8 November 2022

File Ref: OIAP-7-26746

Téna koe-

Request for information 2022-220

| refer to your request for information dated Monday 21 = ovember 2022, which was received by
Greater Wellington Regional Council (Greater Wellington) on Monday 21 November 2022. You have
requested the following:

“A copy of the consent application referre: to in Minute #13, issued by the Porirua WWTP Hearing
Commissioners on Monday 21 November 2022, in ~espect of the Porirua WWTP. This application
being for an additional consent required by PCC/WWL for the discharge of a contaminant within
100m of a natural wetland”.

Greater Wellington’s respo  se follows:

You have requested th t your request be treated with urgency and have provided the following
reasons “As this ma ter relates to ongoing RMA matters with constricted time frames, please treat
this request as being urgent . Greater Wellington has assessed your request for urgency and has
processed your request as soon as is reasonably practicable.

Attachment 1 is a copy of the resource consent application, received by Greater Wellington on
Wednesday 16 N vember from Porirua City Council, for discharge of a contaminant within 100m of
a natural wetl nd [WGN230131], as requested.

If you have any concerns with the decision(s) referred to in this letter, you have the right to request
an investigation and review by the Ombudsman under section 27(3) of the Local Government Official
Information and Meetings Act 1987.

Wellington office Upper Hutt Masterton office 0800 496 734
PO Box 11646 PO Box 40847 PO Box 41 WWW.gw.govt.nz

Manners St, Wellington 6142 1056 Fergusson Drive Masterton 5840 info@gw.govt.nz




Please note that it is our policy to proactively release our responses to official information reque ts
where possible. Our response to your request will be published shortly on Greater Wellington’s
website with your personal information removed.

Naku iti noa, na

Al Cross
Kaiwhakahaere Matua, mo te Taiao | General Manager, Environment Management

Attachment 1 —: WGN230131-Application and AEE-Porirua City Council.pdf
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Form 9

Application for Resource Consent

To: Greater Wellington Regional Council
PO Box 11646
Wellington 6142
Attention: Manager Consents

From: Porirua City Council
PO Box 50218
Porirua 5240

1. Porirua City Council applies for the following type of resource consent:
¢ Coastal permit

2. The activity to which the application relates [proposed activity] is as follows:

The discharge of treated and partially treated wastewater from Porirua wastewater treatment
plant within a 100 m setback of a natural wetland.

3. The site at which the proposed activity is to occur is

e At Rukutane Point through an existing outfall at ~ about map reference NZTM 1,753,097
X; 5,447,922 Y.

4, Names and addresses of landowner /0 upiersother than the applicant) of land to which the
application relates to:

N/A
5. The other activities that are pa t of the proposal to which the application relates are:

The operation of a wastewater treatment plant, the occupation of the coastal marine area
by the existing outfall, the discharge of treated and partially treated wastewater to coastal
waters and the discharge to air from the Porirua wastewater treatment plant.

6. The fo lowing additional resource consent are needed for the proposal to this application
relates

A're ource consent application associated with discharge to air (odour) from the Porirua
wastewate treatment plant was lodged with GWRC at the end of February 2020.

A reso rce consent application associated with the discharge of treated and partially
tr ted wastewater to coastal waters was lodged with GWRC in April 2020.

7 Porirua City Council attaches an assessment of the proposed activity’s effect on the
environment that—

(a) includes the information required by clause 6 of Schedule 4 of the Resource
Management Act 1991; and

(b) addresses the matters specified in clause 7 of Schedule 4 of the Resource
Management Act 1991; and

(c) includes such detail as corresponds with the scale and significance of the effects that
the activity may have on the environment.

Resource consent application to discharge within 100m of a
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8 Porirua City Council attaches an assessment of the proposed activity against the matters
set out in Part 2 of the Resource Management Act 1991.

9 Porirua City Council attaches an assessment of the proposed activity against any relevant
provisions of a document referred to in section 104(1)(b) of the Resource Management Act
1991, including the information required by clause 2(2) of Schedule 4 of that Act.

10 The value of the investment of the existing consent holder is $56,427,742 (replacement
cost for the WWTP).

11 N/A

12 N/A

13 N/A.

14 Porirua City Council attaches the following further information required to be included in

this application:

e An assessment of the natural wetland and the effects of the discharge on it, prepared by
Dr Keesing

e An assessment of the Porirua WWTP wastewater discharge against the wetland
regulations of NES-F and related objectives and policies, prepared by Mr Peterson.

zé“_\—’ ........ Datelbl/”'7022

Signed... £
rson authorised to sign on behalf of

(Signatyre o
the applicant)

Address for Service:

Paul Gardiner

Principal Advisor (Manager- RMA, Consents and Environment)
Wellington Water Limited

Private Bag 39804

Wellington Mail Centre 5405

04 912 4506
paul.gardiner@wellingtonwater.co.nz
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1 Introduction

In 2020 Porirua City Council (PCC) applied to replace its existing:

e Coastal permit for the discharge of treated wastewater from the Porirua Wastewater
Treatment Plant (WWTP) to coastal waters off Rukutane Point.

e Discharge permit for the discharges to air from the WWTP.

During the hearing of these applications the hearing panel requested the applicant assess
whether consent is also required under the regulations relating to natural wetlands in the
Resource Management (National Environmental Standards for Freshwater) Regulations 2020
(NES-F).

This assessment concluded that resource consent is required under regulation 47 of the NES-
F. This application is being made in response to that conclusion.

2 Information in support of this.application

To support this application two specific reports are provided. These are:
1. An assessment of the natural wetland and the effects of the discharge on it, prepared
by Dr Keesing
2. An assessment of the Porirua WWTP w st water discharge against the wetland
regulations of NES-F and related objectives and policies, prepared by Mr Peterson.

This information should be read in ¢ njunction with the existing information provided with
the April 2020 application to discharge treated and partially treated wastewater to coastal
waters, and subsequent informat on provided to the hearing through evidence and
submissions of the applicant

It is consider: d that the = mbination of these information sources constitutes a complete
application under s88 f the Resource Management Act (RMA).

3. ““Conclusions

The a ached assessment by Dr Keesing concludes that:

There will, however, be no adverse effects on the wetland from the treated
wastewater discharge, because of where that discharge is, and how much of
it and how often it might come in to contact with around 50% of the feature.

Even where a diluted form of the treated wastewater did come into contact
with the feature only the nutrient component is likely to have any effect, and
that effect is most likely beneficial (as useful nutrient).
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Dr Keesing has also concluded that a monitoring condition is not needed stating that:

...I suggest firstly that monitoring is not needed (the risk of adverse effects is near
zero, if not zero). The second, and also salient point, is that it would not be possible to
implement a monitoring regime that could inform one of the discharge’s direct effect
to the feature. It would be near impossible to prove that a changed level of nutrient
delivered by the wastewater outfall was responsible for a die back of the oioi (or
other vegetation change), if it occurred, rather than some other factor (such as
increased exposure due to climate change) being responsible. A general conditi n
measure of the heath of the wetland will mean nothing in terms of causes of change
if change was detected.

The attached planning assessment by Mr Peterson concludes that the discharge is consistent
with objectives and policies relevant to wetlands.

Taking these conclusions into account it is considered that this appl cation is consistent with
Part 2 of the RMA in that:

e The discharge is an integral part of a wastewater sys em hat provides for the
communities health and wellbeing

e Adverse effects on the natural wetland will be avoided and its life-supporting
capacity will be safeguarded

e Protection of this area of significant indigenous vegetation will not be prevented by
the discharge

e The relationship of Ngati Toa and th ir culture and traditions with the wider area,
which continue to be impacted by the was ewater discharge, will be improved by the
mitigation measures propos d as part of the application to discharge wastewater to
coastal waters

e Kaitiakitanga within he wide area, which continues to be impacted by the
wastewater discharge, will be improved by the mitigation measures proposed as part
of the application to discharge wastewater to coastal waters

e Given that the discharge does not adversely affect the natural wetland, it is
considered t at the discharge will not prevent the maintenance of the quality of this
environment

e The pri ciples of the Treaty of Waitangi have been taken into account in the
preparat on of Porirua City Council’s applications for the WWTP, and will continue to
be taken into account through the measures proposed as part of the application to
discha ge wastewater to coastal waters.

Given the conclusions of Dr Keesing’s assessment, which are understood to be supported by
GWRC officers, the conclusions of Mr Peterson’s planning assessment and the assessment of
Part 2 of the RMA above it is considered that this application can be granted on a non-
notified basis. Further it is considered that no conditions, in addition to those already being
considered for the discharge of wastewater to coastal waters, should be imposed on the
consent.
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Assessment of the natural
wetland and the effects of
the discharge
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Executive Summary

A coastal vegetation feature was surveyed (August 5.08.2022). The
Clarkson (2013 and MfE 2020) wetland delineation protocol was used.

The feature was found to be a small (2m by 20m linear) saline natural
wetland. It is 50% above and 50% below mean high water springs. Itis in a
gravel and cobble substrate with no evidence of sewage fungi, slimes or
sediments. It is around 70m from the outfall pipe and 60m north of the
concrete barrier.

Itis a significant wetland and therefore protected under the regional pl n
(PNRP) and a threatened indigenous vegetation type in the: MA and so
protected by the New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement olicy 11.

The NPS FM does not address all of this feature, be ause - nly half of it is a
natural inland wetland. However, the NES FM (2020) is not limited to
“inland” wetlands; instead, it addresses (one h s to ssume al) “natural
wetlands”.

There will, however, be no adverse effects on th wetland from the treated
wastewater discharge, because of where that discharge is, and how much of
it and how often it might come int cont ct with around 50% of the feature.

Even where a diluted form of th treat d wa tewater did come into contact
with the feature only the nutrient: omponent is likely to have any effect, and
that effect is most likely ben ficial as useful nutrient).

\\NZ4113-PPFSS01\shared_projects\310003016\4.0 Technical\4 3
Environmental\wetland\BM220765_vk_wetland discharge report_final_22.08.31.docx
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1.0 Introduction

I understand that through the hearing process a suggestion has arisen as to the presence of a
natural wetland within 100m of the outfall. The feature in question was indicated to me by this
aerial.

Explicitly we understand that the hearing panel in its Minut' has asked for knowledge of:
a) What the vegetation is.
b) What parts, if any, lie above or below mean high water springs.
c) Whether and to what extent t e vegetati n is affected by the current discharge.

d) Whether and to what ex nt the vegetation would be affected by the future
discharge (up to 2043

e) The status of h vegetation under the New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement
(NZCPS), Proposed Natural Resources Plan (PNRP), or any other relevant
docum nt or classifica ion system.

f)  What egulation s) of the NES-F, if any, we should consider the vegetation under.

20 Method

2.1 |dentifying the vegetation community in question

The question of what the vegetation is has been answered from a site visit by myself on Friday
5t August 2022 between midday and 1pm. High tide was around 3pm on that day.

| used a process and methods agreed on with GWRC (see Appendix 1). | acknowledge that |
undertook the site assessment before GWRC'’s review of the methodology had been completed.
However, using the rapid assessment part of the method | was able to determine without any
difficulty that this feature is a ‘natural wetland’ and the elements of the methodology on which
GWRC provided feedback were not material to the assessment in this case.
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3.0 Results

The initial approach was to view the site in retrolens ( a website with good quality historical
aerials) and look for evidence in the literature of the presence of a wetland historically.

The “wetland” feature is 60m directly west of the concrete barrier, 67m from the outfall. It is 20m
long and averaging 2m wide; 4m at widest, 1m at narrowest.

2022. An observable similar coloured and sized feature has been present on google e rth
aerials since 2006. The yellow circle on the aerial depicts the feature.

1973. The feature s not, ho ever, clearly evident in early black and white photography, but
some form of feature is apparent in 1973.

Boffa Miskell Ltd | Titahi Bay Wastewater Treatment plant Out Fall Coastal vegetation feature | Wetland assessment | 30 August 2022



and 1969

1944. Aerials incapable of determining the pre ence, but the coastline is significantly different.

The feature, or at least a vegetation type, appears to have been present there since at least
1969.

The concrete barrier has been there since the 1960'’s.

The first wastewater outfall went in in 1951.
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3.1 On Site

My site survey method of identifying the vegetation feature is laid out in detail in Appendix 1. In
essence, a site survey was used to rapidly determine the vegetation area, boundaries and if it is
obviously a wetland community because of the species presence being clearly and
unambiguously FACW or Obligative dominated. The next step was to determine if any of the
PNRP / NPS FM (2020) exclusions might be in play. Where it is not obvious or where an
exclusion might be in play this would lead to representative plots and a range of indices as well
as consideration of the hydrology (see Appendix 1).

3.2 Results

Looking from the above track the feature is clearly evident and discrete, becaus = of its f rm,
texture and colour.

I'wa ed around the entire feature. It is on the gravel bank leading down into and on to the solid
rock foreshore of the inner most part of the small bay north of the outfall.
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The dominant substrate under the feature was gr vel and cobble, not sands or soils. Some of
the lower most feature expands onto the ha der rock on a thin organic layer.
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The slope of the gravel bank is mild (2 or 3 degrees) and then flattens to hard rock.

There is storm debris above the feature (large woody debris) and up to the escarpment bank,
meaning storms and king high tides cover this area. But, looking at the seaweed deposition and
small debris as well as the “beach” slope | estimate that around % of the feature typically
receives some high tide saline water intrusion. That is, the feature sits across the Mean High
Springs mark.

This is borne out to a degree by the plant assemblage.
The vegetation cover is very clearly that of a natural wetland. A saline, coastal, wetlan

| say this because the dominant cover by far (>90%) is Oioi (Apodasmia similis) which is
FACW? (Clarkson 2021). The other components of the wetland are — sea sid - sea primrose
(Samolus repens var repens) (FACW) (3%), remuremu (Selliera radicans) (FACW) (3%),
glasswort (Sarcocornia quinqueflora) (FACW) (1%), and scattered ab: ve and below the oioi,
buck’s thorn plantain (Plantago coronopus (introduced)) (FAC) (3%). Up lope ar  remnants of
a sprayed gorse, Pampas and a taupata (Coprosma repens).

This is a common but limited set of plants expected in a sali e we and (Haacks & Thannheiser
20032).

The feature is clearly FACW plant dominated, and the ed es of the upper and sides are clearly
demarked by the absence of vegetation (cobbl® and gravels) and the lower boundary by a
dispersed diffusion of sea primrose and remuremu

No plots are required to understand that t e feature is a coastal saline natural wetland and can
not be excluded as a constructed wetland, pasture geothermal or even a wetland induced by
the construction of a waterbody

Thus, there is no purpose o requirement to continue through the delineation protocol
(dominance test etc) as descr bed in MfE (2020) and the initially proposed method (Appendix 1).

3.3  MeaniHigh Water Springs

While 1 did" ot urvey at high tide it was apparent to me because of the gradients, the plants
and the debr s line of high tide, that the lower 50% or so of the feature is below MHW (where
the r remu and sea primrose are found) and the upper 50% is (I believe) above the normal
high tide m rk (Oioi and a seedling taupata).

Th refore “or a short duration 20-30 minutes (the tide at its fullest) the lower half of the feature
s submerged in sea water twice a day.

3.4  Significance
Is this natural wetland significant in terms of section 6(c) of the RMA?

The decision version of the pNRP, which does not differentiate inland from coastal wetland —
treating both as natural wetland, makes all natural wetlands automatically significant (a recent

" FACW means the plant is facultative wet, see Appendix 1
2 Phytocoenologia 33(2-3), 267-288. June 2003
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revision, however, includes a caveat which appears to ensure the natural wetland is
predominantly indigenous before this is applies).

“Note that, because of the rarity of wetlands in the Wellington Region, all natural
wetlands will meet the representativeness and rarity criteria listed in Policy 23 of the
Regional Policy Statement 2013 and are therefore ecosystems and habitats with
significant indigenous biodiversity values managed under Policy P40.”

Some evidence shows that the salt marsh extent of the Porirua harbour is 14.7% of the pre-
European state (GWRC 20203). It is possible this is a trend common across the region and that
salt marsh as a whole are depleted (<30% of its original), but it has not been proven by spat |
analysis that saline wetlands are as depleted from their original cover as are inland freshwater
wetlands. Therefore, it is not clear that the statement in the footnote to the de inition of na ural
wetland in the PNRP holds true for saline wetlands (but it is likely).

And so, for caution, | have used the Regional Policy set of criteria in p licy 23, RPS (even
though these were designed with terrestrial systems in mind). | repeat thi set o criteria in
Appendix 2.

In short — Representativeness — | consider that the featur  d es represent well a saline
(normally estuarine situation) wetland plant community which can be simple in species richness
as this one. It is characteristic of and typical of such ind genous dominated saline plant
communities. It is also likely that the community present is. nderrepresented spatially (<30%
remaining) regionally.

Rarity — There are no rare or threatened' lant species in this community. The feature itself
however, might be considered “rare” or threaten d by a reduced abundance.

Diversity — the feature does hav' a natu al d versity of species, and physical features.

Context — the feature is to- mall and isolated to form the connectivity or habitat conditions of
this criteria.

It is likely that the feature does meet at least three of the criteria, making it a ‘significant’ natural
area.

It is however a ery small community and in an unusual setting for a salt marsh and is not of
any particula habitat alue for fauna. It is clearly however, persistent and viable.

35 Nz CPS (2010)

The NZ CPS through policy 11 seeks to protect indigenous biological diversity in the coastal
envi nment. | note that it is not an identification method for wetlands but a process to consider
the protection of ecological features in the coastal environment.

Two parts of the policy apply to the wetland feature: 11(a) — avoid adverse effects where:

A(iii) indigenous ecosystems and vegetation types that are threatened in the coastal
environment, or are naturally rare,

3 Stevens L. & Forrest, B. 2020. Broad Scale intertidal habitat mapping of Te Awarua-o-Porirua Harbour. A Salt Ecology
Report ofr GWRC October 2020 (Porirua-Harbour-broad-scale-monitoring-2020.pdf (gw.govt.nz).)
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And
11 b — avoid significant adverse effects where:
b(i) areas of predominantly indigenous vegetation in the coastal environment;

| consider both of these policy requirements are met.

3.6 The PNRP (2022)

As noted, the PNRP current version, while it removed reference to saltmarsh in the definitions,
does not exclude inclusion of a natural wetland in the CMA or make reference to freshwa er
wetland only. | note that this site does not seem to be included in the PNRP: ched le F4 (Sites
of significant biological diversity values in the coastal marine area). Saltmarsh refere ced in
Schedule 5 (Habitats with significant indigenous biodiversity values inthe coastal ma ine area)
and the feature is a salt marsh community although not as described in chedule 5 ("grow in the
upper margins of most NZ estuaries”). Therefore, it would seem that the PNRP does include
this natural saline wetland.

3.7  The NPS FM (2020)

This policy only refers to inland freshwater wetlands and the efore excludes consideration of
wetlands in the CMA. | consider that half the featur  (technically) is within the CMA and half is a
natural “inland” wetland therefore technically | a-sume the NPS FM can apply to half the feature
— which ecologically is absurd.

3.8 The NES FM (2020)

This document only talks abo t natural wetlands. It does not reference inland freshwater or
saline or CMA just ab -t natural wetlands and so therefore it would seem that the NES FM
(2020) does apply to this feature.

4.0 Effects

Th featur has been present for at least the last 20 years and | suggest since at least the

970’s. Prior to around 1989 the discharge was not treated but also the volume was less than
tod y- and so the feature is likely to have been present under a range of “contaminant”
concentrations. That process has not removed or caused any obvious vegetation quality issue.
The terrain does not suggest that the feature should be greater in extent and is not because of
any issue.

Having examined the outfall location and this feature it seems clear to me that the concrete
barrier out to the island and then another between the larger and smaller island south generally
precludes the direct movement of treated wastewater into the wetlands bay except at high tide
when there is a strong southerly swell (Figure 1). Treated wastewater is forced south and out
and into the north-south tidal stream.
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Concrete barriers
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Figure 1. Barriers and out fall predominant flow

There would have to be a set of events r lated to water movement and wind that would allow
the wastewater (diluted in the ocean) to escape round the island and barriers, travel north and
then be driven back east and south into the bay and then at a high tide be washed up into the
lower half of the wetland. This s ems an unl kely (or infrequent) set of circumstances. More
likely is that the diffuse (and highly diluted) general ocean water is periodically moved into the
lower wetland at high tide

In which case it is unlikely that there is sediments related to the out fall, indeed there is no
evidence in the we land of sedimentation.

Plants, as oppose to anima s are not typically harmed by faecal matter or bacteria of human
waste in and of itself; they do not suffer intestinal toxicity from E. coli for example. The only
potential ad erse ffect is related to a nutrient boost (nitrogen products in the main, and
ammonia of t o e products) where such a boost was greater than the plants’ tolerance. Too
much nutr ent present in the environment, however, is usually simply not used by the plant, but
it could be t e cause of competition (weeds etc). Some research suggests root biomass growth
slows but fo iage biomass increases with eutrophication in salt marsh (Alldred et al 2010)%).
Other i e, excessive elemental nitrogen in the soil can cause, by osmosis, water depletion from
the plant while leaving salts behind. As a result, some |leaves can take on a burnt look from
dehydration. However, that is not the usually the case in saline plants who are adapted for just
that situation and this effect is not seen. Generally, a periodic and occasional nutrient boost will
not be adverse, and based on my observations on site there was no sign of problematic algae
or sewage fungi in this case.

Dudley & Shima (2010)° looked at water quality and the detection of sewage by measures on
the coast of Titahi Bay (including areas about the wetland). While they were examining
submerged kelp N and C and invertebrates they determined that Nitrogen uptake was greatest

“ Alldred, M; Liberti, A; Baines, S. 2010. Impact of salinity and nutrients on salt marsh stability. Ecosphere 8(11): €02010

5: Bruce D Dudley & Jeffrey S Shima (2010) Algal and invertebrate bioindicators detect sewage effluent along the coast
of Titahi Bay, Wellington, New Zealand, New Zealand Journal of Marine and Freshwater Research, 44:1, 39-51,
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in the kelp nearest the outfall which dropped away quickly but that there was no harmful effect.
They determine that the kelp was not a good indicator of sewage. Their research supports my
opinion that the oioi -sea primrose-remuremu will only benefit and not be adversely affected
should increased nutrient reach the wetland.

The wetland currently looks healthy.

| understand that the average discharge rates are predicated to increase from 306 L/s in 2018
to 440 L/s in 2043, and that the treatment of this discharge is unlikely to be better and may be
poorer because of volume. These changes (remembering that the discharge is diluted in the
ocean and then has a long circuitous route to the wetland and then only introduced to h
wetland twice a day for less than an hour each time) will not impact directly than it does now
The increase, when considered against all of the mitigating factors, is tiny and the plant material
still has its barriers and mechanisms to manage the nutrient and salinity etc - f its environment.

For all the reasons set out above | cannot see how the future discharge (even if with m re
contaminant and at a greater volume (but still diluted enormously by the ocean)), ¢  Id
adversely affect this natural wetland feature.

| further understand that monitoring of the wetland has been p opose , howe er, | suggest
firstly that monitoring is not needed (the risk of adverse effects is near zer , if not zero). The
second, and also salient point, is that it would not be possible to implement a monitoring regime
that could inform one of the discharge’s direct effect t the fe ture. It would be near impossible
to prove that a changed level of nutrient delivered by the astewater outfall was responsible for
a die back of the oioi (or other vegetation change), if it occu red, rather than some other factor
(such as increased exposure due to climate ~hange) being responsible. A general condition
measure of the heath of the wetland will me n nothing in terms of causes of change if change
was detected.

Sediment impact.

As with the discussion on nutrients and othe wastewater contaminants, suspended sediments
also have a long and unlike'y journey to reach the wetland. | understand from Mr Cameron’s
evidence that TSS (which can loosely be translated as the amount of suspended sediment)
discharged typically will be around 6 g/m3 (0.006/L) (currently consented for a geometric mean
of 30 g/m3). But th/ 't at unusual flow times the discharge might rise to 104 g/m3. These are very
low amounts of su pended sediments (TSS). Freshwater systems under rain events in Porirua
(data from TG moni oring) typically include sediment in solution (TSS) from 300 to 3000 (g/m?3)S.
The lower end  f these rain events had no impacts at all on any monitoring aquatic or wetland
system recei ing them because this was not enough material where deposition occurred, to
smo th enti ely any plant or fish. Even the 104 g/m3 upper limit predicted from the

w' stewate dis harge, if it was collected in one place would not be enough to cover any kind of
s bstantial ' rea to any kind of meaningful effect depth.

None fthis considers that the solids in solution in the discharge, once that energy of release
has occurred, will drop out of suspension fairly quickly (10’s of meters from the discharge point
the larger sediment particles will fall, due to gravity, to the bed and become fairly well contained
to the bed and a few centimetres above the bed where the ocean swell is normal). Furthermore,
the smaller suspended particles will form bonds with other suspended particles and become
larger and so drop out of suspension also. Then that discharge (that quantum which has not
dropped out of the water column) has to have occurred at a high tide (to perhaps breach the
concrete barrier — which in itself will stop most suspended sediment movement) and that there
be a long shore drift from the south to north, and a push of a westerly wind to move suspended

6 See also Hughes, Quinn, McKergrow (2012) Land use influences on suspended sediment yields and event sediment
dynamics within two headwater catchments, Waikato, New Zealand, New Zealand Journal of Marine and Freshwater
Research, 46:3, 315-333
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material towards the wetland (some 70m distance). That material must reach the wetland (still in
suspension) before the tide turns. There are only two high tides a tide of around 1 hour each).
This is a sequence of events that must occur together when a discharge is more than the typical
making it a very rare event (if it could even occur) that any suspended sediment from the
discharge ever actually deposits on the wetland in the CMA. Furthermore, there may be
suspended sediments stirred from the bottom under storm conditions driven on to the coast and
that seabed sediment will have come for numerous sources including out of Porirua harbour
and there would be no way of telling the source of any such suspended sediment deposition n
the wetland.

As | have stated, | did not see any evidence of such deposits during my survey in the wetla d
and | think it sufficiently rare and of such low quantity, without any way of guaranteeing he
source, that a sediment discharge from the waste water to the wetland should be considered as
never occurring.

5.0 Conclusion

The feature is a small (2m by 20m linear) saline natural w tland. It is 50% above and 50%
below mean hide springs. It is in a gravel and - obble substra e with no evidence of sewage
fungi, slimes or sediments. It is around 70m from the outfall pipe and 60m north of the concrete
barrier.

It is a ‘significant’ and under-represented (rare / th eatened) wetland (in terms of the planning
tests) and therefore protected undert e reg onal plan (PNRP) and the New Zealand Coastal
Policy Statement policy 11.

The NPS FM partially add esses this wetland. In addition, as the NES FM (20920) is not limited
to the “inland” or freshwater co ponent of wetland, it addresses (one has to assume all)
“natural wetlands”.

There will, however, be no adverse effects because of the treated wastewater discharge. This
is because of where that discharge is and how much of it, how often that might come in to
contact with aro nd 50% of the feature.

Even where a highly diluted form of the treated wastewater did come into contact with the
fe ture ony the nutrient component is likely to have any effect and that effect is most likely
b neficial (as useful nutrient).

Dr Vaughan Keesing
Senior Ecologist
Boffa Miskell Itd
30.08.2022.
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Appendix 1: Method Description

The proposed method for this assessment :

10.
11.

12.
13.
14.
15.
16.

View the site in retrolens and look for evidence in the literature of its
presence historically.

Go to site and view form a vantage point the feature in question (photograph)
Determine the heterogeneity of the vegetation, are there 1 or more distinct
vegetation communities — roughly map the feature and communities.

Check the context and note wider aspects - is the topography and visually
present hydrology suggestive of potential wetland?

Are there unusual circumstances or effects in p ay on or infl encing the
feature?

Enter and rapidly assess the vegetation cover dom nance and classification
(FACU through toOBL (where dominance of FACW and OBKL indicates
wetland likely)) -can it be clearly determined to be wetland or dryland?

If it cannot be determined- select representative plot positions in each of the
identified vegetation communities, several may be required if the
communities are variable in ¢ ver ecord this variability if present.
Undertake plot/s placemen and species cover percentage cover estimates
Apply the wetland dominanc  test,

Using the data and context test natural wetland exclusions

If result still ambiguous use the other indicators (noting that given the
situation soil co es or s il testing for hydric (in CMA) may not be available or
applicable to tes

Lastly utilise the pr valence indices.

Conclude if a natural wetland under the PNRP and / or the NPS FM

Test for signific nce under policy 23 of the GWRC RPS.

Utilise this resut to examine NZCPS policy 11 applicability.

Us literature, research and similar effects records from experience to
determine the likelihood of adverse effects related to the proposed discharge
(w ter level, sedimentation, contaminants), Consider future state up to 2043
and consider also climate change effects.

Relevant policies and protocols

GWRC PNRP (Appeals version 2022)

A natural wetland is - a permanently or intermittently wet area, shallow water and land water
margin that supports a natural ecosystem of plants and animals that are adapted to wet
conditions, including in the beds of lakes and rivers, the coastal marine area (e.g. saltmarsh),
and groundwater-fed wetlands (e.g. springs).

Appendix 1: Method Description
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Here the PNRP does not distinguish wetland in the CMA as separate as does the NPS FM
(2020)

Natural wetlands do not include:

(a) a wetland constructed by artificial means (unless it was constructed to offset impacts
on, or restore, an existing former natural wetland); or

(b) a geothermal wetland; or

(c) any area of improved pasture that, at 3 September 2020, is dominated by (that is
more than 50% of) exotic pasture species and is subject to temporary rain derv d water
pooling.

In the case of uncertainty or dispute about the existence or extent of a natural wetland, a
regional council must have regard to the Wetland Delineation Protocols available - t

. This is the Cla kson
(2013, 2018) wetlands delineation process also now include din the N S FM (2020) as MfE
wetland delineation protocol (2020).

The definition of a wetland in New Zealand is outlined in the RMA (R source Management Act,
1991):

“Wetland includes permanently or intermittentl wet a eas, shallow water, and land
water margins that support a natural ecosystem of plants and animals that are adapted
to wet conditions”

A ‘Natural Wetland’ is defined in the NPS-FM using the same definition as ‘Wetland’ in the RMA,
but with the following exclusions:

(a) A wetland constructed by artificial means (unless it was constructed to offset
impacts on, or restore, an‘e isting or former Natural Wetland); or

(b) A geothermal wetland; or

(c) Any area of improved pasture that, at the commencement sate, is dominated by

(that is more than 50 pe cent of) exotic pasture species and is subject to temporary
rain-derived water pooling

A revised definitio of the exclusions is proposed by MfE (but not yet confirmed) in the
Exposure Draft of th  NPS' M. The anticipated date for confirmation of these changes is
around Nov. mbe 2022. The proposed changes are below:

(a) a deliberately constructed wetland, other than a wetland constructed to offset
impacts on, or to restore, an existing or former natural wetland as part of giving effect to
the ffects management hierarchy; or

(b) a wetland that has developed in or around a deliberately constructed water body,
since the construction of the water body; or

(c) a geothermal wetland; or
(d) a wetland that:
(i) is within an area of pasture; and

(ii) has ground cover comprising more than 50% exotic pasture species (as
identified in the National List of Exotic Pasture Species (see clause 1.8)); and

(iii) is not known to contain threatened species
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“Natural inland wetland” also means a natural wetland that is not in the coastal mariner area
(CMA).

Natural wetland assessment

The below flow chart, published in the wetland delineation protocols (Ministry for the
Environment, 2020) outlines the pathway for identifying natural wetlands. However, this does
not incorporate initial exclusions from the policy definitions (pasture coverage), so a Pasture
Test is carried out following the Rapid Test to determine if the exclusion is met.

Rapid Test

8
6 ; Wetland
™ ass 8
o All dominant species - (hydrophytic)
% OBLor FACW vegetation
o}
l Fail
g [© G e e
. Dominance Test ; 4
é pass | Areall/most | No Welard. 4 //ll
— :
>50% dominants dominants o vegetation-‘s( :
OBL FACW or FAC | Fac?
p— !
L - - = 4 L A \I
l Fail y
2 O -
& Indicators of
hydric soil and No Non-we.tland
wetland hydrology > vegetation
present?
l Yes
i Prevalence Index
: Pass Wetland
s vegetation

The procedure for determining natural wetland status is carried out by establishing broad
vegetation communities of a feature and the outer boundaries of a feature and then rapidly
visually assessing t e domi ant species in the communities of the feature, using topography
(and hydrol gy) to assist with these broad areas. Once these areas are identified, three tests
(Pasture test Dominance Index, and Prevalence Index) are conducted to determine wetland
viability or oth rwise. These tests require at least one representative 2 x 2 m vegetation plot in
e ch estab shed community, whereby the percent cover of all species within the plot is
estimated (based on above-ground live biomass). Locations of areas and the delineations which
res lted from this are identified in Figure 1.

Each vegetation species identified within a 2 x 2 m vegetation plot is allocated to a prescribed
category based on its degree of affinity for water, as described by Clarkson (2013). These
categories are:

. OBL.: Obligate. Almost always is a hydrophyte, rarely in uplands (estimated
probability >99% occurrence in wetlands)

. FACW: Facultative Wetland. Usually is a hydrophyte but occasionally found in
uplands (estimated probability 67-99% occurrence in wetlands)
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. FAC: Facultative. Commonly occurs as either a hydrophyte or non-hydrophyte
(estimated probability 34—66% occurrence in wetlands)

. FACU: Facultative Upland. Occasionally is a hydrophyte but usually occurs in
uplands (estimated probability 1-33% occurrence in wetlands)

. UPL.: Obligate Upland. Rarely is a hydrophyte, almost always in uplands
(estimated probability <1% occurrence in wetlands)

These categories, in conjunction with percent cover estimates from each plot, feed into the
resulting Pasture Test, Dominance Index and Prevalence Index results:

Pasture Test

A Pasture Test considers that if a plot is more than 50% covered in pasture species -it is = ot
considered a “natural wetland”, irrespective of the Prevalence/Dominance ou comes, and no
further testing is required, as the area meets the natural wetland exclusion defin ion. It'is noted
that ‘pasture’ is currently undefined, but the draft exposure of the NPS FM provides a restricted
list of species which are likely to be the only species considered to be ‘pa ture’ o ce the draft
exposure changes are made, and those have been used in this report

Dominance Index

This test ascertains the “dominant” species following a 50/20. ule, whereby all species are
ranked according to their percentage cover, and the hig est covering species are sequentially
selected until cumulative coverage exceeds 50%. Any oth r species which comprise at least
20% coverage are also selected. If more than 50% of the dominant species are OBL, FACW, or
FAC species, then the “Dominance Test” th eshol is met and the area is considered a natural
wetland. However, if there is a large FAC spe ies pres nce, a Natural Wetland status is
assigned with caution. In such a case, hyd ic soi inicators are used using guidance from the
hydric soils guide (Fraser et al., 20 8) followed by a Prevalence Test (described below) if
further ambiguity is present.

Hydric soils

Hydric soils are considered in ambiguous scenarios, whereby soil is observed to a depth and
features typical of hydric soils (e.g iron mottling, peat, gleying) are noted to aid with wetland
determination.

Prevalence Index

Using the vegetation plot percent cover data, a Prevalence Index Score is calculated for each
plot Ma hema cally, this score must fall between 1 and 5, with 1 indicating entirely wetland
species (OBL), nd 5 indicating entirely upland species (UPL). A score below 3 is indicative of a
w.tland/hyd ophilic community, though Clarkson (2013) cautions that a score between 2.5 and
3.5 not reliable for determining a hydrophilic community on vegetation measures alone.
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Appendix 2 — Policy 23 criteria from the GWRC
operative RPS

District and regional plans shall identify and evaluate indigenous ecosystems and habitats with
significant indigenous biodiversity values; these ecosystems and habitats will be considered
significant if they meet one or more of the following [ecological] criteria.

Representativeness: the ecosystems or habitats that are typical and characteris ¢
examples of the full range of the original or current natural diversity of e osystem and
habitat types in a district or in the region, and:
(i) are no longer commonplace (less than about 30% rem ining); r
(i) are poorly represented in existing protected areas (less than about 20% legally
protected).
(b) Rarity: the ecosystem or habitat has biological or physical features that are scarce or
threatened in a local, regional or national contex . This can include individual species,
rare and distinctive biological communities and p y ical features that are unusual or
rare.
(c) Diversity: the ecosystem or habit t has a natural diversity of ecological units,
ecosystems, species and phys cal features within an area.
(d) Ecological context of an area: the ecosystem or habitat:
(i) enhanc s connec ivity or otherwise buffers representative, rare or diverse
indigen us ecosystems and habitats; or

(i) pr vides seasonal or core habitat for protected or threatened indigenous species.

Appendix 2 — Policy 23 criteria from the GWRC operative RPS
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Appendix 3 — Policy 11 NZCPS (2010)

To protect indigenous biological diversity in the coastal environment

a. avoid adverse effects of activities on:

i. indigenous taxa4 that are listed as threateneds or at
risk in the New Zealand Threat Classification System
lists;

ii. taxa that are listed by the International Union for
Conservation of Nature and Natural.Resources as
threatened;

iii. indigenous ecosystems and vegetation types that are
threatened in the coastalenvironment, or are
naturally rares;

iv. habitats of indigenous species where the species are
at the limit of their natural range, or are naturally rare;

v. areas containing nationally significant examples of
indigenous community.types; and

vi. areas set aside for full or partial protection of
indigenous-biological diversity under other legislation;
and

b. avoid significant adverse effects and avoid, remedy or mitigate
other adverse effects of activities on:

i areas of predominantly indigenous vegetation in the
coa tal environment;

ii. “whabitats in the coastal environment that are important
during the vulnerable life stages of indigenous
species;

lii. indigenous ecosystems and habitats that are only
found in the coastal environment and are particularly
vulnerable to modification, including estuaries,
lagoons, coastal wetlands, dunelands, intertidal
zones, rocky reef systems, eelgrass and saltmarsh;

iv. habitats of indigenous species in the coastal
environment that are important for recreational,
commercial, traditional or cultural purposes;

v. habitats, including areas and routes, important to
migratory species; and

Appendix 3 — Policy 11 NZCPS (2010)
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vi. ecological corridors, and areas important for linking or
maintaining biological values identified under this

policy.
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Assessment of the Porirua
WWTP wastewater discharge
against the wetland
regulations of NES-F and
related objectives and
policies

‘ Wel Iington Resource consent application to discharge within 100m of a
natural wetland
Water



@ Stantec Memo

To: Ezekiel Hudspith From: Richard Peterson
Dentons Kensington Swan Wellington

Project/File: Porirua WWTP Resource Consent Date: 10 October 2022
Application

Reference: Assessment of the Porirua WWTP wastewater discharge against the wetland
regulations of NES-F and related objectives and policies

Summary of NES-F assessment included in attachments

Attachment A to this memo includes my assessment against regulations 46, 47 and 55 of the National
Environmental Standards for Freshwater (NES-F). In this assessment | h ve conclude , taking a
conservative approach with regard to regulations 55(3)(e) and 55 (10), that e discharge of treated
wastewater from the outfall at Rukutane Point requires resource consent unde r gulation 47(3) of the
NES-F as a restricted discretionary activity.

The matters to which discretion is restricted for this resource con ent app cation are set out in
regulation 56 of the NES-F. | comment on each of these matter i Appendix B to this memo. In
summary | consider that these matters of discretion are ade uately addressed in the assessment
prepared by Dr Keesing and the material previousl  submitted in support of the application, or are
otherwise not relevant to the particulars of this application.

In Attachment C to this memo, | assess the ddit nal obj ctives and policies in the NZ Coastal Policy
Statement, NPS-FM, and pNRP relevant to the potenti | effects of the discharge on the natural wetland,
and which had not previously been addressed n the application or my hearing evidence. Relying on Dr
Keesing’s technical assessment | ¢ nclude that the discharge is consistent with the relevant ‘wetland’
provisions.

This memo and attachments refe to, and should be read together with, the report dated 30 August
2022 prepared by Dr Keesing.

Consideration of poten ial dditional pNRP consent triggers

For completeness < have considered whether the existence of the wetland triggers any further consent
requir-ment under the pNRP. | do not consider this to be the case.

Rule R65" prov des for all wastewater discharges into coastal water, including where the receiving

e viro ment ( oastal water) includes a site of significance. Consent has been sought in relation to this
rul . While Rule R93 relates to discharges to sites of significance, the rule excludes those discharges
provid dfor under other rules (such as Rule R65) and also does not capture discharges to Schedule F5
sites. Mr Keesing has identified that it is Schedule F5 that applies to the wetland.

" previously numbered R61



10 October 2022
Ezekiel Hudspith
Page 2 of 27

Reference: Assessment of the wastewater discharge against the wetland regulations of NES-F and related objectives and
policies

Finally, | note that Rule R235, within pNRP ‘Section 5.6 — Coastal Management’, relates to ‘destruction,
damage, disturbance or deposition inside sites of the significance’. Given:

1. the structure of the pNRP, with a specific discharge rule section (i.e. section 5.2), and

2. the general premise that the provision that is more specific to the activity applies

| do not consider that this rule applies to the proposed discharge.

Regards,

Stantec New Zealand

Richard Peterson
Senior Principal Planner



@ Stantec Memo

Attachment A: Assessment against the wetland regulations of NES-F

NES-F clause Assessment

46 Permitted activities | consider that the d charge falls within the meaning of a
(1) Vegetation clearance within, or within a 10 m setback from, a natural | ‘discharge of water’ un er he NES-F.
wetland is a permitted activity if it—

(a) is for the purpose of maintaining or operating specified lunde st ndt atth discharge occurs ‘within a 100 m setback
infrastructure or other infrastructure; and from a na ural w land’. The wetland in question appears to be
(b) complies with the conditions. part y within the CMA, but | do not consider that changes the

(2) Earthworks or land disturbance within, or within a 10 m setback from, | applica ion of the NES regulations.
a natural wetland is a permitted activity if it—
(a) is for the purpose of maintaining or operating specified The discharge is for the purpose of operating specified

infrastructure or other infrastructure; and inf astructure.
(b) complies with the conditions.

(3) The taking, use, damming, diversion, or discharge of wate within or | Therefore, the discharge may be a permitted activity under the
within a 100 m setback from, a natural wetland is a permitted acti ity | NES-F, subject to compliance with the specified conditions. |
if it— assess the specified conditions in the following rows of this table.
(a) is for the purpose of maintaining or operating specified

infrastructure or other infrastructure; and
(b) complies with the conditions.

(4) the conditions are that -

(a) the activity must comply with the general ondit ons on natural | assess the discharge against the general conditions in regulation
wetland activities in regulation 55 (but egulation 55(2), (3)(b) to (d), | 55 below.
and (5) do not apply if the activity i for the purpose of maintaining or
operating hydro-electric ty infra tru ture); and
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Reference: Assessment of the wastewater discharge against the wetland regulations of NES-F and related objectives and policies

NES-F clause

Assessment

(b) the activity must not be for the purpose of increasing the size of the
specified infrastructure or other infrastructure; and

The discharge is not for the purpose of increasing the size of the
specified infrastructure.

(c) the activity must not result in the formation of new pathways,
boardwalks, or other accessways; and

The discharge will not result n the formation of new pathways,
boardwalks or oth r accessway .

(d) if the activity is vegetation clearance, earthworks, or land
disturbance, the activity must not occur over more than 500 m2 or
10% of the area of the natural wetland, whichever is smaller; and

The activity d es noti volv vegetation clearance, earthworks,
or land disturban e, and herefore this clause does not apply.

(e) if the activity is earthworks or land disturbance,—
(i) trenches dug (for example, to maintain pipes) must be backfilled
and compacted no later than 48 hours after being dug; and
(ii) the activity must not result in drains being deeper, relative to the
natural wetland’s water level, than they were before the activity.

The activi y doe n tinvolve earthworks or land disturbance, and
therefor thi clause does not apply.

55 General conditions on natural wetland activities

(1) This regulation applies if a regulation in this subpart refers to the
compliance of an activity with the general conditions in his
regulation.

C ause 46 (4) (a) requires compliance with the general conditions
in clause 55.

(2) If this regulation applies in relation to a permitted activity the 1 or

more persons responsible for undertaking the ct ity must, at least

10 working days before starting the activity, provide he relevant

regional council with the following information in writing:

(a) a description of the activity to be u dertaken and

(b) a description of, and map showing, where the activity will be
undertaken; and

(c) astatement of when the activ ty will start and when it is
expected to end; and

In relation to an existing activity that is being re-consented, as in
this case, | consider that the reasonable interpretation of the
phrase ‘before starting the activity’ is before the commencement
of the new consent.

| consider that information required by sub-clause (2) was
provided to the regional council in the application submitted in
April 2020 or, to the extent that it was not, has now been
provided in Dr Keesing’s report. Therefore, this sub-clause has
been met.
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Reference: Assessment of the wastewater discharge against the wetland regulations of NES-F and related objectives and policies

NES-F clause

Assessment

(d) a description of the extent of the activity; and
(e) their contact details.

(3) The general conditions relating to water quality and movement are as
follows:

(a) the activity must not result in the discharge of a contaminant if the
receiving environment includes any natural wetland in which the
contaminant, after reasonable mixing, causes, or may cause, 1 or
more of the following effects:

(i) the production of conspicuous oil or grease films, scums or
foams, or floatable or suspended materials:

(ii) a conspicuous change in colour or visual clarity:

(iii) an emission of objectionable odour:

(iv) the contamination of freshwater to the extent that it is not
suitable for farm animals to drink:

(v) adverse effects on aquatic life that are more th n mino ; and

The assessment f om Dr eesing does not identify the potential
for any of th dverse effects identified in sub-clause (3) (a) to
arise from the d scharge at the location of the wetland. Dr

Ke sing ludes that there will be no adverse effects on the
wetla d because of the discharge.

However notwithstanding the conclusion with regard to these
effects, | note that the wetland is within the currently proposed
200 m zone of reasonable mixing for the discharge?. Therefore,
even if the effects in sub-clauses (i) to (v) were to occur within
the wetland as a result of the discharge, the discharge would still
comply with clause (a). | therefore consider that the discharge
complies with this general condition.

(b) the activity must not increase the level of flood wate that would, in
any flood event (regardless of probability), inundate all or any part of
the 1% AEP floodplain (but see subclause (4)); and

The discharge will not increase the level of flood waters.

2] note that the size of the reasona le m ing zone is the subject of on-going expert conferencing and an eventual decision from the hearing

panel. The wetland is approximately 70 m from the outfall.
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Reference: Assessment of the wastewater discharge against the wetland regulations of NES-F and related objectives and policies

NES-F clause

Assessment

(c) the activity must not alter the natural movement of water into,
within, or from any natural wetland (but see subclause (5)); and

The natural movement of water into he wetland, either from
wave action or tidal moveme t, or surface or ground water
movement from the landwa d sid  of the wetland will not be
altered by the disc arge.

(d) the activity must not involve taking or discharging water to or from
any natural wetland (but see subclause (5)); and

The discha ge ist the CMA within a 100 m setback from the
natural wetland but is not directly to the natural wetland; any
treated w stew te from the discharge that may reach the
we land will be carried there by the wave action or tidal
movement, not the discharge itself.

Accordingly, | consider the discharge complies with this
condition.

(e) debris and sediment must not—
(i) be placed within a setback of 10 m from any natural wetland; or
(ii) be allowed to enter any natural wetland.

With respect to sub-clause (e) (i), the discharge does not ‘place’
debris or sediment within a 10 m setback from the natural
wetland.

With respect to whether sediment from the discharge enters the
natural wetland, Dr Keesing has concluded that any such events
are likely to be rare and of such low quantity that ‘a sediment
discharge from the wastewater to wetland should be considered
as never occurring’.

| am aware that the Ministry for the Environment has stated that
it was the intent of subclause 55 (3) (e) to regulate the
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Reference: Assessment of the wastewater discharge against the wetland regulations of NES-F and related objectives and policies

NES-F clause

Assessment

placement of sediment in proximity t a wetland, not to regulate
the incidental sediment effects arising from other activities. |
understand that these other effects of sediment were intended
to be regulated un er clause 55 (3) (a), already discussed. The
Ministry has p opose redra ting sub-clause (e) to clarify this
point®, however a yet this change has not come into effect.

| consider that applying a literal (and conservative)

int rpret tion of the current wording means that any discharge
of sed ment, even one that is ‘rare and of such low quantity’ as
Mr Kees ng has characterised the proposed discharge to likely
be, is not consistent with (e) (ii) and therefore the activity does
not meet the requirements for a permitted activity.

(4) Subclause (3)(b) does not apply if the person undertaking the
activity—

aflood in all or any part of the 1% AEP floodplain; or
(b) has—

(a) owns or controls the only land or structures that would b  affected by

(i) obtained written consent to undertaking the activity from each
person who owns or controls the land or struc ures that would be
affected by a flood in all or part of the 1% AEP loodplain, after

The criteria (i.e. clauses 4 (a) and (b)) for the exemption from
clause (3) (b) are not met. However as above | consider that
clause 3(b) would be complied with in any event, if it applies.

3 Ministry for the Environment. 2022. M naging our wetlands: Policy rationale for exposure draft amendments 2022. Wellington: Ministry for the

Environment.
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Reference: Assessment of the wastewater discharge against the wetland regulations of NES-F and related objectives and policies

NES-F clause

Assessment

informing them of the expected increase in the level of flood
waters; and

(ii) satisfied the relevant regional council that they have complied
with subparagraph (i).

(5) Despite subclause (3)(c) and (d), the temporary taking, use, damming,
or diversion of water around a work site, or discharges of water into
the water around a work site, may be undertaken if the following
conditions are complied with:

(a) the activity must be undertaken during a period when there is a
low risk of flooding; and

(b) the activity must be undertaken only for as long as necessary to
achieve its purpose; and

(c) before the activity starts, a record must be made (for example, by
taking photographs) of the original condition of any affected
natural wetland’s bed profile and hydrological regime that is
sufficiently detailed to enable compliance with paragraph (d) to be
verified; and

(d) the bed profile and hydrological regime of the natural w tland
must be returned to their original condition no la er than 14 days
after the start of the activity; and

(e) if the activity is damming, the dam must be no higher than 600
mm; and

() if the activity is a diversion tha u es a pump, a fish screen with
mesh spacing no greater than 3 mm mu t be used on the intake.

| consider tha this cla se does not apply to the activity as it is
not a discharge of water nto water around a work site.
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NES-F clause

Assessment

(6) In subclauses (3) and (4), 1% AEP floodplain means the area that
would be inundated in a flood event of a size that has a 1% or greater
probability of occurring in any one year.

| consider this clause is no relevant t this discharge.

(7) The general condition relating to earth stability and drainage is that

the activity must not create or contribute to—

(a) the instability or subsidence of a slope or another land surface; or

(b) the erosion of the bed or bank of any natural wetland; or

(c) a change in the points at which water flows into or out of any
natural wetland; or

(d) a constriction on the flow of water within, into, or out of any
natural wetland; or

(e) the flooding or overland flow of water within, or flowing into or
out of, any natural wetland.

Taking account of Dr Keesing’s assessment, | consider the
discharge will not crea e or ontribute to any of the factors listed
in clause (7).

(8) The general conditions on earthworks, land disturbance, and
vegetation clearance are as follows:

(a) during and after the activity, erosion and sediment control
measures must be applied and maintained at the site of the
activity to minimise adverse effects of sedimen on natural
wetlands; and

(b) the measures must include stabilising or containing soil that is
exposed or disturbed by the activity s soon as practicable after
the activity ends; and

(c) the measures referred to in paragraph (b) must remain in place
until vegetation covers more than 80% f the site; and

The activity does not involve earthworks, land disturbance, or
vegetation clearance.
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Reference: Assessment of the wastewater discharge against the wetland regulations of NES-F and related objectives and policies

NES-F clause

Assessment

(d) if the activity is vegetation clearance, it must not result in earth
remaining bare for longer than 3 months.

(9) The general conditions relating to vegetation and bird and fish
habitats are as follows:

(a) only indigenous species that are appropriate to a natural wetland
(given the location and type of the natural wetland) may be
planted init; and

(b) the activity must not result in the smothering of indigenous
vegetation by debris and sediment; and

(c) the activity must not disturb the roosting or nesting of indigenous
birds during their breeding season; and

(d) the activity must not disturb an area that is listed in a regional
plan or water conservation order as a habitat for threatened
indigenous fish; and

(e) the activity must not, during a spawning season, disturb an a ea
that is listed in a regional plan or water conservati n orde as a
fish spawning area.

Taking account of Dr Keesing s assessment, | consider that the
activity is consisten with this clause.

(10) The general condition relating to historic heritag is that the activity
must not destroy, damage, or modify a site that is protected by an
enactment because of the site’s histori heritage (including, to avoid
doubt, because of its significance to Maori), exc pt in accordance
with that enactment.

(11) In subclause (10), enactment includes any kind of instrument made
under an enactment.

In assessing this clause, | have taken advice from staff at Te
Rinanga o Tao Rangatira. | understand that Ngati Toa consider
the wetland to be an element of the wider Te Moana o Raukawa
setting. Te Moana o Raukawa (Cook Strait) is identified as a
Taonga Nui a Kiwa under the pNRP and is also identified as a
‘Coastal statutory area’ under the Ngati Toa Rangatira Claims
Settlement Act 2014 (‘the Settlement Act’).
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NES-F clause

Assessment

Arguably the pNRP provisions relating to Nga Taonga Nui a Kiwi
and the Settlement Act p ovi e for the protection of Raukawa
Moana, although | note neit er th  pNRP provisions or the
Settlement Act exp icitly use this term.

It is evident from the ssessment provided by Ngati Toa as part
of the application and at he hearing that the values of
significance of e Moana o Raukawa have been and will continue
to be mod fied r damaged by the discharge. Therefore, a

co serva ve interpretation could conclude that the discharge
does ot comply with sub-clause (10).

| also note that subclause (10) provides an exception to activities
that are ‘in accordance with the enactment’. | am unclear what

this phrase means with respect to an activity for which resource

consent is obtained under regional plan rules.

Finally, | note that because the need for resource consent has
already been triggered under sub-clause 3 (e) and that the range
of permitted activity conditions not complied with has no
bearing on the matters of discretion for the resource consent,
this is an academic consideration in this particular case.

(12) The general conditions on the u e f vehicles, machinery,
equipment, and materials are as follows:

The activity does not involve the use of vehicles, machinery,
equipment and materials within the natural wetland.
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NES-F clause

Assessment

(a) machinery, vehicles, and equipment used for the activity must be
cleaned before entering any natural wetland (to avoid introducing
pests, unwanted organisms, or exotic plants); and

(b) machinery that is used for the activity must sit outside a natural
wetland, unless it is necessary for the machinery to enter the
natural wetland to achieve the purpose of the activity; and

(c) if machinery or vehicles enter any natural wetland, they must be
modified or supported to prevent them from damaging the natural
wetland (for example, by widening the tracks of track-driven
vehicles or using platforms for machinery to sit on); and

(d) the mixing of construction materials, and the refuelling and
maintenance of vehicles, machinery, and equipment, must be
done outside a 10 m setback from any natural wetland.

(13) The other general conditions are as follows:

(a) the activity must be undertaken only to the ext nt nec ssa y to
achieve its purpose; and

(b) the activity must not involve the use of fi e or explosi es; and

(c) if there is existing public access to a natural w tland, the
activity must not prevent the public from continu ng to access
the natural wetland (unless thati required to protect the
health and safety of the public or t e persons undertaking the
activity); and

(d) no later than 5 days after th  activity ends,—

With respect to these sub-clauses | note that:

e The activity (discharge) is for the purpose of operating
specified infrastructure and will only be undertaken to
the extent necessary for this purpose

e The activity does not involve the use of fire or explosives

e The activity does not prevent access to the wetland, if it
currently occurs

e Sub-clause (d) is not relevant to this activity.

Given these points | consider that the activity complies with sub-
clause (13).
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Assessment of the wastewater discharge against the wetland regulations of NES-F and related objectives and policies

NES-F clause

Assessment

(i) debris, materials, and equipment relating to the activity
must be removed from the site; and
(i) the site must be free from litter.

Based on the assessm nt above, | consider that the discharge
does not meet all genera conditions in regulation 55 and
therefore m s be assessed against regulation 47.

47 Restricted discretionary activities
(1) Vegetation clearance within, or within a 10 m setback from, a natural
wetland is a restricted discretionary activity if it—
(a) is for the purpose of maintaining or operating specified
infrastructure or other infrastructure; and
(b) does not comply with any of the conditions in regulation 46( )
(2) Earthworks or land disturbance within, or within a 10 m setbac from,
a natural wetland is a restricted discretionary activity if it—
(a) is for the purpose of maintaining or operating sp cified
infrastructure or other infrastructure; and
(b) does not comply with any of the condition i regulation 46(4).
(3) The taking, use, damming, diversion, or discharge of water within, or
within a 100 m setback from, a natural wetland is a rest icted
discretionary activity if it—
(a) is for the purpose of maintaining or operating pecified
infrastructure or other infrast uc ure; and

As noted

e | consider that the discharge falls within the meaning of a
discharge of water’ under the NES-F.

e | understand that the discharge occurs ‘within a 100 m
setback from a natural wetland’.

o The discharge is for the purpose of operating specified
infrastructure, but as established above it does not
comply with all conditions in regulation 46 (4).

Further, the discharge is not for the purpose of maintaining or
operating hydro-electricity infrastructure. Therefore, the
discharge is potentially a restricted discretionary activity under
the NES-F, subject to compliance with the conditions in subclause

(5).

| assess the conditions from subclause (5) in the following rows
of this table.
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Assessment of the wastewater discharge against the wetland regulations of NES-F and related objectives and policies

NES-F clause Assessment
(b) does not comply with any of the conditions in regulation 46(4),
but does comply with the conditions in subclause (5) of this
regulation.
(4) However, the conditions in subclause (5) of this regulation do not
apply if the activity is for the purpose of maintaining or operating
hydro-electricity infrastructure.
Conditions
(5) The conditions are that—
(a) the activity must be undertaken only for as long as necessary to Th purp  of the discharge is the on-going operation of the

achieve its purpose; and

wastewater treatment plant and outfall. Given that the purpose
of the discharge is on-going, | consider that a continued
discharge is necessary to achieve its purpose. | therefore
consider that the proposal meets this condition.

(b) before the activity starts, a record must be made (for example, by
taking photographs) of the original condition of the na ural w tland’s
bed profile and hydrological regime that is sufficiently de ailed to
enable compliance with paragraph (c) to be ver fi d; and

For the purposes of this sub-clause and sub-clause (c), | consider
that:

e The meaning of phrases ‘before the activity starts’ and
‘the start of the activity’ is the commencement of the
replacement consent.

e The meaning of ‘original condition’ is the condition as it
would exist without the continuation of the discharge

Dr Keesing's report includes photographs and a written
description of the bed profile and hydrological regime of the
wetland. | consider that this ‘record’ is ‘sufficiently detailed’

Y
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NES-F clause Assessment

given that Dr Keesing con ludes that he discharge will have no
adverse effects on the we land. In other words, | consider that
the detail of the record prov ded by Dr Keesing appropriately
corresponds with t e scale and significance of the effects that
the discharge may ha e on the bed profile and hydrological
regime of the wet and.

(c) the bed profile and hydrological regime of the natural wetland must | understand from Dr Keesing’s assessment that the discharge
be returned to their original condition no later than 30 days after the | do s not mpact on the bed profile or hydrological regime of the
start of the activity. natur wetland. These elements of the wetland are driven by

the wave and tidal action of the ocean and run-off or
groundwater from the wetlands landward edge. | therefore
consider that the bed profile and hydrological regime of the
natural wetland meets the ‘original condition’ and will continue
to meet the original condition while the discharge continues (or
at least, that any changes from the ‘original condition’ over time
will not be due to the outfall discharge, as compared with other
factors). |therefore consider that the discharge complies with
this condition.

It is my overall conclusion that the discharge of wastewater is a restricted discretionary activity under regulation 47 (3) of the NES for
Freshwater. This is based on my assessment, adopting a conservative approach, that the discharge does not comply with the general conditions
in sub-clauses 55 (3) (e) and 55 (10).
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Appendix B: Matters to which discretion is restricted under Regulation 56

Regulation 47 (7) restricts the discretion of a consent authority considering an application under Regulation 47 to the matters set out in regulation
56. These matters of discretion apply regardless of what the original ‘trigger’ for restricted discretionary activity tatus might have been. The
following table identifies those matters and provides commentary in relation to each.

Sub-clause Commentary

Dr Keesing s a sessmen evaluates the extent to which the activity
(the di charg of wastewater) may have adverse effects on the
natural w land. Itis his assessment that there will be no adverse

a) the extent to which the nature, scale, timing, intensity, and
location of the activity may have adverse effects on—

(i) the existing and potential values of the natural wetland, its ffects beca se of where the discharge is located relative to the
catchment, and the coastal environment; and wetland and because of how much and how often the discharge

(ii) the extent of the natural wetland; and goimes jjto contact with the wetland.

(iii) the seasonal and annual hydrological regime of the natural

The effect of the discharge on the wider coastal environment,

including its value to Ngati Toa Rangatira®, is addressed in the

(iv) the passage of fish in the natural wetland or nothe water application lodged in April 2020 and in the evidence of various
body: experts at the hearing in June 2022. | provided a summary of the

adverse effects of the discharge in paragraphs 10.2 and 10.3 of my

evidence in chief.

wetland; and

41 note in correspondence, staf at Te Rinanga o Toa Rangatira have confirmed that the CIA and evidence already provided covers the effects of
the WWTP discharge on the wetland f atu e as part of the wider landscape.
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Sub-clause

Commentary

(b) whether there are practicable alternatives to undertaking the
activity that would avoid those adverse effects

A full assessment of alternatives was included in the application
lodged in April 2020. While the wetland was not considered in the
alternatives assessment, as Dr K esing has concluded that the
discharge has no effect on it, its presence near the outfall would not,
in my view, have hanged he option selected through the
alternatives assessment proc ss.

(c) the extent to which those adverse effects will be managed to
avoid the loss of the extent of the natural wetland and its
values:

Dr Kees ng ha concluded that the discharge will have no adverse
effects on the wetland. Given this, it is my view that no specific
effects management mechanisms are therefore required.

(d) other measures to minimise or remedy those adverse effects

Dr Ke sing has concluded that the discharge will have no adverse
effects on the wetland. Given this, it is my view that no measures
are therefore required to minimise or remedy adverse effects.

(e) how any of those adverse effects that are mor than min r may
be offset or compensated for if they cannot be avoided,
minimised, or remedied:

Dr Keesing has concluded that the discharge will have no adverse
effects on the wetland. Given this, it is my view that there is
therefore no need to offset or compensate for adverse effects.

(f) the risk of flooding upstream or downs ream of he natural
wetland, and the measures to a oid, minimise, or remedy that
risk:

There is no risk of flooding upstream or downstream of the wetland
as a result of the discharge (if at all).
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Sub-clause

Commentary

(g) the social, economic, environmental, and cultural benefits (if
any) that are likely to result from the proposed activity
(including the extent to which the activity may protect,
maintain, or enhance ecosystems).

The benefits of the proposed activity are set out in section 5.2 of the
application lodged in April 2020
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Reference: Assessment of the wastewater discharge against the wetland regulations of NES-F and related objectives and policies

Appendix C: Wetland Objectives and Policies

The following table provides an assessment against relevant wetland objectives and policies.
relevant to the application, | have not repeated my assessment from my hearing evidence.

Where part of a provision relates to other matters

Relevant Provision

Asse sment

a.

b.

New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement
Policy 11
To protect indigenous biological diversity in the coastal environment:

avoid adverse effects of activities on:

I.

iii.

Vi.

indigenous taxa that are listed as threatened or at risk in th  New Zealand
Threat Classification System lists;

taxa that are listed by the International Union for Conserv tion of N ture and
Natural Resources as threatened;

indigenous ecosystems and vegetation types th t are threatened in the
coastal environment, or are naturally rare;

habitats of indigenous species where the pecies are at the limit of their
natural range, or are naturally rare;

areas containing nationally significant examples of indigenous community
types; and

areas set aside for full or partia protection of indigenous biological diversity
under other legislation; and

avoid significant adverse effects and avoid, remedy or mitigate other adverse effects
of activities on:

i

areas of predom nan ly ind genous vegetation in the coastal environment;

Dr Ke sing’s assessment identifies that the

we land falls under Policy 11(a) and 11(b). The
most stringent requirement in this policy is to
‘avoid’ adverse effects on the values identified in
11(a).

Dr Keesing’s assessment concludes that the
discharge will have no adverse effects on the
wetland. | therefore consider that the proposal
is consistent with Policy 11 of the NZCPS.
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Assessment of the wastewater discharge against the wetland regulations of NES-F and related objectives and policies

fi.

V.
Vi.

habitats in the coastal environment that are important during the vulnerable
life stages of indigenous species;

indigenous ecosystems and habitats that are only found in the coastal
environment and are particularly vulnerable to modification, including
estuaries, lagoons, coastal wetlands, dunelands, intertidal zones, rocky reef
systems, eelgrass and saltmarsh;

habitats of indigenous species in the coastal environment that are important
for recreational, commercial, traditional or cultural purposes;

habitats, including areas and routes, important to migratory species; and
ecological corridors, and areas important for linking or maintaining
biological values identified under this policy.

Policy 6

National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management?®

There is no further loss of extent of natural inland wetlands, their val es are protected
and their restoration is promoted.

Dr Keesing’s assessment concludes that the
discharge will have no adverse effects on the
wetland. | therefore consider that the discharge
is consistent with this policy (insofar as the
wetland is a ‘natural inland wetland’; Dr
Keesing’s assessment identifies that
approximately 50% of the wetland may be
located below mean high water springs so would
not fall within this definition).

Natural Resources Plan — Appeals Version Final 2022

Objective 014

The natural character of the coastal marine area, nat ral wetlands, and rivers, lakes and
their margins is preserved and protected from inappr priate use and development.

Dr Keesing’s assessment identifies that:
e The wetland is a natural wetland

5| have not directly addressed clause 3.22 as | consider that its requirements are integrated into the pNRP, in particular through Policy P110.
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Assessment of the wastewater discharge against the wetland regulations of NES-F and related objectives and policies

Objective 019
Biodiversity, aquatic ecosystem health and mahinga kai in fresh water bodies and the

coastal marine area are safeguarded such that ...

Note: Table 3.7 sets specific objectives for natural wetlands and Table 3.8 sets
requirements for coastal waters.

Objective 022
The extent of natural wetlands is maintained or increased, their values are protected and

their condition is restored. Where the values relate to biodiversity, aquatic ecosys em
health and mahinga kai, restoration is to a healthy functioning state as defined by Ta
3.7.

Policy P30
Manage the adverse effects of use and development on biodiversity aqu tic - cosystem

health and mahinga kai to:

Hydrology

(a) maintain or where practicable restore natural fl w characte istics and hydrodynamic
processes, and the natural pattern and range of water le el fluctuations in rivers, lakes
and natural wetlands, and

Water quality
(b) maintain or improve water quality in-luding to assist with achieving the objectives in
Tables 3.4, 3.5, 3.6, 3.7 and 3.8 of Obj ctive 019, and

The wetland is a oastal saline wetland
and salt mar h community (Schedule
F5 of pNRP)

The wetland has been present under a
rang of contaminant concentrations and
is currently healthy

The discharge will not adversely affect
the wetland.

Ba ed on Dr Keesing’s assessment | consider that
it can be determined that the discharge has not
and in the future will not:

prevent the preservation or protection of
the wetland

prevent the wetland’s biodiversity and
ecosystem health from being
safeguarded

adversely affect the extent or values of
the wetland

impact hydrodynamic processes or water
levels within the wetland.

For these reasons | consider that the discharge is
consistent with the relevant ‘wetland’ provisions
in the pNRP (as reproduced in the left-hand
column of this table).
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Aquatic habitat diversity and quality
(c) maintain or where practicable restore aquatic habitat diversity and quality, including:
(i) the form, frequency and pattern of pools, runs, and riffles in
rivers, and
(ii) the natural form of rivers, lakes, natural wetlands and the
coastal marine area, and
(d) where practicable restore the connections between fragmented aquatic habitats, and

Critical habitat for indigenous aquatic species and indigenous birds

(e) maintain or where practicable restore habitats that are important to the life ¢ cle and
survival of indigenous aquatic species and the habitats of indigenous birds in th coas |
marine area, natural wetlands and the beds of lakes and rivers and their margins t at are
used for breeding, roosting, feeding, and migration, and

Critical life cycle periods

(f) avoid, minimise or remedy adverse effects on aquatic species at times which will most
affect the breeding, spawning, and dispersal or migration of those species, including
timing the activity, or the adverse effects of the activity, t avoid time of the year when
adverse effects may be more significant, and

Riparian habitats
(g) maintain or where practicable restore rip rian habitats, and

Pests
(h) avoid the introduction, and restrict the spread, of aquatic pest plants and animals1.

Policy P31:

| also note that Pol cy P110 directs that the loss
of extent an values natural wetlands is to be
avoided e cept if the oss arises from, among
other things ~he operation of specified
infrastructur . Th refore, even if the discharge
we e to cause adverse effects on the wetland
these would not automatically need to be
avoided.
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Adverse effects on biodiversity, aquatic ecosystem health and mahinga kai shall be
managed by:

(a) in the first instance, activities that risk causing adverse effects on the values of a
Schedule F ecosystem or habitat, other than activities carried out in accordance with a
wetland restoration management plan, shall avoid these ecosystems and habitats. If the
ecosystem or habitat cannot be avoided, the adverse effects of activities shall be
managed by (b) to (g) below.

(b) avoiding adverse effects where practicable, and

(c) where adverse effects cannot be avoided, minimising them where practicable, and
(d) where adverse effects cannot be minimised, they are remedied, except as prov ded or
in (a) to (g), and

(e) where more than minor residual adverse effects cannot be avoided, minimised, or
remedied, biodiversity offsetting is provided where possible remain, and

(f) if biodiversity offsetting of more than minor residual adverse effec s is no  possible,
biodiversity compensation is provided, and

(g) the activity itself is avoided if biodiversity compensation cannot be undert ken in a
way that is appropriate as set out in Schedule G3, including Clause 2 of that Schedule.

In relation to activities within the beds of lakes, rivers- nd na ural wetlands, (e) to (g) only
apply to activities which meet the exceptions in Policy P110.

A precautionary approach shall be used whe  assessing the potential for
adverse effects on ecosystems and habitats with significant indigenous
biodiversity values identified in Schedule F.
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Policy P34
Activities in and adjacent to natural wetlands shall be managed to maintain and, where

appropriate, restore their condition and their values including:

(a) as habitat for indigenous flora and fauna, and

(b) for their significance to mana whenua, and

(c) for their role in the hydrological cycle including flood protection, and
(d) for nutrient attenuation and sediment trapping, and

(e) as a fisheries resource, and

(f) for recreation, and

(g) for education and scientific research.

Policy P38
To protect the indigenous biodiversity values, use and development with n the coastal
environment shall:

(a) avoid adverse effects on indigenous biodiversity values that meet the

criteria in Policy 11(a) of the New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement

(NZCPS) namely:
(i) indigenous taxa listed as threatened or at risk in t e NZ Threat
classification system lists or as threatened by he Intern tional Union for
Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources;
(i) indigenous ecosystems and veget tion types in the coastal
environment that are threatened o are naturally rare;
(iii) habitats of indigenous species where the ' pecies are at the
limit of their natural range, or a e naturally rare;
(iv) areas in the coastal environment ¢ ntaining nationally significant examples of
indigenous community
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types;
(v) areas set aside for full or partial protection of indigenous
biological diversity under other legislation; and

(b) avoid significant adverse effects, on indigenous biodiversity values that
meet the criteria in Policy 11(b) (i) — (vi) of the NZCPS, and

(c) manage non-significant adverse effects of activities on indigenous
biodiversity values that meet the criteria in Policy 11(b) of the NZCPS by:
(i) avoiding adverse effects where practicable, and
(ii) where adverse effects cannot be avoided, minimising them where
practicable, and
(iii) where adverse effects cannot be minimised they are remedied
where practicable, and
(iv) where residual adverse effects cannot be avoided, minimised or
remedied, biodiversity offsetting is provided where possible and
(v) if biodiversity offsetting of residual adverse effects is not possible,
the activity itself is avoided unless the activity is R gionally
Significant Infrastructure then biodiversity compensation is
provided, and
(vi) the activity itself is avoided if biodiversity compensation cannot be
undertaken in a way that is appropri te as set out i Schedule G3,
including Clause 2 of that schedule, and

(d) for all other sites within the coastal environment not meeting Policy 11(a) or (b) of the
NZCPS, manage significant adverse effects on digenous biodiversity values using the
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effects management hierarchy set out in (b) to (g) of Policy P32.

Policy P42:
Protect in accordance with Policy P31 and Policies P38-P41 and, where appropriate,

restore the following ecosystems and habitats with significant indigenous biodiversity
values:

(a)...

(b) ...

(c) natural wetlands, including the natural wetlands identified in Schedule F3 (identified
natural wetlands), and

(d) the ecosystems and habitat-types with significant indigenous biodiversity va ues in th
coastal marine area identified in Schedule F4 (coastal sites) and Schedule F5 (coast |
habitats).

Notes

All natural wetlands in the Wellington Region are considered to be ecosystem and
habitats with significant indigenous biodiversity values as they meet at least two of the
criteria listed in Policy 23 of the Regional Policy Statemen 2013 for identifying indigenous
ecosystems and habitats with significant indigenous biodiver ity values; being
representativeness and rarity.

Policy P110
The loss of extent and values of the beds of akes and ivers and natural wetlands,

including as a result of reclamation and drainage, is avoided except where:

(a) in a natural inland wetland:
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Reference: Assessment of the wastewater discharge against the wetland regulations of NES-F and related objectives and policies

(i) the loss of extent or values arises from any of the following:
1. the customary harvest of food or resources undertaken in accordance with
tikanga Madori, or
2. restoration activities, or
3. scientific research, or
4. the sustainable harvest of sphagnum moss, or
5. the construction or maintenance of wetland utility structures, or
6. the maintenance or operation of specified infrastructure, or other
infrastructure, or
7. natural hazard works, and
8. where the activity involves reclamation or drainage there are no other
practicable alternative methods of providing for the activity,

Or

(ii)..

(b ...

(c)...

Note

The effects of any activity that requires a re ource consent under this policy will be

managed through applying the effects management. ierarchy as set out in Policies P31,
P37, P38, or P48.






