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Whangamata Stormwater Improvement Project 

Presenta�on to Whangamata Community Board 

By Ian Holyoake of Whangamata Stormwater Ac�on Group 

16 July 2024 

Request to Voluntarily appoint an Independent Commissioner 

This document is a dra!:  

This is a formal request to the Community Board to voluntarily support the appointment of an 

independent commissioner to ‘co-ordinate and manage’ the Whangamata Stormwater Improvement 

Project, create the Master Plan and see the implementa�on of scopes/projects of improvements. 

I would like to move this dra1 into a formal term of reference for the engagement of the 

independent commissioner. This request is to be read in conjunc�on with my WSAG discussion 

Document dated 16 June 2024 and my request to the Community Board as submi4ed dated 4 June 

2024. Together these documents form the basis of my recommenda�ons to the Community Board. 
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Summary: 

 

The current process of ‘engagement between council and stakeholders through workshops’ is not 

working. I proposed at the last Community Board mee�ng that the Community Board take the 

ini�a�ve to manage stakeholders’ engagement.  

On 10th July 2024 council responded with the following: 

It was discussed that there is already a fully established Whangamatā Stormwater Improvement 

Working Group, which is consistent with other areas.  As well as upda ng the website, the Water 
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Service Manager, District Manager and Board Chair have ini ated the following changes to assist 

with the flow of informa on: 

1. Minutes of the Stormwater Community Stakeholder Engagement meetings can be received 

as a “For your Information report” in upcoming Community Board agenda 

2. Those same minutes will be added to the webpage above 

3. Water Service Manager to update Board as part of the formal Work Program Report 

4. Community Board representatives at the Stormwater Community Stakeholder Engagement 

events to informally update Board as part of networking 

 

With due respect this provides no benefit to community. It does not solve the missing Master Plan, 

disclose its content, provide a �metable for its release or con�nue my proposal as lodged.  

I have already advised twice that workshop minutes prepared by council have been inaccurate and 

that Councillors and Community Board members the email refers to have not been a4ending 

workshops.  

Since the last Community Board mee�ng, I asked council for 3 things. Instead of providing the 

informa�on council turned my requests into LGOIMA requests (which they weren’t) which effec�vely 

delayed the informa�on for 20 days.  

The informa�on when it arrived opened more lines of inves�ga�on. Council claim they did receive a 

peer review of the Drybasin dated 4 days prior to my mee�ng with council on 30 May 2024. This 

should have been part of that discussion. Council also states that despite the ‘peer review’ council 

will remain responsible if the Drybasin fails. This is not consistent with the purpose of peer reviews.  

Yet more LGOIMA requests are required. I am already labelled by council as ‘persistent’ and placed 

on LGOIMA restric�ons. This does not demonstrate transparency, open engagement or the desire to 

share informa�on. What do I have to do to get engagement and transparency for SAG and 

stakeholders? 

I am a volunteer. Council commented this was my choice. Whilst that is true council has had every 

opportunity to welcome posi�ve input from SAG. I refer you to the a4ached references at the end of 

this request. This is posi�ve proof SAG has not been siCng on the fence cri�cising.  

I prepared a ‘discussion document’ on 16 June 2024 between TCDC, WRC and SAG for responses by 

18 July 2024. The ques�ons I wanted to have discussed are the important ma4ers the Community 

Board needs to include1 in its Agenda Packets and recorded minutes.  

WRC response was immediate but unacceptable. TCDC has not responded or acknowledged my 

discussion request. I lodge this discussion document request formally to the Community Board now. 

I am of the firm opinion that suppor�ng the appointment of an independent commissioner would 

remove all concerns of ‘conflict’ or ‘skin in the game’. It would ensure decision making is based on 

fairness and transparency to benefit the community and restore faith in council. 

Community has li4le if any trust le1 in council. They are afraid to come forward to volunteer as we 

(SAG) have to be labelled, abused and have media statements to denigrate our professional input. 

For council to claim in media releases ‘we must let the experts decide’ is disrespecHul to SAG 

 
1 In my opinion as stakeholder representa�ve WSAG 
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volunteers. To then find out no expert report was even prepared before the media release is 

despicable.   

 

The primary reasons for this request are: 

 

Protec�on of Ratepayers Interests 

The bulk of funding for Stormwater Improvements comes from rates and fees. For over 20 years 

ratepayers have funded rates in an�cipa�on of flood protec�on. Despite council having a CSDC it has 

failed to deliver a comprehensive or consistent Stormwater Management Plan. 

The issues for ratepayers include: 

1. The Whangamata CSDC has been managed by Council since 2001 without any formal 

engagement or consulta�on with ratepayers (and those affected) who are funding Council2. 

 

2. RMA 1991 sec�on 303 places the statutory responsibility onto WRC our Regional Authority to 

manage stormwater discharges. WRC has not conducted any form of engagement or 

consulta�on with affected par�es. 

 

3. WRC email dated 19th June 2024 states ‘the management of the Whangamata stormwater 

network components are best discussed with TCDC, who manage the network for the 

community.’ The statutory provisions provided within RMA to protect affected persons 

expect WRC to manage Council to ensure Council is complying with communi�es’ interests 

and the provisions of RMA (and Building Act 2004). The expecta�on is WRC are checking and 

approving compliance with RMA and WRC Stormwater Guidance policy. This is not visible to 

us. 

 

4. When the Stormwater Workshops began Council had removed the $6.36M for stormwater 

improvements. It was resurrected a1er debate. In the workshops we learnt $9.17M would 

be included in the upcoming LTP (for the next 3-5 years) and that more would be made 

available if needed. The latest LTP has appor�oned the $9.17M over 10 years. It is of concern 

that Council can divert monies. 

 

5. During workshops, debate and council media statements threats have been made if we 

argued we would lose all the money. It is of concern Council makes threats of this nature 

using collected rates as bargaining tools.   

 

 
2 Watercare Services vs Auckland Council 2011 NZEnvC 155 ‘consulta�on is best prac�ce, and it would be 

foolish for a party not to consult with those with a known interest in a proposal. Consulta�on is ac�vely 

encouraged (if not directed) by the Court. 
3 Sec�on 30 of the RMA sets out the statutory responsibili�es of regional councils. These include controlling 

the use of land for soil conserva&on purposes, maintenance and enhancement of water quality and 

ecosystems, and controlling discharges of contaminants. 
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6. The Williamson Pond decision to become a Wetland is a clear breach of Council protec�ng 

Ratepayers money. That decision included installing two Gross Pollutant Traps that are totally 

unjus�fied and unnecessary. Discussed later. TCDC Reserves Policy requires engagement 

before designs are confirmed regarding the use of Reserve Land. This did not happen. It is 

noted that the Williamson Reserve is a deed of gi1 for the community use – not for 

stormwater infrastructure. Stormwater infrastructure must be removed. 

 

7. Installing a flying fox in the Island View Reserve altered exis�ng stormwater assets (the 

deten�on basin) to an extent it caused a washout of the shoreline. Council failed to consider 

the adverse effect of reducing the deten�on basin storage capacity.  

 

8. Kiwi Rd improvements directed significant extra catchment to low lying proper�es causing 

flooding and extensive damage. Council has failed to respond to any request for explana�on. 

It appears this was a ‘design and build’ project that had no oversight from Council or WRC 

meaning the interests of ratepayers and affected par�es were totally ignored to their 

detriment.  

 

9. Council released media statements included men�on council has engaged with Iwi over the 

Wetland. I am par�cularly concerned ‘consulta�on with Iwi occurred when it did’, 6 months 

a1er council made the wetland decision. Legisla�on requires consulta�on with Iwi, but in 

this instance, I find it troublesome. The way the media statement reads council has belatedly 

consulted with Iwi to provide support for its decision to support the unlawful4 wetland 

decision. Council has not named the Iwi or whether these Hapu are residents or affected 

par�es or par�es with an interest in Whangamata. Council has failed to provide me5 with 

essen�al informa�on so I would conclude Iwi hapu members will be no be4er informed than 

me. Councillors reported to SAG that council advised them the ‘stakeholders had agreed to 

the Wetland’ which is untrue. The consultant’s email to WRC dated 3 April claims ‘we mostly 

have the community on board’ – which is blatantly untrue.  

 
4 OAG publica�on Open for Business states decisions cannot be made in workshops. Despite this the wetland 

decision was made. Even a1er bringing this to the a4en�on of council and councillors a4empts were made to 

ra�fy the unlawful decision. 
5 Me – as in my role as stakeholder’s representa�ve within the Whangamata Stormwater Ac�on Group. 
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My concern is race rela�ons are at a disturbingly low ebb. Councils are required by law to 

allow Iwi input. Whangamata is a �ght community, and no-one wants confronta�on with 

friends and neighbours. Was council transparent with Iwi? If not, this could be labelled a very 

divisive abuse of legisla�on established to empower community to consider each other’s 

points of view to work together.  Iwi did not get invited or a4end workshops where the 

debate of op�ons was to occur. I for one would like to hear the views of whoever hapu was 

consulted. Iwi are part of community, own property and need the very same stormwater 

protec�ons and work towards the common goal to clear up water discharges. It is an insult 

to both Iwi hapu and stakeholders that consulta�on was ‘late’, ‘if at all’, ‘if truthful’ and 

‘sani�sed’ all behind closed doors. I am sure Iwi would like to be told the truth to confirm 

they made the decision in good faith and on its merits. I am sure Iwi would also want to hear 

our views.  

 

Level of Service 

Level of service is cri�cal to expecta�ons of community. Currently at least 4 different versions 

appear in Council statements. 

 

10. Connected Proper&es: Current LTP 2024-2034 Service Levels and performance measures for 

stormwater – ‘For each flooding event the number of habitable floors affected (per 1000 

connected proper�es) baseline 1’. Very few Whangamata proper�es are connected to 

stormwater by way of roof or property drainage systems. What exactly does this mean? Do 

the RFS actually go anywhere when we have no ‘connected proper�es’ other than retail and 

commercial proper�es. 
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11. Connected Proper&es: Current LTP 2024-2034 Service Levels and performance measures for 

stormwater – ‘Number of complaints received about the performance of the stormwater 

system (per 1000 connected proper�es) Baseline 5.03’. Very few Whangamata proper�es are 

connected to stormwater by way of roof or property drainage systems. What exactly does 

this mean? What is a ‘complaint’ when Councils website does not include an op�on under 

RFS to complain about stormwater? Extract from LTP 2024-2034 ‘meet the needs of our 

communi es’.  

 

12. Maintenance of catchment area within Whangamata. Council has provided the KTB 

Stormwater Management Plan that s�pulates catchpits are to be cleaned annually in May 

but refused to provide maintenance logs or contracts to support this. In response Council 

states they only clean catchpits a1er complaints a1er storms. This is not a LoS.  

 

13. Road sweeping is an important considera�on in coastal towns with significant windblown 

sand and sand bases. Sweeping a1er windblow will reduce the amount of sediment entering 

and filing catchpits. 

 

14. Management of RFS is prac�cally non-existent. Many affected owners have come forward 

and stated this is not the first �me they have had to complain. The true performance 

measure would be outstanding RFS. 

 

15. Hazard Tags on property files. It is expected that stormwater improvement projects would 

come from proper�es being repeatedly flooded. The ‘improvements’ would then remove the 

hazard tags. Whilst many proper�es are below the road crowns this of itself does not mean 

they are or will flood. Most of our inves�ga�ons clearly show road water runoff is the cause 

of flooding. 

 

16. SAG has been provided with Opus project documents prepared in 2005 covering much of 

what is now being proposed. It is difficult to reconcile councils LoS when it engages 

consultants to inves�gate, make recommenda�ons, prepare scopes and projects to meet 

community expecta�ons of LoS to then get nothing.  
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Protec�ng our Coast 

 

Whangamata is blessed with its natural Beach, Harbour and Estuaries. Development of Forestry and 

farming are causing dras�c and irreversible adverse effects to our Estuaries and Harbour (and likely 

replenishment of sand and dunes). Developing the sand dunes into housing is causing more adverse 

effects. It is incumbent on WRC and Council to provide sufficient space for natural growth of towns, 

but this must be balanced whilst s�ll protec�ng our Beach, Harbour and Estuaries.  

 

17. Coastal management plan to remove discharge pipes from the Coast. Removing discharge 

pipes from the beach must be a priority otherwise we will be le1 with a ‘dead’ beach.  

 

18. Council has ‘pumped’ contaminated water6 onto the beach 3 �mes over the past 15 months. 

Whilst this was the only op�on le1 it should not have got to this stage. The issue became 

exacerbated from the 2018 Opus report7 increasing the pipe discharges into the pond.  

 

19. Councils current plan for stormwater is to construct more discharge pipes onto the beach. 

This is without engagement with community. 

 

20. Council constructed a pipe discharge onto the beach at access 11 without any discussion or 

engagement. 

 

 

Specific Inves�ga�ons Ignored 

 

Stormwater failures are generally because of failed design, unauthorised changes of failure to 

maintain. It is incumbent on Council as manager of our CSDC to inves�gate why designs have failed, 

whether changes have been made (e.g. disrup�ng overland flow paths), or whether maintenance 

would have prevented the adverse event.  

Council refuses to discuss any failure or flooding issue. The expecta�on is communi�es pay rates for 

a LoS which includes knowing whether that LoS is being examined with an open mind and with 

transparency. These are a few of the more serious ones. 

Most of the conten�ous flooding is to loca�ons included in the Opus 2005 report. The transparent 

thing for council to do was review the Opus recommenda�ons and get them underway. Instead, 

council have engaged more consultants to ‘be4er plot the low points’. These were already known. 

Opus maps produced in 2005 depict all these areas s�ll flooding.  

 
6 Council claims that road water is contaminated. Detaining road water in the old ‘pond’ was illegal and became 

contaminated with algae bloom and sludge. Despite this knowledge council pumped the water out onto the 

beach 3 �mes since Gabrielle.  
7 Council has not yet provided this document but has supplied the Opus drawings for the pipe upgrade to 

1050mm Dia indica�ng readiness to increase the catchment to discharge into Williamson another 7 �mes. The 

pond hasn’t coped since the last increase in catchment so could never cope with more.  
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21. Williamson Pond design. Ini�ally it was understood that the weir rebuild in 2008 was to allow 

infiltra�on out the base but also under the spillway through the weir. It was rumoured that 

Geotech cloth had been used around rocks to promote increased soakage though the weir. 

Council refused to provide any drawings despite a local engineer s�ll in prac�ce being the 

designer. Council refused to accept when the pond was full it would restrict upper pipe 

networks from draining. Council refused to acknowledge that each dredge out of the bo4om 

had lowered the basin to below the water table so s�ll water remained, got warmed and 

grew algae bloom. Now that the weir has been opened, we could see how it was built. If this 

was known last year in April when we asked for a pipe flooding would have receded months 

before it did. Council refuses to accept detaining water in the pond8 will adversely affect and 

li1 the water table to the surrounding ground reducing the ability of the water table to drain.  

WRC emails state the Gross Pollutant Traps are not acceptable and that discharge onto the 

beach is not to make it worse9. What is of concern is the 2018 Opus report and pipe upgrade 

is misdirected and not in accordance with good stormwater management, the gross 

pollutant traps are not needed, and the consultant fees have been wasted since 2018. These 

costs are likely to be close to $1.5M-$2M 

 

22. Kiwi Rd improvements. Council has refused to discuss the failed design and construc�on. 

Council has even stated in LGOIMA that Kiwi Rd had no stormwater improvements. This is 

false as 1200 lm of curb and channel have been installed to manage road water runoff by 

marshalling and direc�ng it to 10 catchpits and 5 soakage devices. A le4er to the mayor went 

no-where.  When council did respond they mislead the owner that was complaining.  

 

23. Island View shoreline washout. Council refused to inves�gate the cause. In response council 

authorised Pinnacle Construc�on to provide a design and build – which included hundreds of 

Cirtex buried into the ground. It is understood council has shelved this project likely because 

the cost would have been in the millions. Allowing a contractor to design build is not 

managing the failure. WRC should have been protec�ng ratepayers and affected persons. 

Luckily council has agreed to delay that project, but it is unknown what is to be done.  

 

24. Mooloo is the subject of Opus 2005 report sta�ng no more impervious un�l a solu�on is 

found. My count is 14 building consents have been issued to proper�es that can drain into 

Mooloo basin. Ranfurly Rd has been concreted with just soakage devices which are installed 

below the winter water table so will be useless in winter. The Campsite has 5 approved BC 

each with driveways running to Ranfurly.  

 

25. Ranfurly floods yet more proper�es have been built 

 

26. Chartwell floods every rain. Council claimed it was because cesspits were blocked. The 

recent rain caused flooding again. The neighbour immediately went out and found the grate 

was not blocked.  

 

 
8 Example Williamson Pond as it was or a Wetland if constructed. Both hold water permanently so affects the 

surrounding water tables, or they require liners. 
9 The pipe through the weir means all rain events of a magnitude to cause road water to enter pipes will be 

discharging onto the beach. It is expected we will now have a permanent erosion channel hence making it 

worse. The SAG wants this to be temporary and all road water discharge removed from the Beaches. 
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27. The other 26 odd Opus recommenda�ons s�ll outstanding 

 

28. The Office of the Auditor General stormwater report 2018 stated councils10 would respond to 

storms by geCng a report and then doing li4le. This seemed to dissipate the community by 

leading them into the belief council was being proac�ve. Instead, council was claiming the 

storm was a 1 in 250-year events, so we’ll never see another.  

 

 

Compliance and Regulatory 

 

Compliance and Regulatory in respect to issuing land use and building consents. 

Despite warnings from Opus 2005, MBIE 2012, KTB and others council is s�ll issuing land use 

consents knowing the areas are not serviced by pipes or overland flow paths, with floor levels below 

the crown of the roads. 

I personally have offered free of charge to meet council staff and train them in these fields.  

Council has flood modelling plans created we believe in 2018. Council refuses to provide these even 

under LGOIMA. By withholding these from the community owners geCng plans done cannot predict 

if a property floods or whether it should be built on or whether the ground should be filled first.  

29. Council has issued the land use for the campsite11 with ar�culated surface flow paths of 

stormwater being discharged onto Diana, Beverly and Barbara. These streets already flood 

with many proper�es below the road crown. The overland flow paths are uncontrolled along 

roads and accessways leading to nuisance water and flooding. The adverse effects have been 

ignored. 

 

30. Currently 2 homes are being constructed on Ocean Rd below the road crown with ar�culated 

drawings showing an overland flow path behind the rear property. This overland flow path 

was blocked when Graham Road was formed.  

 

31. In my inves�ga�ons I would predict at least 100 homes have been built too low to comply 

with RMA or the Building Act. The figure could be 400.  

 

32. Tags are not visible un�l they are on the CT. This needs inves�ga�ng but my understanding is 

natural hazards are to be recorded on CT to protect interested par�es in case ‘councils 

records were not kept clear’.  

 

33. Council has been asked many �mes to correctly tag proper�es and require building consents 

to be lodged under s73 of the Building Act and have appropriate waivers. This failure 

becomes a con�ngent liability on council and our future rates. 

 
10 TCDC was one of 3 councils the Office inves�gated. 
11 47 major homes each with extensive impervious areas. Note WRC stormwater guidelines states changing 

pervious to impervious changes flood water by 4 �mes.  
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Master Plan 

 

Members of the Whangamata Stormwater Ac�on Group were invited to become stakeholders in 

council’s stormwater project. The ‘promise’ was a master plan by 23 November 2023.  

To date council has provided no insight into what the Master Plan would include. Council decided to 

retain its consultants and redirect their terms of reference to scopes and projects.  

This is not what we would expect of a Master Plan. It is accepted scopes and projects will be needed 

but these must be formulated into a planning document that the community and Community Board 

can approve. 

It is our belief to produce the Master Plan the following is required:  

34. CSDC must be completed and made public and available for consulta�on. It is not acceptable 

that since the ‘urgent CSDC applica�on was lodged in 2001’ that council has collected in 

today’s money upwards of $600M rates from our community and has not made anything 

public or allowed the community to par�cipate in LoS 

 

35. Toolbox of Solu�ons must be presented to public and made available to them to iden�fy if 

they have a tagged property and how or what to do to remove that tag. One major benefit of 

this is many owners will self-fund solu�ons meaning our budgets go further and owners of 

proper�es that do not flood will not be concerned they are funding others who purchased in 

flood areas. Toolbox to include: 
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36. Land Acquisi�ons where needed to open overland flow paths and open ground to raising. 

 

37. List of changes needed when new LoS is agreed to align the District Plan, Annual and LTP, 

Strategic and Corporate Goals, Councils website and CSDC. 

 

 

38. What protec�ons will WRC be providing considering a por�on of our rates goes to them for 

compliance. 

 

39. Introducing guidelines for the correct use of outside consultants. Current process is seen as a 

staff protec�on exercise.  

 

40. Council will need to trust its community, let them have a say and implement what comes of 

that engagement.  

 

41. It is noted Hamilton City Council engaged Morphum Environmental to prepare a Stormwater 

Master Plan in 2016. TCDC has used Morphum in the past so is familiar with their services. 

Snippets from that plan indicate gross pollutant traps and Wetlands (and other forms of 

treatment) is only considered for roads that have traffic counts greater than 5000 vpd12.  

 

 
12 Highly trafficked roads >5,000 Vpd (vehicles per day) with high contaminant producing land use are 

considered priority for treatment. Noted trucks contribute more than 16-30 �mes that of cars so categorizing 

vehicles by yield is important. 
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HCC Master Plan uses quotes from many other councils and sources including: 

 

Table 3 are not all the references used in ARC 2010 but more relevant as far as Hamilton is 

concerned. 
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Table 17 is the NZTA model for removal rates of contaminants HCC is modelled on.  
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Table B.1 is the representa�on of contaminant yields used in CLM. It is worthwhile taking into 

account ‘Roads’ with <1000 vpd yield less than 1000th that of roofs – Whangamata roof stormwater 

goes to soakage devices not to pipes so does not require treatment.  

This Master Plan is approved by WRC so it would be of interest to cut and paste this for Whangamata 

CSDC as our Reginal Council is the same. Whangamata popula�on is around 3% of Hamilton so we do 

not need to re-invent the wheel or spend vaste resources comple�ng a Master Plan. 

42. Council has done some traffic counts on several Urban streets a few years ago. These should 

be accessed to see how our streets compare to vpd. I would suspect only Port Road and 

Heatherington Road would have any vpd count that needs considera�on.  
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43. Councils claims that the Williamson Road discharge road water is contaminated is false. SAG 

has been no�fied council did contaminant tes�ng in 2018 (approx.) and found the samples 

were clear.  

 

44. SeCng up Neighbourly Hubs. That is along streets that have been formed by ‘cut to fill’ the 

low-lying property owners face the same problems. By geCng them into Hubs and providing 

guidance from the Toolbox and possibly free building consents and even incen�ves could 

solve a lot of the localised problems.  

 

45.  SeCng policies in place to keep ahead of sea level and inunda�on rise is cri�cal. This can 

start with policy that now excava�on material can be removed – must be applied to fill low 

lying areas. 

 

46. The Master Plan must work in with Coastal protec�on measures. Construc�ng hardwall 

protec�on will not work in Whangamata as we have insufficient land for deten�on basins 

between �des. 

 

Conclusion:  

 

We have the opportunity right now. If we squander this the outcomes will never be achieved – or 

delayed to such an extent, we would have lost the opportunity. Council has forwarded the first 

scopes of less than half of Whangamata. Already the costs are more than the $9.17M.13  

At the last Community Board mee�ng I proposed that the Community Board take the ac�ve role of 

managing the stakeholder’s input. Since that mee�ng I asked council 3 ques�ons. Councils’ response 

was to turn them into LGOIMA to delay me 20 days.  

I prepared the a4ached discussion document to coincide with the Community Board mee�ng on 16 

July 2024. I formally table that document now. WRC responded by saying its TCDC who manage the 

stormwater and did not accept the discussion part. TCDC has not responded. 

I have prepared numerous reports and summaries to li4le or no avail. Community should be able to 

engage with council purposely. That means we need induc�on into what council knows of the 

situa�on, what went wrong, what needs to be done to improve and whether there are more op�ons. 

I do not accept council has thought through the Drybasin at Williamson Park. The reten�on storage 

of 2100m3 will be filled with just 8 minutes of rain at the 2%AEP and if the Opus pipe upgrade was 

fully implemented that would cause the deten�on basin to fill in under 2 minutes. The velocity and 

disturbance would cut anything growing lose. The HCC wetland requires a 24-hour se4ling period for 

the first flush. This will never work.  

Council has now claimed it has peer reviewed the Drybasin but has not released it. I cannot be 

expected to prepare hundreds of LGOIMA to be engaged. This needs a full-�me person to just get 

what’s needed from council and to ensure they are doing things correctly to a Master Plan. 

 
13 5 areas tally $16.79M with year 1 CAPEX set at $2.135M for 2024-2025 with 6 areas yet to be assessed 

including some of the bigger items.  
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The Master Plan will not be provided as that will pin council down to achieving what it knows must 

be done – works that should have been done years ago. 

Councils’ workshops were to include a Councillor and Community Board representa�ve. This was to 

ensure the Community Board and elected members were privy to the discussions, op�ons and 

outcomes. This did not happen and when Rob and I asked for assistance we were dismissed as lay 

persons and that we should be heeding experts’ advice. It appears there was no expert advice.  

I seek the Community Board to support the appointment of an independent commissioner. 

My reasoning is I am not at all confident council can engage or be transparent. I will not be surprised 

when the independent commissioner works through the issues that council has failed to fully inform 

our elected members, or indeed mislead them, so they would not support Rob and myself when 

asked.  

I see no harm in agreeing to this appointment even if the only outcome is council learn how to 

engage and be transparent. The cost of an independent commissioner will be saved by ensuring the 

Master Plan meets community wishes and reducing the needless work and faulty design concepts 

presented so far. Stormwater is not all about more pipes.  

References:  

WSAG prepared submissions and reports: Total formal reports 29 

 

 


