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1. QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERIENCE  

1.1 My full name is Luke Jan Balchin. 

1.2 I am a Consultant Planner at Aurecon New Zealand Limited.  My 

qualifications are a bachelor’s degree in Environmental Management 

Majoring in Policy and Planning and a Postgraduate Diploma in Resource 

Studies both from the Lincoln University.  I am an intermediate member of 

the New Zealand Planning Institute. 

1.3 I have 5 years' experience working as a Consultant Planner in the Bay of 

Plenty Region.  My predominant experience has been in the area of land 

use planning.  I have prepared numerous applications for resource 

consents in the Bay of Plenty region. My experience includes complex 

resource consents involving significant cultural issues and policy issues.  

1.4 I was engaged by Property Seven Limited to prepare evidence in relation 

to this resource consent application.   

1.5 In preparing this evidence I have given consideration to the application and 

the Section 92 request and responses. I have also reviewed and 

considered the Council’s s.42A report and matters raised in submissions 

on the resource consent application.  

1.6 I confirm that I have read the Expert Witness Code of Conduct set out in 

the Environment Court's Practice Note 2014. I have complied with the 

Code of Conduct in preparing this evidence and I agree to comply with it 

while giving oral evidence before the Hearings Panel.  Except where I state 

that I am relying on the evidence of another person, this written evidence 

is within my area of expertise.  I have not omitted to consider material facts 

known to me that might alter or detract from the opinions expressed in this 

evidence. 
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2. STRUCTURE AND SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

2.1 My evidence is set out as follows: 

- Consultation undertaken by the Applicant with Wetland Trust 

members and local Councils;  

- Consultation undertaken by the Applicant in the community; 

- Consultation undertaken by the Applicant with affected parties; 

- Consultation with submitters after public notification; 

- Conclusions. 

3. BACKGROUND AND PROPOSAL 

3.1 I am relying on Aaron Colliers evidence regarding the background and the 

proposal. 

4. CONSULTATION WITH WETLAND TRUST MEMBERS AND LOCAL 
COUNCILS 

4.1 I am relying on Buddy Mikaere’s evidence with respect to the consultation 

with Ngati Whakahemo and the proposal to include Ngati Whakahemo as 

a member of the Wetland Trust. In summary it is my understanding that 

Ngati Whakahemo agreed to be part of the proposed Trust based on the 

significant positive cultural effects and the promotion of kaitiakitanga.  

4.2 To support the long-term sustainability and management of the proposed 

wetland it was determined that a Trust would need to be formed. Potential 

trust members were identified based on their values, relevant experience 

and relevant skills. It was decided to approach Ngati Whakahemo as the 

site is within their ancestral lands and Fish and Game Eastern Region (Fish 

and Game) given their interest in the provision of habitat and their 

experience in managing wetlands.  

4.3 Prior to the development of the initial scheme plan Andy Garrick of Fish 

and Game was approached and a meeting was arranged. The applicant 

(Ben Turner), Buddy Mikaere, Willie Shaw, Aaron Collier and myself 

attended the meeting with Andy Garrick at the Fish and Game Eastern 
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Region head office on 26 March 2018. The overall concept was discussed 

at a high level. Fish and Game indicated that they were interested in 

considering a wetland management role and agreed that the concept had 

significant merit. 

4.4 Following the meeting a set of design guidelines were developed so the 

proposal would align with Fish and Game’s values and a preliminary 

scheme plan was developed. The early revisions generally aligned with 

what is being considered at this hearing except without the level of detail 

now available.  

4.5 The Bay of Plenty Regional Council (the Regional Council) were also 

identified as an interested party and Pim de Monchy a Senior Land 

Management Officer at the Regional Council was contacted in April 2018. 

Pim de Monchy was approached due to his experience leading the Kaituna 

River re-diversion / wetland development. Pim expressed interest in the 

project given the significant lack of wetlands in the region (less than 2% 

remaining), extremely poor water quality in the Pongakawa catchment and 

the likely positive biodiversity, habitat, cultural and water quality impacts 

the proposal will have.  

4.6 Following the initial contact, a meeting with Pim de Monchy was held on 18 

April 2018 at the Regional Council’s Mt Maunganui offices. At the meeting 

and on behalf of the Regional Council’s land management team, Pim de 

Monchy indicated strong support for the proposal. Pim also indicated that 

the Regional Council would be willing to consider being part of the wetland 

trust. 

4.7 At the Regional Council meeting it was indicated that the Waihi Drainage 

Society Incorporated (the WDS) should be consulted as the proposal would 

influence the Pukehina Canal which adjoins the site to the south. It was 

identified that there was the potential to treat the highly polluted water in 

their canal through the wetland. The WDS manage the canal on behalf of 

the Western Bay of Plenty District Council’s (the District Council) utilities 

team.  

4.8 Following the various meetings and inputs from multiple parties a 

preliminary concept plan was developed. With a concept in hand a second 
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meeting was held with Andy Garrick 21 June 2018. Following the meeting 

Andy Garrick confirmed that Fish and Game wished to be involved in the 

future management of the wetland as a member of the trust. It was 

perceived by Fish and Game that a wetland of this size would be of national 

significance and Fish and Game would seek to promote the habitat 

outcomes. For the successful management of the wetland it was identified 

that a collaborative approach will be required with other parties (i.e. Iwi and 

the BOPRC) 

4.9 Following the consultation undertaken with Fish and Game, Ngati 

Whakahemo and the Bay of Plenty Regional Council a set of principles 

were agreed to as part of the proposed Wetland Trust. The principles were 

outlined within the Heads of Agreement Document titled “Heads of 

Agreement Pukehina Wetlands Trust” and signed by Property Seven 

Limited (the applicant), the Bay of Plenty Regional Council, Ngati 

Whakahemo and the Eastern Fish and Game Council of Rotorua. The 

parties supported the proposal based on the significant benefits and 

positive effects associated with the proposal, particularly the 137ha of 

wetland proposed.    

4.10 Now a Trust was agreed between appropriately skilled members 

consultation efforts moved to other priorities, namely the community, 

potentially affected groups and other individuals. 

5. CONSULTATION WITH AFFECTED PARTIES AND SUBMITTERS  

Waihi Drainage Society 

5.1 Aaron Collier first met with Grant Rowe, chairman of the Waihi Drainage 

Society (WDS) in early May 2018. I understood that Mr Rowe was generally 

supportive on the basis that he understood the potential water quality 

benefits to the Society who are well aware of the impact that impending 

amendments the National Policy Statement Freshwater (NPSFW) will have 

on the way farmers currently behave and operate in the catchment. 

Currently there is almost a complete absence of treatment of water 

discharging from farms into drains and ultimately the Waihi estuary, all of 

which are in a highly degraded state.  
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5.2 Two further meetings were held with the Society where Derek Spratt 

(secretary) expressed an unsupportive view of the proposal. It is in my 

opinion that Mr Spratt’s view is based largely on his opposition to the 

removal of what he considerers to be valuable farm land from Dairying. 

5.3 From the consultation carried out It appears there may be some conflicting 

views within the society, given that some of the members of the society 

have acknowledged the water treatment aspects of diverting farm drain 

water through the wetland. 

5.4 As the Applicant entered in to a sale and purchase agreement and the 

property forms part of the catchment draining to the canal the applicant 

asked to attend the societies regular meetings in an attempt to provide 

open communication with the Trust and to respond to questions.  

5.5 A final meeting with the society was held on 29 March 2019. At the meeting 

was Grant Rowe (Chairman), Daryl Jensen (WDS member and President 

of the Bay of Plenty Province Federated Farmers) and Derek Spratt 

Several matters were discussed, none of it was new information but the 

meeting allowed for direct questions regarding stormwater management 

and flooding to be responded to by Neill Raynor. It was in my opinion that 

this went a long way towards addressing a number of the questions raised 

by the WDS including maintenance of the drain and drainage infrastructure 

and the stormwater management methodology covered off in Neill 

Raynor’s evidence. Having attended this meeting I do not feel that there 

were any unresolved technical issues which cannot be address through 

consent conditions. 

5.6 It was discussed that peer reviews had also been undertaken by Tonkin 

and Taylor of which the recommendations will be incorporated into our 

design and consent conditions. We suggested that an Ogier Condition be 

included to offer the WDS on opportunity to review detailed engineering 

detail prior to approval but had no formal response to this. 

5.7 It is in my opinion that elements of the society were willing to work with the 

applicant and understood the water quality benefits and ability for the 

proposal to support farming activities in the catchment. I refer to a number 
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of recent articles on this exact matter, one of which is attached to my 

evidence.  

Community Consultation 

5.8 The Applicant carried early community consultation in the Pukehina area 

which included knocking on the door of properties adjoining the site. The 

Applicant estimated that he knocked on 50+ doors and spoke to about a 

dozen residents. 

5.9 The Applicant met with representatives of the Iwi with mana whenua in the 

area, Ngati Whakahemo. Ngati Whakahemo have been involved from the 

start and are not only a member of the Trust but also a supporting 

submitter.  

5.10 The Applicant presented to the Pukehina Beach Rate Payers Association 

(PBRA) on Monday 13 August 2018. A submission in support was later 

received from the PBRA. Regard was given to the improvement in water 

quality and better use of the land. However, it is noted that there is 

divergent opinions and concerns. Given the nature of the PBRA not all 

members of the PBRA will have the same opinions. 

5.11 As part of the community consultation the Applicant created a website 

detailing the concept (pukehinafarm.org.nz) and a Facebook page, which 

included feedback sections. There were 160 responses received, with the 

majority in favour.  

5.12 It is in my opinion that the applicant has been very proactive and open 

when it comes to community consultation and engagement. The Applicant 

has put his proposal out in the open. This is reflecting of the amount of 

submissions received.  

6. THE NEW ZEALAND TRANSPORT AGENCY (NZTA) 

6.1 We contacted the NZTA by email in early May 2018 detailing the proposal. 

A meeting was held on with Melissa Clare, Terry Boyle and Rodney 

Albertyn and we discussed the quality of the existing intersection, traffic 

volumes, sight lines and the requirement for modelling to analyse safety 

(primary priority) and efficiency (secondary priority). 
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6.2 The NZTA submitted on the application with a neutral position. The 

submission sought the following relief: 

“The Transport Agency does not oppose the application, but seeks 

additional information with respect to the assumed vehicle trip 

generation. This clarification is required to confirm that the safety and 

efficiency of the Pukehina Beach Road / SH2 intersection will not be 

compromised.” 

6.3 Ann Fosberry and myself responded to the relief sought by the NZTA on 

22 February 2019. On 25 February 2019 the NZTA confirmed that all their 

concerns had been resolved and that they would withdraw their 

submission. 

7. DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION (DOC) 

7.1 I approached Jessyca Bernard (Supervisor, Community) based at DOC’s 

Tauranga offices. I detailed the proposal and expressed an interest to meet 

with DOC to get an understanding of their position. A meeting was held at 

DOC’s offices with Karl McCarthy (Operations – Biodiversity). DOC 

representatives indicated they would be highly supportive of the 

establishment of a wetland environment for the protection of wildlife values 

through the creation of habitat. DOC commented that the proposal would 

create Matuku habitat, an endangered native bittern (<1000 nationally) with 

a dependence on wetlands. 

7.2 DOC indicated once an application was lodged the department would likely 

“have a say”. Once the application was lodged and publicly notified 

comment from DOC was sought. I wrote to Jeff Millham (DOC Operations 

Manager) highlighting the anticipated water quality, biodiversity, 

recreational, habitat and cultural benefits. In response a supporting 

submission was received stating DOC is highly supportive of the wetland 

and the inclusion of the wetland with the concept for a housing 

development. DOC noted it is a positive ecological step which aligns with 

the departments national direction to encourage sustainable development. 

DOC stated they were highly supportive of the involvement of Ngati 

Whakahemo in the Trust and future management of the wetland. DOC saw 

this as significant to the building of capability for tangata whenua to 

manage their rohe as kaitiaki. The council staff report makes no mention 
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of this in the analysis of submissions.  Similarly, the report fails to mention 

any of the positives effects within its conclusions (at Section 11 of the 

report).  

Western Bay of Plenty District Council (WBOPDC) 

7.3 I contacted the Western Bay of Plenty District Council early in April 2018 

providing details of the concept and requesting a meeting with senior 

members of the District Council’s Resource Management team and 

Consents Team. A meeting was held in early April. The discussions were 

of a high level and largely conceptual given the early stage. 

7.4 As the concept developed a pre-lodgement meeting was held in late June 

with several members of Council’s Infrastructure team (three waters) and 

roading department in attendance including Ken Lawton, Paul van Den 

Berg and Jim Patterson. Also, in attendance was representation from the 

consents team, Chris Watt. The proposed stormwater, water, wastewater, 

roading and power servicing was discussed, and the applicant 

incorporated recommendations in to the proposal. 

7.5 Due to the scale and uniqueness of the site it was determined that a site 

visit with key staff from the District Council would be helpful. An invitation 

was extended to senior members of the District Council’s Resource 

Management Team, Consents Team, Roading Team and Infrastructure 

Team. A comprehensive site visit with the Applicant and a number of the 

Applicants consultants was undertaken on in July 2018 as well as staff from 

the Regional Council. I was unable to attend.  

7.6 Following lodgement of the application a meeting was held with Peter 

Watson, Councils Reserves and Facilities Manager to discuss the 

provision of areas for local purpose reserves, currently only one reserve 

area was shown near the entrance from Pukehina Beach Road for future 

car parking and toilet facilities. A meeting was held on 11 September 2018 

to discuss further opportunities for a local purpose reserve. A central 

location was preferable and with enough space to accommodate a small 

field and playground. It was also agreed that the reserve would be non-

exclusive. The applicant agreed to offer 4000m2 of land (two lots) of which 

would form part of the applicant’s reserve contributions. Confirmation as to 
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this agreement was sought by email from Peter Watson (email attached). 

This confirms that the matters of reserves were resolved which appears to 

be contrary to the statements made in Section 6.13 of the planner’s report.    

7.7 Council’s roading staff contacted me to arrange a further meeting to 

consider matters raised by Council’s roading staff. This was following the 

consent being lodged, the section 92 request being received, and the 

Section 92 request being responded to. The meeting was held at the 

Elizabeth street café. Matters discussed were how to keep speeds down 

within the subdivision, provision of footpaths and the maintenance of 

berms. It was determined that such detail was not typically required at 

resource consent stage and the matters could be addressed at detailed 

design stage and through the application of appropriate consent 

conditions. 

7.8 The planners report suggests a number of traffic related matters are 

unresolved (Section 6.14), however this is not my understanding. I consider 

that traffic engineering matters can be addressed through appropriate 

design and conditions of consent. Which I always expected. 

7.9 Several meetings where held with Council’s Consent Team (Chris Watt and 

Rochelle Friend) which were generally of a positive nature. At the meeting 

we were under the impression that they were supportive, however, this 

does not reflect the conclusions section of the officer’s report.  

8. THE BAY OF PLENTY REGIONAL COUNCIL (BOPRC) 

8.1 As described in Section 4 of my evidence a significant amount of 

consultation was carried out with the BOPRC in the lead up to signing the 

heads of agreement (HOA). As part of the HOA the applicant was 

anticipating a submission in support from the Regional Council. To my 

surprise, a submission in opposition from the BOPRC was received on 14 

June 2018 (the day before the submission period closing).  

8.2 After receiving the Regional Council’s submission, we worked through all 

of the issues raised by the BOPRC and have undertaken the following 

activities in collaboration with the BOPRC to achieve this: 
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- I have, along with my colleagues and the applicant attended 

numerous meetings with Regional Council staff; 

- Dr Kim Altinkaynak (Aurecon) a senior geologist with a PHD in earth 

sciences and natural hazards risks and vulnerability assessments 

undertook a natural hazard assessment in accordance with Policy 

NH4B of the RPS; 

- Consulted with Innoflow Technologies to identify an appropriate 

wastewater system and the requirement for a future maintenance 

contract; 

- Agreed to have a suitably qualified environmental practitioner 

(SQEP) to complete an assessment of the serviceability of the 

subdivision using advanced on-site wastewater treatment systems; 

and 

- Offered to continue working with the Regional Council to develop 

appropriate consent conditions and consent notices. 

8.3 The work with the BOPRC described above culminated in the letter sent by 

Namouta Poutasi to Rochelle Friend dated 3 April 2019 and attached to 

my evidence. I read this letter as confirmation to resolving a majority of the 

matters raised in the BOPRC submission. The technology Works report 

described above was completed following the letter being drafted by the 

BOPRC.  

8.4 It is considered that a significant amount of consultation with the Regional 

Council’s Policy and Strategy team has been undertaken. I consider that 

the matters raised in the Regional Council’s submission have been suitably 

addressed. I also understand that the applicant is willing to continue 

working with the Regional Council to agree to draft conditions and consent 

notices.  

9. BAY OF PLENTY DISTRICT HEALTH BOARD (DHB)  

9.1 I had phone discussions with Dr Annika Davis (Health Protection Officer) 

of the Bay of Plenty District Health Board. The phone discussions were of 



 

502328 – Statement of Evidence – Luke Balchin – Pukehina Eco Village 

a high level and with respect to the DHBs position on sanitary services and 

waste minimisation services. 

9.2 Following the public notification of the application the DHB submitted an 

opposing submission with four main concerns, including the following;   

- Risks associated with emergency events as the site is in an area 

prone to natural hazards; 

- Human health risks associated with onsite effluent treatment 

systems; 

- Human health risks associated with the use of captured rainwater 

for reuse; and 

- Low lying and slow-moving water favouring pests and vermin which 

carry disease. 

9.3 To address the concerns raised a meeting was held on 26 March 2019 at 

the DHB’s offices. We discussed the work done to date which went toward 

addressing the matters raised in their submission, the submissions of 

others which related to their concerns and the work required to respond to 

the Section 92 request.  

9.4 Following the meeting a letter was sent to the Annaka Davis and Jim Miller 

on the 8th of April 2019 addressing each of the four matters described in 

the DHB’s submission. This included details around the Natural Hazards 

Assessment undertaken, onsite effluent treatment, the use of captured 

rainwater and the potential for low lying and slow-moving water 

environments to favour pests and vermin. We did not receive a response 

from our letter to the DHB.  

10. NGATI WHAKAHEMO – INTERACTIVE WORKSHOP  

10.1 We met with representatives of the Ngati Whakahemo at their Marae in 

Pukehina in November 2018. The meeting was organised to help explain 

some of the technical matters including the stormwater management. The 

meeting was of a very positive nature. The meeting resulted in the 

supporting submission received from Ngati Whakahemo.  
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11. CONSULTATION WITH SUBMITTERS FROM THE COMMUNITY 

11.1 Where possible the applicant has attempted contacting and / or meeting 

with several of the opposing and neutral submitters. 

11.2 I contacted Elizabeth Patricia Foster and Jan Fitzgerald (opposing 

submitter) on the 12th of March 2019.  I asked if they would like to meet so 

we could better understand their concerns and see what the applicant 

could do to address these. Elizabeth Patricia Foster and Jan Fitzgerald 

refused a meeting and we were not given the opportunity to further discuss 

their concerns with them. 

11.3 I contacted Judy and Paul Treloar (opposing submitter) on the 12th of 

March 2019. I spoke with Judy asking if they would like to meet so we could 

better understand their concerns and see what the applicant could do to 

address these. I asked if Judy could indicate a time to meet and that 

contacting me by email would be best. I never received a response. 

11.4 I contacted Andrew Nagle, an opposing submitter with a property adjoining 

the applicant’s site. A meeting was organised, and Mr Nagle met with us 

on the 4th of April 2019 at the Aurecon offices. Several matters were 

discussed including that their properties were already subject to a high-

water table and even a minor change to groundwater levels could impact 

on their sites. several flood related matters which seemed to be the Mr 

Nagle’s main concern were discussed with Neill Raynor. 

11.5 I met with John Hamlyn, owner of the Pukehina Motorcamp on the 16th of 

May 2019. The meeting was held at the Pukehina Motorcamp, Stu 

Brickland, a Pukehina Resident was also present. Several questions were 

responded to and engineering plans were used where possible to help 

illustrate and explain the applicants engineering solutions. Neill Raynor 

was there to respond to technical engineering matters.  

11.6 Jeremy Rossaak – no contact details were provided on the submission 

form, I was unable to reach J Rossaak.  

11.7 James Brent Watson Sinclair – Is a neutral submitter. I contacted Brent by 

phone. He indicated that his concerns were regarding the protection of the 

Little Waihi Estuary. He commented that the estuary is already severely 
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degraded, and he wishes to ensure that the proposal will not induce any 

further degradation of this ecological feature. He stated that he didn’t really 

want to be involved and would place reliance on the regional council’s 

submission to address this. However, we note no ecological issues have 

been raised and only positive ecological and water quality effects are 

anticipated. These are elaborated on in Willie Shaw’s and Aaron Collier’s 

evidence. No regional consents have been sought as the applicant wishes 

to have the certainty provided by a subdivision consent before committing 

time and costs to obtaining regional consents. I consider this to be a 

reasonable approach and is common practice.  

11.8 Paul Holmes is an opposing submitter. Based on the number provided It 

appears Mr Holmes lives in Luxemburg. I have been un-able to contact him 

by phone. A number of the concerns raised by Mr. Holmes have been 

addressed through the s.92 and peer review processes.   

11.9 CD & DM Donald – tried making contact, however I was unable to get 

through. 

11.10 Julie Cross is a neutral submitter and has sought clarification regarding the 

perimeter bund and drainage during a flood event. Neill Raynor and I have 

been providing clarification as to her queries particularly around the 

perimeter bund and ground levels. It is anticipated that the stormwater 

management system will improve the status quo during a flood scenario as 

it allows for prioritising the drainage of the drainage canal prior to the 

attenuated water in the wetland. However, I am relying on Neill Raynor’s 

evidence to address this.  

11.11 Other neutral and opposing submitters have not specifically been 

consulted, partly due to the sheer number and the repetitive nature of the 

concerns raised. It is noted that a majority the submitters concerns were 

incorporated in to the Council’s s.92 request and as such our response 

goes some way to addressing the concerns raised by opposing and neutral 

submitters. 
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12. CONCLUSION  

12.1 Overall I believe a significant amount of effort has been undertaken by the 

applicant to consult with the appropriate parties.  It is also considered that 

a majority of the issues raised by the individuals and groups the applicant 

has consulted with have been resolved or can be resolved through the 

detailed design process, application of consent notices and drafting of 

consent conditions. 

 

 
Luke Balchin 

14 June 2019 
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Key to improving water quality is increasing NZ's wetlands - after 90 per cent were 
drained. 

'Drain the swamp' might be a popular rallying cry for a certain politician, but New 
Zealand's farmers are being urged to do the opposite.

They are being asked to restore, increase or construct wetlands on farms. DairyNZ water 
quality scientist Aslan Wright-Stow describes wetlands as "the kidneys of the land" – they 
filter, absorb and transform water contaminants, particularly run-off and shallow 
groundwater from farms, and help reduce the amount of nasties reaching streams, rivers 
and lakes.

A recent review of scientific studies, undertaken by NIWA for DairyNZ, found seepage 
wetlands can reduce the amount of nitrate – a problematic form of nitrogen – in 
waterways by up to 75-98 per cent.

They filter, absorb and transform water contaminants, helping to reduce excess reaching 
waterways. In particular, wetlands can be highly efficient at removing excess nitrogen in 
run-off from dairy farms. Wetlands are also efficient at trapping sediment and sediment-
bound phosphorus, reducing faecal bacteria, providing a habitat that improves 
biodiversity and lessens the risk of flooding.

However, over 90 per cent of the country's wetlands have been drained in the past 200 
years, with North Island regions most affected.

"The drainage has been undertaken to make land farmable," Wright-Stow says, "and 
there's a prevalence of dairy farming in flatter, lower-lying areas. Often that is the terrain 
where you've got the right conditions for re-establishing wetlands – the place where they 
were removed.

"So there's a good reason for pushing the protection of these areas and for increasing their 
number and size."

Picture / Supplied. 
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The main process of treating nitrogen entering a wetland is de-nitrification – bacteria 
converting nitrate into harmless nitrogen gas before it can reach a waterway. Wetlands 
work by creating the right environment for these bacteria to thrive.

Nitrate removal is maximised by increased soil-water contact periods; water travelling 
deeper into the soil where oxygen is absent; and plentiful sources of carbon, which comes 
from decaying leaves and sticks. Some nitrate removal also occurs through uptake by 
plants.

The first stage of the restoration effort is to collect and collate data; DairyNZ and Landcare 
Research have developed a free online tool, the Riparian Planner (DairyNZ.co.nz/riparian-
planner). Farmers use it to record the location of waterways and wetlands and plan 
restoration efforts.

"It's a planning tool that enables farmers and other users to identify and map out where 
their waterways are – then put a plan in place to protect them," Wright-Stow explains. "It 
gives estimates of costing and helps people plan on an annual basis what they're going to 
do, where and when, and it's a mechanism for driving the protection of wetlands."

In many cases, it's a straightforward exercise - pinpointing boggy, wet, seepage areas 
which are often of lower productive value - and protecting them.

"That simply means, in the first instance, keeping stock out, fencing them, and then there's 
the potential to extend their function by additional planting. Often they are found where 
the appropriate vegetation is going to grow anyway."

The Riparian Planner gives regional planting guides – generally reeds, sedges and Carex 
for wetlands.

"We're pushing the information out to farmers in terms of what the science tells us and 
we're moving into a phase where we want to increase the extent of wetlands, because we 
now know just how efficient and effective these things can be," says Wright-Stow.

DairyNZ and partners are also working on the 'build it and they will come' principle: "The 
constructed wetland is essentially a tool by which we can mimic what a natural wetland 
does.

"We are doing a whole bunch of research in this space – and we are embarking on a 
national study in conjunction with NIWA , regional councils and landowners to better 
quantify the performance of constructed wetlands," he says.

"It's a pretty large-scale study; we're going to use that not only to give more confidence in 
how well these things perform, but also we're intentionally doing the work in conjunction 
with regional councils."
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That's because water quality limits will come into force across every catchment in New 
Zealand by 2025 and many farms will be under pressure to reduce the amount of nutrients 
released into waterways.

Wright-Stow sees additional incentive for farmers to protect and extend wetlands: 
"Decisions on how to manage nutrient discharge is currently being addressed by the 
government and nutrient budgeting is part of good farming. Formal recognition of their 
performance there is an opportunity to further incentivise wetlands protection.

"We ultimately want to better recognise these things in in nutrient budgets so farmers are 
getting credit for them. Farmers want to do the right thing for the environment and part of 
this is reducing their footprint. Incentivising wetlands through nutrient credits is win-win 
and likely to promote further adoption."

Robust science on wetland performance is needed if farmers are to be recognised in the 
regulatory and policy process, Wright-Stow says, with the wetlands project aims to do that 
through partnership science with the regional councils: "Ultimately, it's about stimulating 
as many farmers as possible to protect wetlands and further their enhancement."

It's not only farmers, their stock and their businesses that stand to benefit from more and 
cleaner wetlands; some of the country's least-known, least-seen residents will, too.

"Wetlands have massive biodiversity value and benefit," Wright-Stow says. "They're an 
extremely diverse system in terms of the number of plant, bird, animal and insect species 
they host – as well as being a wonderful carbon sink."
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From: Peter Watson
To: Luke Balchin
Cc: Chris Watt; Richard Hart; ben@group7.co.nz; Aaron Collier; Rochelle Friend
Subject: RE: Local Purpose Reserves - Pukehina Wetland / Eco-Village
Date: Monday, 17 September 2018 1:54:59 PM
Attachments: image009.png
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Hi Luke,
                As discussed on the phone today, the location of a proposed neighbourhood reserve for
a playground etc as shown on the plan provided with your email is located as per our discussions
at the meeting last week.
 
The details of compensation for the land will need to be worked through nearer the time once a
valuation has been obtained from Council’s Consultant Registered Valuer.
 
Regards
 

Peter Watson
Reserves and Facilities Manager
(Kaiwhakahaere Whenua Rahui)
 
P 07 571 8008 • DD 07 579 6680 • M 0274 902 543
Barkes Corner, Greerton, Tauranga
Private Bag 12803, Tauranga Mail Centre, Tauranga 3143
E peter.watson@westernbay.govt.nz
www.westernbay.govt.nz
cid:image001.jpg@01D09953.6A0B5FD0

 

From: Luke Balchin <Luke.Balchin@aurecongroup.com> 
Sent: Thursday, 13 September 2018 9:06 AM
To: Peter Watson <Peter.Watson@westernbay.govt.nz>
Cc: Chris Watt <chris.watt@westernbay.govt.nz>; Richard Hart <richard@richardhart.co.nz>;
ben@group7.co.nz; Aaron Collier <Aaron.Collier@aurecongroup.com>; Rochelle Friend
<Rochelle.Friend@westernbay.govt.nz>
Subject: Local Purpose Reserves - Pukehina Wetland / Eco-Village
 
Hi Peter,
 
I wanted to follow up with an email to confirm some of the matters we discussed on Tuesday. I have
marked up a plan (attached) on the basis of our discussions, the plan identifies where we think a
good location will be for the local purpose reserve, it is 4000m2 and uses two of the lots originally
proposed . It is likely that this will include a grassed area and a playground, the reserve will not
exclusively be for families living in the eco-village.
 
Following the meeting we were under the impression that the two lots (4000m2) would form part of
the applicants reserves contribution (in lieu of the equivalent values of SIFs).
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With regard to the existing reserve shown near the entry at Pukehina Beach Road this will remain
unchanged. It is anticipated that the area will be used for public parking and possibly toilet facilities.
 
If you could confirm the above information is accurate that would be greatly appreciated.
 
Kind Regards
 
Luke Balchin     
Consultant, Environment and Planning, Aurecon 
T +64 7 577 5163 
Luke.Balchin@aurecongroup.com  
Ground Level, 247 Cameron Rd, Tauranga New Zealand 3110 
PO Box 2292, Tauranga 3140
aurecongroup.com 

 
 
DISCLAIMER

The information contained in this message (and any accompanying documents) is
CONFIDENTIAL and may also be LEGALLY PRIVILEGED, intended only for the
recipient(s) named above.

If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are notified that
any use, copying, disclosure, retention or distribution by any means of the
information is strictly prohibited.

If you have received this message in error, please notify the writer immediately
and destroy the original(s).

mailto:Luke.Balchin@aurecongroup.com
https://protect-za.mimecast.com/s/rrx_CKO7XKhq0z7DSvLw_m?domain=scanmail.trustwave.com
https://protect-za.mimecast.com/s/WnOVCLg16MFP5yBkuPHvkf?domain=scanmail.trustwave.com
https://protect-za.mimecast.com/s/X-XyCMjKDOH5GMB2CWFnLg?domain=scanmail.trustwave.com
https://protect-za.mimecast.com/s/smeiCNxKDQUN1DkZCrjaTJ?domain=scanmail.trustwave.com
https://protect-za.mimecast.com/s/o-L4CO7XlVsAoz1NS5rejM?domain=scanmail.trustwave.com
https://protect-za.mimecast.com/s/qyvSCP1KmXs4q8z0uB697C?domain=scanmail.trustwave.com
https://protect-za.mimecast.com/s/FPZ2CQ1KJZs6mMvXSQhk7O?domain=scanmail.trustwave.com
https://protect-za.mimecast.com/s/ehqYCRgKY2Fr8j4GfX9470?domain=scanmail.trustwave.com
https://protect-za.mimecast.com/s/lwJHCVm2pgFl1Nq2hM-qVQ?domain=scanmail.trustwave.com




 

A3180803 

Your Ref: RC11154S;  S/B/12320 
Our Ref: 7.00940 
 
 
3 April 2019 
 
 
 
 
Rochelle Friend 
Senior Consents Planner  
Western Bay of Plenty District Council  
rochelle.friend@westernbay.govt.nz 

Dear Rochelle 

Notified Application for Resource Consent s 92 Further Information – Property 
Seven Limited, 259, 295 & 307 Pukehina Beach Road, Pukehina – Correction 

Flood levels 
 
Following a further review of information received we regret to advise our letter of 11 March 
2019 contains an error. 
 
The advice contained in the Comments section of our 18 November 2018 submission letter 
(pg 8) states: “The levels do not include any freeboard”. However this was inadvertently 
changed in our 11 March 2019 letter (pg 4) to “The coastal inundation level includes an 
allowance for estimate imprecision and phenomena not explicitly included in the calculations, 
and has been adjusted using the latest climate change figures,..”. 
 
The original advice of 18 November 2018 is correct. However, the proposed minimum floor 
levels of 4.2m (Moturiki Datum 1953) will give adequate freeboard for the 1% Climate 
Change adjusted case of 3.43m (MD1953). 
 
We apologise for any confusion this error may have caused. 
 
It is also noted that the Natural Hazard Risk Assessment did not account for coastal 
inundation – as the WBOPDC maps did not cover this, and an internal 100-year flood level 
of RL 1.31 m (from the various watercourses that enter Waihi Estuary) of 1.31m (MD) has 
been calculated. 
 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
 
 
 
Nassah Steed  
Team Leader Environmental Policy and Planning 
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Copy to: Property Seven Limited 
C/- Luke Balchin 
Aurecon New Zealand Ltd 
Luke.Balchin@aurecongroup.com 
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