
To the Environmental Protection Agency 

Att Cathryn Bridge 

Manager, Standards and Performance 

Nationally Significant Proposals. 

 

15/10/2011 

 

Dear Ms Bridge, 

 

The response from the EPA is nothing more than a whitewash. In your letter dated 12
th

 Oct you state 

that the Board has completed its statutory obligations.  

The Board's statutory obligations include ensuring just treatment of all litigants and maintaining 

public confidence in the process. The examples I have already provided lead me to believe this did not 

occur. 

 

The Board of Inquiry did do the following, 

 

1. Approved 60, 40 story wind turbines, pylons and substations on two very well known fault 

lines. It is ironic that the Canterbury earthquakes commission is now urging immediate 

strengthening of 3,500 masonry buildings throughout the country and that Minister Nick 

Smith is wanting an urgent change to the RMA to take into account natural hazards. The wind 

farm will be uninsurable. 

 

2. Knowingly turned a blind eye to the Wind Farm Agreement between PNCC and MRP which 

fraudulently and cynically overturns the Local Government Act 2002 and renders PNCC 

incapable of administering resource consents and acting on behalf of affected ratepayers. Note 

that one of the reasons Environment Minister Smith used for the decision to call in the wind 

farm was   the perceived bias of the Palmerston North City Council. “I also believe there were 

risks of the Palmerston North City Council being open to claims of bias and appeal because of 

it being the owner of the reserve land where the wind farm is proposed”  

http://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/minister-decides-board-inquiry-best-process-turitea-wind-

farm-proposal  

It is unacceptable that such a crucial and fundamental issue has been omitted from the Final 

Decision. 

 

3. Knowingly ignored evidence from the most highly qualified noise expert in NZ, Prof. 

Dickinson, and applied a noise standard, designed by vested interest groups, in a rural 

residential area. This noise standard does not consider health effects and also ignores the 

recent legislation passed in Australia that requires offset distances and consideration of health 

effects. The Board has done this on the basis of having a fixed amount of installed capacity as 

a figure to aim for, ie 68 MW as being an acceptable size for a wind farm.  

 

There are a host of other issues, a number of which have not been sent to the EPA but were covered 

by submitters, including:  

 

 Perjury by Mighty River Power employees Dr Heffernan and Mark Henry. The Board did 

nothing about this. 

 Computer espionage by Mighty River Power. The Board was given this evidence but did 

nothing. 

 MOU’s were never produced as evidence but were claimed as such, even though MRP had 6 

years to negotiate them. This is hearsay and is totally unacceptable. There was ample time for 

all MOU’s to be presented as evidence-in-chief along with other evidence. The Board cannot 

place any weight on something it and submitters have not seen. 

http://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/minister-decides-board-inquiry-best-process-turitea-wind-farm-proposal
http://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/minister-decides-board-inquiry-best-process-turitea-wind-farm-proposal


 The repeated failure by the Board to get its basic facts correct, including the following from 

Chapter 1.1 in the Final Decision 

 

“The proposed Turitea wind farm is located along the ridgelines of the northern Tararua 

Ranges in the Turitea Reserve and on surrounding farmland, 10 kilometres to the south east of  

Palmerston North”   

 

However. 

1/ The “farmland” is extensively settled rural residential, subdivisible into one hectare blocks. 

2/ The city boundary extends to the top of the Tararuas. 

3/ The wind farm is in Palmerston North. 

This repeated geographical falsity by the Board places the wind farm in the township of 

Pahiatua and makes the Board a laughingstock. 

and 

“The Turitea Reserve is the catchment which provides much of the water for  

Palmerston North City, with its population of around 68,000.”  

 

In 2010 the population was 81,300. 
http://www.localcouncils.govt.nz/lgip.nsf/wpg_url/Profiles-Councils-Palmerston-North-City-

Council-Main 

 

It appears that the line between objectivity, thorough process, just treatment of all litigants, 

and the agenda driving the Board to consent the wind farm have become blurred. 

 

All the matters I have raised are procedural matters and nothing to do with points of law. 

 

Statutory obligations require Environment Court standards and process to arrive at a decision.  

The Final Draft states the Board’s terms of reference, including in 1-1 paragraph 4 the following. 

 

“The draft and final reports are required to include the principal issues and the findings of fact.” 

 

I am not prepared to accept decision making I consider irresponsible and flawed and which has not 

included “the principal issues and the findings of fact” on matters which I and many other submitters 

repeatedly raised.  

 

Board members, hand-picked for such an important and complex decision presumably on the basis of 

their expertise have been engaged for a significant period of time and were well remunerated to 

prepare what should have been an incontestable and quality decision based on Environment Court 

objectives.  It is my opinion that the Board has tarnished the process by mistakes and omissions of 

pivotal matters and must be held accountable. The Board’s statutory obligations to apply Environment 

Court standards and processes in decision making have not been met and I believe this invalidates the 

Final Decision until such time as they are met. 

  

I am not prepared to be fobbed off and require detailed responses to the issues I have raised in my 

emails within ten working days. Furthermore I require an apology for the disgraceful conduct by 

former Judge Kenderdine during my presentation at the BOI hearings. Please see the attached letter. 

This letter was to be sent to Judge Newhook, however, he made it clear that matters regarding Turitea 

were outside his jurisdiction.   

 

In my opinion the Board has severely damaged the credibility of the Minister's call-in process and it is 

the Board’s responsibility to sort out what I consider to be a flawed and substandard report, as well as 

having to deal with any political fallout that could easily erupt.  

 

Paul Stichbury 

http://www.localcouncils.govt.nz/lgip.nsf/wpg_url/Profiles-Councils-Palmerston-North-City-Council-Main
http://www.localcouncils.govt.nz/lgip.nsf/wpg_url/Profiles-Councils-Palmerston-North-City-Council-Main


paulstichbury@gmail.com 

 

 

 


