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STATEMENT OF REBUTTAL EVIDENCE OF TREFFERY JEAN
BARNETT FOR THE NEW ZEALAND TRANSPORT AGENCY
1

Qualifications and experience

1.1

My full name is Treffery Jean Barnett. I am a senior ecologist with
Bioresearches Group Limited.

1.2

My qualifications and experience are set out in my Evidence in Chief
(‘EIC’) dated 20 April 2017.

1.3

I repeat the confirmation that I provided in the EIC that I have read, and
agree to comply with the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses 2014.

1.4

My rebuttal evidence relates to the resource consent applications and
notices of requirement lodged by the New Zealand Transport Agency
(‘Transport Agency’) with the Environmental Protection Authority (‘EPA’)
on 14 December 2016 for the Northern Corridor Improvements Project
(‘Project’).

2

Scope of evidence

2.1

In this rebuttal evidence, I address matters raised in the planning
evidence of Mr Turner for Auckland Council relating to the resource
consents. Mr Turner raises a number of issues relating to mitigation and
compensation for the loss of the ‘stream’ within the Project area.

2.2

The fact that this rebuttal statement does not respond to every matter
raised in the evidence of submitter witnesses within my area of expertise
should not be taken as acceptance of the matters raised.

3

Background

3.1

As set out in my EIC,1 part of one of the artificial concrete lined
watercourses (stormwater drainage channel) within Project area is
considered by Auckland Council to be a ‘stream’ under the Auckland
Unitary Plan (Operative in Part) (‘AUP’). This ‘stream’ is to be reclaimed
as part of the Project.

1

Paragraphs 8.10-8.12 of my EIC.
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3.2

As shown in the photograph in Annexure A of my evidence, the length of
drainage channel considered to be ‘stream’ is 17.4m. I note that the area
to be reclaimed is incorrectly shown on the map attached as Appendix 1
of Mr Turner’s evidence. The ‘stream’ is located within the Rosedale
Wastewater Treatment Plant site (and runs through the existing
Constellation Dry Pond) and conveys stormwater from the Unsworth
Heights area through to another concrete lined channel. Because the
stormwater discharge is conveyed from an enclosed concrete lined
stormwater system to an open, unshaded, dominantly concrete lined
stormwater system, and drains to another open, unshaded, concrete lined
stormwater system, the drainage channel contains very poor aquatic
habitat.

3.3

It should also be noted that Auckland Council interprets the part of the
stream inside the footprint of the Constellation dry pond (a Council pond
operated and maintained by the Council) not to be a ‘stream’. The
rationale for this is that existing resource consent for the dry pond (and
associated dam) and its construction has effectively ‘removed’ the
‘stream’ from the existing environment and as such, it does not exist.

4

Consistency with the AUP objectives and policies

4.1

Mr Turner’s evidence suggests that the Project is ‘arguably’ not consistent
with the objectives and policies of the AUP relating to the management of
freshwater systems. In particular, he cites policy B7.3.2(4) and E3.3(2).
Mr McGahan addresses these policies in his evidence in detail. However,
I wish to comment on the application of Policies B7.3.2(4) and E3.3(2), (3)
and (4).

5

Policy B7.3.2(4)

5.1

Policy B7.3.2(4) requires the loss of stream to be avoided unless a
number of factors are satisfied. Mr Turner agrees that the stream loss is
required to provide for infrastructure and that no practicable alternative
exists. However, he argues that the following factors have not been
satisfied:
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a

Mitigation measures are implemented to address the adverse effects
arising from the loss in freshwater system functions and values; and

b

Where adverse effects cannot be adequately mitigated,
environmental benefits including on-site or off-site works are
provided.

5.2

The mitigation proposed for the Project includes removing any native fish
present within the ‘stream’, ensuring the downstream effects of sediment
discharge are minimised and staging and timing the works to minimise the
effects on the surrounding aquatic environment. These requirements are
included in the conditions of consent.2

5.3

In terms of ‘environmental on-site benefits’, the proposed stormwater
wetland will provide significant ecological benefits above the current
situation, as outlined in my EIC.3

5.4

In my opinion, further biodiversity offsetting is unnecessary in this instance
because the adverse effects of the loss of the 17.4m of very low quality
aquatic habitat (unshaded concrete lined channel) are negligible.
Accordingly, there is also no need to consider the need for off-site works.
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Objectives E3.2 (2) and (3) and policy E3.3(2)

6.1

Mr Turner also points to the following objectives and policies in the AUP:
a

Objective E3.2(2): Auckland's lakes, rivers, streams and wetlands are
restored, maintained or enhanced.

b

Objective E3.2(3): Significant residual adverse effects on lakes,
rivers, streams or wetlands that cannot be avoided, remedied or
mitigated are offset where this will promote the purpose of the
Resource Management Act 1991.

c

Policy E3.3(2): Manage the effects of activities in, on, under or over
the beds of lakes, rivers, streams or wetlands outside the overlays
identified in Policy E3.3(1) by:

2
3

Conditions EC.1, and EW.11.
Paragraphs 8.14-8.15 of my EIC
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(a) avoiding where practicable or otherwise remedying or mitigating
any adverse effects on lakes, rivers, streams or wetlands; and
(b) where appropriate, restoring and enhancing the lake, river, stream
or wetland.

6.2

Mr Turner argues that ‘any’ adverse effects relating to the loss of this
17.4m of stream must be addressed. As outlined above, I remain of the
opinion that the aquatic value of the stream is very low and thus not
appropriate or necessary to restore or enhance this section of ‘stream’,
and that offset in this situation is not required. The Guidance on Good
Practice Biodiversity Offsetting in New Zealand4 specifies that “once all
reasonable measure to avoid, minimise and remedy adverse effects have
been proposed, any significant residual adverse impacts can then be
considered for biodiversity offsetting.” The document then defines
significant effects as “effects that are ecologically meaningful or of nonminor ecological importance.” In my opinion the loss of the 17.4m of open
concrete lined channel is of negligible ecological value, and therefore, no
biodiversity offsetting is required.

6.3

I note for completeness, that the surrounding environment within the
Rosedale Wastewater Treatment Plant also has very low (negligible)
value aquatic habitat both above and below the ‘stream’ that will be lost,
and this is a working site with operational constraints. Therefore, there is
no further realistic potential, above that provided by the proposed wetland,
to provide any enhancement to the aquatic habitat in this area.

7

Conclusion

7.1

I remain of the opinion that the Project, including the loss of 17.4m of very
low value ‘stream’ within the Rosedale Wastewater Treatment Plant, is
consistent with the objectives and policies of the AUP.

Ministry for the Environment, Department of Conservation, Ministry of Primary Industries, Ministry of Business, Innovation &
Employment, Land Information New Zealand, and New Zealand Government (2014). Guidance on Good Practice Biodiversity Offsetting
in New Zealand. Ministry for the Environment, Department of Conservation, Ministry of Primary Industries, Ministry of Business,
Innovation & Employment, Land Information New Zealand, and New Zealand Government. August 2014. 44pp.
4
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________________________
Treffery Jean Barnett
15 June 2017

6505300

7

Annexure A
Non-complying Freshwater Habitat in RWWTP South of Pond 1

Photo 1. Location of 17.4m of non-complying watercourse within RWWTP.
Source: Aerial Photo Base Map from Auckland Council Viewer

Photo 2. Non-complying freshwater habitat, 17.4m length of ‘stream’.
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Photo 3. ‘Non-complying freshwater habitat - (view from RWWTP access road).
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