NRP PC1 Speaking Notes for Hearing Stream One
Introduction
Good morning. My name is Ami Coughlan, and I am speaking to the submission by Wellington Fish and Game council on the Greater Wellington Regional Council Proposed Plan Change 1 to the Natural Resources Plan.
Wellington Fish and Game is the statutory body established under the Conservation Act and responsible for the management of sports fish and game bird resources in the Wellington Fish and Game region. These statutory functions include the maintenance and enhancement of the habitat of sports fish and game; the rivers, lakes, streams, and wetlands within which sports fish, game birds, and many indigenous species thrive.
In discharging its statutory obligations, Wellington Fish and Game represents the interests of over 8000 license holders in the region. These recreational and food gathering pursuits are part of New Zealand’s historic and ongoing cultural heritage.
I wish to provide some context for amendments sought by Fish and Game to Proposed Change 1 and included in this Hearing Stream 1 as addressed in the Section 42A report and set out in the allocation of Provisions to Hearing Streams documentation.
Provision 5.4.4
Wellington Fish and Game support retaining the protections for trout spawning habitat in clause (f) as per the current NRP and as stated in section 7(h) of the RMA. 
Provision 5.4.8 Rule 151A
The reasoning given in the Section 32 report to grant existing permanent diversions of rivers over 10 years old to be allowed as a permitted activity is that after 10 years the affected waterbody has stabilised, and the requirement for re-consenting of these structures is expensive and can cause stress to the applicants. The report states approximately 75 diversons region wide would be captured by this new provision and gives a handful of examples.
Wellington Fish and Game appreciates the stress, time requirements, and financial burden of consent and reconsenting activity. It is also understood that many of these diversions won’t be able to be changed, as in the examples of stream diversions from greenfield developments on which housing now stands – hopefully safe from any flooding of old waterways. 
However, there are several main concerns with this provision. The first is that these diversions have not been listed, and without full transparency it is difficult to understand the implications of allowing these works to become permitted into perpetuity.
The second concern is that by accepting an impacted waterway as becoming ‘naturalised’, in some cases, what is being accepted is a level of degradation. The National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management (2020) asks that freshwater should be managed to ensure that the health and well-being of degraded waterbodies and freshwater ecosystems is improved (Policy 5) – it does not ask that degraded waterbodies are accepted and permitted. At minimum, a risk assessment of the impacts of each of these diversions needs to be completed to ensure they (and the practices to maintain them) are not contributing to aquatic degradation.
Further, despite the financial and time constraints, re-consenting provides an opportunity to check that diversions and structures remain fit for purpose. Issues such as fish passage barriers can occur over time, and methods to allow fish passage can fail, and without a system of regular checks for consenting purposes these are unlikely to be detected in a timely manner. As mentioned in the report, adverse effects are difficult to attribute to diversions after a short period of time: this does not mean those effects are not occurring, however, and without a re-consent system these are even less likely to be detected. 
It was noted in the rebuttal evidence of Sam O’Brien that consent conditions must be complied with throughout the term of the resource consent, not just at the end of the consent period. However, once these diversions become permitted activities, there will be no such conditions placed on them, and no need to monitor any impacts, including those developing over time, and therefore no reason to mitigate them. 
This suggested provision also risks grandfathering historic diversions and structures and removing incentives to adopt better options as technology and understanding makes these available. Globally water diversions and dams are being removed, rivers are being given room to move, wetlands are being reconstructed and restored, and science is continuing to gain wider understanding of how to adjust urban design in water sensitive ways that benefit the entire catchment. Likewise, there is a much-needed acceptance of Mātauranga and other ways of looking at the world we live in, and locking in old schemes is likely to add delays in these new means of thinking and doing which could assist with restoring our freshwater ecosystems. 
Wellington Fish and Game therefore asks that water diversions are retained as discretionary activities, particularly in the absence of a list of affected diversions and any critical analysis of their ongoing impacts, to avoid stifling or delaying needed innovation and forward thinking that will drive freshwater restoration. Even if Te Mana o te Wai is removed from the Natural Resources Plan, the principles under the RMA and NSP-FM of looking after the environment are still justified, as is the expectation of measured stepwise improvements.
Objective O19
Having read the rebuttal evidence of Mary O’Callahan, I agree that the inclusion into the NRP of Objective WH. O9 and Objective P. O6 give direction to the requirement to improve degraded water quality, although I would still like to see this direction firmed in Objective O19 to provide guidance and overview with other Whaitua development and consents granted in the interim.
Wairarapa water races
Inefficient, recharges ground water – used in bores, not linked to a river take although it is, stock and maintenance impacts on local and downstream water environments.
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