Proposed change 1 to the regionai policy statement for the wellington region
Submitter : Hamish Grelg Mcdonald

Address: 88 Katherine Mansfield Drive

Email: hamishmedonald76@gmail.com

| wish to be heard in support of my submission at a hearing

Disclosure: | can NOT gain an advantage In trade through this submission

| alse have o seperate submission attached, part of the mangaroa peatliands
focus group which | fully support

I have lived here for 8 years with my wife and 2 young children, this is our
forever heme set in its own little slice of paradise

I find myself again disgusted the GWRC is ogoin attempting (¢ Impose
restrictions on our land because there maybe peul, after initially filing to
prove a nearby subdivision was a wetland in the environment court.

Also that it is done in o sneaky, devious back roem way hoping we wouldn't
find out untll It was tao late, We and the rest of affected londowners have had
no emails, no letters, no consultation. As landowners we should be their first
point of call.

My submission is the landowners must be consulted and involved before any
proposed changes are written up. This valley is 100% privately owned and 0%
publicly owned

Also in the recent environment court case for the nearby subdivision, the judge
clearly stated the people on the peationd should ba lefi to the quiet enjoyment

of their land, which simply can't happen with the constant stress, anxiety and
lack of sleep that GWRC is inflicting on us,
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I wish to be heard i support of my submission at a hearing.

Disclosures: | could gain an advantage in trade competition through this
submission: Yes © No O

The following is the submission I wish to make on the proposed change to the
Regional Policy Statement,

I authorise the Mangaroa Peatland Focus Group to present this subnuission on
my behalf.

Signﬂmm /’?z\—-\/’/"?:{ /

In preparing this submission the relevant text from the proposed plan change is
shown m black,

Observations are shown m red.

The decision that requested is shown in green
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Take adapiation nction to increase the resilience of our communities, the narural
and built environment to prepare for the changes that are already occurring and
those (hat are coming down the line. Critical to this 1s the need to protect and
restore natural ecosystems so they can continue to provide the important
services that ensure clean water and air, support indigenous biodiversity and
ultimately. pecple.

This clause sees the imtroduction af the concept of restoration, which is
tnadequately detined at the conclusion of the RPS. Bused on the past track
record of GWRC ecologints, the community does not trust GWREC with open
ended powers which an action concept of this nature would vive. There is no
argument againsl protecting thut which curtently exists, but fssue 15 taken s it
the cancept of retiming something 1o loosely defined prior ste

The commumty |5 increasimgly troubled by the council's apparent belef that it
lias the right, power and mandate to regulate masters more properly 1he demain
of eentral government. and 1o 1nore limits imposed by central poy ernment
whete the council disagress,

Recision requestad - remove the words and restare from this clagise

Poliey 18: Protecting and restoring aquatic ecological function health of water
bodies — regional plans

(@) there 15 no further loss of extent of natural inland wetlands and coastal

wetlands, their values are prolected. and their restoration is promoted.

When 1 comes to GWRC making statements relating (o wetlands and the
concepi of restoration. the Mangaras Peatlands community have svery reason to
be sceptical. [he document implies thal maturn) wetlands in the region wre
shrmking When in fact they have been expanding which poseés the quastion “losy
sinee when?" GWRC have o past ek record of taking punitive action against
both members of the communiry and the Upper Huit City Council. Theis
pelions ave heen reforved 1o ns draconinn by the Enyimmment Court and thet
th-considered cuse hus cost the ratepavers of the Wellington Region in excess of
ine milban dollars



We have on recortd Councillor Ros Comnelly informing the peatland communiry
that she was m favour of the pestland water table betne raised by over 2 metres
m order to restore the wetland and that she was m favowr of compensation being
paid to affected property Dwners

The peatluad is not now a migtural weiland and has not been o natiral wetland
since the late 1800%s and early 1900°s us conlirmed in evidence to the
Environment Court, which hearmg which was mitimted by GWRC. We consides
thut the phrase “and their restoration s promated” should be deleted Irom the
RPS as its presence will be lnterpreted by the eco factions within GWRE s
leense 1o proceed along extreme fines.

For the avoidance of doubt, the RPS should also acknowledge that it

raspects and obsarves the Environment Court's finding in
GWRC v Adams and ors that the land subjact 10 that degision was not
and 1s not a natural wetiand.

Decision requested - delete the phrase “and their restoration is
promoted™.

Policy 47; Managing effects on indigenous scosystems and habitats with
significant indigenous biodiversity values

(b) providing adequate buffering around areas of significant indizenous
ecosystems and habitats from other land uses

I'he entire concept of buflering has not been adequuely defined and there has
besn no consultation with commuriities that would be impacted, There has heen
no dlefinition as to the dimesusions af any buffer zone, no definition as to what
constities “adequate’ nor has there been any clear direction as to what activities
within the bufter woald be copstramed. Not only will there need 10 be effscuve
constlution with the landowner where the SNA s situated bt there would plse
tleed 1o be another layer of consulttion for those landowners within the bulfer
2ome. This concept lus not been thoruughly thatsh through and GWRE has
farled in its obhigation to consult,

To consult meaningfully, we need to undarstand mattars ke the
dimensions of any butfar zona, the scientific basis on which those
buffers are being drawn, what constitutes 'adequate’ and tha regtrictions
that might be imposed on activitias within tha buffer

To reiterate, before a buffer zone could be impasad thare would need to
be affective consultation with the landowner where the SNA is situated
ae well as consultation for landownsrs within the bufier zons

Decision mquesied — GWRC be required 1o clearly detine the concept of
butTertny, meliding oll relevant factors and rules that would apply to the buffer
zome, GWRC be required 10 undertahe extensive comimunity consiltation prior
(0 lssuing & cansultation document. Lt is not acceptable for GWRC to be left 1o
make up detniled regulations on the Ty,

—_———— —

Insert # new definition of nature-based solutions as follows; Nature-based
solutions

Examples include:

Reducing greenhouse gas emissions {climate change mitigation):

* planting forests to sequester carbon

* protecting peatland to refain carbon stores

GWRE must ¢learly state what 1t means by “protecting” peatland and exactly




what form that protection would take.

Fhe Mangaron peatland overlay encompasses over 75 individusl landownsss
and not one single ong has been consulted.

The community feels very strongly regarding the high-haided dpproach laken
by GWRC and the devious way it appears tir be trving to wain comrol of all
aspeety regarding the peatland

The inclusion of the refaranca to paatiand within & dafinition consttutas
an attempt 1o regulate by staalth, and flies In tha face of the Environment
Courl's expectation that paapie on the peatland would be left (0 the quiat
enjoymeant of thair land It smacks of bad faith regulation

The cemmunity is aware that GWRC officials have lang scught to limit
use of the psatland, first through weiland rules, than
using SNA rules and now. |t seems by citing it as a carbon sink,

Deciston requested - GWRC be instructed 10 cense and desiat in vet another
attempt 10 gain control over the Mangaros peatland. That the concept ol
“protecting pentland to retain carbon stores™ is struck out pending thorough and
extensive consulation with the commumity nod Upper Hun City Couneil.

That GWRC be required to formulate extensive rules rewurding the peatland and
the fmplications around and comipensation {or amy loss of use by lindowners.

| —— " — " — . . i i . . . et et

Restoration The active intervention and management of modified or degraded
habitats; ecosystems. lundforms and landscapes in order to reinstate mdigenous
nattural churnctcr, ecological and phwcal processes. and cultural and visual
qualities, 'l'he aim of restoration actions is 10 return the environment, 2ithey
whaolly or in part. 10 « desired former state, including reinstating the supporting
ecological processes,

The process of restaration as autlined (n tha dafinition 15 so wide
sweeping that it nesds 10 be redafinad, It should not be undertaken

without extensive community consullation and suppert

The parspective — whose desired former state It is — nesus 1o be
defined as does the ime at which that formar statz existed. Sonie
relerence (¢ axpert opinon neads to be includsd The assessment of
what 12 neaded o restora a habitat ¢ should not come down to the
subjctive opinion of a council official, given that GWRT has strongly
stated environmantal goals.

Balancing perspectives are nesded flom expert advisors and from
peopia direclly affectad in the local cammunity

The perspectives of paople Indirectly affectad may also be relevant but
should be glven lass weight than those direstly affected.

Decision requested - mserm a clause requining GWRC 10 snygage with the
community mnd only proceed once they have cotmunity approval in each case.

End of submisgion



