this outcome, and opposes

provisions that will not help achieve or will frustrate

this outcome. 30 Benmore Street had, until very

recently, relatively high natural character and

ecological values, open space values, and rural

amenity values. Recent substantial vegetation

clearance and earthworks activities on the site have

resulted in significant adverse environmental effects

which should be remedied and mitigated. There is

substantial community objection to this land being

rezoned from rural to urban. MPHRCI does not agree
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with Waste Management New Zealand Limited that
“planning for the site to be used for a resource
recovery park is well advanced, with several expert
assessments undertaken that demonstrate the use is
suitable and environmental effects and as such it
should be considered part of the ‘planned / existing
urban area™. This is a disingenuous and arrogant
statement to make. There is considerable community
concern about, and opposition to, 30 Benmore Street
being considered as a potentially appropriate site for
urban development, let alone being considered
appropriate for industrial and waste management land
uses. MPHRCI does not agree with the relief sought
by those submitters seeking to facilitate the rezoning
of 30 Benmore Street to an urban zone. Similarly,
MPHRCI does not agree with the submitters
reasoning. 30 Benmore Street is rural land zoned for
rural purposes and in no way should it be considered
as urban or as ‘planned urban’. A prohibited activity
status to prevent urban land uses on this site, or
discharges to water from activities on this site, is

appropriate.
S183.380 Yvonne 2 C Requirements of Support Not stated Not stated No
Weeber Interpretation = the Erosion and recommendation
Sediment
Management Plan
S183.380 Yvonne FS27.380 Manor Park and | 2 C Requirements of Support | Our natural environment should be protected or Allow Not stated No
Weeber Haywards Interpretation | the Erosion and improved where it is degraded or risks being recommendation
Residents Sediment degraded, especially our remaining native bush areas
Community Management Plan and all streams and rivers in the Dry Creek
Incorporate Catchment and surrounding area. MPHRCI supports
(“MPHRCI") retention of provisions (and plan amendments) that

will help achieve this outcome, and opposes
provisions that will not help achieve or will frustrate
this outcome. 30 Benmore Street had, until very
recently, relatively high natural character and
ecological values, open space values, and rural
amenity values. Recent substantial vegetation
clearance and earthworks activities on the site have
resulted in significant adverse environmental effects
which should be remedied and mitigated. There is
substantial community objection to this land being
rezoned from rural to urban. MPHRCI does not agree
with Waste Management New Zealand Limited that
“planning for the site to be used for a resource
recovery park is well advanced, with several expert
assessments undertaken that demonstrate the use is
suitable and environmental effects and as such it
should be considered part of the ‘planned / existing
urban area”. This is a disingenuous and arrogant
statement to make. There is considerable community
concern about, and opposition to, 30 Benmore Street
being considered as a potentially appropriate site for
urban development, let alone being considered
appropriate for industrial and waste management land
uses. MPHRCI does not agree with the relief sought
by those submitters seeking to facilitate the rezoning
of 30 Benmore Street to an urban zone. Similarly,
MPHRCI does not agree with the submitters
reasoning. 30 Benmore Street is rural land zoned for
rural purposes and in no way should it be considered
as urban or as ‘planned urban’. A prohibited activity
status to prevent urban land uses on this site, or
discharges to water from activities on this site, is
appropriate.
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S183.381 Yvonne C1 Contents of the Support Not stated Not stated
Weeber Interpretatlon Erosion and recommendatlon
Sediment
Management Plan
S183.381 Yvonne FS27.381 Manor Park and | 2 C1 Contents of the Support | Our natural environment should be protected or Allow Not stated No
Weeber Haywards Interpretation | Erosion and improved where it is degraded or risks being recommendation
Residents Sediment degraded, especially our remaining native bush areas
Community Management Plan and all streams and rivers in the Dry Creek
Incorporate Catchment and surrounding area. MPHRCI supports
(“MPHRCI") retention of provisions (and plan amendments) that

will help achieve this outcome, and opposes
provisions that will not help achieve or will frustrate
this outcome. 30 Benmore Street had, until very
recently, relatively high natural character and
ecological values, open space values, and rural
amenity values. Recent substantial vegetation
clearance and earthworks activities on the site have
resulted in significant adverse environmental effects
which should be remedied and mitigated. There is
substantial community objection to this land being
rezoned from rural to urban. MPHRCI does not agree
with Waste Management New Zealand Limited that
“planning for the site to be used for a resource
recovery park is well advanced, with several expert
assessments undertaken that demonstrate the use is
suitable and environmental effects and as such it
should be considered part of the ‘planned / existing
urban area’. This is a disingenuous and arrogant
statement to make. There is considerable community
concern about, and opposition to, 30 Benmore Street
being considered as a potentially appropriate site for
urban development, let alone being considered
appropriate for industrial and waste management land
uses. MPHRCI does not agree with the relief sought
by those submitters seeking to facilitate the rezoning
of 30 Benmore Street to an urban zone. Similarly,
MPHRCI does not agree with the submitters
reasoning. 30 Benmore Street is rural land zoned for
rural purposes and in no way should it be considered
as urban or as ‘planned urban’. A prohibited activity
status to prevent urban land uses on this site, or
discharges to water from activities on this site, is

appropriate.
S183.382 Yvonne 2 D Amendment of Support Not stated Not stated No
Weeber Interpretation = Erosion and recommendation
Sediment
Management Plan
S183.382 Yvonne FS27.382 Manor Park and | 2 D Amendment of Support | Our natural environment should be protected or Allow Not stated No
Weeber Haywards Interpretation | Erosion and improved where it is degraded or risks being recommendation
Residents Sediment degraded, especially our remaining native bush areas
Community Management Plan and all streams and rivers in the Dry Creek
Incorporate Catchment and surrounding area. MPHRCI supports
(“MPHRCI”) retention of provisions (and plan amendments) that

will help achieve this outcome, and opposes
provisions that will not help achieve or will frustrate
this outcome. 30 Benmore Street had, until very
recently, relatively high natural character and
ecological values, open space values, and rural
amenity values. Recent substantial vegetation
clearance and earthworks activities on the site have
resulted in significant adverse environmental effects
which should be remedied and mitigated. There is
substantial community objection to this land being
rezoned from rural to urban. MPHRCI does not agree
with Waste Management New Zealand Limited that
“planning for the site to be used for a resource
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recovery park is well advanced, with several expert
assessments undertaken that demonstrate the use is
suitable and environmental effects and as such it
should be considered part of the ‘planned / existing
urban area™. This is a disingenuous and arrogant
statement to make. There is considerable community
concern about, and opposition to, 30 Benmore Street
being considered as a potentially appropriate site for
urban development, let alone being considered
appropriate for industrial and waste management land
uses. MPHRCI does not agree with the relief sought
by those submitters seeking to facilitate the rezoning
of 30 Benmore Street to an urban zone. Similarly,
MPHRCI does not agree with the submitters
reasoning. 30 Benmore Street is rural land zoned for
rural purposes and in no way should it be considered
as urban or as ‘planned urban’. A prohibited activity
status to prevent urban land uses on this site, or
discharges to water from activities on this site, is
appropriate.
S183.383 Yvonne 8 Whaitua Schedule 34: Support Not stated Not stated No
Weeber Te Plantation Forestry recommendation
Whanganui- | Erosion and
a-Tara Sediment
Management Plan.
S183.383 Yvonne FS27.383 Manor Park and | 8 Whaitua Schedule 34: Support | Our natural environment should be protected or Allow Not stated No
Weeber Haywards Te Plantation Forestry improved where it is degraded or risks being recommendation
Residents Whanganui- | Erosion and degraded, especially our remaining native bush areas
Community a-Tara Sediment and all streams and rivers in the Dry Creek
Incorporate Management Plan. Catchment and surrounding area. MPHRCI supports
(“MPHRCI") retention of provisions (and plan amendments) that
will help achieve this outcome, and opposes
provisions that will not help achieve or will frustrate
this outcome. 30 Benmore Street had, until very
recently, relatively high natural character and
ecological values, open space values, and rural
amenity values. Recent substantial vegetation
clearance and earthworks activities on the site have
resulted in significant adverse environmental effects
which should be remedied and mitigated. There is
substantial community objection to this land being
rezoned from rural to urban. MPHRCI does not agree
with Waste Management New Zealand Limited that
“planning for the site to be used for a resource
recovery park is well advanced, with several expert
assessments undertaken that demonstrate the use is
suitable and environmental effects and as such it
should be considered part of the ‘planned / existing
urban area’. This is a disingenuous and arrogant
statement to make. There is considerable community
concern about, and opposition to, 30 Benmore Street
being considered as a potentially appropriate site for
urban development, let alone being considered
appropriate for industrial and waste management land
uses. MPHRCI does not agree with the relief sought
by those submitters seeking to facilitate the rezoning
of 30 Benmore Street to an urban zone. Similarly,
MPHRCI does not agree with the submitters
reasoning. 30 Benmore Street is rural land zoned for
rural purposes and in no way should it be considered
as urban or as ‘planned urban’. A prohibited activity
status to prevent urban land uses on this site, or
discharges to water from activities on this site, is
appropriate.
S183.384 Yvonne ## A Purpose of the Support Not stated Not stated No
Weeber Erosion and recommendation
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Sediment
Management Plan
S183.384 Yvonne FS27.384 Manor Park and | ## A Purpose of the
Weeber Haywards Erosion and
Residents Sediment
Community Management Plan
Incorporate
(“MPHRCI")
S183.385 Yvonne 2 B Management
Weeber Interpretation = objectives
S$183.385 Yvonne FS27.385 Manor Park and | 2 B Management
Weeber Haywards Interpretation | objectives
Residents
Community
Incorporate
(“MPHRCI")

Support | Our natural environment should be protected or Allow
improved where it is degraded or risks being
degraded, especially our remaining native bush areas
and all streams and rivers in the Dry Creek
Catchment and surrounding area. MPHRCI supports
retention of provisions (and plan amendments) that
will help achieve this outcome, and opposes
provisions that will not help achieve or will frustrate
this outcome. 30 Benmore Street had, until very
recently, relatively high natural character and
ecological values, open space values, and rural
amenity values. Recent substantial vegetation
clearance and earthworks activities on the site have
resulted in significant adverse environmental effects
which should be remedied and mitigated. There is
substantial community objection to this land being
rezoned from rural to urban. MPHRCI does not agree
with Waste Management New Zealand Limited that
“planning for the site to be used for a resource
recovery park is well advanced, with several expert
assessments undertaken that demonstrate the use is
suitable and environmental effects and as such it
should be considered part of the ‘planned / existing
urban area”. This is a disingenuous and arrogant
statement to make. There is considerable community
concern about, and opposition to, 30 Benmore Street
being considered as a potentially appropriate site for
urban development, let alone being considered
appropriate for industrial and waste management land
uses. MPHRCI does not agree with the relief sought
by those submitters seeking to facilitate the rezoning
of 30 Benmore Street to an urban zone. Similarly,
MPHRCI does not agree with the submitters
reasoning. 30 Benmore Street is rural land zoned for
rural purposes and in no way should it be considered
as urban or as ‘planned urban’. A prohibited activity
status to prevent urban land uses on this site, or
discharges to water from activities on this site, is

appropriate.
Support Not stated Not stated
Support | Our natural environment should be protected or Allow

improved where it is degraded or risks being
degraded, especially our remaining native bush areas
and all streams and rivers in the Dry Creek
Catchment and surrounding area. MPHRCI supports
retention of provisions (and plan amendments) that
will help achieve this outcome, and opposes
provisions that will not help achieve or will frustrate
this outcome. 30 Benmore Street had, until very
recently, relatively high natural character and
ecological values, open space values, and rural
amenity values. Recent substantial vegetation
clearance and earthworks activities on the site have
resulted in significant adverse environmental effects
which should be remedied and mitigated. There is
substantial community objection to this land being
rezoned from rural to urban. MPHRCI does not agree
with Waste Management New Zealand Limited that
“planning for the site to be used for a resource
recovery park is well advanced, with several expert
assessments undertaken that demonstrate the use is
suitable and environmental effects and as such it
should be considered part of the ‘planned / existing
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”

urban area™. This is a disingenuous and arrogant
statement to make. There is considerable community
concern about, and opposition to, 30 Benmore Street
being considered as a potentially appropriate site for
urban development, let alone being considered
appropriate for industrial and waste management land
uses. MPHRCI does not agree with the relief sought
by those submitters seeking to facilitate the rezoning
of 30 Benmore Street to an urban zone. Similarly,
MPHRCI does not agree with the submitters
reasoning. 30 Benmore Street is rural land zoned for
rural purposes and in no way should it be considered
as urban or as ‘planned urban’. A prohibited activity
status to prevent urban land uses on this site, or
discharges to water from activities on this site, is
appropriate.
S183.386 Yvonne 2 C Requirements of Support Not stated Not stated No
Weeber Interpretation = the Erosion and recommendation
Sediment
Management Plan
S183.386 Yvonne FS27.386 Manor Park and | 2 C Requirements of Support | Our natural environment should be protected or Allow Not stated No
Weeber Haywards Interpretation | the Erosion and improved where it is degraded or risks being recommendation
Residents Sediment degraded, especially our remaining native bush areas
Community Management Plan and all streams and rivers in the Dry Creek
Incorporate Catchment and surrounding area. MPHRCI supports
(“MPHRCI") retention of provisions (and plan amendments) that
will help achieve this outcome, and opposes
provisions that will not help achieve or will frustrate
this outcome. 30 Benmore Street had, until very
recently, relatively high natural character and
ecological values, open space values, and rural
amenity values. Recent substantial vegetation
clearance and earthworks activities on the site have
resulted in significant adverse environmental effects
which should be remedied and mitigated. There is
substantial community objection to this land being
rezoned from rural to urban. MPHRCI does not agree
with Waste Management New Zealand Limited that
“planning for the site to be used for a resource
recovery park is well advanced, with several expert
assessments undertaken that demonstrate the use is
suitable and environmental effects and as such it
should be considered part of the ‘planned / existing
urban area’. This is a disingenuous and arrogant
statement to make. There is considerable community
concern about, and opposition to, 30 Benmore Street
being considered as a potentially appropriate site for
urban development, let alone being considered
appropriate for industrial and waste management land
uses. MPHRCI does not agree with the relief sought
by those submitters seeking to facilitate the rezoning
of 30 Benmore Street to an urban zone. Similarly,
MPHRCI does not agree with the submitters
reasoning. 30 Benmore Street is rural land zoned for
rural purposes and in no way should it be considered
as urban or as ‘planned urban’. A prohibited activity
status to prevent urban land uses on this site, or
discharges to water from activities on this site, is
appropriate.
S183.387 Yvonne 2 C1 Contents of the Support Not stated Not stated No
Weeber Interpretation = Erosion and recommendation
Sediment
Management Plan
$183.387 Yvonne FS27.387 Manor Park and | 2 C1 Contents of the Support | Our natural environment should be protected or Allow Not stated No
Weeber Haywards Interpretation | Erosion and improved where it is degraded or risks being recommendation
Residents degraded, especially our remaining native bush areas
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Community Sediment and all streams and rivers in the Dry Creek
Incorporate Management Plan Catchment and surrounding area. MPHRCI supports
(“MPHRCI") retention of provisions (and plan amendments) that

will help achieve this outcome, and opposes
provisions that will not help achieve or will frustrate
this outcome. 30 Benmore Street had, until very
recently, relatively high natural character and
ecological values, open space values, and rural
amenity values. Recent substantial vegetation
clearance and earthworks activities on the site have
resulted in significant adverse environmental effects
which should be remedied and mitigated. There is
substantial community objection to this land being
rezoned from rural to urban. MPHRCI does not agree
with Waste Management New Zealand Limited that
“planning for the site to be used for a resource
recovery park is well advanced, with several expert
assessments undertaken that demonstrate the use is
suitable and environmental effects and as such it
should be considered part of the ‘planned / existing
urban area™. This is a disingenuous and arrogant
statement to make. There is considerable community
concern about, and opposition to, 30 Benmore Street
being considered as a potentially appropriate site for
urban development, let alone being considered
appropriate for industrial and waste management land
uses. MPHRCI does not agree with the relief sought
by those submitters seeking to facilitate the rezoning
of 30 Benmore Street to an urban zone. Similarly,
MPHRCI does not agree with the submitters
reasoning. 30 Benmore Street is rural land zoned for
rural purposes and in no way should it be considered
as urban or as ‘planned urban’. A prohibited activity
status to prevent urban land uses on this site, or
discharges to water from activities on this site, is

appropriate.
S183.388 Yvonne 2 C2 Certification of Support Not stated Not stated No
Weeber Interpretation = the Erosion and recommendation
Sediment
Management Plan
S$183.388 Yvonne FS27.388 Manor Park and | 2 C2 Certification of Support | Our natural environment should be protected or Allow Not stated No
Weeber Haywards Interpretation | the Erosion and improved where it is degraded or risks being recommendation
Residents Sediment degraded, especially our remaining native bush areas
Community Management Plan and all streams and rivers in the Dry Creek
Incorporate Catchment and surrounding area. MPHRCI supports
(“MPHRCI”) retention of provisions (and plan amendments) that

will help achieve this outcome, and opposes
provisions that will not help achieve or will frustrate
this outcome. 30 Benmore Street had, until very
recently, relatively high natural character and
ecological values, open space values, and rural
amenity values. Recent substantial vegetation
clearance and earthworks activities on the site have
resulted in significant adverse environmental effects
which should be remedied and mitigated. There is
substantial community objection to this land being
rezoned from rural to urban. MPHRCI does not agree
with Waste Management New Zealand Limited that
“planning for the site to be used for a resource
recovery park is well advanced, with several expert
assessments undertaken that demonstrate the use is
suitable and environmental effects and as such it
should be considered part of the ‘planned / existing
urban area™. This is a disingenuous and arrogant
statement to make. There is considerable community
concern about, and opposition to, 30 Benmore Street
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being considered as a potentially appropriate site for
urban development, let alone being considered
appropriate for industrial and waste management land
uses. MPHRCI does not agree with the relief sought
by those submitters seeking to facilitate the rezoning
of 30 Benmore Street to an urban zone. Similarly,
MPHRCI does not agree with the submitters
reasoning. 30 Benmore Street is rural land zoned for
rural purposes and in no way should it be considered
as urban or as ‘planned urban’. A prohibited activity
status to prevent urban land uses on this site, or
discharges to water from activities on this site, is
appropriate.

Not stated

Not stated

Our natural environment should be protected or Allow
improved where it is degraded or risks being
degraded, especially our remaining native bush areas
and all streams and rivers in the Dry Creek
Catchment and surrounding area. MPHRCI supports
retention of provisions (and plan amendments) that
will help achieve this outcome, and opposes
provisions that will not help achieve or will frustrate
this outcome. 30 Benmore Street had, until very
recently, relatively high natural character and
ecological values, open space values, and rural
amenity values. Recent substantial vegetation
clearance and earthworks activities on the site have
resulted in significant adverse environmental effects
which should be remedied and mitigated. There is
substantial community objection to this land being
rezoned from rural to urban. MPHRCI does not agree
with Waste Management New Zealand Limited that
“planning for the site to be used for a resource
recovery park is well advanced, with several expert
assessments undertaken that demonstrate the use is
suitable and environmental effects and as such it
should be considered part of the ‘planned / existing
urban area’. This is a disingenuous and arrogant
statement to make. There is considerable community
concern about, and opposition to, 30 Benmore Street
being considered as a potentially appropriate site for
urban development, let alone being considered
appropriate for industrial and waste management land
uses. MPHRCI does not agree with the relief sought
by those submitters seeking to facilitate the rezoning
of 30 Benmore Street to an urban zone. Similarly,
MPHRCI does not agree with the submitters
reasoning. 30 Benmore Street is rural land zoned for
rural purposes and in no way should it be considered
as urban or as ‘planned urban’. A prohibited activity
status to prevent urban land uses on this site, or
discharges to water from activities on this site, is
appropriate.

Not stated Not stated

Our natural environment should be protected or Allow
improved where it is degraded or risks being

degraded, especially our remaining native bush areas

and all streams and rivers in the Dry Creek

Catchment and surrounding area. MPHRCI supports
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retention of provisions (and plan amendments) that
will help achieve this outcome, and opposes
provisions that will not help achieve or will frustrate
this outcome. 30 Benmore Street had, until very
recently, relatively high natural character and
ecological values, open space values, and rural
amenity values. Recent substantial vegetation
clearance and earthworks activities on the site have
resulted in significant adverse environmental effects
which should be remedied and mitigated. There is
substantial community objection to this land being
rezoned from rural to urban. MPHRCI does not agree
with Waste Management New Zealand Limited that
“planning for the site to be used for a resource
recovery park is well advanced, with several expert
assessments undertaken that demonstrate the use is
suitable and environmental effects and as such it
should be considered part of the ‘planned / existing
urban area™. This is a disingenuous and arrogant
statement to make. There is considerable community
concern about, and opposition to, 30 Benmore Street
being considered as a potentially appropriate site for
urban development, let alone being considered
appropriate for industrial and waste management land
uses. MPHRCI does not agree with the relief sought
by those submitters seeking to facilitate the rezoning
of 30 Benmore Street to an urban zone. Similarly,
MPHRCI does not agree with the submitters
reasoning. 30 Benmore Street is rural land zoned for
rural purposes and in no way should it be considered
as urban or as ‘planned urban’. A prohibited activity
status to prevent urban land uses on this site, or
discharges to water from activities on this site, is

appropriate.
Not stated Not stated
Our natural environment should be protected or Allow

improved where it is degraded or risks being
degraded, especially our remaining native bush areas
and all streams and rivers in the Dry Creek
Catchment and surrounding area. MPHRCI supports
retention of provisions (and plan amendments) that
will help achieve this outcome, and opposes
provisions that will not help achieve or will frustrate
this outcome. 30 Benmore Street had, until very
recently, relatively high natural character and
ecological values, open space values, and rural
amenity values. Recent substantial vegetation
clearance and earthworks activities on the site have
resulted in significant adverse environmental effects
which should be remedied and mitigated. There is
substantial community objection to this land being
rezoned from rural to urban. MPHRCI does not agree
with Waste Management New Zealand Limited that
“planning for the site to be used for a resource
recovery park is well advanced, with several expert
assessments undertaken that demonstrate the use is
suitable and environmental effects and as such it
should be considered part of the ‘planned / existing
urban area”. This is a disingenuous and arrogant
statement to make. There is considerable community
concern about, and opposition to, 30 Benmore Street
being considered as a potentially appropriate site for
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urban development, let alone being considered
appropriate for industrial and waste management land
uses. MPHRCI does not agree with the relief sought
by those submitters seeking to facilitate the rezoning
of 30 Benmore Street to an urban zone. Similarly,
MPHRCI does not agree with the submitters
reasoning. 30 Benmore Street is rural land zoned for
rural purposes and in no way should it be considered
as urban or as ‘planned urban’. A prohibited activity
status to prevent urban land uses on this site, or
discharges to water from activities on this site, is
appropriate.

Not stated

Not stated

Our natural environment should be protected or Allow
improved where it is degraded or risks being
degraded, especially our remaining native bush areas
and all streams and rivers in the Dry Creek
Catchment and surrounding area. MPHRCI supports
retention of provisions (and plan amendments) that
will help achieve this outcome, and opposes
provisions that will not help achieve or will frustrate
this outcome. 30 Benmore Street had, until very
recently, relatively high natural character and
ecological values, open space values, and rural
amenity values. Recent substantial vegetation
clearance and earthworks activities on the site have
resulted in significant adverse environmental effects
which should be remedied and mitigated. There is
substantial community objection to this land being
rezoned from rural to urban. MPHRCI does not agree
with Waste Management New Zealand Limited that
“planning for the site to be used for a resource
recovery park is well advanced, with several expert
assessments undertaken that demonstrate the use is
suitable and environmental effects and as such it
should be considered part of the ‘planned / existing
urban area”. This is a disingenuous and arrogant
statement to make. There is considerable community
concern about, and opposition to, 30 Benmore Street
being considered as a potentially appropriate site for
urban development, let alone being considered
appropriate for industrial and waste management land
uses. MPHRCI does not agree with the relief sought
by those submitters seeking to facilitate the rezoning
of 30 Benmore Street to an urban zone. Similarly,
MPHRCI does not agree with the submitters
reasoning. 30 Benmore Street is rural land zoned for
rural purposes and in no way should it be considered
as urban or as ‘planned urban’. A prohibited activity
status to prevent urban land uses on this site, or
discharges to water from activities on this site, is
appropriate.

Not stated Not stated

Our natural environment should be protected or Allow
improved where it is degraded or risks being

degraded, especially our remaining native bush areas

and all streams and rivers in the Dry Creek
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submitter posmon

Original

submission
point (SP)

$184.001

S$184.002

$186.010

$186.010

Original
submitter

David Bennett
& Jenni
LeanDavid
and Jenni
Bennett and
Lean

David Bennett
& Jenni
LeanDavid
and Jenni
Bennett and
Lean
Guardians of
the Bays Inc

Guardians of
the Bays Inc

Further
submission
point (FS)

FS27.433

Incorporate
(“MPHRCI")

Manor Park and
Haywards
Residents
Community
Incorporate
(“MPHRCI")

2
Interpretation

2
Interpretation

2
Interpretation

2
Interpretation

— Te Whanganui-a-
Tara.

General comments -
overall

General comments -
economic
cost/impact

Erosion and
sediment
management plan
Erosion and
sediment
management plan

Not
Stated

Oppose

Support

Support

Catchment and surrounding area. MPHRCI supports
retention of provisions (and plan amendments) that
will help achieve this outcome, and opposes
provisions that will not help achieve or will frustrate
this outcome. 30 Benmore Street had, until very
recently, relatively high natural character and
ecological values, open space values, and rural
amenity values. Recent substantial vegetation
clearance and earthworks activities on the site have
resulted in significant adverse environmental effects
which should be remedied and mitigated. There is
substantial community objection to this land being
rezoned from rural to urban. MPHRCI does not agree
with Waste Management New Zealand Limited that
“planning for the site to be used for a resource
recovery park is well advanced, with several expert
assessments undertaken that demonstrate the use is
suitable and environmental effects and as such it
should be considered part of the ‘planned / existing
urban area”. This is a disingenuous and arrogant
statement to make. There is considerable community
concern about, and opposition to, 30 Benmore Street
being considered as a potentially appropriate site for
urban development, let alone being considered

appropriate for industrial and waste management land

uses. MPHRCI does not agree with the relief sought
by those submitters seeking to facilitate the rezoning
of 30 Benmore Street to an urban zone. Similarly,
MPHRCI does not agree with the submitters
reasoning. 30 Benmore Street is rural land zoned for
rural purposes and in no way should it be considered
as urban or as ‘planned urban’. A prohibited activity
status to prevent urban land uses on this site, or
discharges to water from activities on this site, is
appropriate.

Supports the submissions of the New Zealand Farm
Forestry Association Inc, and the Wellington Branch
of the New Zealand Farm Forestry Association.

Concerns that forestry rules under PC1 would render
submitters forestry land uneconomic and incapable of
reasonable use under section 85 of the RMA.

Not stated

Our natural environment should be protected or
improved where it is degraded or risks being
degraded, especially our remaining native bush areas
and all streams and rivers in the Dry Creek
Catchment and surrounding area. MPHRCI supports
retention of provisions (and plan amendments) that
will help achieve this outcome, and opposes
provisions that will not help achieve or will frustrate
this outcome. 30 Benmore Street had, until very
recently, relatively high natural character and
ecological values, open space values, and rural
amenity values. Recent substantial vegetation
clearance and earthworks activities on the site have
resulted in significant adverse environmental effects
which should be remedied and mitigated. There is
substantial community objection to this land being
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rezoned from rural to urban. MPHRCI does not agree
with Waste Management New Zealand Limited that
“planning for the site to be used for a resource
recovery park is well advanced, with several expert
assessments undertaken that demonstrate the use is
suitable and environmental effects and as such it
should be considered part of the ‘planned / existing
urban area™. This is a disingenuous and arrogant
statement to make. There is considerable community
concern about, and opposition to, 30 Benmore Street
being considered as a potentially appropriate site for
urban development, let alone being considered
appropriate for industrial and waste management land
uses. MPHRCI does not agree with the relief sought
by those submitters seeking to facilitate the rezoning
of 30 Benmore Street to an urban zone. Similarly,
MPHRCI does not agree with the submitters
reasoning. 30 Benmore Street is rural land zoned for
rural purposes and in no way should it be considered
as urban or as ‘planned urban’. A prohibited activity
status to prevent urban land uses on this site, or
discharges to water from activities on this site, is

appropriate.
S186.173 Guardians of 8 Whaitua Schedule 33: Support Not stated Not stated No
the Bays Inc Te Vegetation recommendation
Whanganui- = Clearance Erosion
a-Tara and Sediment
Management Plan.
S186.173 Guardians of FS27.596 Manor Park and | 8 Whaitua Schedule 33: Support | Our natural environment should be protected or Allow Not stated No
the Bays Inc Haywards Te Vegetation improved where it is degraded or risks being recommendation
Residents Whanganui- | Clearance Erosion degraded, especially our remaining native bush areas
Community a-Tara and Sediment and all streams and rivers in the Dry Creek
Incorporate Management Plan. Catchment and surrounding area. MPHRCI supports
(“MPHRCI") retention of provisions (and plan amendments) that

will help achieve this outcome, and opposes
provisions that will not help achieve or will frustrate
this outcome. 30 Benmore Street had, until very
recently, relatively high natural character and
ecological values, open space values, and rural
amenity values. Recent substantial vegetation
clearance and earthworks activities on the site have
resulted in significant adverse environmental effects
which should be remedied and mitigated. There is
substantial community objection to this land being
rezoned from rural to urban. MPHRCI does not agree
with Waste Management New Zealand Limited that
“planning for the site to be used for a resource
recovery park is well advanced, with several expert
assessments undertaken that demonstrate the use is
suitable and environmental effects and as such it
should be considered part of the ‘planned / existing
urban area”. This is a disingenuous and arrogant
statement to make. There is considerable community
concern about, and opposition to, 30 Benmore Street
being considered as a potentially appropriate site for
urban development, let alone being considered
appropriate for industrial and waste management land
uses. MPHRCI does not agree with the relief sought
by those submitters seeking to facilitate the rezoning
of 30 Benmore Street to an urban zone. Similarly,
MPHRCI does not agree with the submitters
reasoning. 30 Benmore Street is rural land zoned for
rural purposes and in no way should it be considered
as urban or as ‘planned urban’. A prohibited activity
status to prevent urban land uses on this site, or
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Original
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Original Further
submitter submission
point (FS)

point (SP)

S$186.174

$186.174

$186.175

$186.175

Guardians of
the Bays Inc

Guardians of FS27.597

the Bays Inc

Guardians of
the Bays Inc

Guardians of FS27.598

the Bays Inc

Further Plan section | Provision SP Reasons
submitter position

Manor Park and
Haywards
Residents
Community
Incorporate
(“MPHRCI")

Manor Park and
Haywards
Residents
Community
Incorporate
(“MPHRCI")

i

#H

2
Interpretation

2
Interpretation

A Purposes of the
Erosion and
Sediment
Management Plan
A Purposes of the
Erosion and
Sediment
Management Plan

C Requirements of
the Erosion and
Sediment
Management Plan
C Requirements of
the Erosion and
Sediment
Management Plan

Support

Support

Support

Support

discharges to water from activities on this site, is
appropriate.

Not stated Not stated

Our natural environment should be protected or Allow
improved where it is degraded or risks being
degraded, especially our remaining native bush areas
and all streams and rivers in the Dry Creek
Catchment and surrounding area. MPHRCI supports
retention of provisions (and plan amendments) that
will help achieve this outcome, and opposes
provisions that will not help achieve or will frustrate
this outcome. 30 Benmore Street had, until very
recently, relatively high natural character and
ecological values, open space values, and rural
amenity values. Recent substantial vegetation
clearance and earthworks activities on the site have
resulted in significant adverse environmental effects
which should be remedied and mitigated. There is
substantial community objection to this land being
rezoned from rural to urban. MPHRCI does not agree
with Waste Management New Zealand Limited that
“planning for the site to be used for a resource
recovery park is well advanced, with several expert
assessments undertaken that demonstrate the use is
suitable and environmental effects and as such it
should be considered part of the ‘planned / existing
urban area”. This is a disingenuous and arrogant
statement to make. There is considerable community
concern about, and opposition to, 30 Benmore Street
being considered as a potentially appropriate site for
urban development, let alone being considered
appropriate for industrial and waste management land
uses. MPHRCI does not agree with the relief sought
by those submitters seeking to facilitate the rezoning
of 30 Benmore Street to an urban zone. Similarly,
MPHRCI does not agree with the submitters
reasoning. 30 Benmore Street is rural land zoned for
rural purposes and in no way should it be considered
as urban or as ‘planned urban’. A prohibited activity
status to prevent urban land uses on this site, or
discharges to water from activities on this site, is
appropriate.

Not stated Not stated

Our natural environment should be protected or Allow
improved where it is degraded or risks being
degraded, especially our remaining native bush areas
and all streams and rivers in the Dry Creek
Catchment and surrounding area. MPHRCI supports
retention of provisions (and plan amendments) that
will help achieve this outcome, and opposes
provisions that will not help achieve or will frustrate
this outcome. 30 Benmore Street had, until very
recently, relatively high natural character and
ecological values, open space values, and rural
amenity values. Recent substantial vegetation
clearance and earthworks activities on the site have
resulted in significant adverse environmental effects
which should be remedied and mitigated. There is
substantial community objection to this land being
rezoned from rural to urban. MPHRCI does not agree
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with Waste Management New Zealand Limited that
“planning for the site to be used for a resource
recovery park is well advanced, with several expert
assessments undertaken that demonstrate the use is
suitable and environmental effects and as such it
should be considered part of the ‘planned / existing
urban area™. This is a disingenuous and arrogant
statement to make. There is considerable community
concern about, and opposition to, 30 Benmore Street
being considered as a potentially appropriate site for
urban development, let alone being considered
appropriate for industrial and waste management land
uses. MPHRCI does not agree with the relief sought
by those submitters seeking to facilitate the rezoning
of 30 Benmore Street to an urban zone. Similarly,
MPHRCI does not agree with the submitters
reasoning. 30 Benmore Street is rural land zoned for
rural purposes and in no way should it be considered
as urban or as ‘planned urban’. A prohibited activity
status to prevent urban land uses on this site, or
discharges to water from activities on this site, is

appropriate.
S186.176 Guardians of 2 C1 Contents of the Support Not stated Not stated No
the Bays Inc Interpretation = Erosion and recommendation
Sediment
Management Plan
S186.176 Guardians of FS27.599 Manor Park and | 2 C1 Contents of the Support | Our natural environment should be protected or Allow Not stated No
the Bays Inc Haywards Interpretation | Erosion and improved where it is degraded or risks being recommendation
Residents Sediment degraded, especially our remaining native bush areas
Community Management Plan and all streams and rivers in the Dry Creek
Incorporate Catchment and surrounding area. MPHRCI supports
(“MPHRCI") retention of provisions (and plan amendments) that

will help achieve this outcome, and opposes
provisions that will not help achieve or will frustrate
this outcome. 30 Benmore Street had, until very
recently, relatively high natural character and
ecological values, open space values, and rural
amenity values. Recent substantial vegetation
clearance and earthworks activities on the site have
resulted in significant adverse environmental effects
which should be remedied and mitigated. There is
substantial community objection to this land being
rezoned from rural to urban. MPHRCI does not agree
with Waste Management New Zealand Limited that
“planning for the site to be used for a resource
recovery park is well advanced, with several expert
assessments undertaken that demonstrate the use is
suitable and environmental effects and as such it
should be considered part of the ‘planned / existing
urban area”. This is a disingenuous and arrogant
statement to make. There is considerable community
concern about, and opposition to, 30 Benmore Street
being considered as a potentially appropriate site for
urban development, let alone being considered
appropriate for industrial and waste management land
uses. MPHRCI does not agree with the relief sought
by those submitters seeking to facilitate the rezoning
of 30 Benmore Street to an urban zone. Similarly,
MPHRCI does not agree with the submitters
reasoning. 30 Benmore Street is rural land zoned for
rural purposes and in no way should it be considered
as urban or as ‘planned urban’. A prohibited activity
status to prevent urban land uses on this site, or
discharges to water from activities on this site, is
appropriate.
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S186.177 Guardians of D Amendment of Support Not stated Not stated
the Bays Inc Interpretatlon Erosion and recommendatlon
Sediment
Management Plan
S186.177 Guardians of FS27.600 Manor Park and | 2 D Amendment of Support | Our natural environment should be protected or Allow Not stated No
the Bays Inc Haywards Interpretation | Erosion and improved where it is degraded or risks being recommendation
Residents Sediment degraded, especially our remaining native bush areas
Community Management Plan and all streams and rivers in the Dry Creek
Incorporate Catchment and surrounding area. MPHRCI supports
(“MPHRCI") retention of provisions (and plan amendments) that

will help achieve this outcome, and opposes
provisions that will not help achieve or will frustrate
this outcome. 30 Benmore Street had, until very
recently, relatively high natural character and
ecological values, open space values, and rural
amenity values. Recent substantial vegetation
clearance and earthworks activities on the site have
resulted in significant adverse environmental effects
which should be remedied and mitigated. There is
substantial community objection to this land being
rezoned from rural to urban. MPHRCI does not agree
with Waste Management New Zealand Limited that
“planning for the site to be used for a resource
recovery park is well advanced, with several expert
assessments undertaken that demonstrate the use is
suitable and environmental effects and as such it
should be considered part of the ‘planned / existing
urban area’. This is a disingenuous and arrogant
statement to make. There is considerable community
concern about, and opposition to, 30 Benmore Street
being considered as a potentially appropriate site for
urban development, let alone being considered
appropriate for industrial and waste management land
uses. MPHRCI does not agree with the relief sought
by those submitters seeking to facilitate the rezoning
of 30 Benmore Street to an urban zone. Similarly,
MPHRCI does not agree with the submitters
reasoning. 30 Benmore Street is rural land zoned for
rural purposes and in no way should it be considered
as urban or as ‘planned urban’. A prohibited activity
status to prevent urban land uses on this site, or
discharges to water from activities on this site, is

appropriate.
S186.178 Guardians of #H A Purposes of the Support Not stated Not stated No
the Bays Inc Erosion and recommendation
Sediment
Management Plan
S186.178 Guardians of FS27.601 Manor Park and | ## A Purposes of the Support | Our natural environment should be protected or Allow Not stated No
the Bays Inc Haywards Erosion and improved where it is degraded or risks being recommendation
Residents Sediment degraded, especially our remaining native bush areas
Community Management Plan and all streams and rivers in the Dry Creek
Incorporate Catchment and surrounding area. MPHRCI supports
(“MPHRCI”) retention of provisions (and plan amendments) that

will help achieve this outcome, and opposes
provisions that will not help achieve or will frustrate
this outcome. 30 Benmore Street had, until very
recently, relatively high natural character and
ecological values, open space values, and rural
amenity values. Recent substantial vegetation
clearance and earthworks activities on the site have
resulted in significant adverse environmental effects
which should be remedied and mitigated. There is
substantial community objection to this land being
rezoned from rural to urban. MPHRCI does not agree
with Waste Management New Zealand Limited that
“planning for the site to be used for a resource
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recovery park is well advanced, with several expert
assessments undertaken that demonstrate the use is
suitable and environmental effects and as such it
should be considered part of the ‘planned / existing
urban area™. This is a disingenuous and arrogant
statement to make. There is considerable community
concern about, and opposition to, 30 Benmore Street
being considered as a potentially appropriate site for
urban development, let alone being considered
appropriate for industrial and waste management land
uses. MPHRCI does not agree with the relief sought
by those submitters seeking to facilitate the rezoning
of 30 Benmore Street to an urban zone. Similarly,
MPHRCI does not agree with the submitters
reasoning. 30 Benmore Street is rural land zoned for
rural purposes and in no way should it be considered
as urban or as ‘planned urban’. A prohibited activity
status to prevent urban land uses on this site, or
discharges to water from activities on this site, is

appropriate.
S186.179 Guardians of 2 B Management Support Not stated Not stated No
the Bays Inc Interpretation = objectives recommendation
S186.179 Guardians of FS27.602 Manor Park and | 2 B Management Support | Our natural environment should be protected or Allow Not stated No
the Bays Inc Haywards Interpretation | objectives improved where it is degraded or risks being recommendation
Residents degraded, especially our remaining native bush areas
Community and all streams and rivers in the Dry Creek
Incorporate Catchment and surrounding area. MPHRCI supports
(“MPHRCI”) retention of provisions (and plan amendments) that

will help achieve this outcome, and opposes
provisions that will not help achieve or will frustrate
this outcome. 30 Benmore Street had, until very
recently, relatively high natural character and
ecological values, open space values, and rural
amenity values. Recent substantial vegetation
clearance and earthworks activities on the site have
resulted in significant adverse environmental effects
which should be remedied and mitigated. There is
substantial community objection to this land being
rezoned from rural to urban. MPHRCI does not agree
with Waste Management New Zealand Limited that
“planning for the site to be used for a resource
recovery park is well advanced, with several expert
assessments undertaken that demonstrate the use is
suitable and environmental effects and as such it
should be considered part of the ‘planned / existing
urban area’. This is a disingenuous and arrogant
statement to make. There is considerable community
concern about, and opposition to, 30 Benmore Street
being considered as a potentially appropriate site for
urban development, let alone being considered
appropriate for industrial and waste management land
uses. MPHRCI does not agree with the relief sought
by those submitters seeking to facilitate the rezoning
of 30 Benmore Street to an urban zone. Similarly,
MPHRCI does not agree with the submitters
reasoning. 30 Benmore Street is rural land zoned for
rural purposes and in no way should it be considered
as urban or as ‘planned urban’. A prohibited activity
status to prevent urban land uses on this site, or
discharges to water from activities on this site, is
appropriate.
S186.180 Guardians of 2 C Requirements of Support Not stated Not stated No
the Bays Inc Interpretation = the Erosion and recommendation
Sediment
Management Plan
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S186.180 Guardians of FS27.603 Manor Park and | 2 C Requirements of Support | Our natural environment should be protected or Allow Not stated No
the Bays Inc Haywards Interpretation | the Erosion and improved where it is degraded or risks being recommendation
Residents Sediment degraded, especially our remaining native bush areas
Community Management Plan and all streams and rivers in the Dry Creek
Incorporate Catchment and surrounding area. MPHRCI supports
(“MPHRCI") retention of provisions (and plan amendments) that

will help achieve this outcome, and opposes
provisions that will not help achieve or will frustrate
this outcome. 30 Benmore Street had, until very
recently, relatively high natural character and
ecological values, open space values, and rural
amenity values. Recent substantial vegetation
clearance and earthworks activities on the site have
resulted in significant adverse environmental effects
which should be remedied and mitigated. There is
substantial community objection to this land being
rezoned from rural to urban. MPHRCI does not agree
with Waste Management New Zealand Limited that
“planning for the site to be used for a resource
recovery park is well advanced, with several expert
assessments undertaken that demonstrate the use is
suitable and environmental effects and as such it
should be considered part of the ‘planned / existing
urban area”. This is a disingenuous and arrogant
statement to make. There is considerable community
concern about, and opposition to, 30 Benmore Street
being considered as a potentially appropriate site for
urban development, let alone being considered
appropriate for industrial and waste management land
uses. MPHRCI does not agree with the relief sought
by those submitters seeking to facilitate the rezoning
of 30 Benmore Street to an urban zone. Similarly,
MPHRCI does not agree with the submitters
reasoning. 30 Benmore Street is rural land zoned for
rural purposes and in no way should it be considered
as urban or as ‘planned urban’. A prohibited activity
status to prevent urban land uses on this site, or
discharges to water from activities on this site, is

appropriate.
S186.181 Guardians of 2 C1 Contents of the Support Not stated Not stated No
the Bays Inc Interpretation = Erosion and recommendation
Sediment
Management Plan
S186.181 Guardians of FS27.604 Manor Park and | 2 C1 Contents of the Support | Our natural environment should be protected or Allow Not stated No
the Bays Inc Haywards Interpretation | Erosion and improved where it is degraded or risks being recommendation
Residents Sediment degraded, especially our remaining native bush areas
Community Management Plan and all streams and rivers in the Dry Creek
Incorporate Catchment and surrounding area. MPHRCI supports
(“MPHRCI") retention of provisions (and plan amendments) that

will help achieve this outcome, and opposes
provisions that will not help achieve or will frustrate
this outcome. 30 Benmore Street had, until very
recently, relatively high natural character and
ecological values, open space values, and rural
amenity values. Recent substantial vegetation
clearance and earthworks activities on the site have
resulted in significant adverse environmental effects
which should be remedied and mitigated. There is
substantial community objection to this land being
rezoned from rural to urban. MPHRCI does not agree
with Waste Management New Zealand Limited that
“planning for the site to be used for a resource
recovery park is well advanced, with several expert
assessments undertaken that demonstrate the use is
suitable and environmental effects and as such it
should be considered part of the ‘planned / existing
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”

urban area™. This is a disingenuous and arrogant
statement to make. There is considerable community
concern about, and opposition to, 30 Benmore Street
being considered as a potentially appropriate site for
urban development, let alone being considered
appropriate for industrial and waste management land
uses. MPHRCI does not agree with the relief sought
by those submitters seeking to facilitate the rezoning
of 30 Benmore Street to an urban zone. Similarly,
MPHRCI does not agree with the submitters
reasoning. 30 Benmore Street is rural land zoned for
rural purposes and in no way should it be considered
as urban or as ‘planned urban’. A prohibited activity
status to prevent urban land uses on this site, or
discharges to water from activities on this site, is
appropriate.
S186.182 Guardians of 2 C2 Certification of Support Not stated Not stated No
the Bays Inc Interpretation = the Erosion and recommendation
Sediment
Management Plan
S186.182 Guardians of FS27.605 Manor Park and | 2 C2 Certification of Support | Our natural environment should be protected or Allow Not stated No
the Bays Inc Haywards Interpretation | the Erosion and improved where it is degraded or risks being recommendation
Residents Sediment degraded, especially our remaining native bush areas
Community Management Plan and all streams and rivers in the Dry Creek
Incorporate Catchment and surrounding area. MPHRCI supports
(“MPHRCI") retention of provisions (and plan amendments) that
will help achieve this outcome, and opposes
provisions that will not help achieve or will frustrate
this outcome. 30 Benmore Street had, until very
recently, relatively high natural character and
ecological values, open space values, and rural
amenity values. Recent substantial vegetation
clearance and earthworks activities on the site have
resulted in significant adverse environmental effects
which should be remedied and mitigated. There is
substantial community objection to this land being
rezoned from rural to urban. MPHRCI does not agree
with Waste Management New Zealand Limited that
“planning for the site to be used for a resource
recovery park is well advanced, with several expert
assessments undertaken that demonstrate the use is
suitable and environmental effects and as such it
should be considered part of the ‘planned / existing
urban area’. This is a disingenuous and arrogant
statement to make. There is considerable community
concern about, and opposition to, 30 Benmore Street
being considered as a potentially appropriate site for
urban development, let alone being considered
appropriate for industrial and waste management land
uses. MPHRCI does not agree with the relief sought
by those submitters seeking to facilitate the rezoning
of 30 Benmore Street to an urban zone. Similarly,
MPHRCI does not agree with the submitters
reasoning. 30 Benmore Street is rural land zoned for
rural purposes and in no way should it be considered
as urban or as ‘planned urban’. A prohibited activity
status to prevent urban land uses on this site, or
discharges to water from activities on this site, is
appropriate.
S186.183 Guardians of 2 D Amendment of Support Not stated Not stated No
the Bays Inc Interpretation = Erosion and recommendation
Sediment
Management Plan
S$186.183 Guardians of FS27.606 Manor Park and | 2 D Amendment of Support | Our natural environment should be protected or Allow Not stated No
the Bays Inc Haywards Interpretation | Erosion and improved where it is degraded or risks being recommendation
Residents degraded, especially our remaining native bush areas
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New Zealand
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Community
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8 Whaitua
Te
Whanganui-
a-Tara

8 Whaitua
Te
Whanganui-
a-Tara

8 Whaitua
Te
Whanganui-
a-Tara

8 Whaitua
Te
Whanganui-
a-Tara

Sediment
Management Plan

Policy WH.P28:
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in sediment
discharges from
plantation forestry.
Policy WH.P28:
Achieving reductions
in sediment
discharges from
plantation forestry.
Policy WH.P28:
Achieving reductions
in sediment
discharges from
plantation forestry.
Policy WH.P28:
Achieving reductions
in sediment
discharges from
plantation forestry.

Policy WH.P28:
Achieving reductions
in sediment
discharges from
plantation forestry.

Support

Oppose

Support

Support

Support

and all streams and rivers in the Dry Creek
Catchment and surrounding area. MPHRCI supports
retention of provisions (and plan amendments) that
will help achieve this outcome, and opposes
provisions that will not help achieve or will frustrate
this outcome. 30 Benmore Street had, until very
recently, relatively high natural character and
ecological values, open space values, and rural
amenity values. Recent substantial vegetation
clearance and earthworks activities on the site have
resulted in significant adverse environmental effects
which should be remedied and mitigated. There is
substantial community objection to this land being
rezoned from rural to urban. MPHRCI does not agree
with Waste Management New Zealand Limited that
“planning for the site to be used for a resource
recovery park is well advanced, with several expert
assessments undertaken that demonstrate the use is
suitable and environmental effects and as such it
should be considered part of the ‘planned / existing
urban area™. This is a disingenuous and arrogant
statement to make. There is considerable community
concern about, and opposition to, 30 Benmore Street
being considered as a potentially appropriate site for
urban development, let alone being considered
appropriate for industrial and waste management land
uses. MPHRCI does not agree with the relief sought
by those submitters seeking to facilitate the rezoning
of 30 Benmore Street to an urban zone. Similarly,
MPHRCI does not agree with the submitters
reasoning. 30 Benmore Street is rural land zoned for
rural purposes and in no way should it be considered
as urban or as ‘planned urban’. A prohibited activity
status to prevent urban land uses on this site, or
discharges to water from activities on this site, is

appropriate.
Not stated Not stated
Not stated Disallow

In keeping with the sanctuary environment status that | Allow
the MPGC has established and is looking to maintain.

Submission points will help maintain, protect, and Allow
restore indigenous biodiversity and waterways

throughout Wellington and are consistent with higher

order documents, including the NPS-FM, the NPS-IB,

the NZCPS, and the RMA (including s6).

Our natural environment should be protected or Allow
improved where it is degraded or risks being

degraded, especially our remaining native bush areas

and all streams and rivers in the Dry Creek

Catchment and surrounding area. MPHRCI supports
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unless otherwise
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Incorporate retention of provisions (and plan amendments) that

(“MPHRCI”) will help achieve this outcome, and opposes
provisions that will not help achieve or will frustrate
this outcome. 30 Benmore Street had, until very
recently, relatively high natural character and
ecological values, open space values, and rural
amenity values. Recent substantial vegetation
clearance and earthworks activities on the site have
resulted in significant adverse environmental effects
which should be remedied and mitigated. There is
substantial community objection to this land being
rezoned from rural to urban. MPHRCI does not agree
with Waste Management New Zealand Limited that
“planning for the site to be used for a resource
recovery park is well advanced, with several expert
assessments undertaken that demonstrate the use is
suitable and environmental effects and as such it
should be considered part of the ‘planned / existing
urban area’. This is a disingenuous and arrogant
statement to make. There is considerable community
concern about, and opposition to, 30 Benmore Street
being considered as a potentially appropriate site for
urban development, let alone being considered
appropriate for industrial and waste management land
uses. MPHRCI does not agree with the relief sought
by those submitters seeking to facilitate the rezoning
of 30 Benmore Street to an urban zone. Similarly,
MPHRCI does not agree with the submitters
reasoning. 30 Benmore Street is rural land zoned for
rural purposes and in no way should it be considered
as urban or as ‘planned urban’. A prohibited activity
status to prevent urban land uses on this site, or
discharges to water from activities on this site, is

appropriate.
S$191.001 Juken New 2 General comments - = Not Concerns about: The extension of controls beyond Not stated No
Zealand Interpretation = overall Stated the recommendations of the Whaitua committee WIP recommendation

reports. No consideration for ETS implications with
the removal of land from production. Inadequate
Section 32 analysis Deficient application of NES-CF
Regulation 6 for enforcing more stringent rules.
Impracticalities of the erosion mapping and definition
of high erosion.

S191.001 Juken New FS50.084 New Zealand 2 General comments - Support | NZCF supports the submission in its entirety for the Allow Not stated No
Zealand Carbon Interpretation | overall reasons given and also for the reasons in NZCF’s recommendation
Farming Group primary submission.
('NZCF")
S191.002 Juken New 2 General comments - | Not Supports the submissions of China National Forestry Not stated No
Zealand Interpretation = overall Stated group, John Turkington Ltd and Forest Enterprises recommendation
Ltd.
S191.003 Juken New 2 General comments - | Not Notes the NES-PF and NES-CF are part of the Not stated No
Zealand Interpretation = current legislation Stated government’s suite of regulations that help meet the recommendation

objectives of the NPS-FM. Is unaware of any
evidence that the NES-PF is not meeting the intended
outcomes for the Wellington Region and sees no
reason why the NES-CF would not continue to do so.
Refers to regulation 6 of the NES-CF which allows for
a council to provide more stringent rules to meet an
objective giving effect to the NPS-FM but notes there
is a process to be undertaken by the council to justify
any application of stringency, and refers to Section 32
(4) of the RMA. Considers proving a link between a
proposed rule and a plan objective that gives effect to
the NPS-FM is not sufficient to meet Regulation
6(1)(a).-Considers the Section 32 report: Part A -
Background and Context (para 88) does not provide
any evidence that the enforcing of more stringent
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rules will deliver better outcomes than the NES-CF.
Notes that neither of the two Whaitua committees
recommended that the NES — PF was insufficient to
meet fresh water targets.

S$191.003 Juken New FS50.085 New Zealand 2 General comments - Support | NZCF supports the submission in its entirety for the Allow Not stated No
Zealand Carbon Interpretation | current legislation reasons given and also for the reasons in NZCF’s recommendation
Farming Group primary submission.
('NZCF")
S191.004 Juken New General General comments - = Not Considers the definition of erosion risk on forestry Not stated No
Zealand comments plantation forestry Stated land in the Erosion Risk Mapping for Te-Awarua-o- recommendation

Porirua and Te-Whanganui-a-Tara report is flawed, as
it does not resemble that erosion risk is significantly
lower on land with tree cover than pasture land.
Considers there is no logic that defining and removing
the top 10% of highest erodible forestry land from
production would lead to better outcomes for fresh
water, and that no consideration has been given to
Emission Trading Scheme (ETS) implications for
forestry land that has been categorised in the top 10%
of the highest erosion land. Notes that land that can't
be replanted will lead to liabilities under the ETS.
Notes that replanting is included in the Section 32
report but was an omission in the draft plan as an
oversight by the GWRC. Considers this should have
been rectified by updating the draft plan rather than
waiting on submissions as submitters maybe unaware
of the replanting omission. Concerns that the
pixelated quality of maps 92 and 95 will result in more
land then necessary written off.

S191.004 Juken New FS50.086 New Zealand General General comments - Support | NZCF supports the submission in its entirety for the Allow Not stated No
Zealand Carbon comments plantation forestry reasons given and also for the reasons in NZCF’s recommendation
Farming Group primary submission.
('NZCF")
S193.012 Wairarapa General General comments - | Amend Considers Policy WH.P28 and Rule WH.R22 Amend policy to enable the replanting Accept
Federated comments plantation forestry (requiring plantation forestry is not established or of production forests so long as
Farmers continued beyond the harvest of existing plantation landowners can identify (through a

forests on highest erosion risk land) to be a draconian | consent application) how the
approach that ignores technological advances forestry = management and harvest of the forest
harvesters have made to harvest practices. will be achieved without adverse effects
Considers the policy an example of managed retreat’ on sediment in water bodies.

for the public good, with all the cost borne by the

landowner. Identifies there will be challenges sourcing | Make any consequential amendment(s)
sufficient seed stock for planting, finding labour to necessary to give effect to the relief
plant native seed stock and sourcing, and paying for sought.

specialist advice to ensure new plantings occur in a

way that is consistent with the Emissions Trading

Scheme (ETS) eligibility criteria to avoid plantings

being ineligible for New Zealand Units (NZUs).

Considers the conversion of exotic forest to

permanent forest presents several difficulties about

the ETS as outlined below:

Uncertainty around how the ETS treats the transition

of registered exotic forests to native forest species,

Uncertainty around how averaging accounting would

address a new planting rotation occurring on a very

different basis to when the forested area was

originally registered in the ETS

Uncertainty around the sequestration rates of native

species (this work is still in its infancy and may need

5-6 more years to produce anything of any use)

Uncertainty around the possibility of needing to first

de-register the exotic forest (and paying back all the

NZUs earned from it) before registering the native

forest as a new forest. Request this policy be

amended to enable the replanting of production

forests so long as landowners can identify (through a
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consent application) how the management and
harvest of the forest will be achieved without adverse
effects on sediment in water bodies.

S193.012 Wairarapa FS23.968 Forest & Bird General General comments - Oppose | Submission points would likely result in the further Disallow Oppose the whole of Reject
Federated comments plantation forestry loss of indigenous biodiversity and degradation of the submission and
Farmers waterways throughout Wellington and be inconsistent all relief sought
with higher order documents, including the NPS-FM, unless otherwise
the NPS-IB, the NZCPS, and the RMA (including s6). stated or where
points are consistent
with Forest & Bird’s
submission points
and specific relief.
S$193.012 Wairarapa FS50.150 New Zealand General General comments - Support | Subject to NZCF’s primary submission, NZCF Allow Not stated Accept
Federated Carbon comments plantation forestry supports the submission and similarly considers that
Farmers Farming Group replanting should be permitted subject to appropriate
('NZCF") management measures to avoid or mitigate adverse
effects. NZCF considers that this can be achieved
under the NESCF.
S$193.022 Wairarapa General Highest erosion risk = Oppose Considers the methodology is not fit for purpose Delete definition Accept
Federated comments land (plantation
Farmers forestry) Make any consequential amendment(s)
necessary to give effect to the relief
sought.
S$193.022 Wairarapa FS23.978 Forest & Bird General Highest erosion risk Oppose | Submission points would likely result in the further Disallow Oppose the whole of Reject
Federated comments land (plantation loss of indigenous biodiversity and degradation of the submission and
Farmers forestry) waterways throughout Wellington and be inconsistent all relief sought
with higher order documents, including the NPS-FM, unless otherwise
the NPS-IB, the NZCPS, and the RMA (including s6). stated or where
points are consistent
with Forest & Bird’s
submission points
and specific relief.
S193.025 Wairarapa General Highest erosion risk | Not Considers the methodology is not fit for purpose Delete definition Accept
Federated comments land (woody Stated
Farmers vegetation) Make any consequential amendment(s)
necessary to give effect to the relief
sought.
S$193.025 Wairarapa FS23.981 Forest & Bird General Highest erosion risk Oppose | Submission points would likely result in the further Disallow Oppose the whole of Reject
Federated comments land (woody loss of indigenous biodiversity and degradation of the submission and
Farmers vegetation) waterways throughout Wellington and be inconsistent all relief sought
with higher order documents, including the NPS-FM, unless otherwise
the NPS-IB, the NZCPS, and the RMA (including s6). stated or where
points are consistent
with Forest & Bird’s
submission points
and specific relief.
S$193.025 Wairarapa FS47.122 Meridian General Highest erosion risk Support | Meridian is concerned about the accuracy of the Allow Allow S193.025. Accept
Federated Energy Limited | comments land (woody mapping and its relevance for Meridian’s existing wind
Farmers vegetation) farms West Wind and Mill Creek;
S193.028 Wairarapa 8 Whaitua Vegetation Oppose Considers the operative definition agreed upon during | Retain operative definition Reject
Federated Te clearance (for the the pNRP Environment Court mediation should be
Farmers Whanganui- | purposes of Rules retained Make any consequential amendment(s)
a-Tara WH.R20, WH.R21 necessary to give effect to the relief
and P.R19, P.R20) sought.
S193.028 Wairarapa FS23.984 Forest & Bird 8 Whaitua Vegetation Oppose | Submission points would likely result in the further Disallow Oppose the whole of | Accept
Federated Te clearance (for the loss of indigenous biodiversity and degradation of the submission and
Farmers Whanganui- | purposes of Rules waterways throughout Wellington and be inconsistent all relief sought
a-Tara WH.R20, WH.R21 with higher order documents, including the NPS-FM, unless otherwise
and P.R19, P.R20) the NPS-IB, the NZCPS, and the RMA (including s6). stated or where
points are consistent
with Forest & Bird’s
submission points
and specific relief.
S193.042 Wairarapa 9Te Rule R104: Oppose Considers operative rule agreed in pNRP Retain operative rule for all whaitua Accept in part
Federated Awarua-o- Vegetation Environment Court mediation and should be retained
Farmers clearance on erosion Make any consequential amendment(s)
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Porirua prone land — necessary to give effect to the relief
Whaitua permitted activity. sought.
S$193.042 Wairarapa FS23.998 Forest & Bird 9Te Rule R104: Oppose | Submission points would likely result in the further Disallow Oppose the whole of Reject
Federated Awarua-o- Vegetation loss of indigenous biodiversity and degradation of the submission and
Farmers Porirua clearance on erosion waterways throughout Wellington and be inconsistent all relief sought
Whaitua prone land — with higher order documents, including the NPS-FM, unless otherwise
permitted activity. the NPS-IB, the NZCPS, and the RMA (including s6). stated or where
points are consistent
with Forest & Bird’s
submission points
and specific relief.
S193.042 Wairarapa FS47.149 Meridian 9Te Rule R104: Support | Meridian opposes aspects of the Whaitua-specific Allow Allow S193.042 and Accept in part
Federated Energy Limited = Awarua-o- Vegetation rules for vegetation clearance and, if Meridian’s retain Rule R104 for
Farmers Porirua clearance on erosion submission points are accepted, agrees Rule R104 all Whaitua.
Whaitua prone land — should remain for all Whaitua;
permitted activity.
S193.043 Wairarapa 9Te Rule R105: Oppose Considers operative rule agreed in pNRP Retain operative rule for all whaitua Accept in part
Federated Awarua-o- Vegetation Environment Court mediation and should be retained
Farmers Porirua clearance on erosion Make any consequential amendment(s)
Whaitua prone land in necessary to give effect to the relief
accordance with a sought.
Freshwater Farm
Plan — permitted
activity.
$193.043 Wairarapa FS23.999 Forest & Bird 9Te Rule R105: Oppose | Submission points would likely result in the further Disallow Oppose the whole of | Reject
Federated Awarua-o- Vegetation loss of indigenous biodiversity and degradation of the submission and
Farmers Porirua clearance on erosion waterways throughout Wellington and be inconsistent all relief sought
Whaitua prone land in with higher order documents, including the NPS-FM, unless otherwise
accordance with a the NPS-IB, the NZCPS, and the RMA (including s6). stated or where
Freshwater Farm points are consistent
Plan — permitted with Forest & Bird’s
activity. submission points
and specific relief.
S193.043 Wairarapa FS47.150 Meridian 9Te Rule R105: Support | Meridian opposes aspects of the Whaitua-specific Allow Allow S193.043 and Accept in part
Federated Energy Limited = Awarua-o- Vegetation rules for vegetation clearance and, if Meridian’s retain Rule R105 for
Farmers Porirua clearance on erosion submission points are accepted, agrees Rule R105 all Whaitua.
Whaitua prone land in should remain for all Whaitua;
accordance with a
Freshwater Farm
Plan — permitted
activity.
S$193.044 Wairarapa 9Te Rule R107: Oppose Considers operative rule agreed in pNRP Retain operative rule for all whaitua Accept in part
Federated Awarua-o- Earthworks and Environment Court mediation and should be retained
Farmers Porirua vegetation clearance Make any consequential amendment(s)
Whaitua — discretionary necessary to give effect to the relief
activity. sought.
S193.044 Wairarapa FS23.1000 Forest & Bird 9Te Rule R107: Oppose | Submission points would likely result in the further Disallow Oppose the whole of Reject
Federated Awarua-o- Earthworks and loss of indigenous biodiversity and degradation of the submission and
Farmers Porirua vegetation clearance waterways throughout Wellington and be inconsistent all relief sought
Whaitua — discretionary with higher order documents, including the NPS-FM, unless otherwise
activity. the NPS-IB, the NZCPS, and the RMA (including s6). stated or where
points are consistent
with Forest & Bird’s
submission points
and specific relief.
S193.044 Wairarapa FS47.153 Meridian 9Te Rule R107: Support | Meridian opposes aspects of the Whaitua-specific Allow Allow S193.044 and Accept in part
Federated Energy Limited | Awarua-o- Earthworks and rules for vegetation clearance and, if Meridian’s retain Rule R107 for
Farmers Porirua vegetation clearance submission points are accepted, agrees Rule R107 all Whaitua.
Whaitua — discretionary should remain for all Whaitua;
activity.
S193.088 Wairarapa 8 Whaitua Policy WH.P28: Oppose Considers this is addressed by existing national and Delete P28 Accept in part
Federated Te Achieving reductions regional regulation
Farmers Whanganui- | in sediment Make any consequential amendment(s)
a-Tara discharges from necessary to give effect to the relief

plantation forestry.
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S193. Wairarapa FS23.1044 Forest & Bird 8 Whaltua Policy WH.P28: Oppose | Submission points would likely result in the further Disallow Oppose the whole of | Accept in part
Federated Achieving reductions loss of indigenous biodiversity and degradation of the submission and
Farmers Whanganw- in sediment waterways throughout Wellington and be inconsistent all relief sought
a-Tara discharges from with higher order documents, including the NPS-FM, unless otherwise
plantation forestry. the NPS-IB, the NZCPS, and the RMA (including s6). stated or where
points are consistent
with Forest & Bird’s
submission points
and specific relief.
S193.088 Wairarapa FS50.151 New Zealand 8 Whaitua Policy WH.P28: Support | NZCF supports the submission for the reasons Allow Not stated Accept in part
Federated Carbon Te Achieving reductions included in the submission and in NZCF’s primary
Farmers Farming Group | Whanganui- | in sediment submission. NZCF considers that Proposed Plan
('NZCF") a-Tara discharges from Change 1 should be withdrawn until such time as the
plantation forestry. effectiveness of the NESCF has been appropriately
evaluated.
S193.094 Wairarapa 8 Whaitua Rule WH.R17: Amend Amend to be consistent with relief sought for national Delete R17 Accept
Federated Te Vegetation Freshwater Farm Plans
Farmers Whanganui- | clearance on highest Make any consequential amendment(s)
a-Tara erosion risk land — necessary to give effect to the relief
permitted activity. sought.
S193.094 Wairarapa FS23.1050 Forest & Bird 8 Whaitua Rule WH.R17: Oppose | Submission points would likely result in the further Disallow Oppose the whole of Reject
Federated Te Vegetation loss of indigenous biodiversity and degradation of the submission and
Farmers Whanganui- | clearance on highest waterways throughout Wellington and be inconsistent all relief sought
a-Tara erosion risk land — with higher order documents, including the NPS-FM, unless otherwise
permitted activity. the NPS-IB, the NZCPS, and the RMA (including s6). stated or where
points are consistent
with Forest & Bird’s
submission points
and specific relief.
S193.094 Wairarapa FS47.229 Meridian 8 Whaitua Rule WH.R17: Support | Vegetation clearance is also required routinely for Allow in part Allow S193.094 in Accept
Federated Energy Limited | Te Vegetation in part regionally significant infrastructure, in addition to the part by providing for
Farmers Whanganui- | clearance on highest purposes permitted by Rule WH.R17 (including to vegetation clearance
a-Tara erosion risk land — allow for vegetation clearance associated with other than for the
permitted activity. upgrading activities). Meridian notes that the limited purposes
operative NRP rule (R104) provides for vegetation currently listed in
clearance of up to 2 ha in any 12 month period and, Rule WH.R17 but
reiterating the further submission point seeking increase the area
retention of operative NRP rules (S193.042), requests permitted to be
retention of the limits in operative Rule R104 or a cleared to be
larger area for regionally significant infrastructure consistent with
consistent with the limits in Rule R104; operative Rule R104.
S$193.095 Wairarapa 8 Whaitua Rule WH.R18: Oppose Retain operative NRP rule Delete R18Make any consequential Accept
Federated Te Vegetation amendment(s) necessary to give effect
Farmers Whanganui- | clearance on highest to the relief sought.
a-Tara erosion risk land —
controlled activity.
S193.095 Wairarapa FS23.1051 Forest & Bird 8 Whaitua Rule WH.R18: Oppose | Submission points would likely result in the further Disallow Oppose the whole of Reject
Federated Te Vegetation loss of indigenous biodiversity and degradation of the submission and
Farmers Whanganui- | clearance on highest waterways throughout Wellington and be inconsistent all relief sought
a-Tara erosion risk land — with higher order documents, including the NPS-FM, unless otherwise
controlled activity. the NPS-IB, the NZCPS, and the RMA (including s6). stated or where
points are consistent
with Forest & Bird’s
submission points
and specific relief.
S193.095 Wairarapa FS47.238 Meridian 8 Whaitua Rule WH.R18: Support | For the reasons explained above, Meridian considers | Allow in part Allow S193.095 by Accept
Federated Energy Limited | Te Vegetation in part the permitted activity area limit should be increased amending Rule
Farmers Whanganui- | clearance on highest (particularly for regionally significant infrastructure) to WH.R17 to match the
a-Tara erosion risk land — match the permitted activity R104 limit in the limits in operative
controlled activity. operative NRP. This would necessitate amendment of NRP Rule R104 and
the threshold area specified in Rule WH.R18; make consequential
amendments to Rule
WH.R18.
S193.096 Wairarapa 8 Whaitua Rule WH.R19: Oppose Retain operative NRP rule Delete R19 Accept
Federated Te Vegetation
Farmers Make any consequential amendment(s)
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Whanganui- | clearance — necessary to give effect to the relief
a-Tara discretionary activity. sought.
S193.096 Wairarapa FS23.1052 Forest & Bird 8 Whaitua Rule WH.R19: Oppose | Submission points would likely result in the further Disallow Oppose the whole of Reject
Federated Te Vegetation loss of indigenous biodiversity and degradation of the submission and
Farmers Whanganui- | clearance — waterways throughout Wellington and be inconsistent all relief sought
a-Tara discretionary activity. with higher order documents, including the NPS-FM, unless otherwise
the NPS-IB, the NZCPS, and the RMA (including s6). stated or where
points are consistent
with Forest & Bird’s
submission points
and specific relief.
S$193.096 Wairarapa FS47.246 Meridian 8 Whaitua Rule WH.R19: Support | Meridian supports the restricted discretionary activity Allow Allow S193.096. Accept
Federated Energy Limited @ Te Vegetation default Rule R106 for renewable energy generation
Farmers Whanganui- | clearance — that was negotiated through mediation of NRP
a-Tara discretionary activity. appeals;
S193.097 Wairarapa 8 Whaitua Rule WH.R20: Oppose Retain operative NRP rule Delete R20 Reject
Federated Te Plantation forestry —
Farmers Whanganui- | controlled activity. Make any consequential amendment(s)
a-Tara necessary to give effect to the relief
sought.
S193.097 Wairarapa FS23.1053 Forest & Bird 8 Whaitua Rule WH.R20: Oppose | Submission points would likely result in the further Disallow Oppose the whole of | Accept
Federated Te Plantation forestry — loss of indigenous biodiversity and degradation of the submission and
Farmers Whanganui- | controlled activity. waterways throughout Wellington and be inconsistent all relief sought
a-Tara with higher order documents, including the NPS-FM, unless otherwise
the NPS-IB, the NZCPS, and the RMA (including s6). stated or where
points are consistent
with Forest & Bird’s
submission points
and specific relief.
S$193.097 Wairarapa FS50.152 New Zealand 8 Whaitua Rule WH.R20: Support | NZCF generally supports the submission but Allow in part Not stated Reject
Federated Carbon Te Plantation forestry — in part considers that the retention of rules to manage
Farmers Farming Group | Whanganui- | controlled activity. plantation forestry could give rise to inappropriate
('NZCF") a-Tara duplication with the regulations in the NESCF. NZCF
considers that the NESCF appropriately manages
commercial forestry and additional or more stringent
provisions are not necessary. NZCF considers that
Proposed Plan Change 1 should be withdrawn until
such time as the effectiveness of the NESCF has
been appropriately evaluated.
S193.098 Wairarapa 8 Whaitua Rule WH.R21: Oppose Retain operative NRP rule Delete R21 Accept
Federated Te Plantation forestry —
Farmers Whanganui- | discretionary activity. Make any consequential amendment(s)
a-Tara necessary to give effect to the relief
sought.
S$193.098 Wairarapa FS23.1054 Forest & Bird 8 Whaitua Rule WH.R21: Oppose | Submission points would likely result in the further Disallow Oppose the whole of Reject
Federated Te Plantation forestry — loss of indigenous biodiversity and degradation of the submission and
Farmers Whanganui- | discretionary activity. waterways throughout Wellington and be inconsistent all relief sought
a-Tara with higher order documents, including the NPS-FM, unless otherwise
the NPS-IB, the NZCPS, and the RMA (including s6). stated or where
points a