




1. This legal memorandum forms part of Winstone Aggregate’s response to 

the draft land exchange report issued by the Director-General of 

Conservation (DOC) on 29 May 2026 (Draft Report).  

2. Winstone is grateful for the opportunity to respond to the Draft Report. It 

appreciates the effort that DOC and its consultants have put into reviewing 

and testing Winstone’s land exchange proposal.  

3. Winstone’s land exchange proposal is a significant opportunity for the 

Wellington region to improve its resilience and security of supply of 

aggregate by enabling an extension of the life of Belmont Quarry. This 

project has been listed in Schedule 2 of the Fast-track Approvals Act 2024 

(Act) because of its regional significance. Aggregate is a critical resource 

for infrastructure and other development.  

4. Land exchanges involving conservation land have a degree of novelty and 

are seldom requested in Aotearoa. They involve making public 

conservation land available for a commercial operation. It is entirely 

appropriate that such a proposal is carefully scrutinised by those with 

relevant expertise, as is occurring through this process.  

5. Winstone accepts and acknowledges many aspects of the Draft Report 

but equally disagrees with some aspects of the Draft Report and its 

accompanying appendices. It considers there are some fundamental 

errors, and sections in the Draft Report which unfairly criticise Winstone’s 

land exchange proposal. We elaborate on these areas of disagreement 

below as Winstone’s considers it important to ensure that any factual and 

legal inaccuracies are raised and corrected for the purposes of DOC’s 

preparation of its final report.  

6. Winstone’s response to the Draft Report clarifies aspects of its land 

exchange application and package and offers further information updates 

in its proposal. This is to provide a greater level of comfort to the ultimate 

decision maker — the fast track panel — that the land exchange meets 

the relevant statutory tests and ought to be approved. 

7. This memorandum is structured as follows: 



a. Areas of disagreement: we identify specific areas where Winstone 

disagrees with the Draft Report or considers that it unreasonably 

criticises or omits consideration of relevant topics. These points are 

discussed in further detail in individual responses by Winstone's 

consultants. 

b. Expert conferral: it is noted that there are areas of disagreement 

between technical experts, which derive from different 

methodologies and professional fields of expertise, information 

considered, or base assumptions. These matters could be 

efficiently addressed through an expert conferencing process at a 

later date, if directed by the fast track panel.  

c. Overall approach to comparative assessment of conservation 

values: an overarching issue is whether the test for approving land 

exchanges in clause 29(2) of schedule 6 of the Act requires an 

overall and holistic approach to the assessment of conservation 

values; or whether each subcategory of conservation value must 

have a net benefit before the exchange can be approved.  

d. Which version of the Act: a key area of legal difficulty arising in 

respect of this land exchange proposal is the determination of 

which version of the Act applies. The Act was amended after 

Winstone lodged its application.1 While there is agreement that the 

pre-amendment provisions apply to the DOC Report, there is a lack 

of certainty as to whether the pre- or post-amendment version 

applies to the panel’s consideration. While Winstone are of the 

strong view that the pre-amendment provisions continue to apply 

to the Panel’s consideration of its exchange application, in light of 

this legal uncertainty, Winstone has developed two alternative 

improvement packages and proposed condition sets: 

i.  Package A is premised on the Act applying pre-

amendment, with no discounting of the conservation values 

of the QEII-covenanted areas. Package A is a refined 

 
1 Fast-track Approvals Amendment Act 2025.  



version of Winstone’s originally submitted improvements 

package.  

ii. Package B incorporates the improvements proposed in 

Package A but goes further. It is premised on the Act as 

amended applying to this land exchange, with the 

conservation values of the QEII areas discounted in the 

panel’s assessment. The extent of improvements offered is 

greater under Package B than Package A to account for the 

discounting of the QEII areas’ values and includes 

improvements within the wider Belmont Regional Park (in 

the event the panel considers they are required). 

e. Conditions: some comments are provided on the legality, feasibility, 

workability and practicability of the conditions proposed by DOC. 

f. Other points: further points of clarification and correction are 

identified relating to: the application of the Conservation General 

Policy; the relevance of the paper road area in the DOC-Get Land, 

and DOC's approach to the assessment of legal and financial 

liabilities and risks.  

g. Overall submission: The land exchange proposed by Winstone 

meets the statutory threshold in clause 29(2) (either pre- or post-

amendment, under Package A or Package B respectively), and 

ought to be approved upon consideration of the matters set out in 

cl 29(1).  

8. This legal memorandum takes up the opportunity offered for Winstone to 

clarify and update aspects of its improvements package in light of DOC’s 

feedback. While Winstone had received some feedback from DOC and 

other key stakeholders prior to lodging its land exchange application, the 

Draft Report provides much more detailed commentary, all of which has 

been carefully considered.  



Areas of disagreement (errors, unreasonable criticism and 
omissions)  

9. There are several key areas where Winstone was disappointed by the 

tenor of the Draft Report and disagrees with the approach taken in the 

Draft Report and its technical appendices. The points of difference arise 

from a mixture of errors, misunderstandings, unreasonable criticisms, and 

omissions from DOC’s assessment.  

10. In terms of legal points, Winstone has a different view to DOC on the 

following points.  

Interpretation of the test in cl. 29(2) 

11. DOC’s overall approach to the statutory test for approving a land exchange 

in clause 29(2) appears to be one that requires a net benefit for each sub-

category of conservation values. DOC's summary of its technical advice is 

that there is a net benefit for some types of conservation values 

(landscape, natural character and terrestrial fauna) but no net gain for 

other types of values (biodiversity – flora and recreation). DOC also notes 

there is no difference and therefore “no gain” for cultural heritage values 

and freshwater ecology values (i.e. these values are neutral).2 The Draft 

Report is compared as a comparative analysis of conservation values, and 

does not provide a recommended outcome. However the tenor of the Draft 

Report is that based on the assessed values the exchange does not meet 

the clause 29(2) test. 

12. Winstone does not agree with the suggestion that there needs to be a net 

benefit for each sub-category of conservation values. Instead it considers 

that an overall or holistic approach to conservation values is required by 

the Act. The reasons for this view are expanded upon later in these 

submissions (see paragraphs 41 to 54 below).  

Discrepancies in calculating overall values  

13. There are methodological discrepancies in the way in which DOC’s 

experts have approached their technical assessments. These mean that 

the assessments are not comparable with those put forward by Winstone 

 
2 Draft Report at page 55.  



nor undertaken on a like-for-like basis. One particular area of difficulty is 

how the DOC Report has collated various sub-values for the purposes of 

deriving an overall assessment of the conservation values of the DOC-Get 

areas. This concern is elaborated upon in Winstone's planning response 

and the peer review memorandum provided by Dr Graham Ussher, which 

accompany these submissions.3  

14. In Winstone’s submission, the lack of consistency and transparency in 

DOC’s overall assessment is a potential legal error in DOC’s assessment 

of the conservation values of the exchange parcels. Clause 26(1)(a) 

requires DOC’s report to provide information about the conservation 

values of the land concerned, and a comparative assessment of the values 

that relate to each area of land concerned. This information must be 

presented in a clear, rational and consistent manner in order to meet the 

purposes for which DOC’s report is prepared.  

Cultural values and approach to improvements  

15. The Draft Report implies that there will be no benefit to cultural values from 

the land exchange. It says that  “based on the cultural values assessment 

the DOC sites appear to provide opportunities for partnership and active 

kaitiakitanga, which accords with the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi 

—- but only through the improvements offered not through the land 

exchange itself”.4 This suggests that opportunities for partnership and 

active kaitiakitanga are not considered to be a benefit of the land 

exchange.  

16. For the reasons set out in Wikaira Consulting Ltd’s memorandum,5 the 

Draft Report does not adequately engage with the findings of the Cultural 

Values assessment prepared by 

. That 

assessment is that the exchange will result in strengthened cultural values 

and an overall uplift in conservation outcomes.  

 
3 Wikaira Consulting memorandum dated 15 June 2026; RMA ecology memorandum dated 14 
June 2026 at point 1 “Merits of assessment approaches”.  
4 Draft Report at page 53.  
5 Wikaira Consulting Ltd memorandum dated 15 June 2026  



17. Winstone submits there is also a legal error in the Draft Report by DOC in 

not factoring in the strengthening of cultural values because of a view that 

it arises from the improvements not the land exchange itself. Clause 29(2) 

indicates that when assessing whether the land exchange enhances the 

conservation values, consideration can be given to the whole exchange 

package (including any money that may be offered and conditions that 

may be imposed),6 which for this land exchange include improvements 

and opportunities for partnership and active kaitiakitanga. These 

improvements and opportunities arise because of the land exchange — 

they are part of the proposed land exchange package — so they must form 

part of the panel’s cl 29(2) assessment. 

18. The Draft Report has erred in failing to have regard to the cultural evidence 

that there will be a strengthening of cultural values and overall uplift of 

conservation outcomes from the land exchange (and the ensuing 

improvements that arise out of the land exchange), including its conditions, 

being approved. 

References to Greater Wellington Regional Council managing the land  

19. There are suggestions in the Draft Report and supporting appendices that 

the DOC-Get land is intended to form part of Belmont Regional Park once 

the land exchange is implemented.7  

20. Those suggestions are incorrect. The DOC-Get areas are proposed to be 

managed by DOC, and not to form part of Belmont Regional Park, 

following the implementation of the land exchange. This is because the 

statutory test, at the time the land exchange application was lodged, 

requires enhancement of conservation of conservation values on land 

managed by DOC.8 DOC confirmed with Winstone in pre-application 

consultation that management of the land following exchange would be by 

DOC for the foreseeable future.9  

 
6 Under both the pre-amendment and post-amendment versions of cl 29(2).  
7 For example page 42 of the Draft Report notes a potential health and safety hazard for anyone 
using these areas once they are incorporated into the Belmont Regional Park. This implies that the 
DOC-Get areas are to be incorporated into Belmont Regional Park, when that forms no part of 
Winstone's proposal. 
8 Clause 29(2) and 34(3), pre-amendment.  
9 Memorandum from Emma Fahey (DOC) to Phernne Tancock (Winstone’s Counsel), dated 4 July 
2025, at paragraph 7.1.  



21. There is a similar misunderstanding in Mr Matt Ward’s statement of advice 

where he refers to a requirement to “ascertain whether this application will 

benefit the DOC estate and the [Belmont Regional Park]”.10 There is no 

requirement under the Act to consider whether the application will benefit 

Belmont Regional Park. The clause 29(2) direction requires the exchange 

land to be managed by the Department of Conservation, and the values of 

that land to be enhanced.  

Correct approach to effects of the land exchange application  

22. There are some examples of language in the DOC report and supporting 

appendices that could erroneously be taken to suggest that the effects of 

the substantive development of the overburden disposal area have been 

factored into the assessment of the land exchange proposal.11  

23. The effects of developing the OBDA on the DOC-Give area must be 

considered as part of the substantive application for resource consent and 

other approvals at a later stage. Those effects are irrelevant to the current 

exercise. The Draft Report acknowledges this when it says “This report 

does not consider any future land uses and concentrates entirely on the 

effects of a change in ownership.”12 However, it appears that the statement 

of direction has not flowed through to all of the supporting appendices. 

Hutt City vegetation covenant  

24. Winstone confirms that the Hutt City Council vegetation encumbrance has 

been removed from the title to the Firth Block since the lodging of the 

report, and no longer requires consideration.13 An updated title to the Firth 

Block land is attached to these submissions.  

 
10 Statement of advice of Matt Ward at page 2, summary.  
11 For example, the statement of evidence of Matt Ward at page 9 says that constructing the 
OBDA would expose swamp maire specimens on the western edge to southerly winds. This is 
clearly an example where the technical expert has factored in the substantive effects of developing 
the OBDA to his assessment of conservation values. See Blue Green Ecology memorandum 
dated 15 June 2026 at paragraph 65–66. Another example is in the statement of evidence of 
Jeremy Head at paragraph 29, where he refers to the substantive and future changes to the area if 
the land exchange is approved and a net loss in landscape quality in the future. This is a comment 
on the proposed development of the OBDA area and is not relevant for the purposes of the land 
exchange application. See Boffa Miskell Landscape memorandum dated 10 June 2026 at page 7.  
12 Draft Report at page 4.  
13 Draft Report at pages 12 and 41 can be amended to remove reference to this encumbrance.  



DOC’s proposed conditions  

25. As a final point, one apparent omission from the Draft Report is an 

assessment of whether the land exchange would be approved if DOC’s 

proffered condition set were imposed. The Draft Report contains 

inconsistent statements to this effect.14  

26. DOC has proposed a set of conditions that are more onerous and detailed 

than those offered by the applicant. There is a statement in the report that: 

 … the conditions recommended by DOC to ensure there is a benefit to 

the conservation values as the weed removal, pest management, and 

restoration plantings improve the values of some of the DOC-Get 

sites.15  

27. But the technical appendices to the Draft Report do not provide 

assessment of the conservation values against the DOC-offered 

conditions.  

28. Winstone submits that DOC has a legal obligation to provide such an 

assessment in relation to the conditions it has recommended under clause 

26(1)(g). DOC must show that its conditions are able to be imposed by the 

condition-setting framework in clauses 31 and 32 and section 84, in light 

of the overarching obligation that conditions must not be more onerous 

than necessary (s 83). This requires the conditions to be supported by 

technical evidence.  

29. These points are just some examples of apparent errors, unreasonable 

criticisms, or omissions in the Draft Report. Further detail and areas of 

discrepancy and difference are identified in the technical memoranda that 

Winstone’s experts have prepared in response to the Draft Report.  

30. Winstone requests that DOC carefully reviews its Draft Report and 

supporting appendices in light of these points, prior to completing its final 

report.  

 
14 Draft Report at page 46 (“To be clear they [the conditions] are not put forward on the basis that 
they will satisfy the relevant test in the Act …”); compare page 55 (“Should the panel be of the 
mind to approve the land exchange, the conditions recommended by DOC ensure there is a 
benefit to the conservation values as the weed removal, pest management, and restoration 
plantings improve the values of some of the DOC-Get sites.”) 
15 Draft Report at page 55.  



Discrepancies between technical experts  

31. Many of the points of difference between DOC’s experts and Winstone’s 

experts relate to differences in methodology, underlying assumptions, or 

information relied upon. 

32. Winstone’s technical experts have considered the Draft Report and 

supporting material and sought to identify the reason for any points of 

difference. They have provided further information requested by DOC and 

its experts, where it is possible to do so, noting that some of the information 

requested had already been provided by was not expressly considered by 

DOC’s experts. For example many of DOC's experts appear to have not 

considered or been provided with Winstone's experts’ responses to 

comments dated March 2026.16 

33. Where there are discrepancies between the methodologies and criteria 

used by DOC’s and Winstone’s experts in conducting their comparative 

assessments, it is difficult to reconcile the two. They are not comparing like 

with like. This is most stark for the ecology report prepared by Dr Keesing 

for Winstone vs the botany/vegetation report prepared by Mr Ward for 

DOC. Winstone’s peer review ecologist Dr Ussher has considered the 

methodological difference in his peer review report and concludes that 

Winstone's assessment provided by Dr Keesing is more transparent and 

systematic.17 In Winstone's submission Dr Keesing’s recommendations 

should be preferred.  We also note that Mr Ward’s report is an assessment 

of the “botanical and vegetation elements of the project”,18 whereas 

Dr Keesing’s report applies a broader ecological lens.  

34. The methodological discrepancies are disappointing for Winstone as they 

may complicate the panel’s task of comparing and evaluating the technical 

assessments. 

 
16 Matt Ward does not say he has reviewed Blue Green Ecology’s addendum dated 5 March 2026; 
Jacob Williams does not list what documents he has reviewed but does not refer to Blue Green 
Ecology’s addendum dated 5 March 2026; Michael Harbrow does not say he has reviewed 
Greenaway & Associate’s memorandum dated 5 March 2026; Richard Nester does not say he has 
reviewed Clough & Associate’s memorandum dated 4 March 2026.  
17 RMA Ecology memorandum dated 14 June 2026 at page 4.  
18 Statement of advice of Mr. Ward at paragraph 6i.  



Lack of expert conferencing to date 

35. The discrepancies in methodology and information relied upon could be 

resolved by an expert conferral process.  

36. Winstone raised the possibility of an expert conferencing process between 

DOC’s experts and Winstone’s experts. But that proposal was not taken 

up. Expert conferencing has not yet taken place.  

37. There would be significant benefit in having an expert conferencing 

process for this application. Conferencing would provide an opportunity for 

Winstone’s experts to engage with DOC’s experts on many of the points 

of difference and that have been raised. The experts may be able to narrow 

or refine the points of disagreement by conferring.  

38. Instead, DOC’s expert reports were prepared in isolation from Winstone’s 

experts. The DOC report writer and the fast-track panel are consequently 

required to resolve differences of expert opinion based solely on written 

evidence. This is hard without a hearing or expert conferencing process to 

allow discussion and refinement of the expert evidence.  

39. Expert conferencing is customarily available for substantive fast track 

applications and similar processes.19 Fast-track panels often will direct that 

such conferencing is to occur.20 The joint witness statements that result 

from expert conferencing are invariably of assistance to panels in 

narrowing the issues that require analysis in the panel’s decision-making. 

This is important given the compressed decision-making timeframes under 

this process. It is unfortunate that an expert conferencing process has not 

formed part of the process to date, particularly given the extent of technical 

evidence to be considered and the late emerging points of difference 

between Winstone and DOC on technical points.  

40. Winstone wishes to place these comments about the absence of expert 

conferencing on the record. The fast-track panel may, at the substantive 

 
19 Fast-track Approvals Act 2024: Panel convener’ practice and procedure guidance (22 July 2025) 
at para 15. 
20 For example, the panel considering the Wellington International Airport Southern Seawall 
Renewal (FTAA-2510-1118) directed in their Minute 3 that expert conferencing take place in 

erosion, stability of cut batter, and conditions.  



stage, wish to consider whether expert conferencing on the key technical 

issues in the land exchange application would assist its decision-making. 

If the Panel considers that its consideration of the exchange would benefit 

from discussion between the experts, Winstone is willing to make its 

experts available.  

Comparative assessment of conservation values — an overall 
approach; or a sub-category based approach?  

41. Clause 29(2) says that the land exchange cannot be approved unless the 

panel is satisfied that the land exchange will enhance the conservation 

values. Under the pre-amendment Act, the enhancement must relate to 

“land managed by the Department of Conservation”. Following 

amendment, the enhancement must relate to “conservation areas and 

Crown-owned reserves considered as a whole”.  

42. A key legal issue is whether the “enhancement” of conservation values is 

required to be considered on an individualised basis for each sub-category 

of value, or whether a holistic assessment is required of all conservation 

values considered together. This legal issue arises under both the pre-

amendment and post-amendment versions of the Act, because it relates 

to the requirement to "enhance the conservation values".  

43. DOC's summary of its technical advice says there is a net benefit for some 

types of conservation values (landscape, natural character and terrestrial 

fauna) but “no net gain” for other types of values (biodiversity, flora and 

recreation). DOC also notes there is no difference and therefore “no gain” 

for cultural heritage values and freshwater ecology values.21 

44. DOC’s framing suggests there needs to be a net gain in each and every 

subcategory of conservation value in order to reach an overall conclusion 

that the land exchange will enhance the conservation values. That is: if 

there is a net loss for one type of conservation value, then notwithstanding 

the gains in other areas, the land exchange cannot be approved. DOC also 

mischaracterizes situations of neutrality (“no difference”) as a situation of 

 
21 Draft Report at page 55.  



“no gain”; again suggesting that if values are unaffected by the land 

exchange then that points against approval.  

45. The basis for this is not articulated in the Draft Report. 

46. Winstone has a different understanding of the law here. Its position is that 

clause 29 mandates an overall or global assessment of all types of 

conservation values considered together to form an overall conclusion as 

to whether conservation values are enhanced. It is a test that requires a 

net conservation benefit.  

47. Winstone set out this position on this in our legal memorandum in 

response to comments dated 5 March 2026,22 paragraphs 33 to 42. We 

expand on those earlier comments.  

48. First, if there was a requirement under the Act that each subcategory of 

conservation values needs to be enhanced by a land exchange in order 

for it to be approved, the Act would have said this explicitly. It does not. 

Rather clause 29(2) of Schedule 6 to the Act provides:  

The panel must not grant the approval unless the panel is satisfied that 

the land exchange (including any money that may be received under 

clause 30 and any conditions that the panel may impose in accordance 

with clause 32) will enhance the conservation values of [land managed 

by the Department of Conservation]/[conservation areas and Crown-

owned reserves considered as a whole].  

(pre-amendment wording and post-amendment wording marked in 

square brackets).  

49. The language of cl 29(2) requires all relevant conservation values to be 

considered individually and weighed together to inform a judgment as to 

the outcome as a whole. This is entirely consistent with the concept of a 

“net conservation benefit”, which the applicant demonstrated in its 

application as was required by cl 24(a).23 It is also consistent with the 

 
22 Legal memorandum dated 5 March 2026. 
23 See sch 6, clause 24(a) and (b), which lists the information required to be provided in the s 33 
application, including “an explanation of why the exchange would benefit the conservation estate” 
and “details of any improvement work to be done to provide a net conservation benefit …”. 
Winstone also notes that the New Zealand Conservation Authority’s comments on the application 
say that the overall test is whether there is a  “net benefit for conservation” (New Zealand 
Conservation Authority — Comments under the Fast-track Approvals Act 2024 — Belmont Quarry 
Development at page 3, 6 and 7”.  



apparent intention of the Act to give a statutory discretion to the decision-

making panel to be applied on both a qualitative and quantitative basis to 

reach an overall conclusion on comparative values. For these reasons, an 

“unders and overs” approach to conservation values is clearly 

contemplated.  

50. If there were a requirement for all different types of conservation value to 

be enhanced by the exchange, then where would you stop? There would 

be no obvious limit on the degree of granularity that could be required. For 

example, an applicant for a land exchange could be required to show an 

enhancement in values relating to individual species of birds, reptiles and 

plants present on the exchange parcels. This would make the statutory 

test unworkable and likely impossible to achieve. It would mean a land 

exchange that offered significant benefits to the conservation estate in all 

areas except one would be unable to proceed. That cannot have been 

intended by Parliament. 

51. The requirement for there to be an enhancement in conservation values 

reflects DOC’s broader mandate to manage its land “for conservation 

purposes” and to promote the benefits to present and future generations 

of conservation under s 6(a) and (c) of the Conservation Act 1987. 

“Conservation” is defined in that Act in a composite way as “the 

preservation and protection of natural and historic resources for the 

purpose of maintaining their intrinsic values, providing for their 

appreciation and recreational enjoyment by the public, and safeguarding 

the options of future generations”.24 This definition includes a mixture of 

intrinsic and anthropocentric values, as well as a future-focused element.  

52. In exercising its functions under the Conservation Act, DOC will always be 

weighing up different subcategories of conservation values to assess 

whether a proposed management decision affecting conservation land will 

promote benefits of conservation and management for conservation 

purposes. DOC will routinely make judgement calls that involve balancing 

different subcategories of conservation value. For example, a decision to 

establish a walking track involves balancing the increased recreational 

values offered by that track against an increased risk to natural resources 

 
24 Conservation Act 1987, s 2(1), definition of “conservation”.  



in the area that is to be accessed. The different subcategories of 

conservation values relevant to any decision within DOC’s functions will 

always require balancing and trade-offs between different types of 

conservation values and looking to achieve a net benefit for conservation 

on a global basis.  

53. Finally, an approach that requires a net benefit for all types of conservation 

values is inconsistent with the way in which land exchanges are 

considered by DOC at a policy level under the Conservation General 

Policy (CGP). Policy 6 of the CGP indicates that land exchange may be 

undertaken for a number of purposes which are linked together by the 

word "or". The policy contemplates that a land exchange might be 

undertaken where it would: improve representativeness of public 

conservation land; or improve the natural functioning or antiquity of places; 

or improve the amenity or utility of places; or achieve various other 

matters. But it doesn't have to do all of those things. This indicates that 

conservation values are generally understood to be approached in a 

holistic way and that there is no requirement for all aspects of conservation 

values to be enhanced by a land exchange. 

54. For these reasons, it is submitted that the Draft Report, and in turn the 

panel should take a holistic net benefit approach to its assessment of 

whether conservation values as a whole are enhanced by the proposed 

land exchange. The panel is not required to be satisfied that there is a net 

benefit for each subcategory of conservation value.  

Which version of the Act applies?  

55. The Draft Report considers the land exchange application against clause 

29(2) as it stood prior to 17 December 2025 (the pre-amendment 

version),25 and also as it now stands following an amendment on 31 March 

2026 (the post-amendment version).26 The Draft Report notes that it was 

prepared under the pre-amendment version but that DOC considers the 

 
25 Draft Report at page 17: “Preparation of this report by the Department is clearly under the law as 
it stood when the application was lodged.” 
26 Statement of advice of Matt Ward at page 10; Statement of advice of Rhys Burns at Appendix 1; 
Statement of advice of Jeremy Head at page 15, table 2; Statement of advice of Jacob Williams at 
table 7; Statement of advice of Michael Harbrow at paragraph 56; Statement of advice of Richard 
Nester at table 2.  



fast track panel's decision is required to be made under post-amendment 

version.27  

56. The pre-amendment and the post-amendment versions of clause 29(2) of 

the Act are set out side by side with points of difference underlined. 

 
Pre-amendment (before 17 December 2025) Post-amendment (from 31 March 2026) 

(2) The panel must not grant the approval 

unless the panel is satisfied that the land 

exchange (including any money that may be 

received under clause 30 and any conditions 

that the panel may impose in accordance with 

clause 32) will enhance the conservation 

values of land managed by the Department of 

Conservation. 

(2) The panel must not grant the approval 

unless the panel is satisfied that the land 

exchange (including any money that may be 

received under clause 30 and any conditions 

that the panel may impose in accordance with 

clause 32) will enhance the conservation 

values of conservation areas and Crown-

owned reserves considered as a whole. 

(2A) When considering the conservation 

values of the land to be acquired by the Crown, 

for the purpose of forming its view under 

subclause (2), the panel must discount the 

extent to which the conservation values of that 

land are affected by anything registered or 

noted for conservation purposes on the record 

of title for that land. 

 

57. The key differences between the two versions relate to two aspects:  

a. Discounting: Under the pre-commencement version there was no 

requirement to identify and discount conservation values that were 

affected by matters registered or noted on the title. This meant that 

conservation values affected by QEII covenants were able to be 

placed on the scales in the cl 29(2) assessment. Now, under the 

post-commencement version, the panel is directed to discount the 

extent to which conservation values of the exchanged land are 

affected by matters registered or noted on the title, including QEII 

covenants.  

 
27 Draft Report at page 16.  



b. Land areas to be considered: Under the pre-commencement 

version, the conservation values that were required to be enhanced 

were those of “land managed by [DOC]”. That meant the 

enhancement in conservation values had to relate solely to the land 

to be acquired and managed by the Crown under the exchange. 

Under the post-commencement version, the conservation values 

required to be enhanced are broader as conservation areas and 

Crown-owned reserves are to be considered as a whole. This 

permits consideration of off-site enhancements or benefits in 

conservation values across the broader conservation estate.28 

58. The significance of these differences to the Belmont Land Exchange 

proposal is discussed shortly. However we first set out the difference of 

opinion on which version of the Act applies. 

59. DOC’s opinion is explained in its draft legal memorandum in Appendix 5 to 

the Draft Report. It considers that the post-commencement version of 

clause 29(2) must be applied in the panel’s decision making.  

60. Winstone’s position is that the panel’s decision is required to be made 

against the pre-amendment version of clause 29(2) as it stood at the time 

that the land exchange application was lodged on 10 December 2025. The 

transitional provisions in the Act require that an application lodged before 

17 December 2025 is subject to the Act as in force immediately before 

17 December 2025 — i.e. an application is to be lodged on the basis of 

the provisions in force at the time it was lodged.29 This is consistent with 

the well-established principle that amendments to legislation do not have 

retrospective effect.30 

61. Winstone has obtained an independent opinion on this matter from Mr Bal 

Matheson KC dated 11 June 2026. A copy of Mr Matheson’s opinion is 

enclosed.  

62. Mr Matheson’s view is that the land exchange application should be fully 

determined under the law as it stood at the time the application was 

 
28 Cl 32(1)(b) and 34(3).   
29 Refer to Schedule 1, Part 2 cl 6(1). Clause 5 defines an application as including a “land exchange 
application” for the purposes of the transitional provisions.  
30 Legislation Act 2019, s 12.  



lodged, including as part of any decision on a substantive application by 

an expert panel.31 He notes there is no evidence that Parliament intended 

to give retrospective effect to the amendments to the amended criteria in 

clause 29.32  

Way forward  

63. Winstone accepts that there are differing interpretations of this issue, and 

that the issue is not clear cut. The Panel will need to form a view on this 

issue as part of its substantive consideration. 

64. Which version of the Act applies has consequences for Winstone’s land 

exchange proposal in relation to the two aspects summarised above in 

paragraph 57.  

65. First, as to discounting: it is common ground between Winstone and DOC 

and DOC’s experts that the QEII-covenanted areas have conservation 

values. It is likely to be more difficult for the land exchange application to 

meet the clause 29(2) test if the discounting approach is required.  

66. However, it is important to be clear about what is and is not required to be 

discounted. Clause 29(2A) requires discounting of “the extent to which the 

conservation values of that land are affected by” the QEII covenant. The 

terms of the QEII covenant protect, maintain, restore and enhance the 

open space values of the covenanted area with objectives relating to: 

natural character, landscape value, indigenous biodiversity, and 

prevention of subdivision.33  

67. To the extent that the QEII covenanted area holds other conservation 

values such as archeological, recreation, or cultural values, those are not 

affected by the QEII covenant. Therefore, they are not to be discounted if 

cl 29(2A) applies.  

68. On the second aspect (land areas to be considered), if the post-

commencement version of clause 29 applies to the Belmont land 

exchange, then there is the ability for the panel to take into account 

 
31 Matheson opinion, para 9.  
32 Matheson opinion, para 14(a).  
33 See the terms of the QEII Covenant in Appendix E3 to the land exchange application, at 
clause 2 “Purpose and objectives”.  



enhancements of conservation values on the conservation estate 

“considered as a whole”. This allows off-site improvements and gains in 

value to be placed on the scales. Winstone has included proposals for off-

site improvements and gains as part of its improvement Package B, which 

we now turn to. 

Improvement Packages 

69. It is uncertain which legal test will be applied by the expert panel. Winstone 

will not know which approach is being taken until at the earliest some time 

after the panel is appointed — and potentially not until the draft decision. 

As recommended by Mr Matheson KC,34 Winstone has prepared two 

improvement packages for the panel's consideration. 

70. Package A is premised on the pre-amendment version of section 29(2) 

applying to the land exchange. Under that scenario, the panel is not 

required to discount the conservation values associated with the QEII 

covenanted areas. This means that the conservation values of all of the 

Northern Gully and Firth Block are to be placed on the scales and given 

full weight in the panel’s assessment. 

71. Package A (as now revised by Winstone from what was originally 

submitted with its land exchange application in December 2025) includes 

the following features: 

a. The flora planting, target weed and mammalian pest control 

measures and physical works set out in Table 1 Package A, this 

includes: 

i. Planting 200 swamp maire in the Southern Gully,  

ii. Approximately 7,000 plants in Dry Creek, of which 500 will 

be ramarama; and 

iii. 1000 kamahi and 1000 kanuka in Firth Block.  

b. A comprehensive package of targeted weed control for 5 years and 

mammalian pest control for 10 years.  

 
34 Matheson opinion at para 22.  





required to discount conservation values associated with the QEII 

covenanted areas. This means that there will be discounting of the 

protected conservation values of part of the Northern Gully area and all of 

the Firth Block area (but only to the extent of those values protected by the 

provisions of the QEII covenant).38 The panel can also take into account 

improvements or benefits to the conservation estate “considered as a 

whole” including those that sit outside the exchange parcels.  

76. Winstone is of the firm view that clause 29(2) does not apply. Package B 

is offered only if the Panel reaches a different view. Should that occur, 

Winstone's experts have included an updated evaluation of the 

conservation values associated with the exchange discounting the QEII 

values. 

77. Package B (as proposed by Winstone) includes the following elements: 

a. All of Package A (as summarised above in paragraph 71) 

b. Provision for the establishment of planting of 200 further Swamp 

Maire and 200 Ramarama at an offsite location in the Belmont 

Regional Park, adjacent to the DOC-Give area; and 

c. Additional 5 year weed pest control and 10 year mammalian pest 

control in the Belmont Regional Park offsite planting location to 

assist the successful establishment of the planting.  

78. Package B is more fully described in a Memorandum dated 15 June 2026, 

from Winstone's in response to the Belmont Quarry Development and the 

revised set of conditions, (noting there are some conditions that will only 

apply if Package B is required) 

79. The land exchange, discounting the conservation values affected by the 

QEII covenants, but adding the values provided by the Package B 

improvements, will meet the new statutory requirement to “enhance the 

conservation values of conservation areas and Crown-owned reserves 

 
38 See above at paragraph 66–67 for discussion of which conservation values are affected by the 
QEII covenants.  





83. This section provides legal submissions on the approach taken by DOC to 

the setting of conditions. First, global points are made on the legal 

framework for setting conditions under the Act; secondly, specific comment 

is provided on the DOC-proffered conditions. These submissions apply to 

both Package A and Package B that have been proffered by Winstone.  

Legal framework for setting conditions  

84. There are two global points that are relevant to the legal framework for 

setting conditions.  

85. First, there is a distinction under the Act between preconditions imposed 

under clause 31 and conditions imposed under clause 32. The distinction 

has important practical consequences. Clause 31 preconditions must be 

complied with within two years of the panel's decision — if not, the 

approval lapses.42 So in practical terms, any clause 31 preconditions must 

be achievable within a two-year time frame (a note has been added to the 

heading of the pre-conditions as a reminder of this). There must be a good 

reason to set a precondition under clause 31 because of the additional 

burden that is cast on the applicant of requiring it to be met within a two-

year time frame. Clause 31 should be limited to cases where the proposed 

condition is strictly “necessary” to enable the land exchange to be 

effected.43 This is to ensure that conditions are no more onerous than is 

necessary.44  

86. Winstone considers that DOC’s condition set may assign too many 

conditions to the clause 31 category. Some of DOC’s clause 31 

preconditions are not readily achievable within a two-year timeframe and 

are not strictly necessary to enable the land exchange to be effected. 

These conditions can be reallocated to clause 32, if they are indeed 

necessary at all. One example of this is the planting requirements, the 

propagation of swamp maire to a suitable planting size will exceed the 2-

year timeframe. Planting and related conditions are more suitable as cl 32 

conditions on the exchange, as opposed to cl 31 pre-conditions.  

 
42 Section 86(2) of the Act.  
43 Clause 31(1)(a) of schedule 6 of the Act.  
44 Section 83 of the Act.  



87. Second, the Draft Report recommends that certain conditions are imposed 

under section 78.45 This part of the Draft Report appears to reflect a 

misunderstanding of how Section 78 of the Act operates. Section 78 is 

headed "Appropriate Minister may specify standard conditions" 

(emphasis added). Subs (1) says that the appropriate Minister may specify 

conditions that a panel may be required to impose on approvals of a 

particular kind, including a land exchange. As far as the applicant is aware 

the Minister for Conservation has not specified any “standard conditions” 

for land exchanges. DOC cannot invoke section 78 by simply asserting 

that conditions ought to be imposed. There needs to be a prior decision by 

the Minister to specify a set of standard conditions. That simply has not 

occurred.  

88. It is anticipated, however, that the unavailability of section 78 as a condition 

setting power will not have any practical significance for this land 

exchange. Many of the conditions that DOC proposes under the s 78 

heading are, for the most part, mechanical in nature and while Winstone 

has redrafted these for clarity, it has no issue with intent of  them, other 

than the general observation that many appear to be better suited as 

contractual terms to be included in the commercial exchange agreement 

between the parties, rather than pre-conditions on the exchange. 

89. We turn now to discuss Winstone’s position on specific conditions that 

have been proffered by DOC.  

Clause 31 pre-conditions  

Draft process for survey plan  

90. DOC has added in, as condition 1 of its draft conditions, a draft process 

for the survey plan to provide sufficient time to review and make changes 

if necessary.  

91. Winstone notes that DOC has had a copy of Winstone's draft survey plan 

since December 2025. It is unclear why DOC has not been able to review 

and comment on this in the Draft Report. 

 
45 Paragraph 5.7.2 of the draft DOC report 



92. The specification of a condition for a process to review the survey plan 

needs to be viewed in the context of DOC having had the draft survey plan 

for six months already. Winstone intends to apply for the consents to 

subdivide the exchange land as part of its substantive fast track application 

that it will lodge once it receives the Final DOC Exchange Report. It is 

important to have an approved survey plan from DOC upon which to base 

that application. Winstone had expected any comment from DOC on the 

survey plan to occur as part of the Draft Report and requests DOC 

specifically consider the Scheme Plan in its Final Report.  

93. It also needs to be factored in that any requirement for a survey plan to be 

approved by DOC should not be open ended. That could imperil the ability 

of Winstone to achieve the preconditions within the two-year time frame 

specified by the Act. 

94. Winston requests that conditions 1 and 2 of DOC's proffered conditions 

are amended to:  

a. Set a clear time frame of 20 working days for the Minister to provide 

final approval of the Survey Plan, noting that any approval should 

relate to any aspects of the final Survey Plan which are different to 

the prior draft plan DOC will have approved; and  

b. Provide that the Survey Plan will be automatically approved if there 

is no response within that specified time frame.  

Removal of requirement to vest the sites as a reserve subject to the 

Reserves Act 1977 

95. Winstone has no objection to the deletion of the requirement to vest the 

sites as reserve subject to the Reserves Act 1977.46 However it notes that 

the DOC land must be held for conservation purposes as a matter of law 

under the Reserves Act and that the precise classification of the parcels is 

a matter for a future decision by the Minister.47 

 
46 Draft Report, page 47. This was proposed in the draft conditions in Winstone’s land exchange 
report at para 13.6, condition (2): “… and vested as a reserve subject to the Reserves Act 1977 
[with the reserve classification to be consistent with the classification specified by the Panel].”  
47 Clause 34(2).  



Discharge of HCC vegetation encumbrance 

96. Condition 7 requires the applicant to obtain a full discharge of the 

vegetation protection encumbrance. This condition is unnecessary 

because that encumbrance has already been discharged, as is apparent 

from the record of title enclosed with this memorandum.  

Bonds 

97. DOC proposes in its draft conditions 13 to 23 a requirement for the 

applicant to post a bond. 

98. For the reason set out in Winstone's legal submissions in response to 

comments dated 5 March 2026 at paragraphs 43 to 48, there is no lawful 

ability under the Act for a bond condition to be imposed on an applicant.  

99. Winstone’s preference is that no bond is required, noting that the land 

exchange approval does not authorise any physical works to the OBDA — 

these are to be addressed through the later substantive process.  

100. If however, the panel disagrees with this legal submission, then Winstone 

submits that the bond conditions ought to be amended to provide much 

greater clarity and focus on what the bond is being imposed to address. 

The bond must be limited to a practical, enforceable completion bond for 

the performance of specific improvement works that are offered for the 

exchange, with clearly defined works, timeframes, a cap on the bond 

quantum, defined default triggers, and provisions for release of the bond 

upon certification of completion.  

101. As currently framed the bond conditions are open-ended as to what 

deliverables the bond is intended to provide security for, the quantum of a 

bond, the duration of the bond and the process used to set the bond 

amount. This means that the condition is significantly more onerous than 

is necessary to address the reasons for imposing the condition, in breach 

of section 83 of the Act. The key topics where greater specificity is required 

in the broad conditions are:  

a. what physical works is the bond being required to cover; 



b. a clear and measurable methodology for setting the bond quantum 

that can be assessed by an independent expert if necessary;  

c. time frames for setting the bond amount; and  

d. timeframes for releasing the bond upon completion of the physical 

works.  

102. Some amendments to the bond conditions are proposed in the attachment 

to this memorandum to capture the above topics. These amendments are 

appropriate to ensure that the bond is imposed solely to manage risks and 

potential liabilities of the Crown arising from the land exchange, which is 

the limit of the condition-setting power in section 78. The ability to set a 

bond (if one exists) should not be used to cover works or risks unrelated 

to the land exchange, and the bond condition must be no more onerous 

than necessary to address the reason for which it is set.  

Management plans  

103. Winstone has proposed amendments to the management plan conditions 

to make them more workable to give effect to a land exchange, providing 

for ongoing management obligations.  

104. It considers that the way in which the management plan conditions had 

been proposed by DOC were more akin to those that would be imposed 

on a resource consent to mitigate effects; that is not the purpose of 

management plans on a land exchange proposal. 

Number of swamp maire  

105. There is factual disagreement between Winstone and DOC’s experts as to 

the number of swamp maire that Winstone needs to plant to provide an 

equivalency of conservation values to account for the present 9-swamp 

maire within the DOC-Give land.  

106. For the reasons set out in Dr Vaughan Keesing’s (and supported in 

Dr Graham Ussher’s peer review of Mr Ward and Dr Keesing’s reports and 

DOC report),48 DOC‘s proposed planting requirement of 1,800 specimens 

 
48 Blue Green Ecology memorandum dated 15 June 2026 at paragraphs 60–62. RMA ecology 
memorandum dated 14 June 2026 at point 2 “Ratio for planting swamp maire”. 



is disproportionate and inappropriate and ought to form no part of any 

ecological restoration plan. 

107. Both Dr Keesing and Dr Ussher consider that the original proposal by 

Winstone of planting 200 swamp maire in the Southern Gully is 

proportionate to the 9-swamp maire that will no longer be present in the 

conservation estate following the exchange and supported by evidence as 

to appropriate offset ratios (as provided in Package A).� Winstone’s strong 

view is that no additional planting above this is required.  

108. In the event that the panel concludes that the post-amendment version of 

s29(2A) applies, and that further planting is required to address the 

discounting of the QEII conservation values, then Package B makes 

provision for further planting to occur within the Belmont Regional Park (if 

the Panel determine this is necessary). Winstone has consulted with 

Greater Wellington Regional Council who manage the Belmont Regional 

Park, and it has confirmed its in-principal agreement for Winstone to use 

this area (a copy of that approval is enclosed).49 

109. Any requirement for planting of swamp maire or other species needs to be 

considered in light of the two-year time frame for the applicant to comply 

with clause 31 preconditions. It is unlikely to be practical to establish a 

significant number of specimens within a two-year time frame. For this 

reason the applicant proposes that any conditions relating to planting and 

establishment ought to be imposed as conditions under clause 32 rather 

than preconditions under clause 31. 

Pest management period 

110. Winstone has accepted DOC’s requirement for 10 years of mammalian 

pest management, however it has proposed amendments to the 

monitoring and target species.50 These changes are on the basis that 

DOC’s proposed pest management package was more onerous than 

necessary to address the reasons for the pest management requirement.  

 
49 Letter from David Boone (GWRC) to Shalini Sanjeshni (Winstone) dated 15 June 2026. 
50 Winstone memorandum dated 15 June 2026 “Package A: Proposed ecological improvements in 
response to Belmont Quarry Development, Post DOC Report Fast-Track Project FT308”.  



111. There is additional pest control proposed as part of Package B if required, 

in relation to the proposed offsite planting in Belmont Regional Park. This 

is for the purpose of establishment of swamp maire and ramarama in that 

site.  

Fencing 

112. DOC has proposed in its draft condition 24 that the applicant will construct 

“any boundary fencing required around the land being received” by DOC, 

to the Minister's satisfaction.  

113. There is no detail as to where this fencing is to be located, what standard 

it is to be built to or what purpose the fence is to serve. The condition is 

too vague as it is unclear what’s meant by the “Minister's satisfaction”.  

114. If there were to be a dispute about the requirements for such a fence, then 

that would create a risk as to whether Winstone could achieve approval 

and construct a fence within the two-year time frame.  

115. This condition:51  

a. Should be a clause 32 condition, rather than a clause 31 

precondition, because it is not necessary to enable the land 

exchange to be effected; and  

b. Should include a clear set of requirements for what must be 

provided to meet the Minister's satisfaction. Winstone has 

proposed a rewording of this condition to provide that clarity. 

Winstone’s revised condition provides a fencing plan and fence 

standard to be agreed prior to settlement.  

Biosecurity Act 

116. Doc has proposed as Condition 24 a requirement for Winstone to comply 

with the rules under the Biosecurity Act to the Minister's satisfaction prior 

to the Settlement Date. 

117. This condition is considered redundant and more onerous than is 

necessary. If it is simply replicating an existing legal obligation on Winstone 

 
51 Winstone’s redrafting of this condition is headed “Fencing”.  



under the Biosecurity Act then it is unnecessary. If it is adding to 

Winstone’s obligations by requiring the “Minister’s satisfaction” as to 

compliance with the Biosecurity Act then it is unclear what, if any, 

additional obligation is being required. This uncertainty is inappropriate 

and Winstone has suggested that this condition be deleted in its revised 

condition set. 

Clause 32 conditions / section 78 conditions 

Contaminated land 

118. DOC proposes as condition 55 that there be remediation of any land 

contamination if discovered within 12 months of the settlement date. This 

condition is proposed under section 78 of the Act. 

119. For reasons set out above there is no jurisdiction for DOC to recommend 

such a condition in the absence of being specified by the Minister as a 

standard condition for land exchanges.52 

120. The proposed land contamination condition appears to be specific to this 

particular land exchange rather than a standard condition. It is therefore 

not within the scope of the Section 78 condition setting power. 

121. Winstone also notes the comments from its land contamination consultant, 

PDP, that it is unlikely that there is any contaminated land in the DOC-Give 

areas.53 

122. If, however, the proposed land contamination condition is intended to be 

set by the panel, then Winstone has set out in its marked-up version of the 

conditions some amendments to the proposed land contamination 

conditions to limit the period and extent of remediation required, improve 

its workability and clarity by referring to the relevant standards and provide 

a bespoke set of conditions providing for the further investigation and 

remediation of any contamination in the Northern Gully site.54 

 
52 See paragraph 87 above.  
53 PDP Memorandum on draft DOC report response dated 15 June 2026.  
54 Winstone’s redrafting of this condition is headed “Contaminated Land”.  



Withdrawal by agreement. 

123. DOC propose as condition 26 that the parties may mutually agree in writing 

that they no longer wish to proceed with the land exchange, in which case 

the Minister is no longer obliged to give effect to the exchange. 

124. This appears to be imposed as a standard condition under Section 78. 

However as explained above the Minister has not specified any standard 

conditions on land exchanges. 

125. Winstone has deleted that condition as it considers that the ability for the 

parties to mutually agree not to proceed is more appropriately to be 

included as part of a land exchange agreement rather than a condition on 

the land exchange approval. Winstone also notes that it is not obliged to 

exercise any approval that is granted to it. 

Other topics  

Conservation General Policy 

126. The Draft Report says that the Conservation General Policy is considered 

to apply to DOC for the purposes of this land exchange application, even 

though in the future (if the land exchange is approved) the DOC-get sites 

may be administered by Greater Wellington Regional Council.55 The report 

then goes on to evaluate the land exchange against Policy 6 of the 

Conservation General Policy and concludes that the DOC-get sites are not 

considered to achieve certain matters set out in that policy. 

127. Winstone considers that whether the land exchange achieves the matters 

set out in the Conservation General Policy is not relevant to the decision-

making process for the land exchange.56 This is because, as DOC 

acknowledges, the Conservation General Policy does not apply to 

reserves that are controlled and managed by administering bodies such 

as Greater Wellington Regional Council.57 

 
55 Draft Report, para 5.5.  
56 Wikaira Consulting memorandum dated 15 June 2026. 
57 Conservation General Policy (2005, revised 2019) at page 8 “This General Policy provides 
guidance for the administration and management of all lands and waters and all natural and 
historic resources managed for the purposes of the above Acts, excluding reserves 
administered by other agencies under the Reserves Act 1977.” (emphasis added).  



128. The Act states that the DOC report, and the panel’s subsequent 

consideration, shall take into account “statements of general policy 

approved under section 17B and 17C of the Conservation Act 1987”.58 

Winstone submits that this direction does not mean that decision-makers 

need to give weight the General Policy if, on the terms of that policy itself, 

it does not apply to the land parcels in question.  

129. DOC agreed with Winstone during pre-application consultation that the 

Conservation General Policy itself clarifies that none of its content applies 

to reserves managed by persons other than DOC. DOC suggested that 

the policy may provide some guidance but would not directly apply.59 DOC 

has departed from this pre-application guidance without explanation.  

Paper road 

130. There is some confusion in the Draft Report about the role of the paper 

road on the DOC give area and what is proposed to happen to that as part 

of the exchange. The Draft Report notes that there is a “legal risk” in terms 

of the paper road in the northern corner that belongs to the Hutt City 

Council and that it will be necessary to consider what is going to occur to 

this as part of the exchange.60 

131. To clarify the position:  

a. the paper road area is currently vested in Hutt City Council, not 

DOC; and  

b. it does not currently form part of the DOC/Crown land that is able 

to be subject to a land exchange.  

132. It would be possible for the Minister of Lands to require Hutt City Council 

to transfer this unformed road to the Crown under section 323 of the Local 

Government Act 1974. If that happens, then the paper road could be 

declared to be held for conservation purposes as part of Belmont Regional 

Park, and it could then be included within the land exchange.  

 
58 Schedule 6, cl 26(1)(e) and 29(1)(a)(vi).  
59 Memorandum from Emma Fahey (DOC) to Phernne Tancock (Winstone’s Counsel), dated 4 
July 2025, at paragraph 9.1 and 9.2 
60 Draft Report at page 42.  



133. Winstones suggested in its land exchange application that “the paper road 

is sought for exchange and will form part of the footprint for the RMA 

approvals in the substantive application”.61 This statement was included 

because of the possibility the paper road could form part of the regional 

park pursuant to the statutory process described in the previous 

paragraph.  

134. However, as that possibility appears to be remote, Winstone is content for 

the application to be processed on the basis that the paper road does not 

form part of the land exchange application. This will mean that stopping 

the paper road and transferring it to Winstone would need to occur via a 

separate road-stopping process from the fast-track application process.  

135. Winstone reserves its position on seeking resource consent and other 

approvals for a footprint that includes the current paper road area. There 

is no barrier on seeking and obtaining those approvals prior to a road 

stopping process being completed.  

Legal and financial liabilities and risks.  

136. The Draft Report discusses the legal and financial liability risks for the 

Crown associated with the land exchange, as is required by cl 26(1)(b) and 

(d).62  

137. This assessment of liabilities and risks is one-sided in that it only considers 

the potential legal and financial liabilities associated with DOC taking 

ownership of the land exchange parcels. It does not consider the liabilities 

that DOC will be exposed to in the counterfactual scenario where the land 

exchange does not proceed and the status quo continues. 

138. Winstone submits that it is relevant to consider, as a baseline, DOC’s legal 

and financial liabilities and risks in the counterfactual that the land 

exchange is not approved. In that counterfactual, DOC continues to own 

the DOC-Give area currently in Belmont Regional Park and will have a 

potential liability to remediate contaminated land that has been found in 

that area. There are a number of examples of rubbish and “a ruinous 20th 

 
61 Wikaira Consulting Ltd land exchange report at fn 1.  
62 Draft Report at paragraph 5.4.  



century farm outbuilding” in the DOC-give area.63 Initial investigations 

indicate the area associated with this former farm building has some level 

of contamination. These features ought to be balanced against the 

potential liabilities that DOC will be exposed to if the land exchange 

proceeds.  

139. Winstone submits that overall the potential exposure to the Crown 

associated with cleaning up rubbish and contaminated land is not 

significantly increased by it taking ownership of the DOC-get areas in 

exchange for the DOC-give area, and subject to the proposed condition 

package. 

140. As an additional point, the Draft Report is also based on a misconception 

about the potential land contamination risk from quarrying activities. Rock 

quarrying for aggregate or building stone (e.g., Belmont Quarry) is a 

natural material and is excluded from the MfE’s Hazardous Activities and 

Industries List (HAIL), as such activities are generally considered to 

present a low likelihood of soil contamination. The HAIL activities 

associated with the storage of hazardous materials were outside of the 

DOC-Give areas.64 It is incorrect to assume that all areas that have been 

quarried have a land contamination problem. 

Overall submission on tests for land exchange  

141. The legal tests that the panel must apply when considering a land 

exchange are set out in clause 29 of Schedule 6 of the Act. As an initial 

gateway, the land exchange must “enhance the conservation values” of 

land managed by DOC (or conservation areas and Crown-owned reserves 

considered as a whole). The exchange cannot be approved if that gateway 

is not met.65 There are then certain disqualifying matters in cl 29(3) — none 

of which are engaged for this application.66 Once those matters are 

addressed, there is a list of factors that must be taken into account under 

clause 29(1), giving the greatest weight to the purpose of the Act.  

 
63 Clough and Associates “Response to comment from FoBRP” dated 4 March 2026.  
64 PDP Preliminary site investigation for Firth Block, Northern Gully, and Southern Gully, dated 5 
December 2025; PDP preliminary and detailed site investigation for Dry Creek dated 5 December 
2025; PDP memorandum on land contamination in response to Draft DOC Report dated 15 June 
2026.  
65 Section 85(1)(f).  
66 Wikaira Consulting Ltd Land exchange report at para 14.25–14.26.  



142. The panel must also apply section 81 to its decision on the approval sought 

in the substantive application, including the land exchange. 

143. The panel may also consider possible grounds for declining approval 

under section 85. There is a discretionary basis to decline an approval if 

there are adverse impacts in relation to the approval sought that are 

sufficiently significant to be out of proportion to the project's regional or 

national benefits, taking into account conditions that may be set and 

conditions or modifications that the applicant may agree to. 

144. How do these tests apply to the land exchange approval?  

145. First, for the reasons set out above in paragraphs 69 to 80 of these 

submissions, the statutory threshold in clause 29(2) is satisfied by this land 

exchange proposal. The land exchange when considered with the 

proffered improvements package will enhance the conservation values, 

under either the pre-amendment or post-amendment versions of clause 

29(2) and (2A).  

146. As set out above the applicant’s proffered improvements package is: 

a. Package A if the panel considers that the pre-amendment version 

applies; and  

b. Package B if the panel concludes that the post-amendment version 

applies. 

147. Having crossed the cl 29(2) threshold, the panel must consider the 

application by taking into account the mandatory matters in cl 29(1)(a). 

These are:  

a. The purpose of the Act (cl 29(1)(a)(i)); 

b. The conservation values of the land concerned, how threatened or 

abundant they are, and a comparative assessment of the values 

(cl 29(1)(a)(ii)); 

c. The financial implications for the Crown of the land exchange 

(cl 29(1)(a)(iii)); 



d. Whether the consequences of the link exchange, would it be 

practical to manage on an ongoing basis (cl 29(1)(a)(iv)); 

e. legal and financial liabilities and health and safety risks for the 

Crown (cl 29(1)(a)(v)); 

f. statements of general policy approved under the Conservation Act 

(cl 29(1)(a)(vi)); 

g. conservation management strategies, conservation management 

plans, or reserve management plans that were co-authored, 

authored, or approved by a Treaty settlement entity 

(cl 29(1)(a)(vii)).  

148. The panel also may, in its discretion, consider any conservation 

management strategy, conservation management plan, or reserve 

management plan that was not co-authored or approved by a Treaty 

settlement entity under clause 29(1)(b). 

149. In taking these matters into account the panel must give the greatest 

weight to the purpose of the Act.  

Purpose of the Act  

150. The DOC report is not required to, and does not attempt to, provide any 

assessment of the land exchange proposal against the purpose of the 

Act.67 It is outside of DOC’s statutory remit to report on whether the land 

exchange proposal will meet the purpose of the Act by facilitating the 

delivery of infrastructure and development projects with significant 

regional or national benefits.  

151. Winstone has provided analysis of how its land exchange proposal 

facilitates the delivery of infrastructure and development projects with 

significant regional or national benefits. It provided an economics 

assessment from by Market Economics as part of its exchange 

application.68 That concluded that approving the Land Exchange will 

 
67 Schedule 6, cl 26(1) does not include “the purpose of the Act” as a matter that DOC must report 
on. This contrasts with the panel’s role under cl 29(1), which directs that the panel is to give the 
greatest weight to “the purpose of the Act”.  
68 Wikaira Consulting Ltd Land Exchange Report at paragraphs 15.2–15.6.  



unlock additional capacity and extend the Belmont Quarry's operational 

life by up to 35 to 40 years. It also reduces the need for long-haul 

overburden transport, thereby decreasing traffic on the State Highway 

network, lowering emissions, and mitigating environmental impacts. It 

does so by enabling the location of a new overburden disposal area next 

to the quarry. 

152. These efficiencies will support the timely and cost-effective delivery of 

regional infrastructure projects such as RiverLink, housing development, 

and public transport upgrades.69 

153. Market Economics has quantified the net economic benefits of allowing 

the land exchange to occur. These are $313 million in net present value 

terms over a 35-year lifetime of the quarry. In addition to that, the Belmont 

quarry development plans will add $20.4 million of household income to 

the Wellington region, and the flow on effects will increase employment by 

557 FTEs. Market Economics concludes that the economic benefits of the 

Belmont Quarry Development Project, which includes the land exchange, 

are significant at the regional level and will be ongoing. The most 

economically efficient approach to secure Wellington’s supply of 

aggregate is to enable the continued operation of Belmont Quarry, as new 

quarry sites are very difficult to find and costly to set up.70  

154. In light of this evidence the panel should conclude that the land exchange 

proposal has significant regional or national benefits and is therefore 

aligned with the purpose of the Act. 

Other matters in cl 29(1)(a) and (b)  

155. The remaining matters in cl 29(1)(a) and (b) are summarised in Winstone’s 

land exchange report,71 and have been addressed in the Draft Report.72 

Winstone’s comments on these points are contained in this memorandum 

and other memoranda from Winstone’s technical experts. In short: 

a. the land exchange will result in a net gain in conservation values; 

 
69 Wikaira Consulting Ltd Land Exchange Report at paragraphs 15.2–15.5.  
70 Market Economics, page 5.  
71 Wikaira Consulting land exchange report at paragraph 15.7–15.35 and 15.49–15.57.  
72 Draft Report at paragraphs 5.2–5.6.  



b. the financial implications, legal and financial liabilities, and health 

and safety risks of the land exchange can be practically managed 

to a negligible level; 

c. the consequences of the land exchange are practical for the Crown 

to manage on an ongoing basis; and  

d. there is nothing in the Conservation General Policy or other 

planning documents that points against the appropriateness of the 

proposed exchange. 

156. Thes matters are required to be given lower weight than the purpose of 

the Act.  

157. Winstone submits that, when taking into account the purpose of the Act 

and the other matters in cl 29(1), the panel should approve the land 

exchange proposal, subject to conditions.  

158. The appropriate condition set will depend on the panel’s view on which 

version of the Act applies and the level of planting required. Winstone has 

set out its Package A and Package B in this memorandum and supporting 

documents, in order to provide the panel with a set of workable options 

that would allow the exchange to be implemented successfully, in either 

scenario.  

Supporting documentation  

159. This memorandum is submitted with the following technical memoranda 

from Winstone’s experts:  

a. Wikaira Consulting Ltd — Memorandum in response to DOC report 

dated 15 June 2026;  

b. Blue Green Ecology: Response to DOC botanical assessment and 

response to DOC Freshwater Ecology dated 15 June 2026;  

c. RMA Ecology (Dr Graham Ussher) — Peer Review of Winstone 

Aggregates and DOC Assessment Reports on Ecology Matters 

Memorandum dated 14 June 2026;  



d. Blue Print Ecology — response to DOC report — Lizards dated 12 

June 2026;  

e. Greenaway & Associates — response to DOC report dated 15 

June 2026;  

f. PDP — memorandum on land contamination issues in response to 

Draft DOC Report dated 15 June 2026;  

g. Boffa Miskell:  

i. memorandum on landscape issues dated 10 June 2026; 

and  

ii. updated landscape assessment (Rev A) dated 24 April 

2026;  

iii. Response re Terrestrial Fauna, Bats dated 12 June 2026; 

h. Landscape Dynamics Limited Memorandum on impact of QEII 

covenant areas dated 12 June 2026;  

i. Clough & Associates — Archaeology memorandum dated 10 June 

2026.  

160. These memoranda provide detailed comments from Winstone's experts 

on points of difference raised by the DOC report and supporting technical 

appendices. 

161. Also attached are memoranda from Winstone Aggregates dated 15 June 

2026 providing details of the Improvement Package A and B and proposed 

condition sets relating to each of those Packages.  

162. Also attached are:  

a. Legal opinion authored by Mr Bal Matheson KC dated 11 June 

2026; 

b. A letter from Greater Wellington Regional Council confirming in-

principle agreement for a planting area in Belmont Regional Park 

(for Package B) dated 15 June 2026;  



c. An updated title to the Firth Block land, showing that the Hutt City 

Council vegetation encumbrance has been discharged; and  

d. Winstone’s response to comments, documents and addendums, 

submitted on 5 March 2026. These are included because they 

appear to have not been expressly considered by some of DOC’s 

experts.73  

 

 

__________________________ 
P D TANCOCK/D W BALLINGER 
Counsel for Winstone Aggregates 
 
Dated 15 June 2026    

 
73 Winstone’s response to comments was provided pursuant to s 35(2) of the Act, which applies 
s 55 (response to comments) in relation to written comments provided under s 35(1).  



MEMORANDUM

1

FTA308: BELMONT LAND EXCHANGE - RESPONSE TO DOC REPORT

INTRODUCTION

1. I have been engaged by Winstone Aggregates (Winstone) to provide planning assistance in 
relation to its fast-track application for a land exchange for Belmont Quarry (FTA308). I 
previously prepared the following:

a) Land Exchange Report1 dated 7 December 2025.

b) Applicant response to completeness assessment2 dated 27 January 2026.

c) Memorandum responding to further information in relation to section 13(4)(o), as required 
by section 43(2) of the Fast-track Approvals Act 2024 (the Act), to provide clarification on 
parcels of Māori land, marae and identified wāhi tapu within the project area.

d) Planning memorandum3 responding to comments received from invited persons and 
groups in relation to the land exchange application dated 5 March 2026.

2. This memorandum has been prepared on behalf of Winstone in response to the Draft 
Director-General of Conservation Report4 (Draft Report) under section 35(3) of the Act. The 
Draft Report was prepared by the Department of Conservation on behalf of the Director-
General of Conservation.  It addresses a number of matters arising from the Draft Report, 
including the assessment approach adopted, the use and interpretation of information 
contained within the application material, the comparative assessment of values associated 
with the proposed land exchange, and the application of the relevant provisions of the Act.

1 Land Exchange Report prepared for Winstone Aggregates, December 2025.
2 Applicant response to completeness assessment, 27 January 2026 
https://www.fasttrack.govt.nz/ data/assets/pdf file/0020/19505/JW-Memo-to-DOC-20260127.pdf
3 Planning memorandum responding to comments received from invited persons and groups, 5 March 2026 Microsoft 
Word - WCL Planning memo 20260305
4 Draft Report on land exchange (Belmont Quarry – FTAA-2603-L003), 29 May 2026.

TO Department of Conservation

CC Amy Robinson, Department of Conservation

FROM Jade Wikaira, Wikaira Consulting Limited

CC Shalini Sanjeshni, Winstone Aggregates

DATE 15 June 2026

TOPIC Belmont Land Exchange Application – Response to draft DOC report
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Qualifications and Experience

3. My qualifications and expertise are set out in the planning memorandum dated 5 March 
2026. 

4. I confirm that have read the Environment Court Code of Conduct for expert witnesses 
contained in the Environment Court Practice Note 2023 and agree to comply with it. I confirm 
that the opinions expressed in this statement are within my area of expertise except where I 
state that I have relied on the evidence of other persons. I have not omitted to consider 
materials or facts known to me that might alter or detract from the opinions I have expressed.

5. I provide this statement in response to the Draft Report.

Overview

6. This memorandum is structured as follows:

a) Review of the Draft Report: a section-by-section review of the Draft Report, including 
responses on matters where I have reached a different conclusion to the authors of the 
Draft Report and my reasons for that.

b) Provides details of Winstone’s updated Improvements Package in response to the Draft 
Report.

c) Provides planning comments on the Draft Conditions proposed by DOC and explains the 
reasons for the proposed changes sought by Winstone’s. 

REVIEW OF THE DRAFT REPORT 

7. Having reviewed the Draft Report and supporting appendices (technical advice to DOC), I 
consider that a number of overarching issues arise from the Department of Conservation's 
assessment. These issues have influenced the assessment of the proposed exchange and 
the conclusions reached in the Draft Report, many of which I disagree with. The principal 
issues are discussed below.

Section 2 – The Land Exchange Application

8. Section 2 of the Draft Report outlines the Land Exchange application. 

Paper Road5

9. The inconsistent use of areas due to the paper road and variances in the description of area 
from approximately 23.24 ha to 23.86 ha are noted.  The stopping of the unformed paper 
road within the DOC-Give area is not a matter that can be determined through the Fast-track 
Approvals Act 2024 process. The unformed paper road can only be stopped by Hutt City 
Council as the road controlling authority and Winstone has engaged with Hutt City Council 
regarding the future stopping of the road.  

5 Draft Report at page 5. 



3

10. Winstone notes that the exact area of land will be confirmed once a topographical survey of 
the exchange areas is completed.  For the purposes of the land exchange application, it is 
noted that there is inconsistent use of areas due to the paper road resulting in slightly 
different approaches to rounding in expert reports.  

11. For the avoidance of doubt, the area including the paper road is not sought for exchange, but
will form part of the footprint for the RMA approvals in the substantive application. Winstone 
will pursue the road stopping and acquiring of this land at a later date from HCC in the event 
that the approvals are granted. 

Description of exchange parcels

12. Sections 2.1 and 2.2 of the Draft Report describe the land proposed to be exchanged by the 
Crown and the land offered by the Applicant (Winstone). The Land Exchange Report 
includes a dedicated Site Context section prepared specifically to describe the exchange 
parcels, their planning context, and their key features and values. While the Draft Report is 
not required to adopt that approach, it instead draws on a range of technical assessments 
and other parts of the application. In my view, this results in descriptions that are not always 
presented in a consistent or readily comparable manner.

13. The descriptions contained in Section 5 of the Land Exchange Report formed the basis of the 
application and informed the technical assessments prepared in support of the proposal. 
However, in my view, due to the seeming incomplete understanding by DOC of the activities 
associated with the proposal, those descriptions in the Draft DOC Report did not completely
reflect the scale and extent of the exchange land. Greater reliance on the Section material by 
DOC’s assessors would have provided a more consistent and accurate basis for describing 
and assessing the exchange land.

Encumbrance in favour of Hutt City Council

14. The Draft Report notes the vegetation protection encumbrance over Part Lot 1 DP22561 
(document 9032630.1) as a potential constraint affecting the Firth Block.6 Winstone confirms 
that the Hutt City Council vegetation encumbrance has been removed from the title to the 
Firth Block since the lodging of the report, and no longer requires consideration. An updated 
title to the Firth Block land is attached to this memorandum.  

3 – Invitations to comment on the application

15. Section 3 of the Draft Report addresses the section 35(1) process inviting written comments 
on the proposed land exchange. Appendix 2 provides a summary of those comments and the 
responses received and are discussed further in Section 8.  

Appendix 2

16. I have reviewed Appendix 2 of the Draft Report, which summarises the comments received 
on the proposed land exchange and the responses provided. In my opinion, Appendix 2 does 

6 Refer to Appendix 17 – Record of title Hutt City Council vegetation encumbrance 
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not fully reflect the breadth of comments received during the section 35(1) process. As a 
result, the summary does not provide a complete account of the views expressed by parties 
consulted on the proposal.

17. This is relevant because section 35(3)(b) requires the report to include the information 
lodged with the application together with comments received through the section 35 process. 
In my view, Appendix 2 focuses, and DOC only responds to comments opposing the 
proposed exchange and does not adequately reflect the broader range of views expressed 
by parties consulted on the proposal. For example, comments received by  Taranaki Whānui 
ki te Upoko o te Ika, Hutt City Council, Minister for Infrastructure, Heritage New Zealand 
Pouhere Taonga,  and occupiers of the parcels to be exchanged (Transpower, HCC (re: 
paper road), Holcim, Firth Industries, Fulton Hogan, Waka Kotahi, Greater Wellington 
Regional Council in its view as statutory manager of the Belmont Regional Park, and QEII 
Trust) are described as neutral or supportive, subject to conditions, and are largely ignored 
or categorised in the Draft Report as “no response required.” As a result, the summary 
presents an incomplete, one-sided account of the comments received, downplaying the 
widespread support for or acceptance of the reasons for the exchange among key 
stakeholders or parties whose interests may be affected. 

18. In my opinion, the views of key stakeholders, including those expressing support for or 
neutral position towards the proposal, warrant equal consideration alongside comments 
expressing opposition. It is unclear where in the Draft Report the views of these groups have 
been taken into account. A balanced assessment should take account of the full range of 
responses received.

19. I note for completeness that section 35(3)(b)(ii) specifically directs that the Director General’s 
Report include the comments received under section 35(1)-(2), which includes local 
authorities, mana whenua groups, and occupiers of the land to be exchanged; in my opinion, 
this is not adequately discussed in the Draft Report or provided sufficient weight. 

Te Rūnanga o Toa Rangatira

20. Appendix 2 records the comments received from Te Rūnanga o Toa Rangatira and notes a 
neutral position in relation to the proposed exchange. However, the response recorded 
alongside those comments refer to Taranaki Whānui ki te Upoko o te Ika rather than Te
Rūnanga o Toa Rangatira.7 In my view, this does not appropriately reflect or respond to the 
comments provided by Te Rūnanga o Toa Rangatira and creates uncertainty as to how their 
specific concerns and observations have been taken into account in the Draft Report.

5 – Section 35(3)(a) requirements 

21. Section 5 of the Draft Report addresses the requirements of section 35(3)(a) which requires 
the matters specified in clause 26 of Schedule 6 be included.

5.1 Conservation values of the land

7 Draft Report, page 76
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22. The Draft Report adopts assessment approaches that differ from those applied in the Land 
Exchange Application and supporting technical assessments. These differences are 
significant because they directly influence the identification, assessment and comparison of 
values associated with both the DOC-Give and DOC-Get land and, ultimately, the 
conclusions reached regarding the proposed land exchange.

23. The Draft Report presents a number of different scenarios:

a) Conservation values of the exchange land (including QEII);

b) Conservation values of the exchange land with the improvement proposed by Winstone;

c) Conservation values of the exchange land (without the QEII values) – (noting this is 
applied inconsistently by some experts as being removal of Firth and the whole Northern 
Gully (despite the QEII area only forming a part thereof);

24. DOC suggests conditions at Appendix 7 that it considers are required to ensure a net benefit 
which includes a greater improvement package than offered by Winstone, which I assume is 
based on scenario (c) and DOC’s proposed improvements  contained in the conditions due 
to this being the version of the law that DOC say that the Panel must apply. Rather 
unhelpfully the author of the Draft DOC Exchange Report, has not qualified this, and DOC 
has not asked its experts to consider the values of the exchange on this basis (it is not an 
improvement scenario that has been assessed in the tables).

25. As per legal memorandum responding to comments, DOC must prepare and assess the 
report based on the old cl 29(2) as it existed prior to the Fast Track Approval Amendment Act 
2025 coming into force, because it was lodged in advance of that being law. 

26. While I appreciate this was well-intentioned to assist the Panel in reaching a decision, it has 
resulted in a wide range of differing scenarios, none of which are particularly helpful (on their 
own) in determining the overall outcome. No clear conclusions are reached, leaving them to 
be inferred. We understand that DOC prepared its Draft Report as a comparative 
assessment only, without arriving at a definitive recommendation. DOC has also indicated 
that the Panel is the appropriate decision maker to assess how the conservation values are 
met. 

27. The Draft Report adopts a different approach to the comparative assessment of conservation 
values, the consideration of proposed enhancement measures, and the assessment of the 
overall outcomes of the proposed exchange. 

28. DOC's technical advice reads as a discipline-by-discipline review of Winstone's individual 
expert reports, rather than an assessment of the proposal as a whole. Each reviewer 
comments on the single report corresponding to their own discipline. The reviews do not 
appear to give adequate weight to Winstone's 5 March 2026 response package and the 
addenda that accompanied it, nor to the proffered conditions, the improvements package, or 
the way consultation has informed the proposal. The effect is that conclusions are reached 
on a partial view, and the gaps show on the points that matter. Three examples illustrate the 
problem:



6

a) Freshwater (Appendix 4D) applies a qualitative method that gives limited weight to the 
increase in stream length the exchange delivers, from 1,855 m to 3,029 m. A complete 
assessment would weigh that gain rather than set it aside.

b) Recreation (Appendix 4E) relies on informal pest-control lines as recreation value. Those 
lines do not meet the track construction standard DOC itself provided to Winstone at the 
pre-application stage, and cannot fairly be treated as recreation assets.

c) Heritage (Appendix 4F) addresses mana whenua matters without regard to the written 
response from Taranaki Whānui ki te Upoko o Te Ika, which confirms that consultation on 
the exchange was comprehensive and there is cultural value in the improvements 
offered.

29. Another example of the above is the rec report (Appendix 4E) imports 'social licence' as an 
assessment criterion and rates it Low. That finding rests almost entirely on a single opposing 
comment, from the Friends of Belmont Regional Park. Social licence was not raised with 
Winstone at any point during the approximately six-month pre-application process. Assessing 
it properly would require evidence, which DOC has not commissioned. A social licence 
conclusion drawn from one comment, introduced late and without that analysis, is not 
soundly based. The exchange is not appropriately (or correctly) assessment on the balance 
of support and opposition; which to do so would ignore the statutory tests. 

30. To the extent the Draft Report ventures into social licence, its treatment is one-sided. It 
focuses on opposing comments while giving little or no recognition to parties that expressed 
neutral or supportive positions. Several parties expressly recorded a neutral position, 
including Greater Wellington Regional Council, Hutt City Council, and QEII National Trust. 
Others were supportive, including Firth Industries, Holcim, and Fulton Hogan. Transpower 
confirmed that it had no objection to the proposal, and the Minister for Infrastructure 
acknowledged the project's benefits. 

31. In my view, the discussion does not accurately reflect the full range of comments received on 
the proposed exchange; there appears to be no reasoning provided as to why the Draft  
Report has preferred the views of a few over those expressed by mana whenua and other 
stakeholders.

Methodology used by DOC

32. The assessment of conservation values adopted by DOC uses six categories: terrestrial 
flora, terrestrial fauna, freshwater ecology, recreation, cultural heritage (which included 
archaeology and cultural values), and landscape.  For each category, DOC engaged a 
technical advisor (SME) who reviewed the Land Exchange application rather than 
commissioning new survey work; supplemented with site observation where stated. In effect, 
this functioned as a peer review exercise; however, the criteria and metrics applied by each 
expert were not applied consistently across the categories, resulting in a lack of alignment in 
the way values were assessed in the Land Exchange report.  

33. Each advisor assessed the DOC-Give land and the four DOC-Get blocks separately, 
assigning qualitative rankings (Negligible to High) against discipline-specific assessment 
criteria. In some disciplines, including terrestrial indigenous biodiversity and landscape, those 
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criteria are broadly consistent with the methodology applied in the Land Exchange 
Application. In others, including recreation, freshwater and archaeology, different 
assessment approaches have been adopted.

34. The Draft Report assesses the conservation values of the exchange land under a number of 
different scenarios, including both with and without the proposed improvement package. The 
individual DOC-Get blocks are then brought together into a single comparative assessment 
and compared against the DOC-Give land to determine whether the exchange results in a 
net gain, net loss, or no change for each discipline. However, the method used to derive the 
overall DOC-Get assessment is not clearly explained in the Draft Report.

Methodology used by Winstone 

35. By way of comparison, the method used in Land Exchange report is set out at paragraphs 
9.7 - 9.11 on page 53.  It sets out a method for systematically assessing conversation value 
by topic and site, allowing for a direct comparison between DOC-Get and DOC-Give to be 
made. For some technical disciplines such as terrestrial ecology, and landscape these topics 
already have established methods (e.g. Te Tangi a te Manu which are the official landscape 
assessment criteria for the New Zealand Institute of Landscape Architects, or in the case of 
terrestrial and freshwater ecology the Environmental Institute of Australia and New Zealand –
EIANZ Ecological Impact Assessment Guidelines for the use in New Zealand Terrestrial and 
freshwater ecosystems) which are widely adopted across the respective industry, and 
provide specific guidance and language for use in comparative effects assessments. For 
other disciplines, e.g. recreation, archaeology), new methods were developed in order to 
undertake the comparative assessment.

36. These methods were extensively developed with experts and the Department of 
Conservation before the comparative assessment were undertaken, and the applicant and its 
consultants were provided with guidance on how to do the comparative assessment prior to 
completing reports. 

37. In brief, the methodology was to identify criteria, in consultation with experts and DOC, which 
accurately capture the depth and breadth of values that are representative of the physical 
and natural resources of the land, and to score each land parcel on a sliding spectrum from 
low to high. Composite scoring was done in accordance with the directions in professional 
guidelines. 

Conclusion

38. In my view, the methodology adopted in the Land Exchange report provides a clearer basis 
for assessing the proposed exchange and should be preferred. The assessment was 
developed to evaluate the proposal as presented, including the DOC-Give land, the DOC-
Get land, and the proposed improvements package. The Draft Report assesses a number of 
different scenarios based on differing assumptions regarding QEII covenant land, proposed 
enhancements, and future conditions. However, it does not identify a single basis upon which 
the exchange should ultimately be assessed. The result is a range of differing outcomes from 
which the overall conclusion must be inferred.
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Section 5.1.1 – 5.1.3 Terrestrial fauna, flora and freshwater values

Overview

39. This section provides responses from Winstone experts in relation to the Draft Report.  Their 
responses address the respective assessment methodologies, comparative assessments, 
proposed improvement packages, and the conclusions reached regarding net conservation 
benefit. The discussion below provides a summary of the principal matters raised.

Ecology response – Dr Vaughan Keesing, BlueGreen Ecology (Ecology)

40. Dr Keesing, BlueGreen Ecology has reviewed the Draft Report and provided a response
dated 15 June 2026 on the DOC Botanical Assessment. I note that the discussion below is 
intended as a summary of the key matters raised. Dr Keesing's response should be read in 
full and relied upon as the primary source of his evidence and conclusions.

41. A copy of the response is attached to this memorandum. 

Core methodological dispute

42. Dr Keesing considers the primary difference in ecological values appears to be related to the 
botanical aspects of the site more than any other factor and this is derived from different 
assessment methodologies used.  Mr Ward’s assessment is botanical and the BlueGreen 
assessment is ecological. 

OBDA (DOC-Give land) and DOC-Get land

43. Dr Keesing disagrees with Mr Ward's assessment of both the DOC-Give and DOC-Get land. 
In his opinion, the values of the DOC-Give land have been overstated, while the values of the 
DOC-Get land, particularly the Firth Block, Northern Gully and Southern Gully, have been 
understated. His memorandum provides detailed commentary on the basis for those 
conclusions and the implications for the comparative assessment of ecological values.

Swamp maire

44. Mr Ward refers to the NZTA offset example of a ratio of 200:1. Dr Keesing does not consider 
the NZTA 200:1 offset example relied upon by Mr Ward to be directly applicable to the 
proposed land exchange. That ratio was developed as an offset to manage the effects of 
complete removal of mature swamp maire trees. Instead of being an effects management 
(offset) approach, the land exchange proposal is about ensuring the DOC-Get land contains 
swamp maire to achieve comparative conservation values.  Dr Keesing has recommended
adding one swamp maire for (an averaged 20 years) year that the existing swamp maire 
have been present to be planted in the Southern Gully wetland.  This figure of 200 additional 
swamp maire planted at the Southern Gully was included in the improvements package in 
the Land Exchange report and features in the Improvements Package A and B outlined later 
in this report.

Wetlands

45. Dr Keesing does not consider a low-moderate rating to appropriately reflect the ecological 
values of the Southern Gully wetland. In his opinion, the application of weed and pest control 
and swamp maire planting would elevate the area to high or very high value.
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Edge Effects

46. In response to edge effects, Dr Keesing notes the BlueGreen report (Section 6.4.5) assesses 
values and only references an edge effect as it relates to the current impacts to the value of 
the Firth Block, in this case a discussion of the improvements offered (planting) to 
increase/protect the value on the Firth Block which is suffering exposure related to the 
current extent of the open quarry.  

Improvement packages

47. Dr Keesing comments on the proposed improvements package. Management at the 
Northern Gully and Firth Block will include pest and weed control with western edge butter 
planting in the Firth Block also resulting in moderate ranking. The Dry Creek area will benefit 
from weed and pest management and supplementary planting resulting in a moderate value. 

QEII

48. In relation to values associated with QEII, Dr Keesing considers where the land area 
exchanged does not alter (i.e. DOC still give 24ha and get 33ha), the loss of the QEII area 
values represents the loss of two areas of mature forest and the rarity elements of the forest 
ecosystem in the Northern Gully and some of the Ramarama.

49. The residual areas of the Northern Gully however still contain mature forest assemblages 
(Pukatea forest, hinau forest, kamahi forest with tawa) and the values associated with that 
and the Southern Gully and the managed Dry Creek still sum to moderate value habitats 
assessed against my overall ranking for the DOC-Give area as moderate – i.e. of equivalent 
value, but the package does require the addition of 200 of swamp maire (to the Southern
Gully) and 500 Ramarama to Dry Creek (as per the original improvement Package A 
proposed by Winstone) which then tips the balance in favour of DOC.  A further 400 swamp 
maire could be accommodated in the Southern Gully (DOC-Get land) if the Panel found that 
more was required.

50. Further planting of swamp maire could also be accommodated on the land adjacent to the 
DOC-Give land within Belmont Regional Park, if found to be necessary (Package B), in the 
event the Panel found that the new law applied that permitted consideration of off-site 
requirements.

51. Winstone are proposing (only if necessary, and if the QEII covenant value is considered to 
be discounted and the amended Act is considered to apply) to plant 200 swamp Maire and 
200 Ramarama along with pest control to support the planting in this area as part of Package 
B, this would add significantly to the values of those wetland areas and spread the location of 
populations of swamp maire.  While this would undoubtedly enhance the conservation 
estate’s values, Dr Keesing does not believe this is necessary. 

Freshwater response – Dr Vaughan Keesing, BlueGreen Ecology (Ecology)

52. Dr Keesing provides a review of DOC’s Draft Technical Review by Mr Jacob Williams 
(Freshwater technical advisor) dated 20 April 2026. I note that the discussion below is 
intended as a summary of the key matters raised. Dr Keesing's response should be read in 
full and relied upon as the primary source of his evidence and conclusions.
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53. Dr Keesing does not agree with the DOC response that appears to conclude there is a 
balance in freshwater values received (medium-high) and the conclusion in the Draft Report 
that there is no net gain (i.e that the Freshwater values of the DOC-Give and Doc-Get land 
are neutral. Dr Keesing considers the DOC-Get areas have higher freshwater values than 
the DOC-Give areas. 

54. The Land Exchange report included both a hydrology report by Dr McConchie and an aquatic 
ecology assessment to inform its assessment of values, including the length of the stream 
and stream habitat provided. It is unclear whether the DOC Reviewer was provided with that 
full set of information as only Dr Keesing’s initial ecology assessment is referenced in the 
reviewer’s memorandum. Mr Williams fails to specify what documents he reviewed and relied 
upon in forming his view. Dr Keesing confirms he has taken the findings of the hydrological 
assessment and hydrological addendum into account as part of his conclusions.  Dr Keesing 
agrees with Dr McConchie and confirms there is a greater amount of stream (and therefore 
stream habitat) being acquired by DOC in the proposed land exchange.

55. Dr Keesing states the DOC Review overinflated the DOC-Give areas in the exchange 
waterways and underrated the Northern Gully waterways but arrived at the same overall 
value (without consideration of the quantity of stream and habitat being given and offered). 

Response to DOC’s stated limitations and information gaps

56. In response to criticism relating eDNA collection sites at the OBDA boundaries, three of the 
eDNA sampled sites are within 40m of the exchange boundary and are within the same 
habitat type and quality.  These locations were chosen because of the focus on the OBDA 
itself. There is no reason to expect additional species within that 40m reach not sampled and 
no basis for expecting fish to be present. These would be captured in the slightly 
downstream sampling location. 

57. The north-western sample is from intermittent habitat, with about 200m of stream between 
the same point and exchange boundary downstream.  The downstream reach is similar in 
habitat type as the intermittent in terms of substrate, channel form, riparian cover, just with 
more permanent flow. There is no reason to expect a materially different macroinvertebrate 
assemblage in that downstream section. Dr Keesing considers the eDNA sampling locations 
to provide an accurate representation of the values to be found there. 

Macroinvertebrate metrics indicate a good assemblage, with EPT taxa present near the boundary 
between intermittent and ephemeral reaches.

58. In relation to macroinvertebrate metrics indicating good assemblage, with EPT taxa present 
near the boundary between intermittent and ephemeral reaches, Dr Keesing’s view is that 
the samples reflect the upper intermittent reaches present upstream of all sample sites, 
rather than the ephemeral reaches themselves. Dr Keesing agrees that the results show 
generally fair to good representative assemblages in the intermittent reaches, although (and 
as discussed below) not as good assemblages as in the DOC-Get streams. 

DOC states that it is not clear as to the specific types of wetlands that are present.
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59. Dr Keesing states wetlands are incorporated in the terrestrial habitat assessment of the 
BlueGreen (2026) report. It is not a seepage/flush or an ephemeral wetland or other special 
“threatened “type. The DOC-Get wetland (Southern Gully) is also a riverine swamp.

DOC note the absence of farm pond assessment

60. Dr Keesing notes the farm pond/wetland is outside of the OBDA in total but around half (the 
upper / north half) is within the exchange area, the rest in the Firth QEII Block (DOC-Get).

Waterways may be ephemeral/intermittent/perennial at the time of surveying and may change 
throughout time

61. Dr Keesing accepts this point but notes the assessment can only be related to the current 
and clearly foreseeable value and given the small catchments and climate change, it is 
unlikely the current ephemeral and intermittent reaches are going to become more perennial.  

DOC suggests that there is qualitative and assumed statements

62. Dr Keesing has exercised professional expert judgements in reaching conclusions. These 
are made from, and based on, the data collected and numerous site visits. The assessment 
does not track the extent of intermittency through years of research, and a judgement has to 
be made based on the survey data available.  But that judgement is made from careful 
observation and consideration of the conditions present as seen at several times and is a 
reasonable estimation. He agrees that intermittent and ephemeral flow paths are not 
valueless, but they are of lesser value as aquatic habitat than intermittent systems which are 
of lesser value than perennial systems, but all of the system supplies resources and space to 
the assemblages present.  

DOC state that there is no quantitative survey information for the waterways in the Firth Block.

63. Dr Keesing points out that is true, there is only observational judgement. The downstream 
reach is perennial and with good substrates under good riparian cover and must, by dint of 
permanence of flow and good substrate bed be of greater species habitat and richness value 
than the upper ephemeral and intermittent reaches in sediments (in the OBDA) – even while 
noting a stream system and its functions require the entire gambit of the catchments flow 
regime. Again, Firth Block is steep and covered in dense bush making it difficult to undertake 
such assessments.

64. While DOC are correct that there is no quantitative or qualitative survey information for the 
waterways present in the Dry Creek Block, there is very little stream habitat in the DOC-Get 
space, there is no assigned value in that area, i.e.  no “value” gain is attributed to that habitat 
for DOC-Get. 

Response to DOC’s Reviewer’s assessment of Values

65. Dr Keesing is of the strong opinion that the exchange favours DOC, with DOC receiving 
more and better aquatic habitat than it releases.  If discounting of the conservation values of 
the QEII land is required, Dr Keesing notes that when considering the conservation values of 
the land to be acquired by the Crown, for the purpose of forming its view, the Panel must 
discount the extent to which the conservation values of the land are affected by anything 
registered or noted for conservation purposes on the title. 
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66. If the freshwater values of the Firth Block and the portion of the Northern Gully areas that are 
subject to a QEII covenant are discounted, then Dr Keesing’s assessment would be 
unchanged as a set of medium and high value habitat remains in the exchange but the 
amount of stream with those same values would be reduced. That is the 110m of the Firth 
Block and Circa 250m (leaving 370m) from the Northern Gully and so values and extent 
would still remain in favour of DOC.

Review of proposed conditions

67. In regard to the ecological components of the conditions (the ecological restoration plan) Dr 
Keesing agree with the Winstone’s edits and the following observations are made.

68. Dr Keesing concurs with the purpose of the ERP 

to manage pest weeds as targeted by the site table requirements to a 90% eradication 
noting that this does not address every exotic plant but those ecological weeds noted to 
be present and which could threaten the restoration

To protect and improve the condition of indigenous vegetation\establish 200 swamp 
maire in the Southern Gully (improvement Package A)

Target a 90% success (survival) rate of planted swamp maire at year 7 post planting and 
for other planted natives after 5 years.

69. The salient weeds of the site which are successional issue weeds are listed in the Package A 
improvements table, under the weeds heading for each site. It is these weeds that should be 
the focus and be eradicated, or as near to that level as possible.

70. Winstone’s have amended the conditions in item I to an annual report instead of 6 monthly 
which is an appropriate time frame to achieve and report on the monitoring following the 
actions each year of weed management.

71. In regard to mammalian pest management, which is to support the restoration outcomes, the 
revised proposal by Winstone’s is well suited to the requirements and avoids some of the 
excessive effort in monitoring (frequency and methods) that can be common to more 
academic ecological studies.

72. Dr Keesing does not see that new condition 41 stipulating baseline monitoring of mammalian 
pests should be required because the purpose is not a reduction in pests from the current 
level, but the holding down of any local pest population to a reasonable low level to facilitate 
the plant growth sort and improvement to lizard breeding chances, it is irrelevant how many 
pests are present now and a measure of the level of pests is attained after the first control 
operation in any case.

73. Thus “reduction target monitoring” is not required, what is required is understanding the 
levels of the pest animals in each site that trigger / require a control action, or by using, 
regardless of pest level, calendar control operations with a measure of the impact of each 
control (measured by trap, bait or shoot results).

Ecology Peer Review – Dr Graham Ussher, RMA Ecology
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74. Dr Graham Ussher has completed a peer review of the ecology findings of Dr Keesing. I note 
that the discussion below is intended as a summary of the key matters raised. Dr Ussher’s
response should be read in full and relied upon as the primary source of his evidence and 
conclusions. 

75. A copy of this peer review is attached to this memorandum.  His review focuses on the merits 
of assessment approaches, ratio for planting swamp maire, enhancements offered as uplift, 
equitable land exchange for ecology values and QEII discounting.  

76. In relation to the merits of the assessment approaches, Dr Ussher found that there are 
inconsistencies in the way the Draft Report derives and applies composite ecological 
rankings, particularly for flora and freshwater values. He considers that insufficient weight 
has been given to the extent of indigenous vegetation communities, threatened species and 
stream habitat present within the DOC-Get land. Dr Ussher concludes that the BlueGreen 
Ecology methodology provides a more transparent and systematic basis for comparing the 
ecological values of the exchange parcels.

77. In the Draft Report, Mr Ward cites a decision from the Manawatū Tararua Highway NZTA 
project where loss of swamp maire was replaced at a ratio of 200:1 through planting.  Mr 
Ward recommends the same ratio be applied to this land exchange to provide adequate uplift 
for the loss of swamp maire on DOC-Give land.  Dr Ussher does not support the ratio
suggested by Mr Ward for three reasons:

a) the project cited by Mr Ward was a resource consent project for construction of a new 
state highway, where loss of swamp maire was the focus. For the land exchange project, 
the loss of swamp maire is out of scope and will be considered at the FTAA substantive 
application stage

b) recognised offsetting methodologies indicate a substantially lower replacement ratio of 
between 6:1 and 11:1, meaning Winstone's proposed planting of 200 swamp maire trees 
already exceeds what would ordinarily be required to achieve equivalence

c) the significance attributed to the existing swamp maire population may be overstated, as 
the extent of swamp maire within Belmont Regional Park is not fully known. Across 
Belmont Regional Park there must be other similar wet sites that should be investigated
for this species. 

78. In terms of equitable land exchange for ecology, Dr Ussher considers the information 
provided by Winstone and the BlueGreen Ecology report is thorough, robust and supports 
the case that the DOC-get blocks of land provide, in aggregate, better areas of habitat, 
wildlife values, freshwater values and vegetation values as are proposed to be exchanged for 
the DOC-give land.

Package B

79. Dr Ussher notes the ’Package B’ proposed by Winstone over this land is to undertake works 
that are not currently being undertaken by Belmont Regional Park, including planting 200 
swamp maire, planting 200 ramarama around wetland/swamp maire planting areas, to 
undertake swamp maire and ramarama maintenance and monitoring to ensure at least 90% 
survival after 7 years, to undertake weed control for 5 years and undertake possum control 
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for 10 years will ensure a viable population of swamp maire and ramarama are established 
on the Package B 13 ha and that native birds and lizards are protected (to some extent) from 
predation by exotic predators for a short period of time.

80. He confirms that the combination of a relatively large land area (13 ha), permanent creation 
of a population of swamp maire and ramarama, removal of weeds, and temporary control of 
possums, will be adequate to ‘lift’ a current ranking of “Moderate’ to ‘Moderate-High’ in line 
with how uplift through enhancements are treated by both BlueGreen Ecology and DOC for 
the other blocks of exchange land subject to enhancements.

81. In conclusion, the DOC-get land, plus the enhancements offered up by Winstone, will in Dr 
Ussher’s opinion provide a net-gain for ecology values of the sites such that the DOC-get 
parcels will result in an overall conservation benefit from the exchange.  If discounting of the 
QEII blocks is applied, Package B offered by Winstone (including planting of two critically 
threatened plant species, weed and animal pest control) will still result in an overall 
conservation benefit on the conservation estate considered as a whole.

Hydrology response – Dr Jack McConchie

82. Dr Jack McConchie has completed a technical memorandum in response to matters raised in 
the Draft Report. The initial hydrological analysis provided relating to the potential impact of a 
proposed land exchange between Winstone Aggregates and the Department of 
Conservation included the hydrological values of two blocks (Northern Gully and Firth Block) 
that are held under QEII covenants currently.

83. In the event that these hydrological values need to be excluded, this would remove from 
consideration the 436m of stream length in the Firth Block and the 185m of stream length in 
the part of the Northern Gully that is subject to the QEII covenant. The land exchange needs 
to be considered in its entirety rather than as discrete parcels. 

84. When considered as a package, the proposed land exchange will provide the Department of 
Conservation with: 

Significantly longer streams i.e., maximum length of 463m compared to 265m; 

Although there will be a reduction in the number of gully heads and ephemeral flow paths, 
there will be a significant increase in both the length and number of larger streams with 
higher and more resilient flow regimes i.e., 1,500m compared to 223m; 

A significant increase in the total length of streams and watercourses i.e., 2,408m 
compared to 1,855m;  

A significant increase in the upstream catchments contributing flow (i.e., 164.92ha 
compared to 89.2ha).  This will ensure more stable and resilient flows in the larger streams 
which form part of the exchange; and 

The land exchange will provide ‘protected’ hydraulic connections to several upstream 
catchments.

85. Dr McConchie concludes that, even excluding the areas under QEII covenants currently, 
from a hydrological perspective the proposed land exchange offers a range of attributes and 
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advantages to the Department of Conservation, providing a net benefit in favour of the 
Crown.

Section 5.1.4 Recreational values

86. The Draft Report concludes that the DOC-Give land has a higher recreation value (low-
medium) than the DOC-Get land (low) and that the proposed exchange would result in a 
reduction in recreation values associated with conservation land.

87. Mr Greenaway maintains that the DOC-Give land has low recreation value, reflecting its 
limited use and reliance on informal, unsanctioned tracks. He considers that the additional
improvements proposed by Winstone, including public access from Liverton Road and the 
swamp maire restoration area, increase the recreation value of the DOC-Get land from low 
to low-medium.

88. Mr Greenaway considers that any discounting of QEII covenant values has little bearing on 
the recreation assessment and does not alter his conclusions regarding the comparative 
recreation values of the DOC-Give and DOC-Get land.

89. A copy of the updated recreation report is attached to this memorandum. 

5.1.5 Cultural and heritage values

90. The following comments address the archaeological and cultural values components of the 
Draft Report.

Archaeology values 

91. Ms Cameron has responded to the archaeology matters raised in the Draft Report. She 
agrees with Mr Nester's assessment that the recorded archaeological site within the DOC-
Give land is of low heritage value and that any archaeological sites that may be identified 
within the exchange areas are also likely to be of low overall heritage value. There is also 
agreement that the proposed land exchange will not adversely affect cultural heritage values 
and does not alter her conclusion that the overall archaeological benefits of the exchange are 
neutral.

92. Ms Cameron also notes that archaeological values are not associated with, or affected by, 
the QEII covenants. In her opinion, the archaeological assessment of the DOC-Give and 
DOC-Get land remains unchanged regardless of whether QEII covenant values are 
discounted.

93. A copy of Ms Cameron’s Archaeology letter is attached to this memorandum.  

Cultural values 

94. The Draft Report does not appropriately reflect the cultural values evidence provided through 
the Cultural Values Assessment (CVA) and the extensive engagement undertaken with 
mana whenua throughout the development of the proposal. 
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95. Winstone is committed to working with its mana whenua partners. This is reflected in the 
strong relationships that have been built with Taranaki Whānui ki te Upoko o Te Ika and 
Ngāti Toa Rangatira. The consultation summaries appended to the Land Exchange 
application record an extensive programme8 of hui, site visits, and technical meetings with 
relevant experts. 

96. The CVA was prepared by Hīkoikoi Management Limited, the mandated representative of 
Taranaki Whānui ki te Upoko o Te Ika for this project. Cultural values for the exchange 
parcels were assessed and opportunities for enhancement were provided for in the table on 
page 18. These considerations have been incorporated into the draft conditions offered by 
the Applicant including a commitment to work together with Taranaki Whānui ki te Upoko o 
Te Ika throughout the development of the Ecological Restoration Plan.

97. I have reviewed Mr Nester's cultural heritage advice and note that, at paragraph 6, he states 
that broader cultural values identified and associated with mana whenua are not addressed 
in his assessment. Ms Cameron9 makes the same observation in her memorandum and 
recommends that any assessment of cultural values be determined by mana whenua.

98. Mr Nester assigns a 'Low' cultural value ranking to both the DOC-Give and DOC-Get sites 
and those rankings are subsequently reflected in the Draft Report's comparative assessment. 
In my view, the basis for these rankings is unclear. While reference is made to the CVA in Mr 
Nester’s table 1, there is no explanation as to how the findings of that assessment have been 
evaluated or how they support a conclusion that the cultural values of the exchange lands 
are low.

99. The CVA identifies numerous opportunities to strengthen cultural values through pest 
management, weed control, indigenous revegetation, cultural harvest opportunities, 
identification of taonga species, and ongoing mana whenua involvement in restoration 
planning, implementation, monitoring and management. Many of these opportunities have 
been incorporated into the proposed improvements package and draft conditions 
accompanying the application.

100. The conclusion reached by Taranaki Whānui ki te Upoko o Te Ika is that the exchange lands 
are of cultural significance and that, where the proposed improvements are implemented with 
mana whenua involvement, the exchange will result in strengthened cultural values and an 
overall uplift in conservation outcomes.

101. In my view, the Draft Report does not adequately engage with the findings of the Cultural 
Values Assessment, nor does it reconcile those findings with its conclusion that the cultural 
values of both the DOC-Give and DOC-Get sites are 'Low'. The evidence before the Panel 
demonstrates that the exchange lands possess recognised cultural values, are subject to 
enduring mana whenua associations and kaitiakitanga responsibilities and provide 
opportunities to strengthen those values through the proposed enhancement measures. 

8 Land Exchange application, Appendix C.
9 Archaeology memorandum dated 10 June 2026, paragraph 11. 
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102. For these reasons, I do not consider the 'Low' cultural value rankings assigned in the Draft 
Report to be adequately supported by the cultural evidence.

5.1.6 Landscape and natural character values

103. Mr Girvan has responded to the matters raised in the Draft Report regarding landscape and 
natural character.  Mr Girvan notes there is broad agreement between his assessment and 
Mr Head's review, with both assessing the DOC-Give land as having Moderate landscape 
value and recognising that the DOC-Get land includes areas of higher landscape value, 
particularly within the Northern Gully and Firth Block. 

104. Mr Girvan remains of the view that the DOC-Get land, considered with the proposed 
improvement measures, will provide a stronger long-term landscape contribution to the 
conservation estate than the DOC-Give land.

105. Mr Girvan also addresses the treatment of QEII covenanted land. In his view, while QEII 
status may influence the weighting attributed to certain associative values, the higher 
landscape values identified within the DOC-Get land arise from the underlying landform, 
vegetation cover and landscape character of those areas, rather than the covenant itself.

106. A copy of the landscape report is attached to this memorandum.

5.1.7 – Overall Comparative Assessment of Conservation Values

107. The Draft Report provides commentary on the comparative assessment both including and 
discounting QEII covenant land under Schedule 6, clause 29(2) and (2A). As a result, the 
report presents differing conclusions depending on whether those areas are taken into 
account in the assessment.

108. Winstone and its technical experts have reviewed the Draft Report and prepared responses 
to the matters raised. Those responses are attached to this memorandum. As a result of that 
review, a number of the comparative assessments have been updated, including 
assessments both with and without the QEII covenant areas. Accordingly, the assessments 
previously presented in Table 28 of the Land Exchange Report are superseded by the 
updated tables below.

5.5 Statements of general policy (cl 26(1)(e))

5.5.1 Conservation General Policy

109. The Draft Report and the Land Exchange Report both acknowledge that the Conservation 
General Policy 2005 does not directly apply to the DOC-Give land as it is land that is subject 
to the Reserves Act 1977 and not the Conservation Act 1986. Both reports consider the 
policy to be a useful indicator of matters relevant to the assessment of conservation 
outcomes arising from the proposed exchange. The principal difference between the reports 
relates not to the relevance of the policy, but to the manner in which Policy 6 has been 
interpreted and applied. 

110. The Draft Report concludes that the proposed exchange would achieve Policy 6(a)(ii) of the 
Conservation General Policy 2005 but would not achieve the outcomes identified in Policy 
6(a)(i) and (iii) to (vii).  
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111. The Land Exchange Report adopted a different approach.  While recognising the 
Conservation General Policy 2025 does not directly apply to the land subject to the proposed 
exchange (CGP Policy 1(a) the land is not ‘administered’ by DOC), it considered Policy 6(a) 
may be considered as part of the exchange and concluded the proposed exchange would 
enable land to be managed for conservation purposes and contribute to the conservation 
estate. 

112. In my opinion, the assessment of Policy 6(a) in the Draft Report adopts a narrow 
interpretation of the policy. The assessment focuses primarily on whether individual DOC-
Get parcels achieve the outcomes identified in Policy 6(a)(i) to (vii), rather than considering 
the conservation outcomes of the proposed exchange package as a whole.  This approach 
does not fully reflect the structure of Policy 6(a), which anticipates that land acquisition or 
exchange may be undertaken where it contributes to conservation purposes or achieves one 
or more of the outcomes identified in the policy. In my view, the proposed exchange should 
be assessed on that basis.  

113. It is my reading that CGP Policy 6(a) is a three-limb test insofar as either the proposed 
exchange may be ‘undertaken to manage, for conservation purposes, natural resources or 
historical and cultural heritage’ or for the benefit and enjoyment of the public, including public 
access, where the land has international, national or regional significance’ or where the land 
exchange will satisfy any one or more of the points listed in (i) – (vii). It is my interpretation 
that by way of reliance upon “or” in Policy 6(a) that a proposal is entitled to rely on any one of 
the three arms and need not necessarily satisfy all.

114. In response to the first test, the Land Exchange report10 demonstrates that the first limb is 
met in that the proposed exchange will provide a package of land and improvement works 
that collectively will enhance the conservation values of Crown-owned reserves as a whole.
That is, the land exchange is proposed to be undertaken to manage natural resources for 
conservation purposes. 

115. If the Panel did feel is necessary to revert to the third limb, it is my interpretation that Policy 
6(a)(iii) ‘improve the amenity or utility of places’ is met, as evidenced in Land Exchange 
Report at section 9.61 and the Draft Report at Table 6 which agree that landscape and 
natural character is enhanced as a result of the exchange. I also note that in addition to that, 
the Draft Report concludes that the proposed land exchange achieves Policy 6(a)(ii) 
(improve the natural functioning or integrity of places) — I agree with that conclusion. 

116. It is, therefore, my interpretation that to the extent it is necessary (noting the clear wording of 
the Policy, is that it does not apply to land managed by others, as in this case by Greater 
Wellington) two limbs of CGP Policy 6(a) are met. CGP Policy 6(b) does not apply as the land 
does not have a classification under the Conservation Act 1987. CGP Policy 6(c) and (d) do 
not apply as the land is not being disposed of but rather is being exchanged.

10 Land Exchange Report prepared for Winstone Aggregates, December 2025, pages 76 and 79
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5.6 Strategies and plans (cl 26(1)(f))

5.6.2 Toitū Te Whenua Parks Network Plan 2020-2030 

117. The Draft Report concludes that the proposed exchange does not achieve a number of the 
outcomes sought by the Toitū Te Whenua Parks Network Plan 2020-2030, including goals 
relating to natural heritage, recreation experience, cultural heritage features and landscape 
values11.

118. I acknowledge that the Draft Report identifies a number of existing values associated with the 
DOC-Give land. However, in my opinion, the assessment places considerable emphasis on 
the existing characteristics of the DOC-Give land and gives comparatively limited 
consideration to the broader conservation outcomes associated with the proposed exchange 
package, including ecological restoration, biodiversity enhancement and the addition of land 
to the conservation estate.

119. This approach differs from that adopted in the Land Exchange Report, which assessed both 
the values of the DOC-Give land and the values and future management opportunities 
associated with the DOC-Get land. In my view, a comparative assessment of this nature is 
more consistent with the purpose of a land exchange assessment than an assessment 
focused primarily on the existing values of the land proposed for disposal.

5.7 Conditions (cl 26(1)(g))

120. Section 5.7 of the Draft Report addresses the requirement to identify any conditions that should 
be imposed.  I address the proposed conditions, and the amendments proposed by Winstone, 
later in this memorandum.

6 – Section 35(4) matters

121. I have reviewed Section 6 of the Draft Report and generally agree with the matters outlined 
in that section.

7 – Treaty of Waitangi considerations 

122. I have reviewed Section 7 of the Draft Report, which addresses Treaty of Waitangi 
considerations relevant to the proposed land exchange. I note the Draft Report's 
acknowledgement of the comprehensive engagement undertaken with mana whenua 
throughout the development of the proposal. I note my specific comments above on DOC’s 
consideration of cultural values as part of the comparative assessment which is that I do not 
consider the 'Low' cultural value rankings assigned in the Draft Report to be adequately 
supported by the cultural evidence.

8 – Comments received 

11 Draft Report, section 5.6.2 (page 44-45)
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123. Section 8 of the Draft Report provides a summary of the main themes received from the 
parties who responded to the Director-General of Conservation’s invitation for comments. In 
accordance with s35(2), the Applicant was required to provide responses to those 
comments, a summary of which is included in Appendix 2.

124. As noted above, section 35(3)(b) requires the report to include the information lodged under 
section 33(1) and any comments received under subsections 35(1) and 35(5). In my view, 
the summary provided in Section 8 does not adequately reflect the full range of comments 
received. It focuses largely on comments opposing the proposed exchange and gives limited 
attention to neutral or supportive comments, including comments from parties with direct 
interests in the exchange land.

125. This creates an incomplete account of the matters raised through the section 35 process. In 
my view, a fair summary should identify the range of views expressed, including comments 
from parties that supported, did not oppose, or raised technical or property-specific matters 
relevant to the exchange. As drafted, Section 8 does not provide a balanced basis for 
understanding the comments received on the proposal.

126. For example, comments were received from a range of parties including Firth, Fulton Hogan, 
Greater Wellington Regional Council, Hutt City Council, QEII National Trust, Transpower, iwi 
authorities, and the Minister for Infrastructure. These parties raised a range of matters 
relevant to the proposed exchange, including property interests, operational considerations, 
conservation outcomes, and statutory responsibilities. However, these comments receive 
limited attention in the summary provided in Section 8. In contrast, substantially greater 
attention is given to comments opposing the exchange. In my view, this does not accurately 
reflect the breadth of matters raised during the section 35 process.

127. This is particularly relevant where comments have informed refinements to the proposal, 
identified potential benefits associated with the exchange, or confirmed that particular parties 
do not oppose the proposal. These matters form part of the overall context within which the 
proposed exchange should be assessed and, in my view, warrant greater recognition in the 
Draft Report.
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UPDATED LAND EXCHANGE IMPROVEMENTS PACKAGE

128. There is a degree of uncertainty as to the version of the law that applies to the Panel Report; 
Winstone and DOC have differing views on that,12 and that will be a matter that the Panel 
need to determine. Winstone hold the view that the pre-amendment version of clause 29(2) 
applies to its application, but has sought to navigate that uncertainty by providing two 
packages, the application of which hinges on this legal question:

If the pre-amendment version of the Act applies (as of the date of application), then
Package (A) is proposed. 

If the amended provisions of the Act applies (as of the date of determination), then Package 
(B) is proposed.

129. The effect of the amendment to the Act will be that the conservation values subject to the 
Open Space Covenant (QEII) must be discounted

130. These conservation values are those which are covered by conservation covenants on the 
land are reflected in cl. 2 of the QEII Covenant, which records that the purpose of the deed is 
to maintain and enhance the Open Space Values of the covenant area and in particular 
achieve the following objectives:

(a) the protection and enhancement of the natural character of the natural character of 
the Covenant Area with particular regard to the indigenous flora and fauna;

(b) Maintenance and enhancement of the landscape value of the covenant area, 

(c) enhancing the contribution that the covenant area makes to the protection of the 
indigenous biodiversity, by encouraging where appropriate the restoration of 
indigenous vegetation cover on the covenant land

(d) Prevention of subdivision within the covenant area. 

131. The maintenance of landscape values, and the protection of enhancement of vegetation, 
bats, lizards, and freshwater values are recognised in the covenant. The Covenant does not
mention or address other aspects (eg. recreation, archaeology, cultural are not values 
protected by the covenant). In response to the Draft Report, Winstone's experts have 
reviewed their assessments and provided further commentary on the implications of 
including and discounting the QEII covenant areas. This has resulted in updated versions of 
Table 28, set out below.

132. The updated expert assessments respond to the matters raised in the Draft Report and result 
in changes to the ecology (habitat), freshwater and recreation assessments. Those changes 
strengthen the comparative assessment and confirm that the proposed exchange delivers an 
overall net conservation gain. Cultural values were not included in the original Table 28 for 
the reasons set out in the Land Exchange Report. However, given the treatment of cultural 

12 Draft Report, pages 16-17.
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d. Firth Block: 1000 kamahi and 1000 kanuka

e. Addition of public access via the right of way to Southern Gully. 

Improvement Package B

140. The proposed works will be undertaken by Winstone Aggregates (Winstone) and are 
referenced in draft conditions in the form Package A conditions and Package B conditions. 

141. The two packages correspond to the two versions of the act. Package A is premised on the 
pre-amendment version of section 29(2) applying to the land exchange. Under that scenario, 
the values associated with the QEII covenant are not discounted, and the Package proffered 
by Winstone as part of the land exchange application on 10 December remains, with the 
addition of providing public access to the Southern Gully and extension of mammalian pest 
control from 5 to 10 years.  

142. It is understood from BlueGreen’s (2026) response on the Draft DOC Report that no 
additional planting is required to enhance conservation values. Dr Keesing’s position is that 
Package A is sufficient, even if QEII discounting is applied, and therefore a Package B is not 
required. Winstone agrees with Dr Keesing’s position. 

143. However, as a conservative measure, and in the event the Panel decide to apply the post-
amendment cl. 29(2A) FTAA Winstone has identified an additional 13 ha of land immediately 
adjacent to the exchange area in the Belmont Regional Park where further planting could be 
undertaken (Figure 1). Package B provides improvements by way of restoration and 
enhancement of the conservation values of land that is already within the conservation 
estate. Planting and pest control for a further 200 swamp maire and ramarama is proposed in 
this area to address the discounting of values associated with the QEII covenants (if 
required). The Package B will be implemented alongside Package A and would result in an 
overall exchange in favour of the crown. 

144. Details of both packages are presented below and in the subsequent Table 1 and 2 noted in 

145. Package (B) is summarised as follows:

a. All of Package (A) and

b. 200 swamp maire planting in the Belmont Regional Park, within the indicative area 
shown in Figure 1.  

c. 200 ramarama planting in the Belmont Regional Park, within the indicative area 
shown in Figure 1 

d. 5 year weed management in Belmont Regional Park to assist with the establishment 
of 200 swamp maire and 200 ramarama

e. 10-year pest management in the Belmont Regional Park to assist with the 
establishment of 200 swamp maire and 200 ramarama 

146. However, it is noted that there is a professional disagreement between ecologists (Dr 
Keesing, Dr Ussher on one side and Mr Ward on the other) as to the appropriate number of 
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Swamp Maire that are required to provide equivalency of conservation values between the 
two blocks. 

147. It is my reading of RMA Ecology (2026) that Package (A) is sufficient to enhance the 
conservation values across the exchange, including in respect to Swamp Maire. Dr Ussher of 
RMA Ecology ltd (at Page 4) was asked by Winstone to provide a peer review in response to 
the differing views, and confirmed that he agreed with Dr Keesing. 

148. If the Panel decide that discounting of the QEII covenants is required, Winstone has provided 
a further improvement package (Package B) that provides for further planting and pest 
control to restore and enhance conservation values in the Regional Park. 

149. Both Dr Keesing and Dr Ussher have confirmed that this would ensure an enhancement to 
Crown-owned reserves when managed as a whole, the new law, changes the position to 
allow the Panel to take into account off-site improvements. Noting that Dr Keesing does not 
consider that Package B is needed, and Package A is sufficient to provide a net –benefit 
regardless of the discounting. 

150. Winstone agree with Dr Keesings view, however out of an abundance of caution Winstone
have secured agreement from GWRC, in its capacity as manager of the Belmont Regional 
Park to use the Reginal Park land in the immediate vicinity of the DOC Give land for further 
planting (should the Panel consider that necessary in order to approve the exchange). It 
contains a number of wetlands and existing swamp maire.

CONDITIONS

151. Winstone has considered Appendix 7 – Draft conditions recommended by DOC and has 
provided an updated improvement package and proposed condition set, which is discussed 
in detail below. Its expert assessments have taken the improvements proposed by Winstone 
into account in their updated assessments. 

152. It is important to note that two proposed condition sets have been provided by Winstone, one 
that applies to Package A and Package B that includes all of Package A, and additional 
amendments required to give effect to improvements within the Belmont Regional Park 
Improvement Area. 

Definitions

153. Definitions of the terms “Approval Holder”, “Approval Holders Land,” DOC –Get, DOC –Give, 
Crown Land, the Minister have been provided to give clarity and certainty over what was 
being discussed. 

154. I note that the legal memorandum describes legal issues associated with the proposed 
conditions and preconditions, rather than repeat that I provide planning commentary on main 
proposed changes to conditions, noting where I disagree with the Draft Report’s reasoning 
on the same conditions. 

Proposed Draft Pre-Conditions for land exchange 
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155. Winstone have added in a note describing how the preconditions work and a reminder that 
these need to be completed by the parties within 2 years of the date of completion (to reflect 
the statutory timeframe).

156. Conditions 1 and 2 Survey plan - Winstone submitted a survey plan with its Land Exchange
application in December 2025. This provided for the subdivision of the parcels to prepare for 
the exchange. Winstone had expected DOC but did receive feedback on that survey plan as 
part of the Draft Report.  

157. Winstone will apply for resource consent to subdivide the parcels as part of its substantive 
fast track application. Amendments are proposed to this condition to reflect the timeframe in 
which DOC’s feedback on the survey plan is required.

158. I disagree with the DOC Draft Report reasoning for adding this condition at page 47 of the 
Draft Report, in particular the references to sufficient time to review and make changes as 
necessary and a no surprises approach.  I consider this feedback should have occurred as 
part of the Draft Report.  

159. Condition 3 – is accepted, with a minor amendment to (c) to refer to the correct creating 
document. Refer to Document 5835385.5

160. Condition 4 – is a broad condition confirming that DOC and Winstone must work together to 
promptly and reasonably do all things required to enable the land exchange. 

161. Condition 5 - Firth Block Pit Fence. Winstone have proposed refinements to this condition 
that require safety fencing along 60m of the Firth Block pit face boundary. This has been   
refined to provide greater certainty in relation to the purpose, location, design and standard 
that the fence must be built to and for independent certification by a Geotechnical engineer. 
DOC’s original condition wording provided the design of the fence to be submitted to the 
Minister for approval, however contained no criteria in terms of what that approval would be 
based on. The changes introduce clear timeframes, criteria and certification processes to 
support efficient implementation of the exchange.

Encumbrances

162. Condition 6 wording is accepted by Winstone's.

163. Note DOC’s proposed Condition 7 - this condition has been deleted to reflect the vegetation 
encumbrance (document 9032630.1) has now been discharged. This has numbering 
implications for the remaining conditions. 

Costs

164. Conditions 7 – 10 DOC’s wording of these conditions is generally accepted by Winstone's. 
The revised drafting clarifies that only reasonable costs recoverable by the Crown with
certainty regarding the basis on which those costs are assessed.

Easements

165. Condition 11 - The revised conditions clarify the scope and operation of the proposed 
easements, including access arrangements and the ongoing management of the exchange 
land. The main amendment here is that the changes proposed by Winstone to the easement 
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instrument allow for public access to the Southern Gully, the words of the proposed 
easement have been updated to reflect that in line with revised Package A. 

Bonds [for Conservation Works]

166. Condition 12 - Winstone is opposed to the suite of pre-conditions around Bonds, it is 
concerned that the bond conditions drafted by DOC is too loosely worded and open-ended. 
It proposes a risk assessment process that appears vastly disproportionate to fairly discrete 
improvement works and actions that need to be undertaken as part of the exchange. I note 
that further reasons for this are discussed in the legal submissions. 

167. Winstone’s preferred position is that no bond is required, because the land exchange 
approval does not authorise the OBDA, quarrying, earthworks, or other physical works, and 
those matters will be addressed through the later substantive approval process. Winstone 
has proposed alternative conditions that directly link the bond to the conservation 
improvement works, establishes a clear methodology for calculating the bond, and identifies 
the circumstances in which it may be drawn upon.

168. However, if the Panel decides a bond is necessary, it should be limited to a practical, 
enforceable completion bond for the specific improvement works offered as part of the 
exchange, with clear works, clear timeframes, a fixed cap, defined default triggers, and 
release once those works are certified complete.

Fencing

169. Condition 13 – The proposed pre-condition by DOC in relation to fencing was loosely worded 
and could be interpreted to suggest that Winstone would be required to provide boundary 
fencing across the entire site to the Minister’s approval. It is not clear to Winstone's what it 
would need to do to meet this condition as no standard is applied and it contains an absolute 
discretion. Winstone are not opposed to providing fencing where required, but note it is a 
large area, where some parts are inaccessible and where fencing is not practicable or 
necessary.  

170. The condition has been refined to contain reference to the reasons when fencing is required 
and for the parties to agree to a fence standard pre-settlement, regarding the extent and 
nature of the fencing required and the process for agreeing its location and standard prior to 
settlement.

Rates

171. Condition 14 – Winstone agrees with the rating condition.

Structures and Improvements, Condition of Land

172. Conditions 15 – 19 Additional detail is provided regarding structures, improvements, site 
reinstatement and the condition of the land at settlement. The revised condition replaces the 
open-ended obligations with clearer, more defined scope and agreed terms with both parties 
(DOC) and Winstone. The conditions seek to develop a joint pre-settlement schedule and 
provide clarity on what is to be removed and from where. The Approval Holder is to remove 
all structures and rubbish and fully reinstate areas directly disturbed by removal. 



2 8

Ecological Restoration Plan

173. Condition 20 - Revised drafting retains ecological outcomes sought and provides a clearer 
framework for implementation and monitoring. DOC recommends that the Ecological 
Restoration Plan covers both weed management and revegetation, while a Mammalian Pest 
Management Plan targets eradication of animal pests. The key amendments proposed by 
Winstone provides the ERP prepared by a suitably qualified and experienced ecologist as 
being consistent with the conditions and a 20 working day timeframe for the ERP to be 
provided to DOC. 

174. Winstone considered that the monitoring requirements suggested by DOC were 
inappropriate, given that this is a land exchange and not a resource consent, these have 
been amended for annual reporting. 

175. Amendments for the planting requirements are provided for in Package A and B (in the 
differing condition sets) based on the size, species, age, sourcing and number of plants 
expert evidence of Dr Keesing as confirmed by Dr Ussher in his peer review as being 
appropriate. Winstone disagrees with DOC’s addition of 1800 swamp maire, noting there is 
no rationale or basis for this and it is not possible to accommodate that many plants on the 
site. 

176. Winstone also disagree with DOC’s suggested 10 year duration for weed control, noting that 
5 years will be sufficient to properly establish the planting, given the eradication targets 
provided for in the target objective column in Table 1. 

177. Further amendments refer to pest control of target weed species identified in the tables to 
Package A and B, rather than more broadly as all weeds and all animal pests in the DOC 
condition. A targeted approach is based on ecological advice and assessment and efficiency 
of gains expected. Package B Table 1 & 2 contains additional weed control and restoration 
planting in the event that planting within the Regional Park Improvement Area is required. 

178. Condition 23 and 24 - Provides further amendments to specify the consultation and input 
process for Taranaki Whānui ki te Upoko o Te Ika and Te Rūnanga o Toa Rangatira into the 
ERP, including a comment process, and ability to submit any comments provided as part of 
the final ERP to DOC. 

179. Package B includes an additional wording in condition 24, and further additional condition 25) 
that provides for GWRC to be consulted and have input into the Draft EMP and MPMP to 
ensure that any proposed methodology for restoration or pest control in the Greater 
Wellington Reigonal Park Improvement Area is undertaken in a manner consistent with 
Greater Wellington Management of the Park. These conditions are only required in respect of 
Package B if the Park land is included. 

Mammalian Pest Management Plan

180. Condition 25 – 28 A similar approach has been adopted for the Mammalian Pest 
Management Plan. The revised drafting retains the pest management outcomes sought by 
DOC but provides a more practical framework for implementation, monitoring and adaptive 
management over time. Winstone have accepted increase in duration for Mammalian Pest 
control from 5 years to10 years suggested by DOC but for the same reasons as outlined 
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above, considers it more appropriate to focus on the specified target species identified in the 
Package A and B tables for particular areas and has reduced the monitoring requirements 
proposed on the basis that these are not necessary and are disproportionate. Winstone has 
proposed that pest control contractor records and observations is a more efficient and 
effective form on monitoring as to the success of mammalian pest management measures. 

181. It is noted that Package B condition set in Table 3 contains additional pest management 
requirements for the Belmont Regional Park Area (offered only if the Panel consider that is 
necessary).18

Proposed Draft Conditions

182. Conditions 30 –31 The revised drafting clarifies the interests intended to remain following 
the exchange and how those interests are reflected in the transfer documentation.

Ecological Restoration

183. Condition 31- 38 - The revised drafting provides a clearer directive for the Approval holder to 
undertake the ecological restoration in accordance with the ERP and an adaptive 
management framework for implementing, monitoring and adapting ecological restoration 
activities while retaining the outcomes sought in the Draft Report.

Mammalian Pest Management

184. Condition 39 – 42 - The revised drafting provides a clearer directive framework for 
implementing, monitoring and adapting pest management activities while retaining the 
outcomes sought in the Draft Report.

Contaminated Land

185. Condition 43 –45 The revised drafting improves the clarity and workability of the condition 
and aligns it with the contaminated land investigations undertaken to date and is based on 
the technical evidence received from PDP on land contamination, risk, and suitable 
measurable standards for remediation.

186. Revised condition 43 builds on DOC’s suggestion that the obligation in respect of 
contaminated land survives settlement. It puts a clear timeframe (12 months following 
settlement) for discovery, sets out (a)-(c) the circumstances in which the condition can be 
relied upon by the Crown, and the standard that must be met to trigger Winstone’s obligation 
to remediate aligning this with NES-CS. It also makes it clear that compliance with the 
National Environmental Standard is the level that any remediation must achieve (DOC’s 
suggested condition was to the satisfaction of the Minister, which is an inappropriate
discretion). 

18 Refer to Improvement Package B.
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187. Condition 44 provides a way forward to address potential contamination in the Northern Gully 
site, providing for the necessary investigation and condition 45 imposes the same standards 
and rigour in terms of remediation and compliance as outlined in 43. 

188. Condition 45 Continuance of Rights – Winstone accept this condition. 
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and ecological context. That methodological difference is the primary driver of the divergent 
conclusions. 

5. With respect to the DOC-Give area, this report takes the view that Mr Ward has materially 
overstated its conservation values. Approximately 17 hectares of the 24-hectare OBDA is 
either exotic-dominated (gorse, pasture) or in an early seral native shrubland stage with no 
mature forest components. In my assessment, that means that the DOC-Give area supports 
no higher than a low to moderate representativeness ranking under the NPS-IB and EIANZ 
criteria. I consider that Mr Ward has conflated rarity (the presence of (he says) nine swamp 
maire individuals and 23 Ramarama) with the structural and compositional criteria of diversity 
and pattern, representativeness, and ecological context. By doing so, Mr Ward has inflated the 
overall value score for the OBDA to a moderate-high level — I do not think that is supportable. 
Conversely, I consider that Mr Ward has undervalued the DOC-Get areas, and in particular the 
Northern Gully and Firth Block. Those areas contain mature tawa-kāmahi forest (a regionally 
threatened type), pukatea-tawa riparian forest, perennial stream systems, and a complex 
mosaic of vegetation age-classes and topographic gradients that collectively warrant a high 
value assessment under each of the EIANZ criteria. When the EIANZ methodology is 
consistently applied, the DOC-Get areas should have a rating that exceeds the OBDA’s 
assessed value. 

6. On the specific matter of swamp maire, I disagree with Mr Ward’s direction to a 200:1 offset 
ratio drawn from an NZTA example. That ratio was developed for the full removal of mature 
trees as an offset and is not applicable here, where the proposal is to establish comparative 
conservation values in the DOC-Get areas rather than to offset effects under the RMA. The 
proposal to plant 200 swamp maire in the Southern Gully wetland — on a basis of one plant 
per year of estimated averaged age of the existing OBDA specimens — is considered fair and 
proportionate and is likely to result in a more significant swamp maire population than would 
arise from natural processes in the DOC-Give area.  

7. I have also identified that Mr Ward’s analysis does not conform to the EIANZ (2018) values 
assessment protocol in its use of intermediate value rankings (moderate-high, low-moderate). 
Such intermediate values are not recognised by EIANZ. Overall, in disagreement with Mr 
Ward, I consider that the land exchange will achieve a net conservation gain in terms of 
ecological values. 

Core methodological dispute  

8. The primary difference in ecological values appears to be related to the botanical aspects of 
the site more than any other factor. Mr Burns, in regarding terrestrial fauna, finds in the 
round there to be a net gain in the exchange and the freshwater expert Mr Williams concludes 
a neutral case (although I refute that and will respond to that freshwater report separately). 
Of note is that the faunal elements reflect their habitats, and the terrestrial ecologist notes 
that it is the mature and complex nature of vegetation in the DOC Get areas that differentiate 
the exchange.  

9. The difference in botanical value appears to derive from a different assessment methodology. 
Although the value headings are the same (representativeness, diversity & pattern, etc.) how 
each assessment was undertaken and what was considered is at the root of the difference. Mr 
Ward’s assessment is floristic (botanical); the BlueGreen assessment is ecological. 

10. In essence, there remains a difference in the botanic values attributed to the exchange (DOC-
Give) area as opposed to the DOC Get areas (northern gully, southern gully, Dry Creek and the 
Firth Block). 
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11. I note, and it is important to keep in mind, that my assessment was an ecological assessment 
following EIANZ guidance, NPS IB guidance, and also guided by a table with examples of 
criteria interpretation supplied to me by DOC (Appendix 7 of my report), not just a botanic 
assessment focused on rarity.  

OBDA (DOC-Give land) – overstatement of values  

12. In my opinion, Mr Ward has significantly underplayed the values present in the DOC-Get areas 
and overly raised the value of the DOC-Give area (for which he uses the term OBDA area). 

13. While a substantive part of the botany assessment prepared by Mr Ward focuses on the 
presence of swamp maire and swamp maire habitat, the assessment itself (the tabulated 
assessment of representativeness, diversity and pattern, rarity and distinctiveness, ecological 
context) finds the “OBDA” to be moderate or higher in all categories, “averaged”, possibly, to a 
moderate-high overall value.  

14. I disagree with this aspect of Mr Ward’s assessment, firstly because it is unusual for a 
relatively recent regenerated common broadleaf shrubland area to rank as moderate-high 
even while there are some (he says) nine specimens of swamp maire scattered throughout. I 
believe he has conflated the values of the ordinary with a focus on this one species (noting 
also the 23 Ramarama that are present).  

15. I consider his assessment to have ignored the greater part of the wider site (of the 24ha 
present 8ha is exotic weed fields (30%) and 9ha are young common native regenerating scrub 
37%) 1. I conservatively found the value to average to a moderate level mostly because of the 
presence of a small wetland and the gullies in which the swamp maire occurs as well as the 
Ramarama; there are no mature forest areas, no pukatea-kahikatea forest, no tawa forests, 
etc. 

16. I do not understand the scoring of the individual components of Mr Ward’s assessment.2   

17. While I attempted to utilise the EIANZ values approach and the table supplied by DOC3  (as an 
agreed method proposed by DOC prior to me completing my report) I cannot see, other than 
the headings, how Mr Ward has used the same method with the same criterion 
interpretations. 

18. For example, his table 2 (page 10) “overall assessment of flora values” says representativeness 
ranking is moderate based on: 

Belmont Regional Park (BRP) is located in the Wellington Ecological District (WED), in general 
the vegetation is described as remnants of originally widespread forests: podocarp forests 
(kahikatea, totara, matai) on hills… miro-rimu/tawa forest at higher levels; all these species 
present in remnant forests though podocarps have been logged out of many remnants 

 

 

 

 

 

1 Tables 12-14 in my assessment 
2 Ward evidence page 10, second table “The OBDA” 
3 Appendix 7 of my report 
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(McEwan, 1987). The WED covers an area which has many types of habitats (see Appendix 2.), 
and therefore many indigenous plant species.  

• When directly compared to the plant list of the WED (Ward, 2026) which has 602 
indigenous native plant species, the OBDA area has 111 species (Ward, 2025, 
Appendix 3.), this includes Woody species 49 (30% of WED); Ferns 38 (37%); 
Grasses/sedges/rushes 14 (13%); Herbs 10 (4%).  

• The floral vegetation is in recovery after being an area farmed at low impact rates 
until 1996 (GWRC, 2007). This can be seen by the low percentage of palatable herbs 
and grass-like plant species recorded. Tall specimens are present particularly on the 
Southwestern section of the area (Figure 11).  

• The OBDA is regarded as ‘Lowland broadleaf forest remains’ within the BRP see 
Appendix 4 (GWRC,2007). There are several land cover types including a 
manuka/kanuka dominated block on the Eastern edge. The Southwestern edge also 
has the components of MF7 Tawa, Kamahi, podocarp forest regionally endangered 
22% remaining (Singers et. al., 2018).  

19. The first paragraph, perhaps used to set the Wellington Ecological District scene, does not 
directly apply to the exchange site in that there are no remnant areas of kahikatea, totara, 
matai forest, or miro-rimu/tawa forest in the OBDA. Mr Ward then compares the species list 
he made of the exchange site (111 indigenous species) to a list he has compiled for the 
Wellington Ecological District (WED) (602 indigenous species), but that is not a measure of 
representativeness and I am unsure, except as a consideration of diversity, what this number 
offers.   He states that the OBDA is a recovery post 1996 farming (with which I concur), and 
that it has a low presence of palatable species of herbs and grasses because of this older use 
– and that alone suggests that its representativeness is modified, and so inconsistent with his 
concluding rank for this aspect. 

20. Lastly, his evidence is that the OBDA is regarded as “lowland broadleaf forest remains” by the 
Regional Council citing a GWRC reference (GWRC 2007. Belmont Regional Park – Resource 
Statement. Greater Wellington Regional Council) in which there is a broadscale map that 
includes gorse and broom in the area and says that outside of remnant forest bits it is 
regenerating forest and lists a number of common broadleaf species and Singers et al (2018). 
But as he acknowledges, most of the area was pasture and only the gullies retained any form 
of shrub and tree fern during farming.  It is not tawa, kamahi, podocarp forest (MF7) as he 
cites and so does not have the rarity element of MF7. The mapping of Mr Singers et al 2018 
reference is the display of where forest types were (based on soil and climate etc) not a map 
of the current remaining forests. 

21. The NPS Indigenous biodiversity in Appendix 1 of that document explains the use of 
representativeness to assess significance and this is replicated in the policy 23 RPS GWRC 
criteria. 
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22. The NPS explains that “Representativeness is the extent to which the indigenous vegetation or 
habitat of indigenous fauna in an area is typical or characteristic of the indigenous biodiversity of 
the relevant ecological district.”4 

23. The key attributes are:5  

 indigenous vegetation that has ecological integrity that is typical of the character of the 
ecological district, and  

 habitat that supports a typical suite of indigenous fauna that is characteristic of the 
habitat type in the ecological district and retains at least a moderate range of species 
expected for that habitat type in the ecological district. 

24. It is about the assemblage of species in the vegetation layers (ground, middle tier and canopy) 
and across environmental gradients and the array of animals in those vegetation 
communities. 

25. There is no easy measure or yard stick for these criteria, but it is about the presence of the 
right species in each layer (are those expected present) and the use of those species by 
expected fauna. While a young regenerating seral stage coming up through exotic cover is 
typical of itself, where there are still areas of exotic species (e.g. gorse, blackberry, holly, 
barbery), then this detracts from the representativeness and where the number of species is 
depressed because a range of species has not succeeded in colonising that area, then this too 
reduces the representativeness, as does the absence or paucity of signs of the final canopy 
species, colonisation, etc. This is how I considered the representativeness but not, it appears 
to me, how Mr Ward has considered it.  

26. In Appendix 7 of my report the DOC table given to me as the example to follow for the 
assessment provides (re representatives), the following examples: 

 High rating: Old-growth forests typical of largely natural mountainous ecological districts 
throughout New Zealand, such as those of South Westland, North West Nelson and the 
Raukumara Range. 

 Medium rating: Native shrublands of moderate diversity in gullies in ecological districts 
centred on foothills that have been peripherally oversown and/or top-dressed. 

 Low rating: Patches of cutty grass Carex geminata in developed paddocks of low-altitude 
New Zealand, such as the coastal hills and terraces of eastern Wairarapa. 

27. While the examples are not overly relevant to the exchange area, the key point is that old and 
mature and native is more highly ranked than native shrublands of some disturbance which is 
of greater rank than semi-native agriculturally used areas. 

 

 

 

 

 

4 NPS-IB, Appendix 1, at “A — Representativeness criterion, para 1”.  
5 NPS-IB, Appendix 1, at “A — Representativeness criterion, para 7”.  
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28. In my assessment, this meant that large areas of the exchange (DOC-Give) (17ha exotic 
prevalent or dominant) were low representativeness, and the smaller remainder (7ha) 
medium/moderate representativeness independent of the presence of rarity factors and 
none were high representativeness. I erred on the side of caution with a moderate ranking 
and could have reflected that two-thirds of the area shows a low representativeness ranking 
and averaged the outcome towards the majority. 

29. I cannot see what the bullet points reported by Mr Ward measure or do to influence the score 
he raises. 

30. In terms of diversity and pattern Mr Ward scores the DOC-Give (OBDA) area as moderate-high 
because of: 

a. The OBDA area has sections of WF8 Kahikatea, pukatea forest — Regionally critically 
endangered — 1% remaining (Singers et. al., 2018). The components are present and 
regenerating of note to this forest type is the Syzygium maire – swamp maire, a specialist 
obligate wetland species (Clarkson et. al., 2021). Apart from nearby along the western edge, 
this species is not found in any other part of the BRP. The evidence of these gully’s being 
rare remnants can be seen in figures 1-3 as mentioned above.  

31. But this discussion by Mr Ward is about rarity (of a forest type and a species), not about 
diversity and pattern. Importantly, I did not find that there is a WF8 kahikatea-forest in the 
exchange area and Mr Ward has no map of vegetation types. So there appears to be no 
evidence in Mr Ward’s report of a WF8 Kahikatea section. Indeed, a critical part of my 
assessment was to make and understand the vegetation communities over the site6 and map 
these.  

32. Mr Ward also scores the DOC-Give area as moderate high in diversity and pattern because:  

“The gullies are in good health with a canopy of tree fern; the lack of weedy species can be 
seen in figure 12.”  

33. Again, I am unsure how this relates to diversity and pattern. The DOC proffered guidance to 
me states that this criterion is about the extent to which the expected range of diversity and 
pattern of biological and physical components within the relevant ecological district is 
present.7 

34. In the DOC guidance (my Appendix 7) they say as examples that:  

a. High rating: Complex mosaics of primary and secondary forests and shrublands 
across environmental gradients (e.g. altitude, rainfall). 

b. Medium rating: Small kettlehole turfs with limited diversity of habitat and flora. 

 

 

 

 

 

6 See Figure 1 and Figure 11 
7 See also NPSIB, Appendix 1 at “B — Diversity and pattern criterion, para 1” 
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c. Low rating: Low-statured induced shrub monocultures (e.g. matagouri, mānuka, 
kānuka) with few other native plants, little habitat diversity and no indigenous 
vegetation sequences, e.g. dry eastern New Zealand hill country. 

35. The essence is that where there is a mosaic of aged vegetation communities on a range of 
slopes and hydrology and soils (environmental gradients) that area ranks highly. This is 
exactly what I see in the Firth Block and Northern Gully - mature stands, middle aged stands, 
earlier seral stages and young regeneration on various slopes and hydrology and inclusive of 
perennial stream habitats too, whereas the DOC-Give area has no mature stands and a 
relatively young and relatively uniform set of seral stages on less pronounced slopes and 
lower diversity of hydrology. In terms of diversity and pattern, I would evaluate this as 
perhaps moderate, if not low. I cannot see how, in comparison, the DOC-Give (OBDA) can be 
assessed as moderate-high, and the Firth Block low and the Northern Gully (which is the most 
diversity and has greatest pattern) as moderate only.  

36. I believe Mr Ward has made an error in treating rarity as the driver for this criterion rather 
than diversity and pattern, which is what he was meant to be considering. 

37. I accept Mr Ward’s ranking for rarity and distinctiveness as high for the DOC-Give (OBDA) but 
note that this ranking can only relate to the (he says) nine swamp maire and the 23 
Ramarama, one Coprosma. There is not any wider forest community rarity as there are no 
existing forest communities, only variously aged broadleaf seral shrubland, kanuka shrubland 
and tree fern gullies. 

38. These species and forest types are also recognised in my assessment with the exchange area 
being high but the same applies to the Northern Gully and the Southern Gully (as a wetland). 

39. With respect to Ecological Context again Mr Ward ranks the exchange DOC-Give site as 
moderate-high citing the following reason: 

“Having a decent population of swamp maire present within the OBDA will continue to 
provide a seed source that may be transported by the visiting avifauna, making the wider 
area (where swampy) potential sites for further spread of the species”.  

40. I do not consider nine individuals of swamp maire scattered over the OBDA as a “decent” 
population and note that the central western gully, which was removed from the exchange 
area because of its swamp maire values, holds the only cluster of more than 10 large seeding 
swamp maire (it is the only stand with clear evidence of germinated seedling) and is likely the 
source for all the local swamp maire). As that area of swamp maire has been removed from 
the exchange parcel, it should form no part of the assessment of the ecological context of the 
OBDA/DOC-Give area. Again, Mr Ward’s assessment looks more like an assessment of rarity 
than of ecological context.  

41. Lastly, he also adds to his analysis of ecological context the following reason: 

“The ongoing pest animal management in the area (GWRC, 2023, pg. 24) will continue to 
allow more seedlings to survive as is evident with this area already having a considerably 
higher percentage of native flora species than those areas outside the BRP.” 

42. I am not sure how this statement reflects the ecological contextual value of the vegetation 
community; it is a comment of the GWRC pest management more than anything else.  

43. The presence of swamp maire trees (but not the only or best seed source) and pest 
management of the area does not make a moderate-high value for ecological context. 



8 
 

44. The DOC guidance given to me for the assessment (and the NPS IB) says “ecological context” 
is: The extent to which the size, shape, and configuration of an area within the wider 
surrounding landscape contributes to its ability to maintain indigenous biodiversity or affects 
the ability of the surrounding landscape to maintain its indigenous biodiversity.8 And as 
examples DOC stated: 

a. High rating: Extensive old-aged matagouri on large terraces that are well buffered by 
adjacent floodplains and vegetated mountain slopes. 

b. Medium rating: Secondary podocarp-broadleaved forest fragments in lowland hill 
country, providing stepping stones between larger habitats (e.g. in Rodney ED, north 
Auckland). 

c. Low rating: Small indigenous shrub remnants on a river terrace, where adjoining 
terraces have been cleared and developed for vineyards. They are highly vulnerable to 
edge effects and have no linkages to other remnants. 

45. It seems age, size, extent of buffering, functional roles in species movement, seed sources and 
food resources should be the focus of the assessment of ecological context. That was the 
focus of my assessment.  

DOC-Get land — undervaluing of conservation values  

46. While I do not agree with Mr Ward’s overall assessment of moderate-high for the DOC-Get 
area I also consider that he has undervalued the Firth Block, Northern Gully and Southern 
Gully areas.  

47. Both the Firth Block and Northern Gully areas have more complex and aged and less 
disturbed communities than the DOC-Get area. The Firth Block and Northern Gully also have 
the same younger seral communities as the OBDA, and there is a rare forest type (tawa-
kāmahi forest type), and they support perennial waterways. The only thing that is absent from 
the Northern Gully/Southern Gully and Firth Block areas that is present in the DOC-Give area 
is swamp maire.   

48. The principal issue with Mr Ward’s assessment is that the same application of the criteria to 
the Northern Gully and Firth Block should result logically in a higher than OBDA result, 
because those areas are larger, older, more mature, of greater integrity, are mosaics of 
greater diversity and stature and have been less adversely impacted by past uses. This makes 
them better developed, of wider ecological importance (functions and context) and with 
better diversity and pattern reflecting more complex hydrological and topographic variation. 
However, Mr Ward ranks the Northern Gully, Southern Gully and Firth Block as having a lower 
value ranking than the DOC (OBDA). 

 

 

 

 

 

8 NPSIB Appendix 1 “D — Ecological context criterion, para 1”.  
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49. Also not factored in by Mr Ward is the area difference, 33ha in the DOC-Get area compared 
with 24ha in the DOC-Give area. In my assessment, the greater area being given to DOC 
together with its higher conservation values contributes to a net benefit in ecological values.9  

50. After surveying the Northern Gully (including the eastern pukatea gully) it was evident to me 
that compared to other areas in the park, this was of high value. The absence of understory 
mammal disturbance is important but so is the value related to the rare forest type (Tawa-
Kamahi MF7 - endangered) and the Pukatea - Kahikatea (WF8 – critically endangered) type, 
which Mr Ward claims is also in the OBDA (based on swamp maire I assume – because there 
are no canopy pukatea and kahikatea forest in the OBDA).  Those swamp maire are not a 
“forest”, they are most often single trees in a common broadleaf shrubland or tree fern gully.  
I do not agree with Mr Ward that there is a rare forest type present in the OBDA.  

51. The Firth Block, similar to the Northern Gully, has this range of mature forest in basins 
through to complex steep shrublands, but does not appear to have the rarity components of 
either the Northern Gully or the OBDA and hence was conservatively assessed as moderate 
value. That said, in all measures other than rarity, the Firth Block should be greater than the 
OBDA because of its age, less modification and complexity. While I conservatively ranked it as 
moderate it cannot be said to be low-moderate as assessed by Mr Ward. Mr Ward in his 
assessment table for the Firth Block says he agrees with the BlueGreen assessment for 
diversity and pattern, but I scored that as moderate (Table 16), not low as he scores it. That 
difference in score is the difference between his low-moderate and moderate.  

52. I also disagree with the value of the Southern Gully exchange wetland area which Mr Ward 
ranks as moderate but I rank as high. Our differences relate to rarity where I reflect the 
regional scarcity (<4% remaining) of natural inland wetlands and he does not.  He does not 
appear to recognise the Carex sedgelands and reflects only on the obviously planted 
specimens. The other main difference is our consideration of ecological context, and it 
appears with his low-moderate ranking does not recognise the functional importance this 
largest wetland in the local area plays in terms of wetland hydrological functions, and in 
buffering the stream. 

53. In addition, the value is heighted by the potential for greater restoration through the 
proposed weed management and importance of the area in being able to establish a sizable 
swamp maire forest area. 

54. He agrees that my outcome for Dry Creek (currently low value), would be improved by the 
management package offered. 

55.  In terms of wetland the OBDA example is more representative and better than the Southern 
Gully as it currently is, but much smaller and with less future potential. It is this Southern Gully 
in which Winstone proposes to establish 200 swamp maire as a forest. Such numbers could 
not be accommodated in any of the OBDA narrow gully swamp maire habitats. 

 

 

 

 

 

9 Blue Green ecology report at para 11.0, page 91.  
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56. On reflection of Mr Ward’s summary table of value components and in terms of the EIANZ 
guidance (Rope, Lindsey et al 2018)10 there are no conjoined (mid-way) values in the EIANZ 
system. Instead, the EIANZ system provides for: negligible, low, moderate, high and very high. 
To be moderate requires one high and the rest moderate or low, or two moderate and the 
rest low or lower11. With moderate-high or low-moderate rankings as given by Mr Ward you 
cannot apply the EIANZ (2018) guidance process. I assume therefore he does not use or 
reflect on the EIANZ guidance in his values assessment. Instead of using the EIANZ published 
guidance protocol, Mr Ward is using some other method to average or collate his outcomes.  

57. A last curious note of inconsistency in Mr Ward’s approach is that in Mr Ward’s values table 
(Table 1) the QEII is the only element of the Northern Gully that scores more than the entire 
North Gully area put forward for diversity and pattern, rarity and distinctiveness and 
ecological context and yet the wider area includes terrain and species assemblages that are 
different and add to the whole (i.e.  just the QEII area) such that the score ranks should not be 
less in the whole than in the small (but better) part. 

58.  I cannot see how or why Mr Ward causes the smaller area to be of high rank than the wider 
area or that the smaller area (as opposed to the whole area) has a different ranking for rarity 
and distinctiveness or context given the same functions and species are represented in both 
areas but the larger area has additions not seen in the smaller area in terms of types of 
terrain and seral stages. 

59. It simply does not make sense to me in reflecting on what those criteria area asking, noting 
that the criteria are not weighted by issues present – i.e. if in looking at the wider Northern 
Gully Mr Ward downgrades diversity and pattern there because of weed presence then this is 
a wrong interpretation of the criteria. 

Swamp Maire 

60. On the matter of 200 swamp maire as replacement for the nine in the OBDA. Mr Ward refers 
to the NZTA offset example of a ratio of 200:1.  

61. That ratio was developed as an offset to manage the effects of complete removal of mature 
swamp maire trees. As an offset to manage that effect, it may well be appropriate (for mature 
old trees).  

62. But the proposal here is not an effects management (offset) approach. Rather, it is about 
ensuring that the DOC-Get lands contain swamp maire to achieve comparative conservation 
values. There are nine or so swamp maire in the exchange area (noting Mr Ward’s map does 
not reflect the numerous swamp maire of the central Western Gully that was purposefully 
excluded from the exchange because it contains the largest number of oldest swamp maire 
with clear evidence of seedling production). The affected swamp maire are variously young, 
perhaps 10-30 years old, as they are not evident in the farmed gully aerial photographs. I have 

 

 

 

 

 

10 An industry standard guidance protocol 
11 Table 6 chapter 5. 
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therefore recommended adding one swamp maire for (an averaged 20 years) year that the 
existing swamp maire have been present to be planted into the Southern Gully wetland, i.e. 
20 for one such that the number covers the age gap, more or less.  Thus, instead of DOC, in 20 
years, at the OBDA having nine canopy swamp maire instead there will be 200 maturing 
canopy swamp maire in the southern gully (one of the Get areas). I think that this number is 
fair and proportionate and which in all probability is more than would result from the natural 
processes if nothing was to occur. The substantive application for resource consent and other 
approvals will deal with the management of the effects of the proposed activity on these 
OBDA swamp maire as a separate process. 

Wetlands 

63. Mr Ward features the one wetland component of the DOC-Get (OBDA) in his assessment in 
parts of his rationalisation of various criteria.  

64. I assess the wetland separately as a component to the DOC-Get where it has a high value 
contribution. In the Southern Gully, it being a wetland (due to rarity) also affords the Southern 
Gully a high rarity value. Mr Ward does not reflect the natural inland wetland (which is native 
species dominated despite the level of blackberry and with planted species) as rare or of high 
rarity. Certainly, the NRP and NPS-FM do not discriminate between exotic and native 
dominated wetlands — those documents are based on the premise that a qualifying natural 
inland wetland or natural wetland is always said to have equal and high importance and value. 
Likewise, the Ecological Context of this large wetland area in the Southern Gully, which 
includes a perennial stream and good buffer native shrubland edge, has a greater importance 
and ecological context than low-moderate. I do not consider a low-moderate rating for the 
Southern Gully to appropriately reflect such a sizable wetland. While Mr Ward suggests this 
area improves to moderate with weed and pest control, I suggest, by his own consideration of 
the value of swamp maire and swamp maire habitat, it must be considered as high or even 
very high following weed and pest and swamp maire planting. 

Edge effects 

65. Mr Ward discusses edge effects in some detail at his section 6, but I do not know why as such 
effects and their management are usually considered as a vegetation clearance effect through 
consent applications. The BlueGreen report (Section 6.4.5) assesses values and only 
references an edge effect as it relates to the current impacts to the value of the Firth Block, in 
this case a discussion of the improvements offered (planting) to increase/protect the value on 
the Firth Block which is suffering exposure related to the current extent of the open quarry.   

66. Mr Ward drifts into the post exchange potential effects of the substantive application in 
section 6 and that is not a current values exchange topic - it is for the substantive application 
where those and similar effects of the proposed new land use are assessed and managed, not 
in the exchange values report. 

Improvement packages 

67. Mr Ward acknowledges the improvements package offered by Winstone, which includes 
revegetation (edge effect buffering), special species additions (Swamp maire and Ramarama) 
and animal pest and plant weed managements. His overall assessment value stable (his table 
1) shows increases in values associated with these managements in Dry Creek, Firth Block, 
Northern Gully and Southern Gully. An increase by a half ranking - typically from his low-
moderate rank to moderate or, in Dry Creek, from low to low-moderate. 
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68. I have always assumed that the management in the North Gully is to limit weed and pest in 
the North Gully but advance/secure the Cottle Block younger seral development in the south, 
raising those areas to meet the better northern elements, but does not raise the average over 
all value to a different rank (which I say is high). In the Firth Block the western edge buffer 
planting and the weed and pest control similarly protects the existing values and allows 
progression of the vegetation but the deficit in this area in terms of values is the absence of 
rarity and the weed and pest management does not cause rarity to change. It is likely that the 
moderate ranking will persist, but more securely. 

69. The Dry Creek area, however, will greatly benefit from the weed and pest management and 
supplementary planting which will liberate existing native young plants and open space for 
more native colonisation and add species. I consider that the proposed management can 
bring the Dry Creek area up to a moderate value, assisting diversity and pattern and context. 

70. Lastly, there remains the question of values associated with the QEII areas and what the 
exchange looks like were those values to be discounted. In my opinion and where the land 
area exchanged does not alter (i.e. DOC still give 24ha and get 33ha), the loss of the QEII area 
values represents the loss of two areas of mature forest and the rarity elements of the forest 
ecosystem in the North Gully and some of the Ramarama.  

71. The residual areas of the North Gully however still contain mature forest assemblages 
(Pukatea forest, hinau forest, kamahi forest with tawa) and the values associated with that 
and the South Gully and the managed Dry Creek still sum to moderate value habitats 
assessed against my overall ranking for the DOC-Give area as moderate – i.e. of equivalent 
value, but the package does require the addition of 200 of swamp maire (to the South Gully) 
and 500 Ramarama to Dry Creek (as per the original improvement Package A proposed by 
Winstone) which then tips the balance in favour of DOC.   

72. While I do not believe that further planting is needed to enhance conservation values, I note 
that a further 400 swamp maire could be accommodated in the South Gully DOC-Get land (if 
the Panel found that more was required).  I note this would provide a total of 600 swamp 
maire on the DOC-Get land, the DOC-Get land is not capable of supporting the 1800 swamp 
maire that have been suggested as being needed by Mr Ward. 

73. Further planting of swamp maire could also be accommodated on the land adjacent to the 
DOC-Give land within Belmont Regional Park, if found to be necessary (Package B), in the 
event the Panel found that the new law applied that permitted consideration of off-site 
requirements. 

74. This area is known to have acceptable swamp maire habitat (there are already a number of 
swamp maire growing in the four natural inland wetlands), shown on the attached graphic.  
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Wetlands with swamp maire habitat conditions. 

Winstone are proposing to plant 200 swamp Maire and 200 Ramarama along with pest control to 
support the planting in this area as part of Package B, This would add significantly to the values of 
those wetland areas and spread the location of populations of swamp maire.  While this would 
undoubtedly enhance the conservation estate’s values, I do not believe it is necessary for the reasons 
outlined above. 

Conclusion 

75. As will be apparent from the above discussion, there are a number of areas where I disagree 
with the assessments by Mr Ward of the ecological values associated with the various 
exchange parcels. I present these in summary in the Table below. Overall, I remain of the view 
that, taking into account the proposed improvements, principal of which is the addition of a 
large number of swamp maire and Ramarama, the land exchange proposal will achieve a net 
conservation benefit for ecological values. I have not assessed the benefits of Package B in a 
lot of detail in my table below, because I do not consider that they are necessary and the 
conservation values are met with Package A alone (as initially proposed with the 200 Swamp 
maire and Rama Rama), however I accept that those conservation values are further 
enhanced and provide even more benefit to the Crown if an additional 200 swamp maire and 
Ramarama in the Regional Park area proposed in Package B is provided.  
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that view because I consider that the DOC-Get areas have higher freshwater values than the 
DOC-Give areas.  

78. There are several points that I would like to make regarding the differences in opinion. 

Information that formed part of DOC Freshwater Review  

79. I note that Winstone’s application included both a hydrology report by Dr McConchie and an 
aquatic ecology assessment to inform its assessment of values, including the length of the 
stream and the stream habitat provided. Both Dr McConchie and I also provided further 
memoranda as part of Winstone’s response to comments relevant to freshwater values.  

80. It is unclear whether the DOC Reviewer was provided with that full set of information as only 
my initial ecology assessment is referenced in the reviewer’s memorandum. Mr Williams fails 
to specify what documents he reviewed and relied upon in forming his view. 

81.  I confirm that I have taken into account the findings of the hydrological assessment and 
hydrological addendum as part of my conclusions. I agree with Dr McConchie, who has 
confirmed that there is a greater amount of stream (and therefore stream habitat), being 
acquired by DOC in the proposed exchange.  

Overinflation of freshwater values in DOC-Give  

82. In my opinion, the DOC Review overinflated the DOC-Give areas in the exchange waterways 
and underrated the Northern Gully waterways but arrived at the same overall value (without 
consideration of the quantity of stream and habitat given and offered).  

83. It is unclear what data or evidence has been provided by the DOC Reviewer to reach that 
conclusion. The DOC response has reviewed and relies on data, evidence, and observations 
from Winstone’s ecological consultants (myself included), based on ten years of site 
engagement.  

84. DOC has not undertaken any of its own surveys of the waterways in any season and has not 
collected its own data (and the Reviewer does not appear to have ever even been on site). This 
is an important consideration when exercising professional opinion and making judgement 
calls in regard to representativeness and diversity of habitat and ecological context.  

85. Mr Williams’ desktop review should not reasonably outweigh the repeated, site-based 
observations collected over almost a decade of familiarity with the site, that I (and the other 
applicants’ consultants) have drawn upon to come to our conclusions.  

86. One important factor in DOC’s evaluation of freshwater values should have been that the 
DOC-Give site holds predominantly ephemeral flow paths, with lesser amounts of intermittent 
reach and very limited amounts of perennial flow, whereas the DOC-Get site has substantive 
amounts of perennial waterway. 

87. In the DOC assessment the significance of intermittent aquatic habitat has been exaggerated: 
no fish are present, and the macroinvertebrate fauna identified by eDNA testing reflects the 
hydrology, in that it is limited but indicative of fair quality.  

88. There is no rarity present and only typical functional ecological contextual values related to 
limited water presence.  In my view, the eDNA evidence does not support the DOC Reviewer’s 
assessment or warrant assigning a high value to the DOC-Give site and, in my opinion, even 
assigning it a “medium” rating in reliance on this evidence is an overstatement of the data. 

89. In short there is a much more and better perennial waterway present in the DOC-Get areas 
offered by Winstone than in the area DOC-Give. The majority of the DOC-Give site is without 
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permanent aquatic habitat and there is nothing unusual present on the DOC-Give land to 
justify raising the value. 

90. Figure 48 of the BlueGreen Ecological Assessment (page 76) for the exchange shows the 
extent of ephemeral flow paths upstream of the intermittent reaches, and the extent of 
perennial reaches in the exchange area. This mapped distinction is also consistent with the 
hydrologist’s (Dr McConchie) hydrological assessment and indicates that most flow paths 
within the exchange area are ephemeral and intermittent. DOC’s Reviewer does not appear to 
have accepted this mapped extent of freshwater habitat types over the DOC-Give and DOC-
Get (as depicted in Figure 48) but has not provided any additional evidence, by way of data, to 
the contrary to challenge that delineation. 

91. Further information on hydrology was provided by Dr McConchie in response to comments 
received on the exchange application regarding waterways, and further information about 
downstream receiving environmental conditions, including maps and data, was provided, but 
it does not appear to have been taken into account.  

Response to DOC’s stated limitations and information gaps 

92. Mr Williams identifies a number of information gaps. My response to each of those is set out 
below, along with my assessment as to the significance or otherwise of those gaps. 

1. Criticism: eDNA collection sites were located at the OBDA boundaries and so miss species in 
the exchange.  

93. Three of the eDNA sampled areas (the two eastern and the south-western sites) are 
within 40m of the exchange boundary and are within the same habitat type and quality. 
These locations were chosen because of the focus on the OBDA itself.  

94. There is therefore no reason to expect additional species within that 40m reach not 
sampled, and certainly no basis for expecting fish to be present. These would be 
properly captured in the slightly downstream sampling location.  

95. The north-western sample is from intermittent habitat, with about 100m of stream 
between the sample point and the exchange boundary downstream. The downstream 
reach is similar in habitat type as the intermittent in terms of substrate, channel form, 
riparian cover, just with more permanent flow. There is no reason to expect a materially 
different macroinvertebrate assemblage in that downstream section. I consider the 
eDNA sampling locations to provide an accurate representation of the values to be 
found there.  

2. DOC notes that the macroinvertebrate metrics indicate a good assemblage, with EPT taxa 
present near the boundary between intermittent and ephemeral reaches. DOC argues this 
suggests the ephemeral reaches have higher values than described or may not be ephemeral.  

96. My view is that the samples reflect the upper intermittent reaches present upstream of 
all sample sites, rather than the ephemeral reaches themselves. We agree that the 
results show generally fair to good representative assemblages in the intermittent 
reaches, although (and as discussed below) not as good assemblages as in the DOC-Get 
streams.  

97. It is useful to bear in mind that the macroinvertebrate metrics of the Northern Gully 
perennial system (DOC-Get) show MCI 121-124, 26-31 taxa and 12-16 EPT taxa, whereas 
the DOC-Give intermittent streams have MCIs 89-109, 16-25 taxa, and 5-15 EPT taxa. In 
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other words, the DOC-Get areas have better macroinvertebrate assemblage metrics 
(the Macroinvertebrate community indices), the taxa number and number of “special” – 
EPT -taxa, as well as including fish species.  

3. DOC states that it is not clear as to the specific types of wetlands that are present.  

98. Wetlands are incorporated in the terrestrial habitat assessment part of the exchange 
report.12 The wetlands in the exchange are, on the east side, kiokio-sedge wet gully 
bottom sediment dominated features which under Johnson and Gerbeaux (2004) are 
riverine (associated with streams and channels) where the dominant function is 
continually or intermittently flowing freshwater in open channels (even while those 
channels fill up with sediments). These riverine systems are swamps (rather than 
marsh), i.e. receiving a relatively rich supply of nutrients (courtesy of the older farming), 
and often sediment runoff.  While there is no peat, there is a thin sediment cover over a 
relatively hard bed and there is a mineral substrate. There are leads of standing water 
with gentle periodic inflows and the water table is generally at or near the surface. The 
vegetation is sedge, rush, flax and scrub i.e. swamp. 

99. It is not a seepage/flush or an ephemeral wetland or other special “threatened “type 
(Holdaway et al, 2012). The DOC-Get wetland (Southern Gully) is also a riverine swamp.  

4. DOC note the absence of farm pond assessment 

100. The farm pond/wetland is outside of the OBDA in total but around half (the upper / 
north half) is within the exchange area, the rest in the Firth QEII Block (DOC-Get). 

101. The water body was recognised as of higher avian value, the edge vegetation in the 
exchange is tree fern gully canopy, and manuka-kanuka shrublands on the northeast 
boundary and the ponded feature itself open water with a scattered of Carex secta. In 
the Firth Block the south-eastern edge is later seral broadleaf forest. The BGE in 
assessing each recognised component vegetation type of the DOC-Give area (Table 13) 
classifies the tree fern gully habitat as of low value (young, simple, modified) and the 
manuka (kanuka) mixed broadleaf as moderate value the “wetland” being mostly open 
water as low value but the faunal value as high (avian). Whereas on the Firth Block it is 
later seral (moderate value). See enlarged vegetation map below. The values in the 
exchange match, i.e. the DOC-Get = the DOC-Give. 

 

 

 

 

 

12 BlueGreen ecology 2026 at pages 30–65 and 80–83.  
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Position of pond in relation to Firth and exchange areas. 

5. The DOC states that while some of the waterways may be ephemeral/intermittent/perennial 
at the time of surveying, they may change throughout time. 

102. That is accepted, but the assessment can only be related to the current and clearly 
foreseeable value and given the small catchments and climate change, it is unlikely the 
current ephemeral and intermittent reaches are going to become more perennial.   

6. The DOC suggests that there is qualitative and assumed statements 

103. The DOC Reviewer is critical of the fact that I have made qualitative judgements and 
assumptions in reaching my conclusions. I agree that I have exercised professional 
expert judgements in reaching my conclusions. These are made from, and based on, 
the data collected and numerous site visits. The assessment does not track the extent 
of intermittency through years of research, and a judgement has to be made based on 
the survey data available.  But that judgement is made from careful observation and 
consideration of the conditions present as seen at several times and is a reasonable 
estimation. I agree that intermittent and ephemeral flow paths are not valueless, but 
they are of lesser value as aquatic habitat than intermittent systems which are of lesser 
value than perennial systems, but all of the system supplies resources and space to the 
assemblages present.   

7. DOC state that there is no quantitative survey information for the waterways in the Firth 
Block. 

104. That is true, there is only observational judgement. The downstream reach is perennial 
and with good substrates under good riparian cover and must, by dint of permanence 
of flow and good substrate bed be of greater species habitat and richness value than 
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the upper ephemeral and intermittent reaches in sediments (in the OBDA) – even while 
noting a stream system and its functions require the entire gambit of the catchments 
flow regime. Again, Firth Block is steep and covered in dense bush making it difficult to 
undertake such assessments.  

105. The end result of hydrological and ecology assessment of the lower Firth Block stream 
is portrayed in the map below. 

  

106. While DOC are correct that there is no quantitative or qualitative survey information for 
the waterways present in the Dry Creek Block, there is very little stream habitat in the 
DOC-Get space, I have not assigned any value in that area, i.e.  no “value” gain is 
attributed to that habitat for DOC-Get.  

Response to DOC’s Reviewer’s assessment of Values 

107. The DOC Reviewer provided their assessment in a number of tables showing their freshwater 
values assessment for the DOC-Give and Get sites, which incorporates a range of factors used 
in the terrestrial assessment (such as the LENZ classification and wetland presence) rather 
than the streams themselves.  

108. DOC also incorporate aspects for the DOC Give site that are not relevant to the DOC Give site, 
for example under “representativeness” they cite, as the last bullet point, the MCI downstream 
(the main stem) - which has better MCI than the exchange area which if accorded weight 
inflates wrongly the perception of the exchange area. It is not relevant because it is an area 
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outside of the exchange. Those values are relevant to the substantive application as potential 
receiving environments of earthworks and material storage discharge.  

109. In terms of representativeness, ignoring wetlands, simply the presence of ephemeral/ 
intermittent/perennial streams (as is the case for all streams) does not make the reaches 
“representative”, all streams in catchments have these classes / structures. The fact that the 
waterways are recovering from farming does mean that the waterways are modified and the 
sediment beds and only recently attained canopy cover supports my view that those 
waterways are not “representative.” The eDNA outcomes show no fish and the 
macroinvertebrate metrics favour a “fair” representation not “good” level of representative 
values (for all but one tributary).  I consider that a more accurate rating for the value of these 
intermittent systems is low (I reproduce my assessment as a table below following discussion 
of the rest of the DOC’s assessment of the OBDA). 

110. Under “diversity and pattern,” again DOC reflect on wetlands and on the pattern of ephemeral 
to perennial which is in every waterway, and neither are valid considerations here. The 
reflection on MCI (not taxa diversity) and the lack of acceptance of the absence of fish has 
affected this score which I say is better considered as low. 

111. DOC raise LENZ but the LENZ mapping suggests it’s the flat ridge and uplands that is in the 
“red”<10% remaining with indigenous cover and this factor features in the terrestrial 
assessment, not in the aquatic and is not valid for the aquatic.  

112. Wetlands are again raised but that rarity is accounted for in the vegetation assessment. DOC 
then state under rarity that long fin eel and koura are present. North Island Koura are not an 
At Risk or threatened species (this is acknowledged at the end).  

113. Long fin eel they state are present in the exchange area, bringing a rarity value.  However, 
long fin eel are not shown by the eDNA and fish barrier data suggests it unlikely, and their 
presence is not supported by evidence.  I am of the view that the eDNA data is a fairly 
accurate and true evidence of the absence of fish in the tributaries, along with the shallow 
flow nature of the stream systems in the DOC-Get area.  

114. I accept that there is a very small chance of long fin eel in the perennial section of the north-
western tributary in the exchange area (not in the OBDA itself), although the depth of water in 
this system should prevent the reach being used as permanent habitat, but believe that the 
DOC Reviewer has overestimated the likely presence of this species in the DOC-Give area, 
which has contributed to the reviewers assigning a higher value.  

115. Further DOC’s use of a modelled presence of fish species is without merit compared to the 
stream observational and eDNA data, stream condition and barrier surveys carried out - it is 
invalid to raise possible threatened and at risk species present as though they were. Rarity 
and distinctiveness cannot be medium-high with the information presented and known, the 
data gathered indicates a low ranking. 

116. For context DOC cite good buffering, which is fair, but as a source of water for the Hutt River, 
as is the entire catchment, this is not a valid metric given the very small and insubstantial 
amount of water and proportion of the Hutt River catchment (See Dr McConchie’s report).  It 
acknowledges the fish barriers and lack of connectiveness, but I consider it fails to reflect the 
shallow and intermittent nature supplying unstable habitat, small sizes and in the round is 
best described as low. 

117. While I did not set out my assessment in tabular form in the exchange document, using 
instead text, I follow the DOC reviewers presentation style below and set out in tabular form 
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my assessment of freshwater values of the DOC-Give tributaries (which are relatively uniform 
in physical type and condition and so can be treated as a single assessment).  

Table 1: My assessment of freshwater values of the DOC-Give tributaries  

Criterion Rank  Reasons 

Representativeness Low The intermittent reaches are characteristic of 
intermittent reaches in headwater situations under 
vegetation cover but generally do not have retained 
pool habitat or any sizable refugia for species at low 
flow periods, the substrates are relatively 
homogenous sediments rather than mixed hard and 
soft types. The Macroinvertebrate assemblages are 
fair to good (indicating moderate) but there is an 
absence of fish species. Sign of modification in the 
substrates and riparian cover (pine inputs). Low end of 
the spectrum. 

Diversity & Pattern 

This considers the 
diversity of aquatic 
habitat within an area 
and considers if there are 
gradients and patterns in 
physical habitat etc 

Low There are a limited set of types - pools and slow runs - 
there are few riffles, no cascades or complex flow 
types. Velocities are similar in all areas, i.e. there is a 
limited flow heterogeneity. Few permanent fish habitat 
areas. There is reasonable small woody debris and leaf 
litter, but few accumulations in dams. Sediments are 
the predominant substrates without boulder or cobble 
bases or reasonable mixes where past land uses had 
not changed the nature of run off. Riparian cover is 
good. Typical but on the lower scale of the gradient. 

Rarity & distinctiveness Low There are no rare species, types or features and little is 
distinctive about the types and species present -
common and reflective of a slightly modified 
headwater system. 

Ecological context Low Small catchments of little water collection and transfer 
value. Good riparian buffering now, but less so 
historically during farming which has resulted in 
modification. No fish spawn or refugia areas, no fish 
connectivity, unlikely a source for species downstream.  

 

Outcome Overall DOC -
Give  

Low   

 

118. For the northern Gully DOC (DOC’s table 3) follows the same pattern as their DOC Give 
analysis, which (I say) suffers from the same over simplified and flawed considerations that I 
have discussed above, but  accept that we both arrive at  (for differing reasons) the same 
value which is medium or moderate (despite also being perennial and with fish). 
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119. For the Southern Gully the assessment is the same with the same, I say, flawed elements but I 
say has a high (relative) (not medium-high) value because it has the best macroinvertebrate 
assemblages and best (only) fishery, has flow and depth and velocity variations, a mix of 
substrate including gravel-small cobble reaches, wetland and native shrubland riparian 
conditions and is also perennial with a good wider catchment. I illustrate below the 
assessment I make of the north and south gullies (both on the DOC-Get land). 

North Gully  

Criterion Rank  Reasons 

Representativeness Moderate 

 

The perennial reaches of the northern gully contain 
varied hard substrates (bed rock, bolder, cobble 
sediments) with gradient related velocity changes and 
run, riffle pool sequences. Woody debris and leaf litter is 
common, riparian shade optimal and the 
macroinvertebrate communities good with expected 
species. Eel are present. However, the true right bank has 
modifications and younger riparian vegetation. It is best 
considered as of moderate representativeness.   

Diversity & Pattern 

 

Moderate As noted above there is a diversity of substrates, flows 
and habitat types and these patterns are natural and 
related to gradient and bank stability. The diversity of 
macroinvertebrates is moderate and reflective of the 
conditions. Fish presence is depressed (related to down 
stream passage issues). 

Rarity & distinctiveness Low 

 

In the northern gully long fin eel are likely present (being 
connected to the central main stem in which they were 
surveyed) but not surveyed in this reach and so not 
considered here. Otherwise other than being in relatively 
good condition there are no rare or distinctive attributes. 

Ecological context Low 

 

While Northern Gully tributary contributes water to the 
Hutt River catchment, the scale is insignificant and there 
is a considerable passage barrier for all aquatic species 
between the wider Hutt Catchment and this reach. 

 

Outcome North Gully Moderate  

 

Southern Gully 

Criterion Rank  Reasons 

Representativeness Moderate The perennial reaches of the southern gully have a 
gravel-cobble upper section under terrestrial riparian 
broadleaf shrub with pools and riffles, the passage 
through the wetlands is deeper and more narrow and 
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run and pool habitat in tall wetland riparian with slow 
flows. The cobble based upper is galaxiid habitat the 
wetland stream eel habitat (more so). The whole sites 
flow and habitat types and abundance show low 
modification and reflect reasonably well the natural state.  

Diversity & Pattern 

 

High The southern gully, as well as substrate variance, has two 
types of stream – slow deeper wetland and faster 
shallower stoney bush streams sections. The 
macroinvertebrate communities are better than the 
northern gully or OBDA and there are fish species 
present including galaxiids. 

Rarity & distinctiveness High In the Southern Gully there are banded kokopu, long fin 
eel and short fin eel (at least), two At Risk taxa. The 
stream also passes through and contributes to the wider 
wetland (distinctiveness). Given the paucity locally of 
native fish species, I rank this higher than usual. 

Ecological context Moderate The South Gully has a greater role in species movement 
and refugia by dint of the best local macroinvertebrate 
assemblages and several fish species and its connection 
to the Hutt River — better than those of the Northern 
Gully or OBDA. 

Outcome South Gully  High  

 

120. I agree with the reviewer’s Dry Creek assessment but note that the length of stream involved 
is likely much less than the 507 m in Table 5 DOC (I measure it as at 170m), but I did not use 
this stream in considering the gains of the exchange because most of the stream has been 
piped lower down to the Hutt River. 

121. With respect to the Firth Block below the ponded area, while I have no metrics having 
observed the stream and its bed the condition suggests as good a perennial system (based on 
wetted width, depth, substrate and riparian condition) as the northern gully and so I agree 
with DOC on an averaged medium (moderate) value likely. 

122. Overall, in the round I determine that the DOC Get stream habitats are of greater lengths of 
better condition perennial reaches, with better instream condition and values than the DOC 
Give tributaries, and that raising the smaller, less flowing, less developed, more modified 
headwater tributaries of the DOC Give well above their reasonable value is not warranted in a 
fair exchange consideration.  

123. DOC table 7, their overall assessment, if taken at face value and as an averaged state would 
see the DOC Give tributaries as a medium (moderate) value not a medium-high value, as the 
low-medium and high-medium scores cancel and cause an averaged medium outcome.  

124. This is typically how the EIANZ values evaluation process works, noting, as I did for the botanic 
assessment of Mr Ward, that the EIANZ process does not have partial values – in between 
categories - a feature is either Negligible, low, moderate high or very high not in between. 
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Memo 
To: Shalini Sanjeshni, Winstone Aggregates Job No: 1601.203 

From: Graham Ussher, RMA Ecology Limited Date: 14 June 2026 

cc: Ian Wallace, Winstone Aggregates 

Subject: 
Belmont Quarry, Wellington: review of Winstone Aggregates and DOC assessment 
reports on ecology matters 

Dear Shalini,  

Winstone Aggregates (Winstone) has lodged an application for a land exchange relating to the Belmont 
Quarry Development project, Wellington, which is a listed project under the Fast Track Approvals Act 
(FTAA), with the Department of Conservation (DOC) in December 2025. 

The proposed exchange involves land adjoining the existing quarry. 

The application is for up to 34 hectares of Winstone-owned land to be added to the conservation estate 
and approximately approx. 23.5 ha of conservation land within Belmont Regional Park to be transferred 
to Winstone Aggregates.  

‘DOC-give’ refers to the Crown reserve land within Belmont Regional Park that Winstone seeks to obtain 
for an overburden disposal area as part of the Belmont Quarry Development Project. The effects of the 
overburden disposal area are not a relevant matter of this land exchange comparison; any matters 
relating to the effects of the disposal site activities will be addressed as part of the substantive resource 
consent/ FTAA process.  

‘DOC-get’ refers to the four Winstone-owned parcels proposed to be transferred to the conservation 
estate called the Northern Gully, Southern Gully, Firth Block, and Dry Creek Block (Figure 1). These land 
blocks adjoin Belmont Regional Park and include a mix of forest, scrub and wetland environments.  

The information supporting the application by Winstone is summarised in these ecology reports: 

 BlueGreen Ltd. 20 February 2026. Belmont Quarry Land Exchange: Overview of Ecological 
Values. Report prepared by BlueGreen Ecology Ltd for Winstone Aggregates Ltd. 118 pp. 

 Blueprint Ecology Ltd. 3 December 2025. Belmont Quarry Land exchange Lizard Assessment. 12 
pp 

 Boffa Miskell Ltd. 2025. Bemont Quarry: Acoustic bat survey results. Report prepared by Boffa 
Miskell Limited for Winstone Aggregates. 23 pp. 

 Winstone, 13 June 2026. Proposed ecological improvements in response to Belmont Quarry 
Development, Post DOC Report Fast-Track Project FT308. Memo prepared by Shalini Sanjeshni. 
211 pp 

 BlueGreen ecology Ltd. 12 June 2026. Responses to DOC land exchange reports. 25 pp. 

The draft review undertaken by DOC is contained within the DOC Land Exchange Report: 

 Department of Conservation. 29 May 2026. [Draft] Report on land exchange: Belmont Quarry – 
FTAA -2603-L003. 115 pp plus appendices. 

 Botanical report. Statement of Evidence of Matt Ward, for the Department of Conservation. 45 
pp 

 Freshwater report. Statement of Evidence of Amy Robinson, for the Department of 
Conservation. 9 pp 
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I have been engaged by Winstone to review the application document, and the DOC draft report with 
respect to ecology, and to focus on areas where the two reports differ in terms of technical approach, 
interpretation and conclusions. I have prepared this report in my capacity as an appropriately qualified 
and experienced ecologist1.  

I confirm that have read the Environment Court Code of Conduct for expert witnesses contained in the 
Environment Court Practice Note 2023 and agree to comply with it. I confirm that the opinions 
expressed in this statement are within my area of expertise except where I state that I have relied on 
the evidence of other persons. I have not omitted to consider materials or facts known to me that might 
alter or detract from the opinions I have expressed. 

I have read the above application and DOC reports. In past years, I have walked over the Belmont 
Quarry site and Dry Creek sites as part of ecological surveys regarding other matters, and I am familiar 
with the vegetation communities in the Dry Creek, Belmont Quarry and ridgetops of the Northern and 
Southern Blocks. I have not visited the DOC-give area. 

 
Figure 1: Overview of proposed land exchange parcels with the DOC-give parcel in green (the proposed future 
overburden disposal site), and the DOC-get sites in blue (Dry Creek, Northern Gully, Southern Gully, and Firth 
Block). 

I have focused my response on the issues I consider most material. The absence of comment on other 
matters should not be taken as agreement or acceptance.  

The matters that I comment on in this review are: 

1. Merits of the approaches to assessing equivalence; 

2. Ratio for planting swamp maire; 

3. Enhancements offered as uplift; and 

 
1 See Attachment A for the qualifications and experience of Dr Graham Ussher. 
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4. Equitable land exchange for ecology values. 

1 Merits of assessment approaches 
The Winstone values assessment approach uses a standard vegetation classification to consider each 
vegetation community individually, rather than as part of a whole, as part of comparing vegetation 
values across the sites. This has the advantage of clearly defining the spatial extent of more ecologically 
valuable communities from those that are younger or exotic dominated.  

Ecological value of each area (DOC-give or DOC-get) is assessed under the Winstone approach by 
applying judgement in the context of the NPS-IB significance criteria, and using the EIANZ system for 
deriving a single overall descriptive qualitative score for value. The Winstone approach then provides a 
scoring system to generate a single quantitative score for the DOC-give and the DOC-get land 
separately, and according to the ‘value’ of ecological resources within them. 

The approach taken by DOC for the botanical assessment (by Mr Ward) is similar in that it applies 
assessment rankings from Low through to High, although the basis for defining these rankings is not 
made apparent in the report. Whereas the Winstone analysis focusses on specific vegetation units 
within sites, the DOC analysis focusses on overall land blocks, such that it is not clear how high-value 
vegetation communities and low-value communities are merged to form an overall judgement for each 
land block (Table on Page 10 of Mr Ward’s report). For example, it is not clear if high-value communities 
contribute more or less to an overall score, or if communities within land blocks are ‘smoothed or 
averaged’ in the attribution of a score. Likewise, the overall indigenous flora value column of the table 
on page 10 of Mr Ward’s report has been generated from the four individual qualitative values, but how 
this is generated is not made clear (for example, has it been averaged somehow, or has greater weight 
given to a larger site or part of a site for some reason). The methodology is unclear nor specified.  

I note that ramarama (a Nationally Critical threatened species) was recorded from the DOC-get 
Northern Gully site, but is not mentioned in Mr Ward’s narrative. There is no indication that the 
presence of this species has contributed to a higher ranking for the ‘Rarity and distinctiveness’ criterion 
in Mr Ward’s summary table on Page 10 of his report, yet much is made of the presence of swamp 
maire on the DOC-give land.  

Whereas the Winstone report provides a clear basis for comparing the presence, absence and amount 
of comparable vegetation community at the DOC-give and DOC-get sites, the analysis by Mr Ward does 
not. The Winstone approach shows clearly that indigenous vegetation communities are well 
represented in the DOC-get land, in larger areas, and with additional vegetation types not present in the 
DOC-give land. The analysis by Mr Ward does not seem to take into account whether the vegetation 
values of the DOC-give land are represented in the DOC-get land; rather his analysis focusses simply on 
species or overall land units that combined exotic and indigenous values, yet omits mention of how 
much is offered up by Winstone.  

Consideration of areas of land parcels and areas of each community of importance should form an 
important basis for comparison (as well as considering condition (values)). The BlueGreen Ecology 
report summarises this clearly in Table 13 of that report. A similar comparison is absent from Mr Ward’s 
report. 

Mr Ward’s report deals only with values of the land parcels. It does not provide a comparison; that has 
been provided in the overall DOC land exchange report (Section 5). The DOC land exchange report 
provides several tables that summarise the findings of the relevant DOC experts. Table 10 of the report 
includes a column that provides an overall ‘DOC-get composite ranking’. The ranking listed for flora is 
given as Moderate, but that ranking is not provided in Mr Ward’s report. I surmise that the author of 
the overall DOC land exchange report has provided this overall ranking themselves, which has required 
a judgement as to how the individual rankings of the four DOC-get sites must have been balanced.  

There is no method provided as how this composite ranking is derived, by whom (and what 
qualifications they have), or the weighting attributed to the various DOC-get site individual rankings.  
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The composite ranking given for Terrestrial Fauna in the summary report (Table 10) is Moderate-High 
on the basis of two Moderate and two Low-Moderate or Low scores. It is unclear why this same 
rationale is not applied to Flora, which has two Moderate and two Low-Moderate scores. If the 
methodology were consistent, it would surely result in a composite score of Moderate-High for Flora, 
which would make the DOC-get comparable to the DOC-give land.  

The summary of values for terrestrial fauna reflects the specialist report provided to DOC by Mr Burns 
and no interpretation by the DOC land exchange author has been necessary. The same is not true of the 
DOC land exchange report author’s approach to botany.  

For freshwater values, the DOC land exchange report correctly transposes the values for each land 
parcel from the DOC specialist freshwater report from Mr Williams. However, for some undefined 
reason, the overall composite score, even though it is the same for the DOC-give and the DOC-get land, 
is judged by the DOC summary report author to not result in a net-gain. This is a strange conclusion, as 
the amount of stream habitat that is within the DOC-get site is far greater than that in the DOC-give site 
(2,957 m in the DOC-get vs 1,845 m the DOC-give), and as the overall ranking is the same, why does this 
not reinforce that the DOC-get land provides greater benefits in terms of freshwater values? 

Overall, there is a clear inconsistency in the composite scoring in the DOC land exchange report; this is 
important to resolve because these composite scores are the basis that DOC uses to judge equivalence 
or net-gain across values. 

When comparing the two approaches, the Winstone approach presented by BlueGreen Ecology is more 
transparent and systematic, and provides a focus on special features within each site of conservation 
importance, compared to the approach taken by DOC.  

2 Ratio for planting swamp maire 
The DOC-give land supports 23 swamp maire, of which 9 may be within the future overburden disposal 
area planned by Winstone.2 The BlueGreen Ecology report has assessed these trees as being relatively 
small diameter and therefore young – in the range of 50- 60 years old (section 9.3 of that report). 

The absence of swamp maire on the DOC-get land is recognised by the applicant and by DOC as an 
inequality for the land exchange. 

The loss of potentially 9 swamp maire trees is proposed to be addressed through a planting programme 
that will add swamp maire to a wetland area of the Southern Gully, which has been assessed by 
BlueGreen Ecology as providing suitable habitat for up to potentially 1,000 swamp maire. 

The BlueGreen report proposes to plant 200 swamp maire within the DOC-get Southern Block so as to 
provide a balance to the 9 swamp maire within the DOC-give block. 

In the DOC report (Appendix 4A Botany; section 3), DOC’s consultant botanist Matt Ward cites a 
decision from the  NZTA project where loss of swamp maire was replaced at 
a ratio of 200:1 through planting. Mr Ward recommends the same ratio be applied to this land exchange 
to provide adequate uplift for the loss of swamp maire on the DOC-give land. 

I do not support the ratio suggested by Mr Ward of 200:1 for the following reasons: 

1. The project that Mr Ward cites was a resource consent designation project for construction of a 
new state highway, where loss of swamp maire was the focus. For this land exchange project, 
loss of swamp maire is out of scope, and will be considered at the resource consent application/ 
FTAA substantive application stage. 
 
Therefore, the matter of importance is what is an appropriate ratio for planting of swamp maire 
that will guarantee that swamp maire will be introduced to the DOC-get land, and will persist in 
at least the same numbers as within the DOC-give land. 

 
2 BlueGreen Ecology Ltd report section 9.3, page 84  
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If an offsetting approach is applied that takes into account time lags and age to replace the 
assumed age of trees within the DOC-give land, then an appropriate ratio would be around 6:1 
or 8:1 (depending if trees on the site were 50 or 60 years old). The calculations are based on the 
simplified offset formula that incorporates tree age and time lag discount rate of 3.5 % 
compounding per year3 (which is a standard approach for offsetting modelling). 
 
If instead DOC’s Biodiversity Offset Accounting Model (BOAM) is applied, which assesses 
functional replacement, time lag, uncertainty, and environmental risk of delivery, the ratio 
derived is around 11:1, on the assumption that the trees being removed are around 50 years 
old, and that planted trees will take around 40 years to mature and provide equivalent 
ecological services to those currently on the site4. 
 
Therefore, when viewed from an offset accounting perspective (as is promoted by Mr Ward), an 
appropriate multiplier is between 6:1 and 11:1. Winstone is offering 200 swamp maire trees to 
be planted, maintained and confirmed to be established to provide equivalence for the 9 trees 
on the DOC-give site — that is an approximate ratio of 22:1. That ratio is far above what is 
required from offset modelling using either offset approach. 
 
With the 200 swamp maire proposed to be planted, maintained, and managed by Winstone to 
ensure establishment (10 years) will provide a very generous net-benefit outcome. 
 

2. I also note that any agreement reached through this land exchange for planting of swamp maire 
has no bearing on any replacement planting works that may be proposed through the RMA / 
FTAA process for the loss of swamp maire, should that be proposed as part of the overburden 
disposal site application. I assume that the effects assessment for that application will require 
planting to mitigate or offset the loss of swamp maire from the DOC-give site. 
 

3. Part of the importance attributed to swamp maire is the apparent lack of this species in 
Belmont Regional Park. This is stated by Mr Ward; however, I do not know if all of Belmont 
Regional Park has been surveyed for this species; there may well be gullies with wetlands that 
have this species present that are unrecorded within the Park. If there were, it could possibly 
lessen the importance attributed to these 23 trees in and near to the DOC-give land, although it 
would not change the ratio of planting recommended above to provide equivalence. The work 
by BlueGreen Ecology included potential swamp maire habitat modelling, and investigation of 
two sites, both of which support wetland (but no swamp maire). Across Belmont Regional Park 
there must be other similar wet sites that should be investigated for this species. 

3 Enhancements offered as uplift 
As part of the exchange package, Winstone is proposing a number of management actions to improve 
the state of biodiversity on the DOC-get land. 
 
These include: 
 

 Northern Gully:  
o Pest animal control (goat and possum) for 5 years  
o Weed control for 5 years  

 Southern Gully:  
o Pest animal control (undefined) for 5 years  
o Weed control for 5 years  

 
3 The formula is Offset number = Impacted number x (1+discount rate 0.035)time lag (years) 

4 This BOAM model can be provided on request. 
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o Establishment of 200 swamp maire > 2m in height (no monitoring duration proposed) 
 Dry Creek:  

o No animal control proposed 
o Supplementary planting of indigenous species for 2 years of an area of 0.8 ha with 

approximately 7,000 plants  
o Maintenance of planting for 4 years to achieve 90 % establishment  
o Weed control  

 Firth Block:  
o Olearia paniculata 

the quarry edge. This is to be planted within a year 
o Maintenance of planting for 4 years to achieve 90 % establishment  
o Rat trapping (10 years) 

 

The enhancement package proposed by Winstone is intended to provide DOC with assurance that the 
DOC-get land will be delivered in a state that does not create an operational burden to DOC. 

Another role of these enhancements is that they can provide uplift to the current condition of the DOC-
get sites, in particular the Dry Creek, Northern Gully, and Southern Gully sites for vegetation values.  

As it stands, the enhancements offered by Winstone are not particularly clear about what is being 
provided, and for how long (see list above). For some sites, control is of ‘animal pests’ in general, and 
for others, possums, or only rats. The duration of control also varies between 5 years (most sites) and 
10 years (Firth Block). 

The animal control part of the enhancement programme could be better aligned, and the duration 
better defined in relation to the desired outcome. If the desire is only to provide an immediate short-
term boost to breeding or seedling germination, then 5 years is probably sufficient, although herbivory 
of any gains will probably quickly follow the cessation of control. 

If, instead, the goal is to provide assurance of measurable gains to seed survival, seedling germination, 
and bring about positive changes to understorey composition, then a longer period of sustained control 
is probably needed, for example 20 years. Over that period, tree health, seed production, and seedling 
growth through to saplings should be able to occur. Pest control for animals (and weeds) over that 
duration – if committed to as a condition of the land exchange within the higher-value sites – would 
result in improved values to biodiversity that will persist, and should be reflected in a higher scoring for 
those sites under the vegetation (flora) and wildlife (terrestrial fauna) assessments for these sites. 

4 Equitable land exchange for ecology values 
In my opinion, the information provided by Winstone and the BlueGreen Ecology report is thorough and 
robust, and supports the case that the DOC-get blocks of land provide, in aggregate, better areas of 
habitat, wildlife values, freshwater values and vegetation values as are proposed to be exchanged for 
the DOC-give land. 

The Winstone approach to scoring for ecology is more robust and transparent, and follows a more 
logical and structured approach, whereas the DOC approach focusses on the overall land parcels (rather 
than the community values within them), and has been reduced to composite scores that are 
inconsistent and seemingly not representative of DOC’s own expert values reports. The DOC scoring 
system does not appear to incorporate land area and only reflects values, meaning that the larger 
parcels of habitat and vegetation types identified by Winstone in the DOC-get land do not appear to be 
incorporated into DOC’s assessment of values, in particular for flora and freshwater values. 

In my opinion, the combination of land areas, land values, and enhancements offered by Winstone will 
ensure a net gain for the exchange in terms of ecological communities, important species (in particular 
swamp maire), and fauna. 
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The DOC land exchange guidance document does not prescribe a clear methodology or approach, other 
than the exchange must enhance the conservation values as a whole, which DOC in its summary report 
interprets as to whether the exchange land will result in a net-gain across each of the values assessed.  

In terms of ecology, the DOC summary across flora, wildlife and freshwater values assesses a net gain 
for wildlife, but not for freshwater or flora. The flora assessment is flawed in the DOC summary report 
because the method for assessing composite value has been applied inconsistently, and omits 
consideration of parcel size. If correctly transposed, and if Winstone undertake animal browser control 
for a longer duration than currently proposed (e.g. for 20 years), the ranking of the DOC-get land should 
exceed the ranking of the DOC-give land on the approach taken by Mr Ward.  

For freshwater values, the rankings provided in the DOC report are equal between the DOC-give and the 
DOC-get land, but omit the much greater length of stream that is offered through the DOC-get parcels. 
If this is taken into account, the DOC-get land will exceed the freshwater values of the DOC-give land.  

5 QEII discounting 
I have been asked to comment on the proposed land exchange package should the amended version of 
the Act prevail, which requires that the conservation values of QEII land are discounted as part of the 
weighing up exercise for assessing if the exchange and any improvements will enhance the conservation 
values of conservation areas and Crown-owned reserves considered as a whole. 

This is relevant to the part of the North Gully that is subject to a QEII covenant (2.87 ha), and the Firth 
Block (9.6 ha). The QEII part of the North Gully block supports tawa-kamahi forest. The Firth Block 
supports early and mid-seral broadleaf scrub regeneration and older tawa forest. These are ranked 
‘Very High’ (North Gully) and ‘Moderate’ (Firth Block) for overall ecology values by Bluegreen Ecology 
Ltd,5 and are ranked ‘Moderate’ (North Gully) and ‘Low-Moderate’ (Firth Block) by DOC6, compared to 
the overall ranking of ‘Moderate’ for the DOC-give land as assessed by BlueGreen Ecology7and 
‘Moderate/ Moderate-High’ by DOC8 .  

The QEII North Gully area, and the Firth Block comprise 12.5 ha of the 33.75 ha of land offered by 
Winstone in exchange for the 24 ha of land that forms the DOC-give parcel.  

My understanding is that the QEII land blocks are still intended to form part of the exchange, in which 
case the physical land areas involved the exchange are still 33.75 ha. It is the conservation values of the 
QEII parcels that cannot be ‘counted’ if discounting is applied. 

There are two ways in which the land exchange could provide an overall enhancement of ecological 
values, even with the two QEII areas discounted. These are:  

1. Include an additional land parcel(s) not currently in public ownership or QEII covenant, which 
can be transferred to the Crown and within which the values are greater than the ‘Moderate’ 
values of the DOC-give land, or in which the values can be enhanced to provide a greater than 
‘Moderate’ value in a reasonable period of time; or 
 

2. Identify land that is currently protected (for example Belmont Regional Park), within which 
ecology values can be enhanced to be at least ‘Moderate’.  
 

Winstone has undertaken further investigations, and has an agreement to undertake management 
actions for the purpose of enhancing ecology values at an additional 13 ha of Belmont Regional Park 
(see Figure 2). The current ecology values of these two parcels of land are described in the BlueGreen 
ecology report to include wetlands (see Figure 3), 14 swamp maire, and regenerating mixed shrubland 
and forest. Although the BlueGreen Ecology report does not provide a ranking for this land, if the 

 
5 BlueGreen Ecology report dated 20 February 2026 at table 18.  
6 DOC summary report, Table 10. 
7 Table 16 of the BlueGreen Ecology assessment report. 
8 Table 10 of the DOC overall summary report. 
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scoring system used by BlueGreen Ecology and DOC is applied, the values for flora, wildlife and 
freshwater must at least be ‘Moderate’.

The ’Package B’ proposed by Winstone over this land is to undertake works that are not currently being 
undertaken by Belmont Regional Park, including:

Plant 200 swamp maire;
Plant 200 ramarama around the wetland/ swamp maire planting areas;
Undertake swamp maire and ramarama maintenance and monitoring to ensure at least 90 % 
survival after 7 years;
Undertake weed control for 5 years; and
Undertake possum control for 10 years

The combined actions listed above will ensure a viable population (i.e. not just scattered individuals) of 
swamp maire and ramarama are established on the Package B 13 ha, and that native birds and lizards 
are protected (to some extent) from predation by exotic predators for a short period of time.

The combination of a relatively large land area (13 ha), permanent creation of a population of swamp 
maire and ramarama, removal of weeds, and temporary control of possums, will be adequate to ‘lift’ a 
current ranking of “Moderate’ to ‘Moderate-High’ in line with how uplift through enhancements are 
treated by both BlueGreen Ecology and DOC for the other blocks of exchange land subject to 
enhancements. 

Confirmation of the uplift potential and resulting ranking should be provided by BlueGreen Ecology with 
specific reference and justification of the current ecology values of the proposed 13 ha Belmont 
Regional Park block that is proposed as part of Package B.

On the basis of the above assumptions, Package B with the 13 ha of land and ecology enhancement 
should, in my opinion, provide greater conservation value than the DOC-give land.

Figure 2. Package B areas (turquoise) on the periphery of the DOC-give land (shaded green). These two areas total 
13 ha and are located within Belmont Regional Park.
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Figure 3. Wetland areas (purple polygons) mapped within the Package B land on the periphery of the DOC-give 
land (blue outline). These wetlands provide opportunity for planting of swamp maire (200 plants are proposed) 
and ramarama on the edge (200 ramarama are proposed). 

6 Conclusion
My overall comment is that the DOC-get land, plus the enhancements offered up by Winstone, will 
provide a net-gain for ecology values of the sites such that the DOC-get parcels will result in an overall 
conservation benefit from the exchange. 

If discounting of the QEII blocks is applied, Package B offered by Winstone (including planting of two 
critically threatened plant species, weed and animal pest control) will still result in an overall 
conservation benefit on the conservation estate considered as a whole. 

Yours sincerely,

Dr Graham Ussher

Principal Ecologist

RMA Ecology Ltd
g:\shared drives\rma ecology main drive\rma ecology ltd\active projects\1601 winstone aggregates\1601.203 belmont 
ftaa\working\1601.203.belmont.landexchange.ecology.response.14june2026.issued.docx
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any additional data which conflicts with the information presented in my 

December assessment. 

5. At the date of receiving comments from DOC, I am overseas and I have 

engaged Samantha Strong of Thrive Spaces and Places to assist with 

the preparation of my response . 

6. I remain the author and solely responsible for this evidence. 

Assessment of recreation values 

7. Mr. Harbrow suggests that my Recreation Assessment does not fully 

capture the recreation values of the DOC-Give land, particularly in 

relation to the existing use and value of that land. While that criticism 

identifies some uncertainty in the way use has been quantified, it is in 

my view that my Recreation Assessment, nevertheless, provides a 

reasonable and proportionate basis for concluding that the DOC-Give 

land is of low recreation value in the broader context of Belmont Regional 

Park. 

8. In particular, the methodological concern raised by Mr. Harbrow is 

directed to the annual estimate of 6,570 uses of the Buchanan Road 

Tramping Track, which was derived from a short-term visitor counter and 

Strava data (para. 49). Mr. Harbrow considers that approach may 

understate actual use because Strava users are not necessarily 

representative of all park users and because seasonal patterns may not 

be captured by a winter counting period.  

9. I acknowledge these concerns; however, the Recreation Assessment 

did not rely on Strava in isolation. It was cross-checked against trail-

counter data, ranger observations, the GWRC Parks Network Plan, 

interview and survey information, and feedback from earlier stages of 

consultation. Those multiple sources are consistent in indicating that 

Buchanan Road and the adjacent DOC-Give land are relatively lightly 

used compared with the main park entrances and track corridors.  

10. The trail counter data clearly demonstrates the difference in visitor 

numbers (Table 1). In my view, these counts show that the Korokoro 







noted in the management plan, and there is no indication in GWRC 

Parks planning documents that Council intended to invest in or formalise 

a trail network in this location. None of them were noted in our 2025 site 

visits. 

14. Mr. Harbrow’s description of “well used trails” and a more extensive 

network of “clear ground trails” (para. 24) within the OBDA area is drawn 

from his site visits in April 2026, around six months after my last field 

inspection and after lodgement of the land-exchange proposal.  

15. In my opinion, and having regard to my sites visits and to the August 

2025 GWRC disclosure that did not record any formed tracks as 

improvements, this indicates that the more defined routes he observed 

have been developed recently and most likely in response to heightened 

community interest in the Winstone land exchange proposal. They are 

informal tracks created by a small group of users, at their own initiative 

and outside the Belmont Regional Park planning framework, rather than 

long-standing components of the managed recreation network. 

16. I do not consider it appropriate to afford those informal OBDA routes the 

same weight as properly planned, sanctioned and maintained tracks 

when assessing the  long-term recreation outcomes of the exchange. 

Their informal and unsanctioned status, small user base and uncertain 

longevity all indicate that they should be treated as incidental off-track 

use, not as a material shift in the underlying recreation value of the DOC-

Give land.  

17. Similar opportunities for off-track exploration and botanising exist within 

the DOC-Get blocks and elsewhere in the park and region, so this 

activity does not, in my view, justify elevating the DOC-Give recreation 

value above “low” in a regional context. 

Social License 

18. Mr. Harbrow refers to social license in his review. A social license 

assessment relies on a full social impact assessment. Social license is 

based on more than just recreation values, and includes, for example, 



the employment practices of the business, local economic impacts, their 

broader community engagement (sponsorships for example), and the 

strategic value of their service to a community. It is not possible to rely 

on the opinions of a small group of advocates to assume community-

wide attitudes. It is beyond the scope of my assessment. 

Access 

19. Turning to access more generally, Mr. Harbrow’s higher “Medium” 

access rating for the DOC-Give land is driven by the ability to reach the 

OBDA area via the Buchanan Road Tramping Track, utility track and a 

short section of 4WD track. While that route undoubtedly provides 

access for those prepared to make a 1.7 km uphill approach, it remains 

a relatively long and physically demanding entry compared with areas 

that are reached directly from main park entrances and car parks.  

20. For clarity, the reference to a 4WD track in this context relates to a 

Transpower service route formed and maintained for network access 

under statutory powers, with vehicle use generally limited to Transpower 

and GWRC staff. It is not promoted or managed as a public 4WD 

recreation opportunity, and 4WD recreationists would not be able to 

access the track because there is a locked gate at the bottom of the hill. 

The primary recreational users of the Buchanan Road Tramping Track 

and associated routes are walkers, runners, mountain bikers and dog 

walkers, not 4WD recreationists. 

21. In the assessment, access across the park is best considered on a “like-

for-like” basis by distinguishing between:  

i. formal, mapped and maintained tracks that are signposted and 

promoted as visitor experiences; and  

ii. informal routes, predator-control lines and desire lines that are 

incidental to recreation and not intended as managed access. 

22. On that approach, the DOC-Give block has one short alternative utility 

route of low recreation value, and the balance of the block is effectively 

off-track or unused reserve land. That is materially different from the 



formed, way-marked track access available elsewhere in the park and 

does not justify treating DOC-Give as having a substantially higher 

access value than the DOC-Get land. 

Inequity of land exchange: Proposed alternative access 

23. Winstone is now proposing, as an amendment to its improvement 

package, to secure public access from Liverton Road via the existing 

right-of-way through Southern Gully. This would create a new entry into 

the regional park, providing a direct connection into the DOC-Get land 

and linking through Northern Gully to the wider Belmont Regional Park 

track system. In practical terms, this would markedly improve the quality 

and equity of access by giving local residents and visitors a shorter, more 

intuitive route into this side of the park, in contrast to the December 2025 

proposal, which limited Liverton Road access to maintenance and 

conservation purposes only. 

24. The proposed access also has implications for future nature-based 

recreation. Southern Gully and the adjacent DOC-Get land will include 

Swamp Maire Forest restoration areas, and providing public access (by 

right of way) from Liverton Road would allow visitors to experience these 

plantings directly. Wellington Conservation Board2 submissions have 

sought community involvement in planting and restoration, and 

Winstone has indicated in its responses that it is open to such 

involvement alongside iwi participation. 

25. When access is viewed at the park-network scale rather than within each 

block, the differences between DOC-Give and DOC-Get become 

modest. Both DOC-Give and key parts of DOC-Get (for example, 

Northern Gully) lie adjacent to the existing track system and can be 

reached from the same trailheads, and both are characterised by steep 

terrain, regenerating vegetation and a general absence of constructed, 

promoted tracks beyond short sections of utility or vehicle access. In 

practical terms, each side of the exchange currently provides largely 

 
2 Wellington Conservation Board. (February, 2026). Submission-Winstone Aggregates Land Exchange 
Application.pg.5-6 



unformed access suited to a small subset of experienced users, rather 

than the formed, family-friendly experiences available at the park’s core 

nodes. 

26. Within that context, the Liverton Road right-of-way has realistic potential 

to be formed as a direct walking and link from Southern Gully through 

Northern Gully, connecting into the wider park network, including the 

Buchanan Road Tramping Track. The expected gradient and effort 

would be comparable to existing access from the Dry Creek entrance, 

while the Swamp maire habitat would offer a regionally uncommon 

ecological experience. Importantly, this would introduce a new public 

access point into a part of Belmont Regional Park that currently has no 

direct entry, and neither the existing OBDA land nor the exchange land 

has been identified in planning documents or consultation as a focus for 

new track development. 

27. In that context, the uplift in recreation value arises from creating a new 

connection and access option, and from enabling iwi and community 

involvement in restoration, rather than from delivering an ‘easy’ access 

route. It is in my opinion, taken together, the new public right-of-way, 

improved access to the ecological restoration area, and the opportunities 

for iwi and community participation are, in my opinion, sufficient to 

support an uplift in the DOC-Get recreation value from low to low-

medium. 

Summary of Value Assessment 

28. Based on the evidence presented regarding visitor usage, track status, 

and proposed enhancements, my final assessment of the recreation 

values is as follows: 

i. DOC-Give Land: I maintain that this possesses low recreation 

value (considering recent recreation development appears a 

response to the proposal). This is supported by trail counter data 

showing low-use levels on Buchanan Road Tramping Track 

compared to the wider park network, and the fact that its recent 



trails are informal, unsanctioned, and intended for a small subset 

of experienced users. 

ii. DOC-Get Land: While currently a peripheral low-use area, the 

combination of secured public access from Liverton Road and the 

creation of a unique ecological destination via the Swamp Maire 

restoration represents a significant uplift. These measures are 

sufficient to increase its potential recreation value from low to low-

medium 

29. If discounting of the conservation values of the QEII land is required, I 

note that when considering the conservation values of the land to be 

acquired by the Crown, for the purpose of forming its view, the Panel 

must discount the extent to which the conservation values of the land 

are affected by anything registered or noted for conservation purposes 

on the title.  

30. There is no presumption of public access to the QEII areas at present (it 

is privately held). The public's ability to access the QEII areas remains a 

relevant recreation benefit of the exchange and is unaffected by the 

covenants. I agree with Mr. Harbrow that the presence of the QEII values 

has a very minor impact on the assessment of recreation values. My 

overall rating of the recreation values for the DOC Get and DOC Give 

land remains unchanged, regardless of discounting. 

Rob Greenaway 
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memorandum
TO Shalini Sanjeshni FROM Pattle Delamore Partners 

Limited

Winstone Aggregates DATE 15 June 2026

RE Belmont Land Exchange - draft DOC report response

1.0 Introduction

Pattle Delamore Partners Limited (PDP) have been engaged by Winstone Aggregates (the client) to provide 
technical assistance in relation to its fast-track application for a land exchange for Belmont Quarry 
(FTA308).  PDP have prepared the following reports: 

• Preliminary Site Investigation - Belmont Quarry - Firth Block, Northern Gully and Southern Gully
dated 5 September 2025 (PDP, 2025a)

• Preliminary And Detailed Site Investigation - Dry Creek - Belmont Quarry dated 5 December 2025
(PDP, 2025b)

The qualifications and expertise of the project team, and agreement to comply with the Environment 
Court’s Code of Practice for Expert Witnesses, are set out in the aforementioned reports. 

PDP have provided this statement in response to the draft report by the Director-General of Conservation 
dated 29 May 2026.  

2.0 DOC Concerns

We have reviewed the discussion presented on pages 41 and 42 of the draft report, particularly in relation 
to the potential for contamination within the Northern Gully, Southern Gully, Firth Block and Dry Creek,
and the suggestion that further investigation is required as part of the land exchange process. 

A summary of DOC concerns in relation to site contamination is provided as follows;

Northern Gully

DOC has highlighted that the Northern Gully falls within Greater Wellington Regional Council’s (GWRC) 
Selected Land Use Register (SLUR) delineation for the overall property for mining industries (quarrying 
activities) and the bulk storage of drums, fuel, chemicals or liquid waste.  DOC has recommended 
additional investigation is undertaken especially with regard to fuel, chemical or liquid waste storage and
regarding an area of localised dumped waste materials observed in an onsite. 

DOC has also raised concerns that the Northern Gully has been subject to the disposal of overburden
material, and that without further investigation, it is not known whether this material is contaminated.
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Southern Gully

DOC has raised concerns that Southern Gully has been subject to the disposal of overburden, and that 
without further investigation, it is not known whether this material is contaminated.

Firth Block

DOC has raised concerns that the north-western portion of Firth Block falls within the SLUR delineation for 
the overall property which is listed on Greater Wellington Regional Council’s Selected Land Use Register 
for mining industries (quarrying activities) and the bulk storage of drums, fuel, chemicals or liquid waste.

Dry Creek

DOC has raised concerns regarding records indicating the presence of fill within the northern corner of 
Dry Creek, and the potential for contamination associated with the site’s historical use as a quarry.

3.0 Response

Based on our understanding of the site history, previous investigations, and the findings of the PDP 
reports, the following response to each of the points raised above is as follows;

Northern Gully, Southern Gully and Firth Block

DOC Comment: Isolated Waste Material identified by DOC Botanist in Northern Gully 

During a site walkover of the stream beds within the Northern Gully, undertaken by a botanist as part of 
an ecological investigation, an isolated pocket of dumped waste material (including drums, metal, and 
other debris) was identified.

PDP undertook a site walkover on 8 June 2026, which identified that, in addition to the material present 
within the stream, a further discrete area of waste is present on the adjacent stream embankment 
beneath the site.  This area is significantly overgrown by weeds and other vegetation.  However, is 
estimated to cover an area of approximately 25m by 20m and comprises a heterogeneous mixture of 
materials, including concrete, corrugated iron, scrap metal, rusted empty drums, a collapsed shed, and an 
old refrigerator.  The deposited material extends to the edge of the stream.  The vertical depth of the 
waste could not be determined during the site visit.  However, based on topographical observations is 
likely to be historical surface dumping on a steep embankment beneath a nearby track (No evidence of the 
dumping was observed in the historical aerial photograph review undertaken as part of the PSI). 

It is considered that potential localised contamination may be present within and hydraulically 
downgradient of the area of dumped material; however, its presence can only be confirmed through 
targeted site investigation.  PDP has undertaken initial sampling; however the test results are not available 
at the time of writing.  Contaminants of concern typically associated with this type of material may 
include:

• Heavy metals

• Total petroleum hydrocarbons

• Semi-volatile organic compounds

• Asbestos

A targeted investigation of this discrete area is considered appropriate to confirm the presence or absence 
of contamination in the soil underlying and the surrounding material.  The results of this investigation will 
also inform the nature and extent of any contamination identified and the use of the site in supporting the 
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development of appropriate remedial options, if required.  Accordingly, it is recommended that 
completion of this investigation should be included as a precondition prior to the land swap.

GWRC SLUR Categorisation

The Greater Wellington Regional Council (GWRC) maintains a Selected Land Use Register (SLUR) which is a 
regional database that records sites which have been, or may have been, used for activities included in the 
Hazardous Activities and Industries List (HAIL) established by the Ministry for the Environment (MfE), and
therefore have the potential to be contaminated.  Inclusion of a site on the SLUR does not necessarily 
indicate that contamination is present; rather, it identifies the potential for contamination based on 
current or historical land use.  Accordingly, further investigation, typically in the form of a Preliminary Site 
Investigation (PSI) or Detailed Site Investigation (DSI), is normally required to assess the likely presence or 
absence and extent of contamination, and to determine any associated risks.

The Draft DOC report, notes that The Preliminary Site Investigation for Northern Gully and Firth Block 
dated 5 December 2025 (PDP, 2025a) identified that the Northern Gully and northwestern portion of 
Firth Block (approximately 1,925 m²) falls within Greater Wellington Regional Council’s Selected Land Use 
Register (SLUR) delineation for the wider property (LOT 1 DP 60552), which is listed for mining extraction 
(quarrying activities) and the bulk storage of drums for fuel, chemicals, or liquid waste (PDP, 2025a).  

The PSI undertaken by PDP incorporated a review of current and historical information for each site.  The 
PSI concluded that the bulk storage of drums for fuel, chemicals, or liquid waste occurred in discrete, 
centralised areas within Belmont Quarry, located toward the centre of the property and outside the site 
boundary of Northern Gully, Southern Gully and Firth land that is subject to the exchange (Section 10 -
PDP, 2025a).  No evidence of bulk storage of drums for fuel, chemicals, or liquid waste was identified 
within the site boundaries (Northern Gully, Southern Gully and Firth Block).  As such, additional 
investigation is not considered to be warranted in relation to this potential contaminant source.

Northern Gully and Firth Block are also included of the SLUR delineation for mining extraction (quarrying 
activities).  There is also an assumption in the Draft DOC Report that Northern Gully, Southern Gully and 
Frith Block may be subject to further potential contamination from adjacent quarry activities.  The DOC 
Report summarises a “key risk is the potential for there to be ongoing contamination from the quarrying 
activities on adjacent sites.” 1.  However, PDP considers that the potential for ongoing contamination from 
adjacent quarrying activities is very low. Typical rock quarrying operations such as at this site involve the 
extraction of naturally occurring rock and the removal and relocation of natural overburden material
(topsoil and rock).  As such, quarrying for aggregate and building stone is generally not associated with a 
high likelihood of land contamination and is specifically excluded from the MfE HAIL, as such activities are 
considered to present a low likelihood of soil contamination 2.  

Overburden Disposal Areas

The construction of overburden disposal areas within the Northern and Southern Gullies involved the 
placement of natural materials sourced from elsewhere on the property, i.e. the top layer of naturally 
occurring soil that needs to be removed to be able to access the quarriable rock below.  These materials 
were described in the PSI as non-saleable and non-processable, and are understood to represent natural, 
in-situ material, comprising topsoil and weathered rock (Section 5.2.2 – PDP, 2025a). 

On this basis, and in the absence of evidence indicating the inclusion of anthropogenic or contaminated 
fill, the placed overburden is not expected to represent a source of soil contamination within either gully.  

1 [DRAFT] Report on land exchange, Belmont Quarry FTAA-2603-L003 page 41
2 As per page 205 of the Hazardous Activities and Industries List guidance: Identifying HAIL land (MfE, 2023).
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There is no evidence to suggest that contamination has occurred more widely, outside of the discrete 
areas identified in our report. 

Dry Creek

The Draft DOC report notes:

“The Dry Creek Block has records of fill in the northern corner, it is not clear to what extent there 
has been past quarrying and whether impacted by that or associated use that might have 
contaminated the land being obtained.”3

Evidence provided and obtained by PDP during the preliminary and detailed site investigation and as 
reported, indicates the site has been subject to consented clean filling (cleanfill material was restricted to
clay, soil, rock, asphalt, brick or concrete (including reinforcing steel)).  Therefore, the scope of soil 
investigation undertaken at Dry Creek was limited as potential for contamination that could impact the 
site, future site users and wider environment was considered unlikely (or low).

As discussed above, quarrying operations at Dry Creek involved the extraction of naturally occurring rock 
and the removal and relocation of natural overburden material (topsoil and rock).  As such, quarrying for 
aggregate and building stone is generally not associated with a high likelihood of land contamination and is 
specifically excluded from the MfE HAIL, as such activities are considered to present a low likelihood of soil 
contamination4.  

The agreed objectives for the sampling undertaken in the clean fill placed were limited to surface and 
near-surface materials (to approximately 0.3 m below ground level), as confirmatory testing with soil 
analysis focused on assessing/confirming low potential exposure risks to site users (e.g. DOC workers)
(PDP, 2025b).  It is understood that as part of the land swap, Winstone Aggregates will undertake planting 
within Dry Creek over a five-year period.  Information provided by Winstone Aggregates indicates that it is 
considered unlikely that soil depths greater than 0.3 m bgl will be disturbed during this planting (teams 
meeting with Shalini Sanjeshni dated 04/06/26). As such, the shallow soil investigation undertaken by PDP 
to date is considered appropriate for the anticipated works, and no further investigatory works are needed
for the proposed activity. Based on the results of the testing there are no contaminants identified that 
would present a risk to staff/personal involved in the planting or soil disturbance.

As described in the report, it is possible that with any historic filling activity there may have been 
placement of ‘non-complying’ fill materials.  However, there was no information to suggest that this had 
occurred, including no visual evidence during the shallow site test pit investigation.  This combined with 
the investigation objective to provide a preliminary assessment of exposure risk to surface receptors 
meant that deeper and more extensive investigation of the fill material was not undertaken.  

DOC’s assessment of risk

The Draft DOC Report states:

“The assessment of risk based on what is currently known concerning contamination is limited. 
Depending on what forms of contamination/fill is present, and the amount of future predicted use, 
there is a risk that DOC will have legal liability to clean some of the material if it becomes a hazard 
to the public.  It is also a potential health and safety hazard for anyone using the areas once 
incorporated into the Belmont Regional Park.” 5

3 [DRAFT] Report on land exchange, Belmont Quarry FTAA-2603-L003 page 42
4 As per page 205 of the Hazardous Activities and Industries List guidance: Identifying HAIL land (MfE, 2023).
5 [DRAFT] Report on land exchange, Belmont Quarry FTAA-2603-L003 page 42
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Further to the statements and discussion above and in accordance with the limitations of the reports, PDP 
consider that there is no evidence that soil contaminants are present at concentrations that would present 
a risk to health of site users or the public.  New Zealand has established legislation used to identify and 
assess health risks associated with soil contaminants on land (a piece of land).  Specifically, under the 
Resource Management (National Environmental Standard for Assessing and Managing Contaminants in 
Soil to Protect Human Health) Regulations 2011, a “piece of land” is defined by whether it meets the 
following criteria:

A piece of land is land on which:

• an activity or industry on the Hazardous Activities and Industries List (HAIL) is being undertaken; 
or

• an activity or industry on the HAIL has been undertaken; or

• it is more likely than not that such an activity or industry is being or has been undertaken.

The objective of a PSI report is to gather information about a piece of land to determine whether it may 
potentially be contaminated, to assess the suitability of the land for its current or intended land use, and 
to recommend a detailed site investigation (if required).

The PDP investigations and historical review (PDP, 2025a) indicate that the remainder of the Northern 
Gully (outside of the potential localised dumping), Southern Gully, Firth Block and Dry Creek are unlikely to 
have been subject to activities listed on the Ministry for the Environment’s (MfE) Hazardous Activities and 
Industries List (HAIL).  Accordingly, the land does not meet the definition of a “piece of land” under the 
Resource Management (National Environmental Standard for Assessing and Managing Contaminants in 
Soil to Protect Human Health) Regulations 2011 (NES-CS), which is contingent on the presence or likely 
presence of HAIL-associated activities.  There is no evidence to suggest that contamination has occurred 
more widely, outside of the discrete areas of dumped material discussed above. As such further 
investigation, including soil sampling or a Detailed Site Investigation, is not considered necessary.

Consent Conditions

It is not considered within PDP’s scope to comment on Conditions 31, 32, and 33.

The following at a minimum is recommended for DOC’s Condition 55: 

55. If, within 12 months of the Settlement Date, the land being received by the Minister of 
Conservation is found to be contaminated with a previously undisclosed organic or inorganic 
substance arising from prior activities, such contamination shall be considered to pose a risk to 
human health and/or the environment where concentrations exceed:

- the applicable Soil Contaminant Standards for recreational land use (in accordance with the 
Resource Management (National Environmental Standard for Assessing and Managing 
Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human Health) Regulations 2011); and/or

- the ANZG (2018) guideline values for assessing environmental risk.

the Applicant shall immediately, and at their cost, remediate the contamination to achieve 
compliance with these criteria.

We understand that Winstone has proposed further redrafting of the conditions.  We confirm that 
we have reviewed Winstone’s proposed draft conditions 42 – 44 in respect of land contamination 
and support those conditions. 
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4.0 Closure and Limitations

This memorandum has been prepared by Pattle Delamore Partners Limited (PDP) on the basis of 
information provided by Winstone Aggregates and others (not directly contracted by PDP for the work), 
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assessment, these have been updated in my Rev A assessment, dated 24 April 2026. This 
includes the following: 

 Annotation of site photographs to identify the extent of the land exchange areas, including 
the boundaries of each relevant site.  

 Inclusion of physical descriptions within each land area encompassing boundary length, 
approximate % of native landcover and length of streams with reference to ecology 
assessment1. 

 A summary table at the end of the report bringing together the findings for each land 
exchange component.  

 Addition of viewpoint location symbols to Figure 4. 

I understand that Mr Head’s review was prepared before the Rev A Landscape Assessment was 
available to him. Some of the matters he identifies as information gaps have therefore since been 
addressed, or can be more clearly cross-referenced, through the Rev A assessment and 
supporting technical reporting.  

Notwithstanding the benefit of further clarification, Mr Head’s assessment is broadly consistent with 
the relative weighting in my assessment including assessing the DOC-Give land as Moderate in 
landscape value, with low–moderate visibility. Where he differs, by rating the Firth Block slightly 
higher and Dry Creek slightly lower in its existing condition, I do not consider those differences 
materially alter the overall landscape conclusion. I also agree that improvements are relevant in 
terms of working to ensure restoration outcomes which relate to DOC-Get landscape values and 
will work to gradually improve landscape values over time. Overall, his assessment is broadly 
consistent with the view that in terms of landscape values, the DOC-Get land has greater collective 
value than the DOC-Give land, particularly if the proposed improvement package is secured 
through robust and measurable conditions. 

I also acknowledge that, to the extent discounting of the conservation values of the QEII 
covenanted land is required, the Panel may need to discount the extent to which those values are 
affected by anything registered or noted for conservation purposes on the title. In landscape terms, 
I understand that to mean reduced weight should be given to any additional shared, recognised or 
associative value arising from the QEII covenant itself. It does not, in my view, require the 
underlying landscape attributes of that land to be disregarded, including its gully landform, 
vegetation cover, stream corridor context, visual coherence and important contribution to the wider 
Western Escarpment landscape. 

This distinction is important when considering Mr Head’s Table 2. Even if reduced weight is given 
to the landscape values associated with the QEII status of the Northern Gully QEII area and Firth 
Block QEII area, Mr Head separately identifies the balance of Northern Gully, excluding the QEII 
part, as retaining a Moderate-high landscape value. On that basis, the DOC-Get package 
continues to include land of Moderate-high landscape value, compared with the Moderate value 
attributed to the DOC-Give / OBDA land. While the comparison is less emphatic if QEII-related 
values are discounted, I consider the overall landscape comparison remains consistent with a net 
benefit in favour of the Crown, particularly when the DOC-Get parcels are considered as a 
package and alongside the proposed improvement measures. 

 
1 Blue Green Ecology Belmont Quarry Land Exchange: Overview of Ecological Values, prepared for 
Winstone Aggregates Ltd, 2 December 2025 
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Beyond this, I accept the key residual matters identified by Mr Head that remain are in relation to 
edge effects, weed management, pest control, and the need for greater certainty around 
restoration outcomes. In my view, those matters are capable of being addressed through 
strengthened conditions and clear management obligations, including through the proposed 
ecological restoration / management framework. They do not materially alter the overall conclusion 
that, from a landscape perspective, the exchange provides a net benefit when the DOC-Get land 
parcels are assessed together as a package, particularly having regard to their combined 
contribution to vegetated gully sequences, landscape connectivity, and the broader natural 
landscape pattern of the Western Escarpment. 

I acknowledge Mr Head’s concern that the exchange would alter the extent and nature of 
vegetation edge conditions requiring management, particularly where new or existing quarry-edge 
interfaces may be susceptible to weed invasion, pest pressure and other edge effects. I 
understand those figures to address potential edge-effect exposure rather than the broader park / 
catchment configuration. In that latter respect, the BML Dry Creek Catchment lineal length plan 
indicates that the relevant Belmont Regional Park / Dry Creek Catchment lineal length would 
increase from approximately 16.31 km to 19.88 km, with the associated area increasing from 
approximately 546.68 ha to 556.96 ha (see Appendix 1 attached). I therefore accept that edge 
management is a relevant issue but consider it does not displace the broader landscape benefit 
associated with a modest increase in park extent / catchment area a more connected vegetated 
conservation pattern and stronger vegetated continuity along the Dry Creek / Western Escarpment 
landscape. 

In light of Mr Head’s advice, I have not changed my overall landscape value ratings, but have 
clarified the visibility rating for Southern Gully as Low, acknowledged the more nuanced treatment 
of QEII-related associative value, and accepted that edge effects, weed management and pest 
control require greater certainty through conditions. 

Proposed OBDA / DOC-Give Land 

I assessed the Proposed OBDA as having Moderate landscape value and Low–Moderate 
visibility. Mr Head also assessed the OBDA as having Moderate landscape value. I therefore 
understand there to be broad agreement between us on the existing landscape value of the DOC-
Give land. 

The OBDA forms part of the broader Belmont Hills and Boulder Hill landscape context and 
contributes to the wider vegetated setting of Belmont Regional Park. It also includes regenerating 
vegetation and some wetlands and watercourses that contribute positively to natural landscape 
character. I do not treat the OBDA as low-value land. 

However, the OBDA is located beside the existing quarry and is already influenced by quarry 
activity, access tracks, transmission infrastructure and its position on the more contained upper 
edge of the Western Escarpment. In comparison with the more prominent and visually legible parts 
of the Western Escarpment, it is relatively contained and less visually prominent. This supports my 
assessment of Moderate landscape value. 

I agree with Mr Head that the DOC-Give land will not visually change much, if at all, simply as a 
consequence of the exchange. That is an important distinction. The exchange itself changes 
ownership, not the physical landscape. The potential physical effects of any future OBDA 
development are a matter for the substantive application and should be assessed at that time. 
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Northern Gully 

I assessed Northern Gully as having Moderate–High landscape value and Low visibility. I remain 
of that view. Northern Gully contains a steep-sided vegetated gully landform, an unnamed stream 
corridor, areas of mature and regenerating native vegetation, and a strong relationship with the 
wider sequence of vegetated gullies associated with the Western Escarpment and Belmont 
Regional Park. 

I accept Mr Head’s observation that parts of Northern Gully have been modified, including areas 
associated with previous quarrying, overburden placement, cleanfill and drainage works. I also 
accept that part of the Northern Gully QEII area may include modified landform and planted or 
regenerated vegetation rather than wholly intact natural landscape. However, this does not 
materially alter my assessment of the contribution made by Northern Gully as part of the larger 
vegetated gully sequence. 

The important point is that the Moderate–High landscape value of Northern Gully is not dependent 
solely on its QEII status. Mr Head’s Table 2 separately identifies Northern Gully excluding the QEII 
part as retaining Moderate-high landscape value. That supports my view that the underlying 
landscape value arises from the inherent characteristics of the gully system, including landform, 
vegetation, stream context and its relationship with the broader Western Escarpment landscape. 
Those attributes remain legible and continue to support the parcel’s moderate-high landscape 
value. 

Southern Gully 

I assessed Southern Gully as having Moderate landscape value. I remain of that view. Southern 
Gully contains a vegetated gully landform, approximately 225 metres of stream corridor and a 
wetland that is relatively large in the local context. It also provides a vegetated buffer and transition 
between the Cottle Block, Liverton Road and the wider Western Escarpment landscape. 

I acknowledge that the visibility of Southern Gully is Low rather than Low–Moderate. To the extent 
that any earlier text suggested Low–Moderate visibility, I accept that was an error. This has been 
correctly reflected in my summary tables and does not alter my overall assessment or conclusion. 
The lower visibility of Southern Gully does not reduce its landscape value, because its contribution 
is primarily localised and relates to gully form, vegetation, wetland character and integration with 
the adjoining landscape pattern. 

I agree with Mr Head that Southern Gully plays more of a supporting landscape role than a 
prominent scenic role. However, I consider that supporting role remains important in the context of 
the exchange package, particularly given its wetland, stream and regenerating vegetation values. 

Firth Block 

I assessed Firth Block as having Moderate–High landscape value and High visibility. I remain of 
that view. The Firth Block forms a prominent vegetated spur on the Western Escarpment, visible 
from parts of the Hutt Valley and Eastern Hutt Hills. Its contribution is not limited to ecological or 
covenant values. It also plays an important scenic and perceptual role as part of the vegetated 
western backdrop to the Hutt Valley. 
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I acknowledge that the whole of the Firth Block is subject to QEII covenant and that, if discounting 
is required, reduced weight may need to be given to any value arising from that legal protection or 
recognised conservation status. However, I do not consider that discounting the covenant-related 
aspect removes the underlying landscape values of the land. The Firth Block remains a steep, 
vegetated, visually prominent escarpment landform that contributes to the coherence, legibility and 
naturalness of the Western Escarpment. 

Mr Head’s distinction is that QEII protection contributes to the shared, recognised and associative 
value of the covenanted land, rather than materially changing its underlying natural landscape 
character. I accept that distinction. In relation to Firth Block, Mr Head assesses the associative 
value as Moderate-high to High, whereas my assessment was Moderate–High. I do not consider 
that giving reduced weight to the value attributable to the QEII covenant itself would require me to 
reduce my Moderate–High associative value rating. That is because the associative value I 
identified is not based solely on the covenant, but also reflects Firth Block’s recognised role as a 
prominent vegetated escarpment landform within the wider Western Escarpment and Belmont 
Regional Park landscape. On that basis, my Moderate–High associative value rating, and my 
Moderate–High overall rating for Firth Block, remain appropriate, while acknowledging that the 
weight given to the existing covenant protection component may be reduced. 

Dry Creek 

I assessed Dry Creek as having Moderate landscape value, and I remain of that view. I 
acknowledge Mr Head’s opinion that its existing value is Low–Moderate, particularly because of 
the proximity to previous quarry modification, visible landform alteration and weed cover. I agree 
those factors moderate the value of the parcel, but I do not consider they reduce it below 
Moderate. 

In relation to Dry Creek, I accept Mr Head’s view that its existing landscape value is moderated by 
previous quarry modification, visible landform alteration and weed presence. I do not place the 
same weight on Dry Creek as I do on the Northern Gully or Firth Block, which have higher existing 
naturalness, coherence and landscape integrity. However, I do not consider that Dry Creek should 
be discounted from the overall landscape assessment. The area sought to be exchanged includes 
upper and less modified parts of the former Dry Creek quarry / cleanfill landscape, where the 
effects of previous modification are less dominant and where regenerating native vegetation is 
already contributing to the wider vegetated escarpment pattern. 

For clarity, I assessed Dry Creek as having Moderate landscape value in the BML Assessment, 
and I remain of that view. I acknowledge Mr Head’s opinion that its existing value is Low–
Moderate, particularly because of the nearby former quarry activity, visible landform alteration and 
weed cover. I agree those factors moderate the value of the parcel, but I do not consider they 
reduce it below Moderate. My assessment does not treat Dry Creek as an intact or high-value 
landscape. Rather, its Moderate value reflects the balance between its modified quarry-edge 
context and its positive contribution through regenerating vegetation, connection with the 
surrounding Belmont Regional Park landscape, and its potential to consolidate and restore the 
wider vegetated gully and escarpment pattern. 

In my view, Dry Creek’s contribution is therefore best understood as a restoration and 
consolidation opportunity. Its value lies in bringing the less modified and regenerating outer parts of 
the former Dry Creek quarry-edge landscape into the Conservation Estate, improving their long-
term management, and supporting the broader pattern of vegetated gullies and slopes associated 
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with Belmont Regional Park. On that basis, I support Mr Head’s view that Dry Creek has the 
potential to strengthen and consolidate its Moderate landscape value over time, provided that the 
proposed weed control, natural regeneration and rehabilitation outcomes are secured and 
successfully implemented.  

QEII Covenant 

As set out in the BML Assessment and Peer Review it is agreed that areas subject to QEII 
covenant have elevated shared and recognised / associative values by virtue of their protected 
status. This supports a modest refinement to the evaluation of the Firth Block, and to the 
associative value of the QEII portions of the Northern Gully. This remains consistent with the 
overall finding that the Firth Block and Northern Gully contain higher relative landscape values than 
the OBDA. 

For completeness, I have considered the extent to which any landscape values attributed to the 
QEII covenanted land arise from the covenant itself, rather than from the underlying landscape 
attributes of the land. I understand this distinction is relevant because, if discounting of QEII-related 
values is required, reduced weight may need to be given to the value attributable to existing 
covenant protection. It does not require the underlying physical, perceptual or associative values of 
the land to be disregarded where those values exist independently of the covenant. 

Weed Management / Edge Effects Response 

I accept that edge effects are relevant where future physical works create new vegetation 
interfaces or expose existing vegetation margins. However, the land exchange itself does not 
create those physical edge effects. Any increase in exposed edge associated with the future OBDA 
would also arise from the substantive quarry proposal and should be assessed and managed at 
that stage, including through weed control, rehabilitation, planting design, maintenance and 
monitoring. I accept, however, that the land exchange is a necessary precursor to the future OBDA 
proposal, and for that reason it is appropriate to identify the likely edge-management issues now, 
while leaving the detailed assessment of physical effects to the substantive application. 

While I accept that weed management is an important matter in assessing the long-term landscape 
outcome of the exchange, I consider the detailed specification of weed species, control methods 
and targets is primarily an ecological and biosecurity matter. Where successful, I accept that the 
presence and management of weeds is also directly relevant to landscape value because it affects 
perceived naturalness, vegetation integrity, coherence and edge resilience. In this respect I agree 
that parts of the DOC-Get land, particularly Dry Creek and parts of Southern Gully, include existing 
weed issues that will need active management. That does not, in my view, undermine the 
landscape value of those parcels, but it does mean the expected continued landscape benefit 
relies on an appropriate management regime being secured and implemented. With successful 
weed removal/control, adjoining areas may also naturally reinvigorate over time and better align 
with the surrounding Belmont Regional Park vegetation system.  

From a landscape perspective, the important point is that weed management should not be treated 
as a generic maintenance task. It should be tied to the intended landscape outcome: strengthening 
indigenous vegetation cover, improving edge resilience, reducing reinvasion risk, and supporting 
the long-term integration of the DOC-Get land into the wider Belmont Regional Park gully and 
escarpment vegetation system. 
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I would, however, defer to the project ecologist / biosecurity specialist on the exact weed species, 
control methods, eradication targets and timeframes. My landscape view is that the conditions 
should be sufficiently certain to ensure that weed management is delivered, monitored and 
maintained, but sufficiently flexible to allow adaptive management where site conditions, reinvasion 
risk or best-practice control methods change over time. On that basis, I consider the weed-
management criticism can be addressed through strengthened conditions. Subject to ecological 
confirmation, those conditions would improve the certainty that the DOC-Get land achieves its 
anticipated contribution to landscape restoration, naturalness and vegetated connectivity over time.  

Scenic Backdrop 

In relation to the scenic backdrop of the Hutt Valley, I accept that the wording in the conclusion of 
the BML report would benefit from clarification. The land exchange itself would not physically alter 
the outward appearance of any of the land parcels. Any physical change to the vegetated backdrop 
would arise only if the OBDA is subsequently authorised and developed through the substantive 
application, albeit seen beyond the more visible Western Escarpment.  

I therefore do not rely on the land exchange, by itself, as maintaining all aspects of the existing 
scenic backdrop. Rather, my point is that the exchange would bring a substantial part of the wider 
vegetated escarpment and gully framework into the conservation estate, including areas that 
contribute to the green backdrop of the Hutt Valley. That is a positive landscape outcome. I accept 
that my original wording could have been read as placing too much reliance on the land exchange 
itself maintaining the existing scenic backdrop. 

I also accept that future OBDA development may affect part of the more elevated vegetated 
backdrop presently seen from parts of the Hutt Valley and surrounding public viewpoints. Those 
effects should be assessed directly through the subsequent substantive application, including the 
extent of vegetation removal, landform change, visibility, rehabilitation, and the degree to which the 
altered landform can be integrated back into the broader vegetated escarpment pattern. 

On that basis, I would clarify my conclusion as follows: the land exchange does not itself change 
the existing visual backdrop, but it does consolidate a meaningful part of the adjoining vegetated 
gully and escarpment system within the conservation estate. The separate question of whether 
future OBDA development would adversely affect the scenic backdrop is a matter for the 
substantive application, not the land exchange decision alone. 

Landscape Values following improvements  

I have also considered whether the applicant’s proposed improvements, and the more detailed 
DOC conditions, would alter my assessment of the overall landscape value of the DOC-Get land 
parcels. In my opinion, the primary landscape benefit remains the exchange itself. DOC would 
receive a larger and more connected group of vegetated gully and escarpment parcels, including 
Northern Gully and Firth Block, which I assess as having Moderate–High landscape value, 
together with Southern Gully and Dry Creek, which I assess as having Moderate landscape value. 
I acknowledge Mr Head’s lower Low–Moderate rating for Dry Creek, but remain of the view that its 
regenerating vegetation, quarry-edge rehabilitation context, and ability to strengthen the wider 
conservation land pattern support a Moderate rating. This compares with the Proposed OBDA, 
which I assess as having Moderate landscape value and low–moderate visibility. 

In my opinion, the applicant’s improvement package does not immediately transform the inherent 
landscape value of each DOC-Get parcel. Its importance is that it improves the certainty and 
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durability of the positive landscape outcomes identified in the BML Assessment. The package is 
directed toward pest control, weed management, ecological restoration and planting, and would 
support the recovery of native vegetation, improve the condition of stream and wetland margins, 
and strengthen the continuity and legibility of the Western Escarpment as part of the broader 
Belmont Regional Park landscape. I accept that the proposed planting would provide ongoing 
landscape benefits by supporting biophysical enhancement and reinforcing the vegetated 
coherence of the Western Escarpment over time, and improving the continuity of the green 
backdrop experienced from the Hutt Valley. From a landscape perspective, I agree with Mr Head 
that planting alone should not be relied on as the principal measure of improvement. Planting and 
replanting will only materially improve landscape values where this is supported by measurable 
establishment, protection, replacement, weed control, pest control, monitoring and maintenance 
obligations. 

For that reason, I consider the DOC conditions are helpful because they would convert 
management aspects of the improvement package into more measurable and enforceable 
requirements. In particular, an approved Ecological Restoration Plan, supported by maintenance, 
monitoring, reporting and replacement planting obligations, would provide greater certainty that the 
intended landscape outcomes are achieved over time. Subject to confirmation from the project 
ecologist / biosecurity specialist and Winstone that the proposed pest and weed control methods, 
targets, timing and implementation obligations are practicable, I support the intent of DOC’s 
proposed conditions. If Winstone is able to strengthen its pest and weed control commitments in 
response to those conditions, that would further reinforce the certainty of the anticipated landscape 
benefits. 

On that basis, I would not substantially change my existing landscape value ratings as an 
immediate consequence of the proposed improvements. Rather, I would describe the applicant’s 
improvement package, and more particularly the DOC conditions if adopted or reflected in 
amended conditions, as strengthening the long-term landscape trajectory of the DOC-Get land. 
The clearest shift is in the certainty of outcome: the DOC-Get parcels would be more likely to 
establish as a coherent, connected and better-managed part of the Belmont Regional Park 
landscape over time, with planting contributing to that outcome through incremental biophysical 
enhancement and improved vegetated continuity, and reinforcement of the Western Escarpment’s 
role as a coherent green backdrop. This reinforces, rather than replaces, my earlier conclusion that 
the exchange would result in an overall net landscape benefit. 

I also note that Mr Head’s comparative assessment appears to focus principally on the existing 
values of the DOC-Get land, and does not fully assess the future value of those parcels on the 
basis that the more substantial DOC improvement package is implemented. I would not overstate 
those benefits as immediate or guaranteed, and I do not rely on them as transforming the inherent 
landscape value of the parcels at the point of exchange. However, if secured through conditions, 
the improvement package would provide a clearer and more durable pathway for those values to 
be strengthened over time. In particular, pest and weed control, ecological restoration, planting 
establishment, maintenance and replacement obligations would support improved vegetation 
condition, better-managed gully, stream and wetland margins, and greater vegetated continuity 
across the Western Escarpment. In my view, that would reinforce the long-term landscape 
contribution of the DOC-Get land to the Conservation Estate beyond what is apparent from existing 
values alone. 
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Conclusion 

Overall, I consider there is broad agreement between my assessment and Mr Head’s advice on the 
key landscape matters. Both assessments identify the Proposed OBDA / DOC-Give land as having 
Moderate landscape value. Both assessments also recognise that the DOC-Get land includes 
areas of higher landscape value, particularly Northern Gully and Firth Block, while Southern Gully 
and Dry Creek make a positive supporting contribution as part of the wider exchange package. 

I accept that the comparison is more nuanced if QEII-related values are given reduced weight. 
Firth Block is wholly subject to QEII covenant, and part of Northern Gully is also covenanted. 
However, the physical and perceptual landscape values I have attributed to those areas are not 
created by the covenant. They arise from the land itself, including landform, vegetation cover, 
visual coherence, prominence, and relationship with the wider Western Escarpment and Belmont 
Regional Park landscape. The associative value is informed in part by QEII protection, but is not 
dependent on that factor alone. Mr Head’s separate assessment of Northern Gully excluding the 
QEII part as Moderate-high is important in that respect, because it confirms that higher landscape 
value within the DOC-Get package is not dependent on QEII status alone. 

While I acknowledge Mr Head’s more cautious wording and his identification of limitations relating 
to edge effects, weed management, pest control and restoration certainty, I do not consider those 
matters change the overall landscape conclusion. Rather, they identify matters that should be 
addressed through robust and measurable conditions. If secured in that way, the proposed 
improvement measures would strengthen the long-term landscape contribution of the DOC-Get 
land by improving vegetation condition, supporting restoration of gully and wetland margins, and 
reinforcing the coherence of the wider Western Escarpment landscape. 

For those reasons, I remain of the view that the DOC-Get land, considered as a package and 
alongside the proposed improvement measures and DOC’s recommended conditions, would make 
a stronger and more certain long-term landscape contribution to the Conservation Estate than the 
DOC-Give land. I therefore remain of the view that the proposed land exchange provides a net 
landscape benefit in favour of the Crown. 
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character of the coastal environment and of the margins of lakes and rivers 
and the protection of them from unnecessary subdivision and development.

…“providing areas for the recreation and sporting activities and the physical 
welfare and enjoyment of the public, and for the protection of the natural 
environment and beauty of the countryside, with emphasis on the retention of 
open spaces and on outdoor recreational activities, including recreational tracks 
in the countryside.”

(a) The public having freedom of entry and access to the reserve… subject to 
such conditions and restrictions as the administering body considers to be 
necessary for the protection and general well-being of the reserve and for the 
protection and control of the public using it. 

(b) where scenic, historic, archaeological, biological, geological, or other 
scientific features or indigenous flora or fauna or wildlife are present on the 
reserve, those features or that flora or fauna or wildlife shall be managed and 
protected to the extent compatible with the principal or primary purpose of the 
reserve….

(c) those qualities of the reserve which contribute to the pleasantness, harmony, 
and cohesion of the natural environment and to the better use and enjoyment 
of the reserve shall be conserved: 

(d) to the extent compatible with the principal or primary purpose of the reserve, 
its value as a soil, water, and forest conservation area shall be maintained. 

3.1.4 Greater Wellington Regional Council Parks Network Plan, 
Whenua (2020–30)

i that i
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4.0 Landscape Characteristics and Values  

The broader each previously assessed at 
both a district- local scale as part of 

.

4.1 Hutt Landscape Study: Hutt Character Description
T previous district-

2 Figure 3.

the 

Belmont Hills Character Area
The Belmont Hills character area includes the rounded hilltops and slopes above the 
Wellington Fault escarpment, adjacent to the lower reaches of Te Awa Kairangi/Hutt 
River. The hills with their distinctive flat tops form part of a central plateau separating
Wellington Harbour and the Hutt Valley from Porirua Harbour. This plateau is part of an 
ancient peneplain that has been uplifted and subjected to the freeze-thaw action of the 
most recent ice age, which has had a smoothing influence on ridge tops and spurs. At 
410m asl, Round Knob is the highest point on this part of the peneplain. Broad basins, 
gullies and fault-defined valleys create diverse microclimates within the character area.

…

Much of this character area is part of the Belmont Regional Park, the first park in New 
Zealand to combine land for recreation, conservation and farming purposes. In pre-
European times this would have been covered in podocarp forest. However, the 
elevated and open hilltops are now in pasture and grazed primarily by sheep. In the 
lower and more sheltered slopes and gullies, broadleaf indigenous hardwoods are 
present, although there are also large sections of gorse and broom and some pine 
plantations, particularly in the area to the east of Haywards Hill Road (SH58). 

West of Haywards Hill Road, remnant native forest around Dry Creek includes pukatea, 
matai and kahikatea...

...

Easily accessible from Porirua and the Hutt Valley, the Belmont Hills including Belmont 
Regional Park, are popular for recreational activities such as walking, running, horse 
riding and mountain biking. Generally, development in the area is sparse, although the 
area surrounding Sweetacres Drive, Stratton Street and upper Kelson contains a 
number of small farms and lifestyle blocks.

Western Escarpment Character Area 
The Western Escarpment character area includes the steep escarpment on the north-
west side of the Hutt Valley from Riverstone Terraces in the north-east to Petone in the 
south-west. The Wellington fault line runs along the north-western edge of the Hutt 

2 Boffa Miskell (2012), Hutt Landscape Study: Hutt Character Description, Prepared for Greater Wellington Regional Council, Hutt 
City Council, and Upper Hutt City Council.
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Valley; the Belmont Hills have gradually been pushed up while the Eastern Hutt hills 
have gradually been tilted down, thus creating the Hutt Valley. 

The Escarpment’s steepness compared to the surrounding landscape makes it a very 
distinctive feature of the Hutt Valley and clearly defines the valley’s western edge. At a 
more local scale, the Escarpment is fragmented by numerous steep gullies that drain 
the Western Hills, resulting in a topographically convoluted landscape. 

...

Residential areas occupy approximately 37% of the character area with the remainder 
being ‘undeveloped’. The escarpment generally has a dense cover of native and exotic 
woody vegetation, which adds to its distinctiveness as a landform and as backdrop to 
the wider Hutt Valley landscape. The vegetation comprises a mix of mature exotic trees 
such as macrocarpa and pine, patches of gorse, small areas of pine plantation, and 
regenerating podocarp / tawa forest particularly in the gullies where moist, fertile 
conditions have allowed a dense under storey to thrive. 

...

4.2 Hutt City District Wide Landscape Evaluation 

his l e . T
10 kilometres east 

draft

values3.

.
are

Belmont Hills SAL is located within the hill country of Hutt City forming the Valley’s 
westerly backdrop. Rising above the Wellington Fault, the hills are bound by the 
district’s western, northern, and southern boundaries. The grazed rolling hilltops and 
forested valleys and gullies contain notable features such as Korokoro Valley, Speedys 
Stream, Dry Creek and several distinctive geological natural features.

NATURAL SCIENCE VALUES:  MEDIUM 

Although ecosystem function along open hilltops has been compromised by grazing 
practices, highly functioning ecosystems are evident along many of the sheltered slopes 
and gullies where indigenous hardwood vegetation and regeneration is prevalent. The 
Korokoro Valley contains significant stands of rimu, rata, tawa, and kohekohe. 

PERCEPTUAL VALUES:  HIGH 

The broad, undulating, rounded hilltops are highly expressive of the uplifted ancient 
peneplain. The hills form the visually striking westerly backdrop to the Hutt Valley. They 

3
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are recognised both locally and in adjacent districts for their memorable qualities. While 
the forested slopes and gullies are highly natural with little modification as evidenced by 
an absence of roads, structures, and small communities of introduced vegetation, the 
hilltops are modified by grazing. 

SHARED AND RECOGNISED VALUES:  HIGH 

Highly valued for a diverse range of active recreational opportunities. 

Pauatahanui. As early settlers established homestead sites within the Hutt Valley, the 
straight survey line through Belmont formed the alignment for The old Belmont to 
Pauatahanui Road (Old Coach Road), (Greater Wellington Regional Council, 2012). 

They are historically significant for having an extensive system of concrete magazines 
used to store weapons during World War II. 

New Zealand’s first gravity concrete dam is found within the Korokoro Valley (Astwood 
& Baines, 2014).

4.3 Belmont Regional Park Landscape Assessment
previous s 

4

.  

rehabilitate disturbed areas as a priority 

4.4 Summary of Landscape Context and Character of 
Land Exchange Areas

The
This area is primarily 

. 

broadleaf species
the that 

from the
also pass 

is

area of 

4 Boffa Miskell (1988) Belmont Regional Park Landscape Assessment, prepared for Parks and Recreation Department, Wellington 
Regional Council.  
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Ideally no to very little precipitation within the first 4 hours after official 
sunset, although a light mist or occasional drizzle may be acceptable as 
assessed by an ecologist accredited with Competency 3.1
No to light winds within the first four hours after official sunset.

Dr Burns has requested clarification in paragraph 47 of his report of the weather 
conditions during the acoustic survey to determine whether the survey results 
can be relied upon.

Dr Burns has suggested there is a requirement for temperatures of greater than 
10°C for the first 2 hours of darkness.

Response

All survey nights met the requirement for minimum temperature, which is a 
primary driver of bat activity.

The minimum temperature requirement for a valid survey night has been 
updated in the most recent version of the Department of Conservations 
protocols and is now 8oC for the north island. 

Three nights (out of the total of 21 nights) were assessed in more detail due to
recorded rain and/or wind during the first four hours after sunset.
27th October 2025 – Light rain with higher winds
28th October 2025 – Light rain
12th November 2025 – Drizzle

Of these, only the 27th October is considered to have had environmental 
conditions that might have limited bat activity. Light to breezy wind is almost 
continuously present at this location and achieving a three week survey with no 
wind would not be possible.

I am therefore confident that the bat survey that has been undertaken is 
representative of bat activity at this site for this time of year and can be relied 
upon to detect bats that might have been intermittently present at the site.

In addition, Clause 29(2A) of the Fast-track Approvals Amendment Act 2025 
(which came into force on March 31, 2026) requires decision-making panels to 
discount the conservation values of any land being acquired by the Crown, to 
the extent those values are already affected by anything registered or noted for 
conservation purposes on the land's title. If this clause applies, given the very 
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low likelihood of bats using the site, no values relating to bats or bat habitat will 
be impacted.

Signed:

Hazel Burridge
12 June 2026 



Belmont Land Exchange Application (Archaeology)

1. My full name is Ellen Ann Cameron.  I have been a Director at Clough & Associates since 2022.  

Previously I was a Senior Archaeologist at Clough & Associates from 2014.  I hold a Master of Science 

Degree in Environmental Archaeology and Palaeoeconomy from the University of Sheffield (1991).  I 

am also a member of the New Zealand Archaeological Association (NZAA).

2. I have 30 years’ experience in cultural heritage management.  I specialise in the field of archaeology 

including research, survey, excavation, analysis and report preparation, initially in Asia, and have 

worked full time in New Zealand carrying out assessment of effects for development and 

infrastructure projects since 2014.

3. I have been engaged by Winstone Aggregates to provide technical assistance in relation to its fast-

track application for a land exchange for Belmont Quarry (FTA308). I previously prepared: 

Archaeological Assessment Report dated November 2025

Response to comments on the land exchange application dated 4 April 2026

4. I am familiar with the area to which the application for the land exchange relates.  I have visited the 

area of the land exchange on two occasions, on 25 November 2022 and 27 June 2025.  As well, a 

Clough & Associates archaeologist has also visited the DOC Give Site to inspect the archaeological site 

on 18 March 2026.

5. Although this is not a hearing before the Environment Court, I record that I have read and agree to 

and abide by the Environment Court’s Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses as specified in the 

Environment Court’s Practice Note 2023.  This evidence is within my area of expertise, except where 

I state that I rely upon the evidence of other expert witnesses as presented to this hearing.  I have not 

omitted to consider any material facts known to me that might alter or detract from the opinions 

expressed.

I provide the following statements in response to the draft report by the Director-General of 

Conservation and in particular Appendix 4F Heritage dated 29 May 2026 below. 

6) I agree with the statements in Paragraphs 9 and 10 in Appendix 4F that based on the author’s 

review, the proposed transfer would not impact on the conservation of cultural heritage values. 



7) I also agree with the author’s statement in Paragraph 12 in Appendix 4F that the recorded 

archaeological site is of low cultural heritage value and agree that if it were to be determined to be of 

pre-1900 origin an Authority would be required before it could be modified.

8) I also agree with the author’s statement in Paragraph 19 in Appendix 4F that any archaeological 

sites identified in future would likely be of overall low cultural heritage values, but that the 

archaeological provisions of the heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act would still apply.

9) I have reviewed Table 1 in Appendix 4F for the ranking of values for the DOC Give sites. I note that 

in Table 1 that the archaeological significance or value of Site R27/910 is ranked and low to medium. 

In my professional opinion, based on the current knowledge of the site, the significance is currently 

low, however, as the presence of subsurface remains has not been established, the ranking of medium 

could be applied in future if based on the nature of any such remains, and their condition and extent.

10) I have also reviewed Table 2 in Appendix 4F and agree with the ranking of the DOC Get sites in the 

Northern Gully but note that this should also be applied to the Southern Gully, as there is potential 

for archaeological remains of the tramway identified on an historical plan to also be present in both 

the Northern and Southern Gully sites. This would result in a low-medium ranking for archaeological 

value for Southern Gully. 

11)Also with regards to Table 2, I note that In Paragraph 6 in Appendix 4F it is stated that broader 

cultural values identified and associated with mana whenua are not addressed in this report. However, 

Table 2 contains a “Cultural Value” with low value assigned for all of the land exchange sites. In this 

case I recommend that the cultural values column is removed completely from the table or that the 

low value is removed and replaced that this value is to be determined by mana whenua. 

12) If discounting of the conservation values of the QEII land is required, I note that when considering 

the conservation values of the land to be acquired by the Crown, for the purpose of forming its view, 

the Panel must discount the extent to which the conservation values of the land are affected by 

anything registered or noted for conservation purposes on the title.

13) The QEII covenant on the land (No. 5-07-755) is for the protection of open space values, these are 

defined in the covenant instrument as protection and enhancement of the natural character of the 

covenant area with particular regard to the indigenous flora and fauna, maintenance and 



enhancement of the landscape value of the covenant area, and focusing on enhancing the restoration 

of the covenant area.

14) Archaeological values are not associated with or affected by QEII covenants and there is no 

reference to these values in the covenant. The relevant archaeological values of the exchange are 

therefore unaffected by the presence of QEII covenants. My overall rating for the values of the DOC 

Get and DOC Give land remains unchanged, regardless of discounting.  

Signed:

Ellen Cameron

10 June 2026 



















Appendix 7 - Package A 
 

Draft conditions proposed by Winstone in response to the Draft Report  
 

This approval for land exchange is conditional until the Minister of Conservation 

is satisfied that Conditions 1 to 44 below (being pre-conditions imposed in 

accordance with clause 31 and conditions imposed in accordance with clause 32 

of Schedule 6 of the Fast-Track Approvals Act 2024) are complied with. 

 

Definitions: 
 

Approval Holder Means the authorised person for the purposes of the 

Schedule 2 listing, being Winstone Aggregates (A Division of Fletcher Concrete 

and Infrastructure Limited), or any successor approved in writing by the Minister, 

being the entity to whom approval is granted under these conditions. 

 

Approval holder’s land: Means the land in the ownership or control of the 

Approval Holder that is subject to the Land exchange and identified as the 

parcels known as: 

 Northern Gully: means the area of land comprising approximately 12.62 

hectares being part of Lot 1 DP 60552 and Lot 5 DP322126, and as 

identified in approved plan [x] 

 Southern Gully: means the area of land comprising approximately 3.94 

hectares, being Lots 4 and 5 DP 32212, and as identified in approved 

plan [x]  

 Firth Block: means the area of land comprising approximately 9.6 

hectares, being part of Lot 1 DP 60552 and Part Lot 1 DP 22561, and as 

identified in approved plan [x] and 

 Dry Creek: means the area of land comprising approximately 7.94 

hectares being Part Lot 1 DP 28205, and as identified in approved plan 

[x]   

 
DOC – Get: Means the land to be transferred from the Approval Holder to the 

Crown and administered by the Department of Conservation, comprising the 

Approval Holder’s land and shown on approved plans x. 
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DOC – Give: Means the land currently owned by the Crown and administered 

as part of the Belmont Regional Park that is to be transferred to the Approval 

Holder, comprising approximately 23 hectares (more or less), as shown on the 

approved plans [X]. 
Crown Land:  Means land owned by the Crown and held for conservation or 

reserve purposes, including land administered by or on behalf of the Department 

of Conservation under the Conservation Act 1987 and/or the Reserves Act 1977.  

The Minister:  Means Minister for Conservation, or any person acting under 

delegated authority on behalf of the Minister, in accordance with the 

Conservation Act 1987 or the Reserves Act 1977.  

 

Proposed Draft Pre-Conditions for land exchange 

 

To prepare the land for exchange, the following pre-conditions are imposed 

under schedule 6, clause 31 and must be completed within 2 years of the date of 

approval: 

1. The Approval holder must provide a draft survey plan to the Minister no 

less than 10 working days before submitting the final survey plan under 

condition 2. Any comments provided by the Minister within that period must 

relate only to the identification of the exchange boundaries and required 

transfer mechanics. 

2. The Minister or the Minister’s delegate must, acting reasonably, approve 

or reject the final survey plan within 10 working days of receipt. Any 

rejection must be accompanied by written reasons. If no response is given 

within that period, the plan is deemed approved. 

3. The Approval holder shall obtain all consents and approvals required to 

separately define the Applicant’s land and to enable ownership of that land 

to be transferred to the Crown.  The Approval holder’s land will be provided 

free of all encumbrances and interests, except for the following interests 

that must remain in place and be brought down onto the new titles: 

a. Open Space Covenant Pursuant to Section 22 of the QEII National 

Trust Act 1977 (Lot 1 DP60552 and Part Lot 1 DP22561 – Creating 

document 10476608.1); 

b. Right of way over Part Lot 1 DP28205 (Creating Document 

701267); and  



3 
 

c. Easement in Gross – Quarrying effects, shown on Lots 4, 5 and 

100 DP322126, burdened land Lots 4, 5 & 100 DP322126 (creating 

document 5835385.5). 

4. The Crown and the Approval holder must each promptly do all things 

reasonably required to enable the Crown Land to be transferred to the 

Approval holder as fee simple land, free of encumbrances and without 

reserve classification on Gazettal. The Minister must not unreasonably 

withhold, delay or condition any approval or execution required for that 

purpose.  

5. Before settlement, the Approval holder must install a fence approximately 

60 metres in length and set back 6 metres from the Firth Block pit face in 

the location shown on Drawing W15069_Land_Exchange_Concept Boffa 

Miskell 1 December 2025, or as otherwise certified by a suitably qualified 

geotechnical engineer for equivalent safety outcomes. The design and 

location certification must be provided to the Minister before construction. 

 
Encumbrances 

6. The Approval holder will transfer its estate and interest in the Approval 

Holder’s land to the Minister free from all leases and tenancies and 

discharges from all mortgages, charges and other encumbrances other 

than those listed in Condition 3. 

 

Costs 
7. For avoidance of doubt all reasonable costs associated with complying 

with Conditions 1 to 6 shall be met by the Approval holder. 
8. The Approval holder must pay the Minister’s reasonable costs and 

expenses of, and incidental to, preparing and signing the Exchange 

Agreement or any extension or variation of it, including surveying, 

conveyancing and legal costs. 
9. The Approval holder must pay all reasonable costs associated with the 

Minister’s work to give effect to the Exchange Agreement, calculated at 

DOC’s standard cost-recovery rates current at the date the work is 

undertaken and invoiced within 3 months of the relevant work being 

completed. 
10. The Approval holder must pay in full immediately and on demand all 

reasonable costs and fees (including solicitors’ costs and fees of debt 

collecting agencies engaged by the Minister) arising out of and associated 
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with steps taken by the Minister to enforce or attempt to enforce the 

Minister’s rights and powers under the Exchange Agreement including the 

right to recover outstanding money owed to the Minister. 
 

Easements  
11. The Approval holder shall survey and register the appropriate easements 

as shown on Scheme Plan SC-02 (Appendix B10a), including but not 

limited to: 

a. Easement Z (Right of Way) to be granted over part of Lot 9 for the 

benefit of Lot 10 (comprised in the DOC-Get Area) for the purpose 

of conservation activity and maintenance undertaken by DOC or its 

agents and public pedestrian access.  DOC shall have the full and 

unrestricted right of access, including the right to enter, pass, and 

repass on foot or by vehicle or machinery, together with its 

employees and contractors, for the sole purpose of accessing 

adjoining conservation land for inspection and maintenance related 

to conservation purposes.  Public pedestrian only access shall be 

permitted, subject to any reasonable temporary restrictions 

required for public safety, ecological restoration works, pest or 

weed control, maintenance, fire risk, weather events, or quarry 

operational safety and may be reasonably determined and 

specified from time to time by the grantor.  DOC shall have the right 

to carry out inspection, maintenance, repair, and improvement 

works on any tracks, roads, or structures within Easement Z as 

reasonably required for conservation purposes and managing 

public pedestrian access subject to standard terms regarding the 

suitable management of health and safety obligations and ensuring 

that the grantor has reasonable prior notice of the intended access 

and programme of works. 

 

Bonds for Conservation Works   
12. If the Land Exchange is approved, the Approval holder shall provide to the 

Minister, before giving effect to the exchange, a performance security 

(“Bond”) for the purpose of ensuring completion of the “Conservation 

Improvement Works” defined below. The Bond shall:   
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(a) Scope: Secure the Approval holders timely performance of all identified 

Conservation Improvement Works on the land to be given, as specified in 

Conditions 13, 22, 27 and Error! Reference source not found. (for 

example, weed clearance, native planting, fencing, and pest-

management), but shall not cover any other obligations.   

(b) Amount: Be in an amount equal to the reasonably estimated cost (as 

certified by an independent Quantity Surveyor or registered valuer or 

contractor) of completing the Works. The Bond amount shall be subject to 

audit and revaluation by mutual agreement (or by binding expert 

determination if disputed). In no case shall it exceed a specified cap 

$200,000.   

(c) Form: Be provided by way of a performance guarantee by a group 

company of the Approval holder which provides performance security, or 

(if preferred by the Approval holder) an unconditional bank guarantee or 

irrevocable performance bond from a NZ-registered bank or insurer 

reasonably acceptable to the Minister (alternatively, a cash deposit may 

be lodged).   

(d) Release Schedule: The Bond shall be released in two stages:  

(i) fifty percent (50%) upon completion and acceptance of the 

specified Conservation Improvement Works by the Minister or the 

Minister’s agent; and  

(ii) the remaining fifty percent (50%) at the close of the 24 month 

maintenance period following such completion, provided the land 

remains free of noxious weeds and meets agreed success 

standards.   If all Conservation Improvement Works are completed 

to satisfaction before the expiry of 24 months, the second half may 

be released early.   

(e) Default and Call: The Bond shall only be drawn upon if the Approval 

holder fails to complete the specified Conservation Improvement Works by 

the agreed deadlines (or maintain them during the maintenance period) 

after receiving written notice and a 30 working day cure period. Any call on 

the Bond shall be limited to the cost of completing or remedying the Works, 

and the Applicant may dispute any call by written notice; unresolved 

disputes will be referred to arbitration in New Zealand under the Arbitration 

Act 1996 before funds are released.   
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Conservation Improvement Works means those specific enhancement 

works or restoration measures agreed by the parties and detailed in an 

annex to these conditions (for example, specified planting areas, pest-

proof fences, access tracks, or restoration of riparian margins).   

 

The Bond is a section 78 condition (Crown risk condition) and shall not be 

used as a penalty. The value of the Bond is expressly intended to cover 

only the cost of completing the above-defined Conservation Improvement 

Works. 

 

Fencing 
13. The Approval holder must construct, only that boundary fencing which is 

reasonably necessary to exclude persons, meet any existing covenant 

requirement, or address an identified safety risk on the external boundary 

of the land being transferred to the Crown. The required locations and 

fence standard must be identified in a pre-settlement fencing plan agreed 

by the parties, acting reasonably. 

 

Rates 
14. There shall be no apportionment of rates or other outgoings paid by the 

Parties. 

 

Structure and improvements, condition of land 
15. The land being acquired by the Approval holder, including any structures 

or improvements thereon, is transferred and accepted by the Approval 

holder on an “as is, where is” basis. 

16. The Minister accepts no liability (financial or otherwise) in relation to any 

structure or other improvement on the land being acquired by the Approval 

holder, including for any remedial, removal, or maintenance costs 

associated with any structure or improvement. 

17. The Approval holder must remove from the Approval holder’s Land only 

those structures, improvements or materials identified in a joint pre-

settlement schedule prepared by the parties, no later than 20 working days 

before settlement. Reinstatement is limited to areas directly disturbed by 

that removal. 

18. Any structure or improvement expressly agreed in writing to remain on the 

Approval holder’s land at settlement must, as at settlement, be safe for its 
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intended use and lawful so far as reasonably ascertainable from existing 

records and visible condition. 

19. The Approval holder must remove surface rubbish, dumped materials and 

anthropogenic debris identified in the joint pre-settlement schedule or 

visible upon reasonable inspection, and reinstate areas directly disturbed 

by that removal. This condition does not extend to buried material not 

identified in pre-settlement investigations. 

 

Ecological Restoration Plan [ERP] 
20. No later than 20 working days before settlement, the Approval holder must 

provide DOC with an Ecological Restoration Plan [ERP] prepared by a 

suitably qualified and experienced ecologist and certified by that ecologist 

as being consistent with these conditions. 

21. The ERP must be prepared by a suitably qualified and experienced 

ecologist. 

22. The purpose of the ERP is to: 

a. reduce target species on the Northern Gully, Southern Gully, Firth 

Block and Dry Creek sites, including the wetlands, to a target of 

90% eradication.  

b. protect and improve the condition of indigenous vegetation on the 

sites; 

c. successfully establish 200 swamp maire in the Southern Gully; 

d. target 90% success rate of planted swamp maire so that at least 

180 specimens survive after seven years; 

e. achieve the standards in Table 1 for weed species; 

f. achieve the standards in Table 2 for replanting of indigenous 

vegetations; and  

g. target a 90% success rate for newly planted indigenous vegetation 

after five years (other than swamp maire which has a seven year 

timeframe). 

 

To achieve this purpose, the ERP must include the following: 

 

h. Measures for how weed control will be undertaken on the sites.  

The target weed species are those listed in Table 1; 

i. Measures for managing the introduction of weed plant species to 

the sites; 
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j. Identification of times of year to focus on particular weed control 

strategies; 

k. Methods for giving effect to the Greater Wellington Regional Pest 

Management Plan; 

l. A yearly report on the results of weed management will be provided 

to DOC. 

m. Baseline and ongoing monitoring of threatened plant populations 

and weed species at the sites; 

n. A planting plan for indigenous species including the timing of 

plantings; 

o. Adaptive management and restorative measures to ensure the 

survival of threatened plan populations on the sites. 

 

Table 1. Weed management requirements 

Location Duration of 
management 

Target objective 

Northern Gully 5 years 90% eradication of the 
following weed species: 

 Old man’s beard 
(Clematis vitalba) 

 Tradescantia 
 
No exotic canopy tree species. 

Southern Gully 5 years 90% eradication of the 
following weed species:  

 Blackberry 
 Exotic vines 
 Pampas 

Dry Creek 5 years 90% eradication of weed 
species 

 Exotic weeds 
 Broom 
 Gorse 
 Buddleia 
 Spanish heath 
 Old man’s beard 
 Wattle 
 Tradescantia 
 Rama grass 
 Soft rush nasturtium 
 Creeping buttercup 
 Verbena 
 Ink weed 
 Pampas 

Firth Block 5 years 90% eradication of weed 
species 
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Table 2: Ecological restoration requirements 

Location Indigenous 
species 

Minimum area/ 
density / 
number of 
specimens 

Timeframe 
and target 
success rate 

Southern 
Gully 

Swamp maire 200 individual 
plants to be 
planted when 
they reach at 
least PB3 size 
with a vegetative 
minimum height 
of 600mm (not 
including the 
bag).  This is 
likely to be 2  
years after 
propagation of 
seedlings. 

90% success 
rate in the 
seventh year 
following 
planting on the 
site. 

Dry Creek A mixture of the 
following species 
all eco-sourced: 
 
 Pigeonwood 

(Hedycarya 
arborea), 

 Ramarama 
(Lophomyrtus 
bullata), 

 Hebe 
(Veronica 
stricta var. 
stricta), 

 
(Kunzea 
robusta), 

 Five finger 
(Pseudopanax 
arboreus), 

 Wharangi 
(Melicope 
ternate), 

 Shining 
karamu 
(Coprosma 
lucida), 

 Thin leaved 
coprosma 
(Coprosma 
areolate), 

 Kanono 
(Corprosma 
grandifolia), 

Replanting of 0.8 
ha with 
indigenous 
species within 
three years. 
 
Minimum 7,000 
plants, of which 
at least 500 must 
be ramarama. 

90% success 
rate in the fifth 
year following 
planting. 
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(Coprosma 
robusta) 

Firth Block 
(Pterphylla 
racemosa) 
 

Kunzea 
robusta) 

Minimum of 
1,000 of each 
species planted 
within 10 m of 
the quarry edge 
within one year 
 
The location 
must avoid the 
skink mitigation 
site that has 
previously 
established. 

90% success 
rate in the fifth 
year following 
planting. 

 

23. 
Upoko o Te Ika and  Toa Rangatira. It may identify 

participation.  
24. The Approval holder 

Upoko o Te Ika and for comment no later 

than 20 working days before finalising the ERP. When providing the final 

ERP to DOC, the Approval holder must include any written comments 

received and a brief response schedule explaining how those comments 

were addressed. The Approval holder bears its own consultation costs and 

any reasonable, pre-agreed tangata whenua participation costs, but not 

DOC’s internal review costs under this condition 

 

Mammalian Pest Management Plan 
25. No later than 20 working days before settlement, the Approval holder must 

provide DOC with a Mammalian Pest Management Plan certified by a 

suitably qualified and experienced ecologist or pest-management 

practitioner as being consistent with Conditions 26 to 27.  

26. The purpose of the Mammalian Pest Management Plan is to set out how 

mammalian pest control will be undertaken on the Northern Gully, 

Southern Gully, Firth Block and Dry Creek sites to support the ecological 

restoration outcomes required by these conditions. 

27. The Mammalian Pest Management Plan must include: 

a. the target pest species listed in Table 3; 

b. the areas where pest management will be undertaken; 
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c. the control methods and timing of control; 

d. monitoring methods for target pest species; 

e. response actions where monitoring or contractor observations 

indicate that pest activity is materially reducing the effectiveness of 

restoration or natural regeneration; and 

f. annual reporting to DOC. 

28. The Mammalian Pest Management Plan may be amended where the 

amendment is certified by a suitably qualified and experienced ecologist 

or pest-management practitioner as improving practicality or effectiveness 

while remaining materially consistent with these conditions. The Approval 

holder must provide DOC with a copy of any certified amendment before 

it is implemented. A pest detection or increase in pest activity is not, of 

itself, a breach of these conditions, provided the Approval holder 

implements the relevant response actions in accordance with the 

Mammalian Pest Management Plan. 

 

Table 3. Mammalian pest control management 

Location Pest species Duration Response trigger 
Northern Gully 
 
Northern Gully 
Tawa-  
Northwestern 
Forest and  
Eastern 
Pukatea 
Forest 

Possums 
 
Goats 
 
Rats 

10 years Contractor records 
observations indicate 
pest levels are 
materially reducing  

Southern Gully Possums 10 years Contractor records 
observations indicate 
pest levels are 
materially reducing  

Firth Block 
around the 
water body 
bordering the 
park, OBDA and 
Firth Block 
(Farm Pond) 

Rodents 10 years Contractor records 
observations indicate 
pest levels are 
materially reducing  

All sites Mustelids 10 years Contractor records 
observations indicate 
pest levels are 
materially reducing  

 
 
Proposed draft conditions (Cl.32 Sch.6) 
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To prepare the land for exchange the following conditions are imposed 
under schedule 6 clause 32: 
 

29. The land being given by the Crown by way of exchange must be 

transferred to the Approval holder, without reservation, classification, 

interest or encumbrance. And must be transferred from the Crown to the 

Approval Holder after Gazettal.  

30. The Approval holder’s land will be provided to the Crown free of all 

encumbrances and interests, except for the following interests that must 

remain in place.  These must be specified in the exchange Gazette notice 

and brought down onto the new titles: 

 

a. Open Space Covenant Pursuant to Section 22 of the QEII National 

Trust Act 1977 (Lot 1 DP60552 and Part Lot 1 DP22561 – Creating 

document 10476608.1). 

b. Right of way over Part Lot 1 DP28205 (Creating Document 

701267); and 

c. Easement in Gross-Quarrying effects, shown on Lots 4, 5 and 100 

DP 322126, burdened land Lots 4, 5 & 100 DP322126 (creating 

document 5835385.5). 

 

Ecological restoration 
31. The Approval Holder must undertake the anticipated activities in 

accordance with the certified ERP prepared in accordance with pre-

conditions 21 to 24 above at all times. 

32. The Approval holder may amend the ERP where the amendment is 

certified by a suitably qualified and experienced ecologist as improving 

practicality, efficacy or environmental fit while remaining materially 

consistent with these conditions. The Approval holder must give DOC 

written notice of the amendment at least 10 working days before 

implementation. If DOC objects within that period and explains the 

inconsistency relied on, the amendment must not proceed until resolved. 

33. The ERP may be amended by the Approval holder at any time, provided 

the amendments are: 

a. for the purpose of improving the efficacy of the management of 

weeds; 

b. for the purpose of providing for better planting and maintenance 

methodology(s).  This may include substituting plant species if it is 
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found that a more appropriate plant species is better suited to this 

environment, while achieving biodiversity enhancements; 

c. for the purpose of applying best practicable measures; 

d. consistent with the conditions of this approval; and 

e. submitted in writing to DOC 10 days prior to any amendment being 

implemented. 

34. Plants must be eco-sourced within the Wellington Ecological District and 

sourced from a reputable nursery able to provide provenance information 

on request. 

35. Except where the ERP specifies a different and ecologically appropriate 

grade for a particular species or location, all plants must be healthy, not 

root-bound, and generally no smaller than PB2 at the time of planting. 

36. Slow-release fertiliser may be used where recommended by the ecologist 

or nursery supplier for the relevant species and site conditions. 

37. Weed-free mulch may be used where recommended by the ecologist for 

moisture retention and weed suppression, except in wetland areas or other 

locations where mulch is ecologically inappropriate. 

 

Mammalian Pest Management 
38. The Approval holder must implement the Mammalian Pest Management 

Plan during the periods stated in Table 3. 

39. The Approval holder may amend the Mammalian Pest Management Plan 

where the amendment is certified by a suitably qualified and experienced 

ecologist as improving practicality or efficacy while remaining materially 

consistent with these conditions.  

a. The Approval holder must give DOC written notice at least 10 

working days before implementation.  

b. If DOC objects within that period and explains the inconsistency 

relied on, the amendment must not proceed until resolved.  

40. The Applicant must provide DOC with an annual report within 30 working 

days after each year of implementation. The report must summarise pest 

control undertaken, monitoring results, any threshold exceedances, and 

any response actions implemented. 
Contaminated land 

41. If, within 12 months after settlement, contamination (as defined in National 

Environmental Standard for Assessing and Managing Contaminants in 
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Soil to Protect Human Health) is identified on the Approval holder’s Land 

transferred to the Crown and that contamination:  

a. was caused by the activities of the Approval holder occurring 

before settlement;  

b. was not disclosed in the pre-settlement contamination reports; and  

c. exceeds the applicable standard for the actual or intended 

conservation and recreation use of the land under the Resource 

Management (National Environmental Standard for Assessing and 

Managing Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human Health) 

Regulations 2011 requiring management, then the Approval holder  

must, after receiving written notice, be given a reasonable 

opportunity to investigate and carry out any remediation or risk-

management works.  

Compliance is to the standard required by any remediation plan 

prepared by a suitably qualified contaminated land practitioner. 

42. Before settlement, the Approval holder must undertake a targeted 

contaminated land investigation of the discrete area identified in the 

Northern Gully, including the deposited material in the stream bed and on 

the adjacent stream embankment. 

43. The investigation must be undertaken by a suitably qualified contaminated 

land practitioner and must determine whether contamination associated 

with the area is present at concentrations requiring management or 

remediation having regard to: 

a. the applicable soil contaminant standards for the actual or intended 

conservation and recreation use of the land under the Resource 

Management (National Environmental Standard for Assessing and 

Managing Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human Health) 

Regulations 2011, where applicable;  

b. where relevant, potential effects of such contamination on water, 

sediment or ecological receptors, the ANZG (2018) default 

guideline values or other applicable environmental guideline 

values; 

c. If the investigation identifies contamination requiring management 

or remediation, the Approval holder must prepare and implement a 

remediation or risk-management plan certified by a suitably 

qualified contaminated land practitioner; and 
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d. Compliance with Conditions 42 and 43 is achieved when a suitably 

qualified contaminated land practitioner certifies that any 

contamination associated with the deposited area has been 

investigated and, where required, managed or remediated to the 

standard required for the actual or intended conservation and 

recreation use of the land detailed above. 

 

Continuance of rights 

44. The rights and obligations of the parties under this agreement continue 

beyond settlement of this agreement accordingly those rights and 

obligations will not merge in the settlement but will continue thereafter with 

full force and effect. 

 



Appendix 7 – Package B Draft conditions proposed by Winstone  
 

Draft conditions proposed by Winstone in response to the Draft Report - 
Package B 

 

This approval for land exchange is conditional until the Minister of Conservation 

is satisfied that Conditions 1 to 46 below (being pre-conditions imposed in 

accordance with clause 31 and conditions imposed in accordance with clause 32 

of Schedule 6 of the Fast-Track Approvals Act 2024) are complied with. 

 

Definitions: 
 

Approval Holder: Means the authorised person for the purposes of the 

Schedule 2 listing, being Winstone Aggregates (A Division of Fletcher Concrete 

and Infrastructure Limited), or any successor approved in writing by the Minister, 

being the entity to whom approval is granted under these conditions. 

 

Approval holders land: Means the land in the ownership or control of the 

Approval Holder that is subject to the Land exchange and identified as the 

parcels known as: 

 Northern Gully: means the area of land comprising approximately 12.62 

hectares being part of Lot 1 DP 60552 and Lot 5 DP322126, and as 

identified in approved plan [x] 

 Southern Gully: means the area of land comprising approximately 3.94 

hectares, being Lots 4 and 5 DP 32212, and as identified in approved 

plan [x]  

 Firth Block: means the area of land comprising approximately 9.6 

hectares, being part of Lot 1 DP 60552 and Part Lot 1 DP 22561, and as 

identified in approved plan [x] and 

 Dry Creek: means the area of land comprising approximately 7.94 

hectares being Part Lot 1 DP 28205, and as identified in approved plan 

[x]   

DOC - Get: Means the land to be transferred from the Approval Holder to the 

Crown and administered by the Department of Conservation, comprising the 

Approval Holder’s land and shown on approved plans x. 
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DOC - Give: Means the land currently owned by the Crown and administered as 

part of the Belmont Regional Park that is to be transferred to the Approval 

Holder, comprising approximately 23 hectares (more or less), as shown on the 

approved plans [X]. 
Crown Land: Means land owned by the Crown and held for conservation or 

reserve purposes, including land administered by or on behalf of the Department 

of Conservation under the Conservation Act 1987 and/or the Reserves Act 1977.  

Conservation Improvements: Means the ecological restoration, pest 

management, weed control, planting, access, and associated works to be 

undertaken by the Approval Holder in accordance with the Improvements 

Package (including Package A and Package B) for the purposes of achieving 

and net conservation benefit. 

The Minister:  Means Minister for Conservation, or any person acting under 

delegated authority on behalf of the Minister, in accordance with the 

Conservation Act 1987 or the Reserves Act 1977.  

Belmont Regional Park Improvement Area means the approximately 13 

hectares (more or less) of land within Belmont Regional Park owned by the 

Department of Conservation and managed by Greater Wellington Regional 

Council adjacent to the DOC-Give area proposed for improvement planting, as 

shown on the approved plans [x[]. 

 

Proposed Draft Pre-Conditions for land exchange 

 

To prepare the land for exchange, the following pre-conditions are imposed 

under schedule 6, clause 31 and must be completed within 2 years of the date of 

approval: 

1. The Approval holder must provide a draft survey plan to the Minister no 

less than 10 working days before submitting the final survey plan under 

condition 2. Any comments provided by the Minister within that period must 

relate only to the identification of the exchange boundaries and required 

transfer mechanics. 

2. The Minister or the Minister’s delegate must, acting reasonably, approve 

or reject the final survey plan within 10 working days of receipt. Any 

rejection must be accompanied by written reasons. If no response is given 

within that period, the plan is deemed approved. 

3. The Approval holder shall obtain all consents and approvals required to 

separately define the Applicant’s land and to enable ownership of that land 
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to be transferred to the Crown.  The Approval holder’s land will be provided 

free of all encumbrances and interests, except for the following interests 

that must remain in place and be brought down onto the new titles: 

a. Open Space Covenant Pursuant to Section 22 of the QEII National 

Trust Act 1977 (Lot 1 DP60552 and Part Lot 1 DP22561 – Creating 

document 10476608.1); 

b. Right of way over Part Lot 1 DP28205 (Creating Document 

701267); and  

c. Easement in Gross – Quarrying effects, shown on Lots 4, 5 and 

100 DP322126, burdened land Lots 4, 5 & 100 DP322126 (creating 

document 5835385.5). 

4. The Crown and the Approval holder must each promptly do all things 

reasonably required to enable the Crown Land to be transferred to the 

Approval holder as fee simple land, free of encumbrances and without 

reserve classification on Gazettal. The Minister must not unreasonably 

withhold, delay or condition any approval or execution required for that 

purpose. 

5.  Before settlement, the Approval holder must install a fence approximately 

60 metres in length and set back 6 metres from the Firth Block pit face in 

the location shown on Drawing W15069_Land_Exchange_Concept Boffa 

Miskell 1 December 2025, or as otherwise certified by a suitably qualified 

geotechnical engineer for equivalent safety outcomes. The design and 

location certification must be provided to the Minister before construction. 

 
Encumbrances 

6. The Approval holder will transfer its estate and interest in the Approval 

Holder’s land to the Minister free from all leases and tenancies and 

discharges from all mortgages, charges and other encumbrances other 

than those listed in Condition 3. 

 

Costs 
7. For avoidance of doubt all reasonable costs associated with complying 

with Conditions 1 to 6 shall be met by the Approval holder. 
8. The Approval holder must pay the Minister’s reasonable costs and 

expenses of, and incidental to, preparing and signing the Exchange 

Agreement or any extension or variation of it, including surveying, 

conveyancing and legal costs. 
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9. The Approval holder must pay all reasonable costs associated with the 

Minister’s work to give effect to the Exchange Agreement, calculated at 

DOC’s standard cost-recovery rates current at the date the work is 

undertaken and invoiced within 3 months of the relevant work being 

completed. 
10. The Approval holder must pay in full immediately and on demand all 

reasonable costs and fees (including solicitors’ costs and fees of debt 

collecting agencies engaged by the Minister) arising out of and associated 

with steps taken by the Minister to enforce or attempt to enforce the 

Minister’s rights and powers under the Exchange Agreement including the 

right to recover outstanding money owed to the Minister. 
 

Easements  
11. The Approval holder shall survey and register the appropriate easements 

as shown on Scheme Plan SC-02 (Appendix B10a), including but not 

limited to: 

a. Easement Z (Right of Way) to be granted over part of Lot 9 for the 

benefit of Lot 10 (comprised in the DOC-Get Area) for the purpose 

of conservation activity and maintenance undertaken by DOC or its 

agents and public pedestrian access.  DOC shall have the full and 

unrestricted right of access, including the right to enter, pass, and 

repass on foot or by vehicle or machinery, together with its 

employees and contractors, for the sole purpose of accessing 

adjoining conservation land for inspection and maintenance related 

to conservation purposes.  Public pedestrian only access shall be 

permitted, subject to any reasonable temporary restrictions 

required for public safety, ecological restoration works, pest or 

weed control, maintenance, fire risk, weather events, or quarry 

operational safety and may be reasonably determined and 

specified from time to time by the grantor.  DOC shall have the right 

to carry out inspection, maintenance, repair, and improvement 

works on any tracks, roads, or structures within Easement Z as 

reasonably required for conservation purposes and managing 

public pedestrian access subject to standard terms regarding the 

suitable management of health and safety obligations and ensuring 

that the grantor has reasonable prior notice of the intended access 

and programme of works. 
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Bonds for Conservation Works   
12. If the Land Exchange is approved, the Approval holder shall provide to the 

Minister, before giving effect to the exchange, a performance security 

(“Bond”) for the purpose of ensuring completion of the “Conservation 

Improvement Works” defined below. The Bond shall:   

 

(a) Scope: Secure the Approval holders timely performance of all identified 

Conservation Improvement Works on the land to be given, as specified in 

Conditions Error! Reference source not found., Error! Reference 
source not found., Error! Reference source not found. and Error! 
Reference source not found. (for example, weed clearance, native 

planting, fencing, and pest-management), but shall not cover any other 

obligations.   

(b) Amount: Be in an amount equal to the reasonably estimated cost (as 

certified by an independent Quantity Surveyor or registered valuer or 

contractor) of completing the Works. The Bond amount shall be subject to 

audit and revaluation by mutual agreement (or by binding expert 

determination if disputed). In no case shall it exceed a specified cap 

$200,000.   

(c) Form: Be provided by way of a performance guarantee by a group 

company of the Approval holder which provides performance security, or 

(if preferred by the Approval holder) an unconditional bank guarantee or 

irrevocable performance bond from a NZ-registered bank or insurer 

reasonably acceptable to the Minister (alternatively, a cash deposit may 

be lodged).   

(d) Release Schedule: The Bond shall be released in two stages:  

(i) fifty percent (50%) upon completion and acceptance of the 

specified Conservation Improvement Works by the Minister or the 

Minister’s agent; and  

(ii) the remaining fifty percent (50%) at the close of the 24 month 

maintenance period following such completion, provided the land 

remains free of noxious weeds and meets agreed success 

standards.   If all Conservation Improvement Works are completed 

to satisfaction before the expiry of 24 months, the second half may 

be released early.   
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(e) Default and Call: The Bond shall only be drawn upon if the Approval 

holder fails to complete the specified Conservation Improvement Works by 

the agreed deadlines (or maintain them during the maintenance period) 

after receiving written notice and a 30 working day cure period. Any call on 

the Bond shall be limited to the cost of completing or remedying the Works, 

and the Applicant may dispute any call by written notice; unresolved 

disputes will be referred to arbitration in New Zealand under the Arbitration 

Act 1996 before funds are released.   

 

Conservation Improvement Works means those specific enhancement 

works or restoration measures agreed by the parties and detailed in an 

annex to these conditions (for example, specified planting areas, pest-

proof fences, access tracks, or restoration of riparian margins).   

 

The Bond is a section 78 condition (Crown risk condition) and shall not be 

used as a penalty. The value of the Bond is expressly intended to cover 

only the cost of completing the above-defined Conservation Improvement 

Works. 

 

Fencing 
13. The Approval holder must construct, only that boundary fencing which is 

reasonably necessary to exclude persons, meet any existing covenant 

requirement, or address an identified safety risk on the external boundary 

of the land being transferred to the Crown. The required locations and 

fence standard must be identified in a pre-settlement fencing plan agreed 

by the parties, acting reasonably. 

 

Rates 
14. There shall be no apportionment of rates or other outgoings paid by the 

Parties. 

 

Structure and improvements, condition of land 
15. The land being acquired by the Approval holder, including any structures 

or improvements thereon, is transferred and accepted by the Approval 

holder on an “as is, where is” basis. 

16. The Minister accepts no liability (financial or otherwise) in relation to any 

structure or other improvement on the land being acquired by the Approval 
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holder, including for any remedial, removal, or maintenance costs 

associated with any structure or improvement. 

17. The Approval holder must remove from the Approval holder’s Land only 

those structures, improvements or materials identified in a joint pre-

settlement schedule prepared by the parties, no later than 20 working days 

before settlement. Reinstatement is limited to areas directly disturbed by 

that removal. 

18. Any structure or improvement expressly agreed in writing to remain on the 

Approval holder’s land at settlement must, as at settlement, be safe for its 

intended use and lawful so far as reasonably ascertainable from existing 

records and visible condition. 

19. The Approval holder must remove surface rubbish, dumped materials and 

anthropogenic debris identified in the joint pre-settlement schedule or 

visible upon reasonable inspection, and reinstate areas directly disturbed 

by that removal. This condition does not extend to buried material not 

identified in pre-settlement investigations. 

 

Ecological Restoration Plan [ERP] 
20. No later than 20 working days before settlement, the Approval holder must 

provide DOC with an Ecological Restoration Plan [ERP] prepared by a 

suitably qualified and experienced ecologist and certified by that ecologist 

as being consistent with these conditions. 

21. The ERP must be prepared by a suitably qualified and experienced 

ecologist. 

22. The purpose of the ERP is to: 

a. reduce target species on the Northern Gully, Southern Gully, Firth 

Block, Dry Creek sites and Belmont Regional Park areas [Limited 

to areas within 13ha adjacent to the DOC-give areas], including the 

wetlands, to a target of 90% eradication.  

b. protect and improve the condition of indigenous vegetation on the 

sites; 

c. successfully establish 200 swamp maire in the Southern Gully and 

200 swamp maire in the Belmont Regional Park; 

d. target 90% success rate of planted swamp maire so that at least 

360 specimens survive after seven years; 

e. achieve the standards in Table 1 for weed species; 
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f. achieve the standards in Table 2 for replanting of indigenous 

vegetations; and  

g. target a 90% success rate for newly planted indigenous vegetation 

after five years (other than swamp maire which has a seven year 

timeframe). 

 

To achieve this purpose, the ERP must include the following: 

h. Measures for how weed control will be undertaken on the sites.  

The target weed species are those listed in Table 1; 

i. Measures for managing the introduction of weed plant species to 

the sites; 

j. Identification of times of year to focus on particular weed control 

strategies; 

k. Methods for giving effect to the Greater Wellington Regional Pest 

Management Plan; 

l. aA yearly report on the results of weed management will be 

provided to DoC. 

m. Baseline and ongoing monitoring of threatened plant populations 

and weed species at the sites; 

n. A planting plan for indigenous species including the timing of 

plantings; 

o. Adaptive management and restorative measures to ensure the 

survival of threatened plan populations on the sites. 

 

Table 1. Weed management requirements 

Location Duration of 
management 

Target objective 

Northern Gully 5 years 90% eradication of the 
following weed species: 

 Old man’s beard 
(Clematis vitalba) 

 Tradescantia 
 
No exotic canopy tree species. 

Southern Gully 5 years 90% eradication of weed 
species 

 Blackberry 
 Exotic vines 
 Pampas 

 
Dry Creek 5 years 90% eradication of weed 

species: 
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 Exotic weeds 
 Broom 
 Gorse 
 Buddleia 
 Spanish heath 
 Old man’s beard 
 Wattle 
 Tradescantia 
 Rama grass 
 Soft rush nasturtium 
 Creeping buttercup 
 Verbena 
 Ink weed 
 Pampas 

Firth Block 5 years 90% eradication of weed 
species 

Belmont Regional 
Park areas 

5 years 90% eradication of weed 
species. Targeted weed 
control within Belmont 
Regional Park planting areas 
and their immediate 
surrounds to support 
establishment of swamp 
maire and associated 
indigenous planting. 

 

Table 2: Ecological restoration requirements 

Location Indigenous 
species 

Minimum area/ 
density / 
number of 
specimens 

Timeframe 
and target 
success rate 

Southern 
Gully 

Swamp maire 200 individual 
plants to be 
planted when 
they reach at 
least PB3 size 
with a vegetative 
minimum height 
of 600mm (not 
including the 
bag).  This is 
likely to be 2  
years after 
propagation of 
seedlings. 

90% success 
rate in the 
seventh year 
following 
planting on the 
site. 

Dry Creek A mixture of the 
following species 
all eco-sourced: 
 
 Pigeonwood 

(Hedycarya 
arborea), 

 Ramarama 

Replanting of 0.8 
ha with 
indigenous 
species within 
three years. 
 
Minimum 7,000 
plants, of which 

90% success 
rate in the fifth 
year following 
planting. 
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(Lophomyrtus 
bullata), 

 Hebe 
(Veronica 
stricta var. 
stricta), 

 
(Kunzea 
robusta), 

 Five finger 
(Pseudopanax 
arboreus), 

 Wharangi 
(Melicope 
ternate), 

 Shining 
karamu 
(Coprosma 
lucida), 

 Thin leaved 
coprosma 
(Coprosma 
areolate), 

 Kanono 
(Corprosma 
grandifolia), 

 
(Coprosma 
robusta) 

at least 500 must 
be ramarama. 

Firth Block 
(Pterphylla 
racemosa) 
 

Kunzea 
robusta) 

Minimum of 
1,000 of each 
species planted 
within 10 m of 
the quarry edge 
within one year 
 
The location 
must avoid the 
skink mitigation 
site that was 
previously 
established. 

90% success 
rate in the fifth 
year following 
planting. 

Belmont 
Regional Park 
areas 

Swamp maire 
Ramarama  

200 individual 
plants of swamp 
maire to be 
planted when 
they reach at 
least PB3 size 
with a vegetative 
minimum height 
of 600mm (not 
including the 
bag).  This is 
likely to be 2  

90% success 
rate in the 
seventh year 
following 
planting on the 
site. 
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years after 
propagation of 
seedlings. 
And 200 
Ramarama 

 

23. 

Upoko o Te Ika,  and Greater Wellington 

Regional Council (Manager, Ecosystems & Community). It may identify 

participation.  

24. The Approval holder 

Upoko o Te Ika  and Greater Wellington 

Regional Council (Manager, Ecosystems & Community) for comment no 

later than 20 working days before finalising the ERP. When providing the 

final ERP to DOC, the Approval holder must include any written comments 

received and a brief response schedule explaining how those comments 

were addressed. The Approval holder bears its own consultation costs and 

any reasonable, pre-agreed tangata whenua and councils participation 

costs, but not DOC’s internal review costs under this condition 

25. The ERP and the MPMP must be prepared in consultation with Greater 

Wellington in its role as Manager of the Belmont Regional Park to ensure 

that any proposed methodology for restoration or pest control in Belmont 

Regional Park Improvement Area is undertaken in a manner that is 

consistent with Greater Wellington’s management of the Regional Park. 

 

Mammalian Pest Management Plan 
26. No later than 20 working days before settlement, the Approval holder must 

provide DOC with a Mammalian Pest Management Plan certified by a 

suitably qualified and experienced ecologist or pest-management 

practitioner as being consistent with Conditions 27 to 28. 

27. The purpose of the Mammalian Pest Management Plan is to set out how 

mammalian pest control will be undertaken on the Northern Gully, 

Southern Gully, Firth Block, Dry Creek sites and Belmont Regional Park to 

support the ecological restoration outcomes required by these conditions. 

28. The Mammalian Pest Management Plan must include: 

a. the target pest species listed in Table 3; 

b. the areas where pest management will be undertaken; 
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c. the control methods and timing of control; 

d. monitoring methods for target pest species; 

e. response actions where monitoring or contractor observations 

indicate that pest activity is materially reducing the effectiveness of 

restoration or natural regeneration;  

f. annual reporting to DOC; and 

g. a description of how any Mammalian Pest control proposed in the 

Belmont Regional Park areas is consistent with the methodology 

used by Greater Wellington in the Regional Park.  

29. The Mammalian Pest Management Plan may be amended where the 

amendment is certified by a suitably qualified and experienced ecologist 

or pest-management practitioner as improving practicality or effectiveness 

while remaining materially consistent with these conditions. The Approval 

holder must provide DOC with a copy of any certified amendment before 

it is implemented. A pest detection or increase in pest activity is not, of 

itself, a breach of these conditions, provided the Approval holder 

implements the relevant response actions in accordance with the 

Mammalian Pest Management Plan. 

 

Table 3. Mammalian pest control management 

Location Pest species Duration Response trigger 
Northern Gully 
 
Northern Gully 
Tawa-  
Northwestern 
Forest and  
Eastern 
Pukatea 
Forest 

Possums 
 
Goats 
 
Rats 

10 years Contractor records 
observations indicate 
pest levels are 
materially reducing  

Southern Gully Possums 10 years Contractor records 
observations indicate 
pest levels are 
materially reducing  

Firth Block 
around the 
water body 
bordering the 
park, OBDA 
and Firth Block 
(Farm Pond) 

Rodents 10 years Contractor records 
observations indicate 
pest levels are 
materially reducing  

All sites Mustelids 10 years Contractor records 
observations indicate 
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pest levels are 
materially reducing  

Regional Park 
areas  

Possums 10 years Contractor records 
observations indicate 
pest levels are 
materially reducing  

 
 
Proposed draft conditions (Cl.32 Sch.6) 
 
To prepare the land for exchange the following conditions are imposed 
under schedule 6 clause 32: 
 

30. The land being given by the Crown by way of exchange must be subject 

to no reservation, classification, interest or encumbrance. And must be   

transferred from the Crown to the Approval Holder after Gazettal.  

31. The Approval holder’s land will be provided to the Crown free of all 

encumbrances and interests, except for the following interests that must 

remain in place.  These must be specified in the exchange Gazette notice 

and brought down onto the new titles: 

 

a. Open Space Covenant Pursuant to Section 22 of the QEII National 

Trust Act 1977 (Lot 1 DP60552 and Part Lot 1 DP22561 – Creating 

document 10476608.1). 

b. Right of way over Part Lot 1 DP28205 (Creating Document 

701267); and 

c. Easement in Gross-Quarrying effects, shown on Lots 4, 5 and 100 

DP 322126, burdened land Lots 4, 5 & 100 DP322126 (creating 

document 5835385.5). 

 

Ecological restoration 
32. The Approval Holder must undertake the anticipated activities in 

accordance with the certified ERP prepared in accordance with pre-

conditions 20 to 23 above at all times. 

33. The Approval holder may amend the ERP where the amendment is 

certified by a suitably qualified and experienced ecologist as improving 

practicality, efficacy or environmental fit while remaining materially 

consistent with these conditions. The Approval holder must give DOC 

written notice of the amendment at least 10 working days before 
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implementation. If DOC objects within that period and explains the 

inconsistency relied on, the amendment must not proceed until resolved. 

34. The ERP may be amended by the Approval holder at any time, provided 

the amendments are: 

a. for the purpose of improving the efficacy of the management of 

weeds; 

b. for the purpose of providing for better planting and maintenance 

methodology(s). This may include substituting plant species if it is 

found that a more appropriate plant species is better suited to this 

environment, while achieving biodiversity enhancements; 

c. for the purpose of applying best practicable measures; 

d. consistent with the conditions of this approval; and 

e. submitted in writing to DOC 10 days prior to any amendment being 

implemented. 

35. Plants must be eco-sourced within the Wellington Ecological District and 

sourced from a reputable nursery able to provide provenance information 

on request. 

36. Except where the ERP specifies a different and ecologically appropriate 

grade for a particular species or location, all plants must be healthy, not 

root-bound, and generally no smaller than PB2 at the time of planting. 

37. Slow-release fertiliser may be used where recommended by the ecologist 

or nursery supplier for the relevant species and site conditions. 

38. Weed-free mulch may be used where recommended by the ecologist for 

moisture retention and weed suppression, except in wetland areas or other 

locations where mulch is ecologically inappropriate. 

 

Mammalian Pest Management 
39. The Approval holder must implement the Mammalian Pest Management 

Plan during the periods stated in Table 3. 

40. The Approval holder may amend the Mammalian Pest Management Plan 

where the amendment is certified by a suitably qualified and experienced 

ecologist as improving practicality or efficacy while remaining materially 

consistent with these conditions.  

a. The Approval holder must give DOC written notice at least 10 

working days before implementation.  

b. If DOC objects within that period and explains the inconsistency 

relied on, the amendment must not proceed until resolved 
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41. The Approval holder must undertake monitoring of mammalian pest 

management in accordance with the Mammalian Pest Management Plan 

using a trigger or calendar-based approach, and must: 

a. Undertake monitoring for each target species using methods as 

deemed appropriate by a suitably qualified and experienced 

ecologist;  

b. Reasonably demonstrate that controls measures are effectively 

reducing pest populations over calendar year, Approval Holder 

must implement additional pest control in accordance with the 

Mammalian Pest Management Plan, as specified by the suitably 

qualified ecological and monitor the outcomes of any additional 

control.  

42. The Applicant must provide DOC with an annual report within 30 working 

days after each year of implementation. The report must summarise pest 

control undertaken, monitoring results, any threshold exceedances, and 

any response actions implemented. 

 

Contaminated land 

43. If, within 12 months after settlement, contamination (as defined in National 

Environmental Standard for Assessing and Managing Contaminants in 

Soil to Protect Human Health) is identified on the Approval holder’s Land 

transferred to the Crown and that contamination:  

a. was caused by the activities of the Approval holder occurring 

before settlement;  

b. was not disclosed in the pre-settlement contamination reports; and  

c. exceeds the applicable standard for the actual or intended 

conservation and recreation use of the land under the Resource 

Management (National Environmental Standard for Assessing and 

Managing Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human Health) 

Regulations 2011 requiring management, then the Approval holder  

must, after receiving written notice, be given a reasonable 

opportunity to investigate and carry out any remediation or risk-

management works.  

Compliance is to the standard required by any remediation plan 

prepared by a suitably qualified contaminated land practitioner. 

44. Before settlement, the Applicant must undertake a targeted contaminated 

land investigation of the discrete area identified in the Northern Gully, 
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including the deposited material in the stream bed and on the adjacent 

stream embankment. 

45. The investigation must be undertaken by a suitably qualified contaminated 

land practitioner and must determine whether contamination associated 

with the area is present at concentrations requiring management or 

remediation having regard to: 

a. the applicable soil contaminant standards for the actual or intended 

conservation and recreation use of the land under the Resource 

Management (National Environmental Standard for Assessing and 

Managing Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human Health) 

Regulations 2011, where applicable;  

b. where relevant to potential effects on water, sediment or ecological 

receptors, the ANZG (2018) default guideline values or other 

applicable environmental guideline values. 

c. If the investigation identifies contamination requiring management 

or remediation, the Applicant must prepare and implement a 

remediation or risk-management plan certified by a suitably 

qualified contaminated land practitioner; and 

d. Compliance with Conditions 44 to c is achieved when a suitably 

qualified contaminated land practitioner certifies that any 

contamination associated with the deposited area has been 

investigated and, where required, managed or remediated to the 

standard required for the actual or intended conservation and 

recreation use of the land detailed above. 

 

Continuance of rights 

46. The rights and obligations of the parties under this agreement continue 

beyond settlement of this agreement accordingly those rights and 

obligations will not merge in the settlement but will continue thereafter with 

full force and effect. 

 



 

 

Date: 15 June 2026 
From: Shalini Sanjeshni, Project Manager 
Re: PACKAGE A: Proposed ecological improvements in response to Belmont Quarry 

Development, Post DOC Report Fast-Track Project FT308. 
 

 

designed epartment of Conservation (DOC)
included as part of the Land Exchange Application, submitted DOC on 10 

 

of the draft Report and the recommended condition 
proposed by DOC Draft Report Winstone has amended their Improvement Package  
amendments respond to matters raised regarding; 
proposed Dry Creek planting and the increasing the duration of mammalian pest management from 
5 to 10 years  Winstone also has made provision for public access onto the DOC Get land, via the 

 

Enabling public access has implication for future nature- is 

activities and visitors to directly experience these restoration plantings, taking into account 
feedback from the Conservation Board and Botanical Society about ensuring that there are 
opportunities for access and community in  

Winstone and are referenced in the draft conditions that form part 
 and presented 

:  

Package A includes:   

 Planting: Flora, pest control measures for up to 10 years ( as detailed in 
 

 Southern Gully:  to be planted in the southern gully  
 Dry Creek Approximately  area 
 Firth Block: 1000 kamahi and 1000 kanuka 
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Date: 14 June 2026 
From: Shalini Sanjeshni, Project Manager 
Re: PACKAGE B Proposed ecological improvements in response to Belmont Quarry 

Development, Post DOC Report Fast-Track Project FT308 
 

As part of the proposed land exchange, and in consideration of the DOC Draft Report, Winstone 
 the  At this stage 

of the process, it is uncertain which legal test will be applied by the expert panel, and Winstone will 
not know which approach will be adopted until the   

The proposed works will be undertaken by Winstone Aggregates (Winstone) and are referenced in 
draft conditions in the form Package A conditions and Package B  

The two packages correspond to the two versions of the act Package A is premised on the pre-
amendment  the values 
associated with the QEII covenant are not discounted, and by Winstone as 
part of the land exchange application on 10 December remains, with the addition of providing public 
access to the Southern Gully   

It is understood from BlueGreen’s (2026)1 response on the Draft DOC Report that no additional 
Package A is 

Package B 
 

However, as a conservative measure, and in the event the Panel decide to apply the post-

adjacent to the exchange area in the Belmont Regional Park where further planting could be 
undertaken (Figure 1)  Package B provides improvements by way of restoration and enhancement of 

control for a further 200 swamp maire and ramarama is proposed in this area to address the 
discounting of values associated with the QEII covenants (if required) Package B will be 
implemented alongside Package A and would result in an overall exchange in favour of the crown  

Details of both packages are presented below and in the subsequent T    

Package A includes:   

 Planting: Flora, pest control measures and physical works for up to 10 years (as detailed in 
 

 Southern Gully- 200 swamp maire in the southern gully  
 Dry Creek - Approximately  
 Firth Block 1000 kamahi and 1000 kanuka   
 Addition of public access via the right of way to Southern Gully  

Package B includes:   

 
1 BlueGreen (2026) Response DOC Botanical Assessment 



 

 

   
 200 swamp maire planting in the Belmont Regional Park, within the indicative area shown in 

Figure 1    
 200 ramarama planting in the Belmont Regional Park, within the indicative area shown in 

Figure 1  
 5 year weed management in Belmont Regional Park to assist with the establishment of 

200 swamp maire and 200 ramarama 
 10-year pest management in the Belmont Regional Park to assist with the establishment of 

200 swamp maire and 200 ramarama
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Wellington office
PO Box 11646
Manners St, Wellington 
6142

Upper Hutt
PO Box 40847
1056 Fergusson Drive

Masterton office
PO Box 41
Masterton 5840

0800 496 734
www.gw.govt.nz
info@gw.govt.nz

By email:
Shalini Sanjeshni (Winstone Aggregates) 
Phernne Tancock 
Philip Heffernan (Winstone Aggregates) 

Winstone Aggregates (Winstone’s) Belmont Quarry Development

Support for Offset/Mitigation Proposal

15 June 2026

Shalini Sanjeshni 
Project Manager
Fletcher Concrete and Infrastructure Limited trading as Winstone Aggregates 
C/- 810 Great South Road
Penrose 
Auckland 1061

Dear Shalini

I refer to your correspondence dated 11June 2026, seeking Greater Wellington’s confirmation of support
for Winstone’s proposed Belmont Quarry Development – Belmont Regional Park Offset Areas 
associated with the Belmont Quarry Development project, (the project).

I confirm our support in principle for the use of land within Belmont Regional Park, consisting of two
potential sites:

Land that is part of the Conservation Estate (owned by the Crown but which is managed and 
controlled by Greater Wellington as Belmont Regional Park) in the immediate vicinity of the 
Proposed OBDA land; and

A block of land known as the Heffernan Block that is within the Regional Park and owned by 
Hutt City.

Greater Wellington Regional Council gives support for the use of this identified land for use for 
biodiversity restoration and enhancement (the proposed works), which may be required for 
offsetting/mitigation purposes involved in regulatory requirements of the project.

Greater Wellington’s support for the use of this land is subject to the matters outlined below.
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We confirm the following:

• The proposed works described in the correspondence dated 11 June 2026 are not currently
subject to programmed works by Greater Wellington that would conflict with the proposed 
offset or mitigation activities.  

• The proposed works are generally consistent with the long-term management intent for the land,
including ecological management and site restoration.

• The land is held as Belmont Regional Park land and managed by Greater Wellington and is subject 
to applicable statutory and management plan requirements being a recreation reserve. 

For the avoidance of doubt, this letter confirms support from an asset management perspective only.

The regulatory process for the Belmont Quarry Development Project is managed through the relevant
statutory approval pathway, including the requirements of the Resource Management Act 1991 and/or
the Fast-track Approvals Act 2024. Accordingly:

• The proponent must comply with all relevant statutory requirements.

• Any offset or mitigation proposal must be assessed and accepted through the applicable 
consent or approval process.

• This letter does not override orpre-empt any regulatory decision regarding the 
appropriateness, scale, or location of the proposed offset or mitigation.

Should statutory approval be granted for the Belmont Quarry Development Project, a separate
agreement with Greater Wellington Regional Council will be required to address operational matters, 
including (as applicable):

• Access arrangements

• Health and safety requirements

• Staging/timing of works

• Methodology of works – Winstone’s will consult Greater Wellington, in its capacity as manager of 
Belmont Regional Park as part of the development of the Ecological Restoration Plan for this area to 
ensure that the proposed methods align with Greater Wellington’s management methods for park 
restoration and biodiversity enhancement in Belmont Regional Park. 

• Maintenance and monitoring obligations

• Long-term management responsibilities

• Any cost recovery or funding arrangements
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We appreciate the opportunity to review and discuss the proposal and trust that this letter assists you in
progressing the necessary approvals.

Nāku iti noa, nā.

David Boone
Manager, Ecosystems & Community




