
 

             Lewis Consultancy Limited 
                    Planning & Resource Management 

                    P O Box 1563, Taupo 3351 

                                  Phone:  07 3782416 / 0274460386 

30th June 2018 
 
The Department of Conservation 

Attention:  Karl Beckert/Darcy Liddell (via email dliddell@doc.govt.nz )    

 
Dear Darcy 

FILE REF: 67946-OTH   MANAAKI GROUP HOLDINGS LIMITED 
CONCESSION APPLICATION DATED 17 MAY 2018 
REQUEST FOR FURTHER INFORMATION 
 
I have been asked by Mr Chris Birt of Manaaki Group Holdings Limited (MGHL) to co-ordinate the appropriate 

response to your letter of 14th June 2018 which sought further information about aspects of the above 

application.   These are addressed below. 

 
Information Requested Response 

1       ASSESSMENT OF EFFECTS ON THE ENVIRONMENT (AEE) 

An assessment of the actual or potential effects on the 
environment of the activity and a description of the 
mitigation measures (including safeguards and 
contingency plans where relevant) to be undertaken 
to help prevent or reduce the actual or potential 
effect. The application lists methods to remedy, 
mitigate or avoid adverse effects but they are not 
clearly linked to identified effects. 
 

The assessment of effects shall include but not be 
limited to: 

Appendix 1 is an overview of the AEE in table format as 
preferred by the DOC application form. The table 
demonstrates the requested link between specific 
elements of the proposal, potential effects, and methods 
to avoid, remedy or mitigate such effects. 
 

The AEE table includes the assessment provided in the 
primary application as well as the additional matters 
addressed in a) to d) below. 

a) An assessment of hazards including but not 
limited to cliff collapse, falling trees, fire control 
and flooding. 

MGHL has provided a detailed response (at Appendix 2) 
which assesses potential hazards (including falling trees, 
cliff collapse, fire, and flooding) and identifies how such 
risks are proposed to be avoided, remedied or mitigated. 

b) Assessment of effect of the proposed helicopter 
pad on the environment including but not 
limited to ecological impact, hazard risk, cultural 
impact, noise, impact on remoteness and visitor 
valued. How will it meet CAA or other 
requirements? Please advise how rule 26.1.2 of 
the East Coast CMS will be met regarding 
occasional helicopter landings, including reason 
why the nearest designated helicopter landing 
cannot be used. 

Note: The email from DOC at Appendix 3 clarifies that the 
reference to “rule 26.1.2 of the East Coast CMS” should 
instead be a reference to “rule 26.1.2 of the Whirinaki Te 
Pua-a-Tane Conservation Management Plan” 
 

MGHL has provided a detailed response to the request to 
provide an assessment for a helicopter pad (at Appendix 2), 
the conclusions of which are that: 

• The application does not propose a new helicopter 
pad and therefore Rule 26.1.2 of the Whirinaki Te 
Pua-a-Tane Conservation Management Plan (about 
circumstances when aircraft landing sites should be 
granted) does not apply in this case; 



• The proposal includes a drop off zone only (ie no 
landings) to support the construction phase and for 
provisioning of the future tourist facility. 

In relation to the effects of the drop zone, Appendix 2 
addresses the AEE matters including CAA matters, 
ecological effects, necessity for drop zone, DOC vegetation 
clearance policy, risk hazard, cultural impacts, impact on 
remoteness, etc.   

c) A full landscape impact assessment including 
site rehabilitation and on-going maintenance of 
rehabilitation works.  Section 3.3.6: rules 8 and 
9 of the East Coast Conservation Management 
Strategy (“CMS”) require a full landscape impact 
assessment which identifies landscape impacts 
and ways to avoid, mitigate or remedy them 
(includes site rehabilitation).  This is required as 
part of the environmental impact assessment 
referred to in section 3.3.8.3: Rule 9 of the East 
Coast CMS.  A “visual impact assessment” was 
provided in the application but is not deemed to 
be a full landscape impact assessment. 

Appendix 3 contains clarification from DOC that reference 
to the East Coast CMS should be disregarded, but that a 
landscape impact assessment (and other matters included 
in the 14/6/18 request for further information) remains.  In 
this case some of the matters which a formal visual and 
landscape impact assessment would address are 
considered in the visual assessment contained in the 
primary application and in aspects of the ecological impact 
assessment (particularly as the landscape values of the 
application site are largely derived from the ecological 
elements of the environment and the ways that people 
interact with them).  
 

MGHL advises that a landscape architect has been engaged 
to produce the landscape impact assessment requested. As 
with other professionals approached to undertake this 
work, the landscape architect is unable to program that 
work for any earlier than mid-August. A report is therefore 
unlikely to be available until the end of August at the very 
earliest, and if a site visit is required, well after that time.  
That is because MGHL has advised that it is physically 
unable to get the landscape architect to the lease site at 
this time of the year due to there being no existing track 
and the Moerangi Stream being at a high level in that 
location. Because of those circumstances, and the degree 
to which visual/landscape related matters are already 
addressed in the primary application and the ecological 
impact assessment, it is requested that public notification 
of this application proceed now (with the landscape impact 
assessment to follow). 

d) In relation to water and wastewater: 

(i)  Please provide a statement from the 
Hawkes Bay Regional Council that satisfies 
the Department that a wastewater 
treatment and disposal system proposed in 
relation to the development will: 

• Comply with the Hawkes Bay Regional 
Council’s permitted activity rules and 
exceed them; or 

• Be approved under a resource consent 
from the Hawkes Bay Regional 
Council’s (sic) and all adverse effects 
will be adequately avoided, remedied, 
or mitigated. 

The application states that the 
Wastewater treatment and disposal 
system design is a work in progress.  The 
Council mentions that the proposed 
Wastewater treatment and disposal 
system design is not currently permitted 
based on preliminary design and a 

It is a matter of resource management law that any 
proposed water or wastewater system is required to 
comply with the relevant Regional Plan.  MGHL is aware of 
its legal obligations in that regard and it is acknowledged 
that the water and wastewater proposals for the site must 
either: 

• Comply with the relevant permitted activity rules of 
the Hawkes Bay Regional Plan (in which case no 
resource consent is required) or; 

• Be authorised by resource consents to take water (ie 
a water permit) and/or discharge wastewater to 
ground (a discharge consent).  

 

Hawkes Bay Regional Council cannot reasonably be asked 
at this time to provide a statement that a resource consent 
is not required (because there is insufficient information 
available to it at this time to determine that) or that a 
resource consent will be approved (because that is not 
known until an application, if one is required, is submitted 
and determined in accordance with the statutory process 
set out in the RMA).   
 



Resource Consent is likely to be required.  
The Department needs to be satisfied that 
an appropriate wastewater treatment and 
disposal system can be installed.  

(ii) Please provide a statement from the Hawkes 
Bay Regional Council that satisfies the 
Department that a Water Supply system 
proposed in relation to the development will: 

• Comply with the Hawkes Bay Regional 
Council’s permitted activity rules and 
exceed them; or 

• Be approved under a resource consent 
from the Hawkes Bay Regional 
Council’s (sic) and all adverse effects 
will be adequately avoided, remedied, 
or mitigated. 

The application states that the Council has 
concerns they won’t meet the permitted 
activity rules as the rate of stream take 
shall not exceed 10% of the instantaneous 
flow at the point of take – which is 1.2 L/s.  
They suggest rain take.  The Department 
needs to be satisfied that if approval is 
given to the application, that (sic) an 
appropriate water supply system can be 
installed.  

MGHL has, however, undertaken extensive work to satisfy 
itself that appropriate wastewater management and an 
acceptable water supply can be designed to satisfy the 
Regional Council’s requirements.  In a fiscal sense that was 
a necessary position for MGHL to reach in order to justify 
the investment it has made in submitting this application 
to DOC (and with the associated consultants and DOC 
processing costs this entails).     
 

The overview at Appendix 4 (prepared by engineering 
consultants, KeySolutions) in addition to the report 
provided with the application, outlines the work 
undertaken to date which indicates that the proposal can 
be appropriately served with water supply and wastewater 
management.   
 

It is appropriate that a lease condition secures that 
outcome by requiring that prior to on-site construction 
commencing evidence is provided demonstrating that 
resource consents (if any are required) have been granted 
by the Hawkes Bay Regional Council.    

e) A Cultural Impact Report prepared by a person 
with proven experience in preparing such 
reports. 

MGHL has provided a detailed response (at Appendix 2).  
The conclusion is that Mr Chris Birt, who prepared the CIA 
(and which has been accepted by DOC in a recent 
associated consenting process) is a person with proven 
experience in preparing such reports and engaged at length 
with iwi in the preparation of the report. 

2      MONITORING 

A description of how and by whom the effects of the 
activity will be monitored if the activity is approved 

MGHL expects that if consent is granted DOC will require, 
through a clause in the lease document, monitoring of the 
activity and the effects of it.  Given the applicant company’s 
lengthy and responsible history of guided walks at 
Whirinaki over the past 30 years it is submitted that a self-
monitoring and reporting process (with biennial site 
inspections by DOC staff for auditing purposes, if required) 
is appropriate in this case.  It is anticipated that if granted, 
the lease document will include a clause requiring such a 
monitoring framework.  

3       EXCEPTIONAL CIRCUMSTANCES 

An explanation of why the establishment and 
operation of the buildings associated with the 
proposal is an exceptional circumstance.  Section 
3.3.8.3: Rule 18 of the CMS states that buildings 
associated with commercial ventures will be 
considered inappropriate on lands managed by the 
conservancy, unless the circumstances are 
exceptional. 

The reference to “Section 3.3.8.3: Rule 18 of the CMS” is a 
reference to the East Coast CMS (which expired in 2008 and 
did not, in any event, apply to the land where the proposed 
lease site is located – the site was within the BOP CMS 
area).  The email from DOC at Appendix 3 clarifies that this 
specific request is accordingly no longer required to be 
addressed.   

4      DURATION OF ACTIVITY 

Clarify whether the activity will occur for 8 months or 
9 months each year. The application mentions 9 
months but the “key solutions” (sic) report states 8 
months. 

The activity for which the proposed lease is sought is 
proposed to occur for up to 9 months per year. As 
explained in the response from MGHL at Appendix 2, the 
operating season planned is consistent with Tourism New 
Zealand's policy to promote the two shoulder seasons and 



thereby encourage a greater flow of international visitors 
into the autumn and spring non-peak periods.   

To assist consideration of this application further, a map is attached (Appendix 5) which shows the location of 

the Okahu Valley site (for which a 30 year lease was granted by DOC on 22 December 2016) and the proposed 

lease site in the Moerangi Valley which is the subject of this current application.  Of note is that both sites, 

which are less than 5km apart, are located on terraces 4 to 5 metres above streams (the Mangakahika at 

Okahu, and the Moerangi in the current application), that they are both in river valleys, and that the issues 

relevant to the Assessment of Environmental Effects in both cases are the same (ecological, cultural, hazards, 

servicing, and waste-management, etc). 

We trust this response now enables the application to be notified.   

If you need to liaise in relation to this response, please do so through Mr Chris Birt of MGHL in the first instance.  

That is because the address for service in relation to the lease application remains as that of MGHL (and also 

as I will be overseas until mid-July).    

 

Yours faithfully 
LEWIS CONSULTANCY LIMITED 

 

Joanne Lewis JP, BRP(Hons), M Phil, MNZPI 

 
 
 
 
Appendix 1: AEE Table 

Appendix 2: Supplementary Information from Manaaki Group Holdings Limited 

Appendix 3: Clarification from DOC (Email from D Liddell dated 20 June 2018) 

Appendix 4: KeySolutions re Water and Wastewater 

Appendix 5:  Location Map 

 


