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Chapter 1 : INTRODUCTION

FOREWORD
[1]

After consideration of all the evidence presented to the committee
during the course of the hearing and taking into account independent
legal advice in regard to the derogation issues raised by Solid Energy
New Zealand Limited in relation to its Stockton Coal Mine operations,
the committee has recommended to the Minister of Conservation to
grant consent to undertake a Restricted Coastal Activity in accordance
with Section 119 of the Resource Management Act 1991 and has granted
all the remaining consents sought. Details of the decision and
recommendation in full, with the conditions, are contained in Chapter 8
and 9 of this Determination.

BACKGROUND

[2]

[3]

[4]

[5]

[6]

[7]

[8]

Hydro Developments Ltd (HDL) is seeking resource consents from the
West Coast Regional Council (WCRC) and the Buller District Council
(BDC) to develop a hydro power scheme on the Stockton Plateau
(Stockton Plateau Hydro Scheme - the “Proposal”). The location of the
Proposal is shown in Plan C-000.

The applications were lodged with WCRC and BDC on 13 November
2008 and were publicly notified on 12 and 13 December 2008, with
submissions closing on 30 January 2009.

BDC engaged Staig & Smith Ltd to provide planning evidence on the
Council’s behalf. The Councils jointly engaged Opus International
Consultants Ltd to undertake independent technical audits of the
applications. These same experts have reviewed further information
that has been supplied and have provided technical input during the
preparation of the Section 42A report.

Following the completion of the initial technical audits, a request for
further information was sent to HDL on 19 March 2009, under Section
92 of the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA or “the Act”). Further
information was provided in response to that request on 9 April 2009.
After discussions between the Councils and HDL, further amendments
were made by HDL to the response on 26 May 2009.

Some additional information on bryophytes and hydrology was
provided by 3 June 2009. HDL engaged an expert to undertake further
studies on bryophytes in the reservoir footprints. The reporting on the
conclusions of those studies was not completed prior to the writing of
the Section 42A report, and was provided by HDL just prior to the
hearing.

It is noted that the timeframe for processing the resource consents has
at each stage been extended.

A total of 50 separate submitters lodged submissions on the consent
applications. Of the 50 submitters, 6 submitted on the applications
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received by BDC only, 12 submitted on the applications received by
WCRC only and 32 submitted on both ‘suites’ of applications. In total, the
WCRC received 44 submissions and BDC received 38 submissions on
which further information is provided under Chapter 3.

HEARING PROCEDURE

[9]

[10]

[11]

[12]

[13]

This was a joint hearing of the West Coast Regional Council and Buller
District Council. As one of the consents related to a Restricted Coastal
Activity (RCA), the provisions of Section 117 of the RMA requires both a
Minister of Conservation appointed Commissioner to be made to the
hearing committee, and a recommendation to be made to the Minister in
regard to that specific RCA consent. The Hearings Commissioners, who
were appointed and given the delegated authority to hear, decide and
recommend the applications, were:

* Mr Terry Archer, Councillor with the West Coast Regional Council
(Chair);

*Mr John Lumsden, a Civil Engineering Consultant, Christchurch;
and

*Ms Sharon McGarry, a Resource Management Consultant,
Christchurch who was appointed by the Minister of Conservation.

The Commissioners are collectively referred to as “the Hearings
Committee” in this decision.

The Committee visited the site on the Stockton Plateau on 30 August
2009 accompanied by Mr Chris Coll. Mr Coll provided very extensive and
helpful background information on the history of mining in the area,
together with a thorough and detailed knowledge of the proposal before
us.

The hearing was held in the Westport Bridge Club building situated on
Lyndhurst Street, Westport. The hearing commenced at 2.00pm on
Thursday 30 August 2009, had six sitting days, and was adjourned at
11.20 am on 6 August 2009. The administering council for the process
was the WCRC.

In opening the hearing, the Chair advised that the process to be followed
by the Committee would be with independent and open minds, and
decisions and recommendations will be made on the basis of the
application documents, the written submissions, and the evidence and
submissions put before the Committee during the hearing. There would
be no cross-examination, the applicant would speak first, followed by
submitters, Council officers, and the applicant’s right of reply. The Chair
asked if there were any questions, or any procedural or jurisdictional
matters the parties wished to raise, and there were none.
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[14]

The Committee wishes to acknowledge the contributions and help
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Chapter 2 : THE APPLICATION AND CONSENTS SOUGHT
DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTIVITY

[15]

[16]

[17]

[18]

The applications are fully described in the documentation lodged by the
applicant and will not be repeated in full here. In summary, 49 resource
consent applications have been lodged with the WCRC and BDC for the
construction, operation and maintenance of a hydro-electric power
scheme within the Stockton Plateau. It is noted that these applications
were ‘in process’ before the 1 October 2009 enactment of the Resource
Management (Simplifying and Streamlining) Amendment Act, and are
therefore subject to the RMA provisions prior to amendment.

The Stockton Plateau Hydro Electric Power Scheme (HEPS or “the
Scheme”) will be located on the Stockton Plateau. The scheme will
involve the diverting and damming of predominantly acid mine drainage
(AMD) water behind two roller compacted concrete (RCC) dam
structures. A number of small tunnels and weirs will be constructed to
both capture and divert a number of tributaries into two reservoirs (Mt
William and Weka).

Two main tunnels are to be constructed to provide the fall from the
reservoirs to the powerstations located at Weka and Granity. The
powerstations will be located within the tunnel structures. Once the
water has passed through the Granity power station, it will be
discharged via an ocean outfall pipeline and diffuser into the Coastal
Marine Area (CMA).

The application included a project description, alternatives considered,
Assessment of Effects on the Environment (AEE), summary of
consultation, statutory assessment, supported by plans and maps of the
proposal together with the following additional documents:

* Archaeological Values

* Dam Concept Design

* Hydrology and Water Quality Review

* Aquatic Ecology

* Ngakawau Ecological Area-Mangitini Stream Boundary
* Vegetation and Flora

* Terrestrial Fauna Review

* Terrestrial Fauna Survey

* Scheme Modelling Report

* Dam Break Assessment

* Water Quality and Hydrological Modelling

* Assessment of Offshore Acid Mine Drainage Effluent Disposal



* Geological and Geotechnical Assessments
* Correspondence with Affected Parties

CONSENTS SOUGHT

[19] The following summary of activities outlines the general nature of the
consents sought with a full description of individual consents sought
listed below as Table 1 (BDC Consents), and Table 2(WCRC Consents):

To undertake geotechnical investigations by drilling core samples
around the proposed dams, tunnels and power station locations.
To disturb the beds of St Patrick Stream and Weka Creek to erect
and maintain RCC dams and associated structures to create the
Mt William and Weka reservoirs.

To take, use and divert water from St Patrick, Darcy, Plover, Fly
and T31 Streams to create the Mt William reservoir.

To take, use and divert water from Weka, Sandy and Upper Mine
Creeks and Mangatini and A.J. Streams to create the Weka
reservoir.

To undertake earthworks and vegetation clearance to construct
structures such as tunnels, canals, portals, intake structures,
penstocks, roads, embankments etc. on the Stockton Plateau and
at Granity.

To disturb the bed of Granity Stream during construction and the
ongoing maintenance of an overflow diffuser for discharge of
Granity power station tailwater in emergency situations.

To disturb, erect and occupy space in the CMA with an ocean
outfall pipeline (micro-tunnel) and diffuser.

To discharge tailwater to the CMA from the Granity powerstation
via the ocean outfall pipeline and diffuser.

To discharge tailwater from Weka power station to Weka
reservoir.

To discharge spill water from Mt William reservoir to T35 Stream
and from Weka reservoir into Weka Creek.

To discharge tailwater from the Granity power station into
Granity Stream during emergency overflow situations.

To discharge dust to air associated with the construction,
operation and maintenance of the Stockton Plateau HEPS.
Consents associated with the discharge of groundwater seepage
and stormwater.

Consents to construct and operate tunnels, canals, portals, intake
structures, penstocks, roads, embankments etc. on the Stockton
Plateau and at Granity.

To use and store hazardous substances during the construction
and operation of the project.

The realignment of the haul road to Stockton Mine, around the
perimeter of Weka reservoir.



* To construct, operate and maintain temporary and permanent
powerlines between existing lines and substations located at the

two power stations, and to the erect telecommunication cables.

e To disturb and inundate the

Table 1 Buller District Council Consents

historic electric loco line.

Activity Description/Location Activity Status Plan Rule
Land Use Earthworks  and vegetatio| Vegetation clearance—|Buller Rule
Consent clearance to construct, operate |Restricted Discretionary District |5.3.2.4.4
(Stockton maintain the Project including RC Earthworks <+Plan Rule
Plateau - dams, inundation areg Discretionary 5.3.2.3.1
Project embankments, saddle dar Tunneling/excavations - Rule
infrastructure)| spillways, diversion weirg Discretionary 5.3.2.3.1
RCO08/131A |diversion intake sumps, tunne Geotechnical survey Rule
canals, inlet towers, drop shaidrilling - Discretionary 5.3.23.1
portals, intake excavaims, intake Power generation - Rule
channels, penstocks, power stati¢ Discretionary 5.3.23.1
tracks, roads, silt traps, silt store Batching plant Rule
areas, stockpiling/fill area Discretionary 5.3.2.3.1
temporary buildings, constructi¢Aggregate processing - Rule
plant and settling ponds. Discretionary 5.3.2.3.1
Located approx: N59483(Dam height (Mt Willian Table 5.7
E2417600 40m) -Non-complying & Rule
7.9.1.2
Dam height (Weka 25m) - Table 5.7
Discretionary
Ground floor ared Table 5.7
(storage reservoirs) |- & Rule
Non-complying 7.9.1.2
Riparian Margins Table 5.7
Discretionary
Lighting - Rules
Non-complying 7.9.4.2 &
7.9.1.1
Signage -Discretionary Rule
7.7.2.4.1
Land Use Earthworks and vegetati( Vegetation clearance - |Buller Rule
Consent clearane to construct, operate g Controlled District 5.3.2.2.1
(Granity maintain the Granity power stati{Earthworks +Plan Rule
Construction |including construction of the port Discretionary 5.3.23.1
site) outlet, access ramp, portal apr Tunneling/excavations - Rule
RC08/131B |surge chamber, ocean out|Discretionary 5.3.23.1
pipeline, emergency  outflo Geotechnical surveys/ Rule
structures, settling pond, site acc¢drilling - Controlled 5.3.2.3.1
the Granity constructioryard an¢Power  generation - Rule
the Jacking Station. Discretionary 5.3.23.1
Located approx: N59523¢Ground floor ara




Activity Description/Location Activity Status Plan Rule
E2414660 (apron/portal) - Table 5.7
Discretionary
Noise - Rules
Non-complying 781 &
7.9.1.1
Access - Rule
Restricted Discretionary 7.4.1.2
Riparian Margins Table 5.7
Discretionary
Signage— Rules
Discretionary 7.7.15 &
7.7.2.4
Lighting - Rules
Non-complying 7.9.4.1,
7.9.4.2 &
Vehicle trips- 7.9.1.1
Non-complying
Rules
Hours of operation Non- 5.2.2.2.2
complying & 7.9.1.2
Table 51
Storage Non-complying & Rule
7.9.1.2
Table 5.1
& Rule
7.9.1.2
Land Use Earthworks to construct, oper{Tunnel (boundaries) - |Buller Table 5.1
Consent and maintain an ocean outf Non-complying District |& Rule
(Tunneling) | pipeline beneath resident Plan 7.9.1.2
RC08/131C | Granity. Vehicle trips- Rules
Located approx: N59524¢ Non-complying 5.2.2.2.2
E2414524 &7.9.1.2
Hours of operation Table 5.1
Non-complying & Rule
7.9.1.2
Noise- Rules
Non-complying 781 &
7.9.1.1
Land Use The use and storage of hazard Discretionary Buller Rule
Consent substances during construction District 16.4.2.7
(Hazardous |operation of the Project. Plan
substance Located approx: N59483(
storage) E2417600 & N5952390 E2414660
RCO08/131D
Land Use Earthworks and vegetati( Vegetation clearance - |Buller Rule
Consent clearance to realign the StockiRestricted Discretionary District |5.3.2.4.4
(Realionmen |Mine haul road over approximate Earthworks -|Plan Rule




Activity Description/Location Activity Status Plan Rule
of Stockton |1200m and undertake a@mwing Discretionary 5.3.23.1
haul road) maintenance.
RCO08/131E |Located approx: N59483(
E2417600
Land Use To construct, operate and maint| Vegetation clearance |Buller Rule
Consent a temporary overhead power liControlled District |5.3.2.2.1.
(Transmission from the existing coastal BEPower lines -Plan Rule
spur lines, network to the Granity portal outl¢ Discretionary 6.4.2.2
telecommunic-a new overhead electricity line frg
ation cables |the Granity power station to t
and switch existing BEL distribution networ
yards) at Granity and a new overhe
RCO08/131F |electricity line from the Wek
power station to SENZ's 33kV lir
on the Stockton Plateau.
To erect and maintain telfTelecommunication lines - Rule
communication cables along tDiscretionary 6.4.2.3
above described overhe
electricity poles.
Rule
To construct, operate and maint Switch yard/substation | - 6.4.2.4
a temporary transformer at Grar Discretionary
and switch yards within Granity a
Weka power stations.
Located approx: N595239(
E2414660 and N59517¢
E2418490
Land Use To disturb a 460m section of t Non-complying Buller Rules
Consent historic coal tramway durin District 7.9.7.2 &
(Disturb a realignment of the Stockton He Plan 7.9.1.1
historic coal |Road and inundation of We
tramway) Reservoir.
RC08/131G |Located approx: N59522"¢
E2418500
Table 2 West Coast Regional Council Consents
Activity Description/Location Activity Status |Plan Rule
Coastal Permit| To occupy land within the coasiDiscretionary |Regional Rule 7.5.1.5
(Occupation o marine area withan ocean outfa Coastal Plan

CMA)
RC08149/01

pipeline and diffuser, th
occupation will exten
approximately 600m offshore.

Located approx: N59527¢

E2414175




Activity Description/Location Activity Status |Plan Rule
Coastal Permit| To erect and place arcean outfal Restricted Regional Rule
(Ocean outfall |pipeline approximately 600m lor Coastal Activity Coastal Plan [8.5.1.7c
structure) and outfall diffuser within th{(Discretionary)
RC08149/02 |foreshore and seabed.

Located approx: N59527¢

E2414175
Coastal Permit| The disturbance of the foresh¢Discretionary |Regional Rule 9.5.3.7
(Ocean outfall |and seabed to facilitate burial of Coastal Plan
structure CMA |ocean outfall pipelin
disturbance) |approximately 600m long ai
RC08149/03 |outfall diffuser.

Located approx: N59527¢

E2414175
Coastal Permit| To maintain an ocean outf{Discretionary |Regional Rule 8.5.2.3
(Maintenance @ pipeline approximately 600m lot Coastal Plan
ocean outfall |and an outfall diffuser within th
structure foreshore and seabed.
RC08149/04 |Located approx: N59527¢

E2414175
Coastal Permit| To discharge tailwater into thDiscretionary |Regional Rule 10.5.7.2
(Discharge int¢coastal marine area from t Coastal Plan
the CMA Granity power station, discharge
following hydro be via an ocean outfall pipeline g
generation) diffuser and to not exceed 9 cabi
RC08149/05 |metres per second.

Located approx: N595291

E2413930
Coastal Permit|To erect and place temporiDiscretionary |Regional Rule
(Temporary structures on the foreshore ¢ Coastal Plan {8.5.1.8
structures) seabed including sheet piling, rg
RC08149/06 |breast work, sea anchors and ot

navigational and securing structu

for the purpose of constructing g

maintaining an ocean oultf:

pipeline and diffuser.

Located approx: N59527¢

E2414175
Coastal Permit| To occupy land within the coas|Discretionary |Regional Rule 7.5.1.5
(Temporary marine area with tempora Coastal Plan
structures - structures on the foreshore ¢
occupation of |seabed including sheet piling, rg
CMA) breast work, sea anchors and o
RC08149/07 |navigational and securing structu

for the purpose of constructing g
maintaining an ocean outf

pipeline and diffuser




Activity Description/Location Activity Status |Plan Rule

Located approx: N59527¢

E2414175
Coastal Permit| The disturbance othe foreshor(Discretionary |Regional Rule 9.5.3.7
(Temporary and seabed with temporg Coastal Plan
structures - structures including sheet pilin
CMA rock breast work, sea anchors
disturbance) |other navigational and securi
RC08149/08 |structures for the purpose

constructing and maintaining

ocean outfall pipeline and diffuser

Located approx  N595275(

E2414175
Land Use Vegetation disturbance a|Discretionary | Proposed Rule
Consent earthworks associated w Regional 6.1.6.1
(Vegetation exploration drilling within  th¢ Land and
disturbance/ | Project fodprint. The activity will Riverbed
earthworks — |occur within the full extent of th management
drilling scheme. Plan
programme) |Located approx: N59483(
RC08149/09 |E2417600 and N59523¢

E2414660
Land Use Earthworks and vegetati¢ Discretionary | Proposed Rule
Consent clearance to construct, operate Regional 6.1.5.3 and
(Earthworks/ | maintain the Project including RC Land anc6.1.6.1
vegetation dams, embankments, saddle dq Riverbed
removal for spillways, diversion weiry management
Project diversion intake sumps, tunne Plan
infrastructure) |canals, inlet towers, drophafts
RC08149/10 |portals, intake excavations, intg

channels, penstocks, power statiq

tracks, roads, silt traps, silt storg

areas, stockpiling/fill area

temporary buildings, constructic

plant, settling ponds, transmiss

spur lines and ocean outf

pipeine. The activity will occu

within the full extent of the scheme.

Located approx: N59483(

E2417600 and N59523¢

E2414660
Land Use Earthworks and vegetati¢ Discretionary | Proposed Rule
Consent clearance, including excavations Regional 6.1.5.3 and
(Earthworks/ |intakes and placement of fill Land anc6.1.6.1
vegetation establish, repair and maintain Riverbed
removal - storage reservoir of approximats Management
Weka storage |28 hectares, upstream of We Plan
reservoir) Creek gorge.




Activity Description/Location Activity Status |Plan Rule
RC08149/11 |Located approx: N595224

E2418885
Land Use Earthworks and vegetati¢ Discretionary | Proposed Rule
Consent clearancgincluding excavations f¢ Regional 6.1.5.3 and
(Earthworks/ |intakes and placement of fill Land ang6.1.6.1
vegetation establish, repair and maintain Riverbed
removal - storage reservoir of approximats management
Mt William 50 hectares on St Patrick Strean Plan
storage Mt William.
reservoir) Located approx: N59475]
RC 08149/12 |E2419410
Land Use Earthworks and vegetati¢ Discretionary | Proposed Rule
Consent clearance to construct, operate Regional 6.1.5.3 and
(Earthworks/ |maintain temporary and perman Land ang6.1.6.1
vegetation access roads and tracks within Riverbed
removal — Project footprint, including management
roading) realignment of the Stockton Mir Plan
RC08149/13 |haul road over approximate

1200m.

Located approx: N59483(

E2417600
Land Use To disturb the bed of Weka Cre Discretionary | Proposed Rule 6.2.6.]
Consent to erect, place, repair and mainta Regional (i) and (i)
(Disturb bed of RCC dam, spillway and associa Land anc
Weka Creek — |structures, including temporg Riverbed
Weka dam) diversion works in th creek management
RC08149/14 |channel for construction purpog Plan

and deepening of theemk channg

in the vicinity of the propose

Weka power station.

Located approx: N59526¢

E2418910
Land Use To disturb the beds of Upper Mi|Discretionary | Proposed Rule 6.2.6.1
Consent Creek and Mangatini Stream Regional (i) and (i)
(Disturb beds o|erect, place, repair and maint Land ang
Upper Mine andweir/intake structures to dive Riverbed
Mangatini flows into the Weka reservo management
Streams — including temporary diversion Plan
weirs/intakes) |the stream channel for consttion
RC08149/15 |purposes.

Located approx: N595151

E2417850 and N59515]

E2419600
Land Use To disturb the bed of Sandy CkeDiscretionary | Proposed Rule 6.2.6.1
Consent to create the Weka reservoir & Reaional (i) and (i)
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Activity Description/Location Activity Status |Plan Rule
(Disturb bed of |erect, place, repair and maintain Land anc
Sandy Creek). |Upper Mine Creek diversion tunr Riverbed
RC08149/16 |outlet, a silt trap and placement g management

culvert during realignment of tk Plan

Stockton haul road and tempor

diversion of the stream channel

construction purposes.

Located approx: N59517¢

E2418250
Land Use To disturb the bed of St PatriDiscretionary |Proposed Rule 6.2.6.1
Consent Stream to erect, place, repair g Regional (i) and (i)
(Disturb bed of | maintain a RCC dam and associe Land ang
St Patrick structures, including construction Riverbed
Stream— Mt |a silt trap and temporary diversi management
William dam) |works in the stream channel f Plan
RC08149/17 |construction purposes.

Located approx: N59476]

E2419580
Land Use To disturb the bed of Darcy Stre¢Discretionary | Proposed Rule 6.2.6.1
Consent to erect, place, repair and maint Regional (i) and (i)
(Disturb bed of |intake sumps to divert flows into N Land ang
Darcy Stream —William storage reservoir, includi Riverbed
sump intakes) [temporary diversion of the streg management
RC08149/18 |channel for construction purposes. Plan

Located approx: N59464¢

E2420460
Land Use To disturb the beds of Fly, Ployv Discretionary | Proposed Rule 6.2.6.1
Consent and T31 Streams to create the Regional (i) and (i)
(Disturb beds ofWilliam storage reservoir, includir Land and
Fly, Plover and|construction of silt traps ar Riverbed
T31 Streams) |temporary diversion of streg management
RC08149/19 |channels for construction purposes. Plan

Locatal approx: N594743

E2419120
Land Use To disturb the bed of GraniDiscretionary |Proposed Rule 6.2.6.]
Consent Stream in  caostructing  ang Regional (i) and (i)
(Disturb bed of |maintaining an overflow diffuse Land and
Granity Stream for discharge of Granity pow Riverbed
— emergency |station tailwater in emergen management
overflow situations ando disturb the bed i Plan
structure) placing and maintaining rock wo
RC08149/20 |around the diffuser structure.

Located approx: N59525¢

E2414673
Water Permit |To take and use water from |Restrictec Proposec Rule 12.1.5
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Activity Description/Location Activity Status |Plan Rule
(Take and use +Patrick, Darcy, Weka, Mangatir Discretionary |Water
drilling rig) Mine, Sandy and Granity Strea Management
RC08149/21 |and tributaries to supplwater for Plan
operation of a drilling rig. Th
maximum rate of take to be 1 it
per second.
Located approx: N59526¢
E2418910 and N59476]
E2419580 and NN59525/
E2414673
Water Permit |To take, use, dam and divert |Discretionary |Proposed Rule
(Take, use, damPatrick Stream by means of a R Water 12.6.2(a) &
and divert — St |[dam to create the Mt Willial Management | (b) — links to
Patrick Stream) storage reservoir, includir Plan Rules 12.1.]
RC08149/22 |temporary diversion fq (take & use)
construction purposes 12.4.6
Located approx: N59476( (divert) and
E2419575 12.4.7 (dam)
Water Permit |To take, use and divert DarDiscretionary |Proposed Rule
(Take, use and|Stream by means of mke sumps t Water 12.6.2(a) -
divert Darcy |create the Mt William storag Management | links to Rules
Stream) reservoir, including tempora Plan 12.1.7  an(
RC08149/23 |diversions for constructig 12.4.6
purposes.
Located approx: N59464¢
E2420460
Water Permit | To take, use and divert water fr¢Discretionary |Proposed Rule
(Take, use and|Plover, Fly and T31 Streams Water 12.6.2(a) -
divert Plover, |create the Mt William storag Management | links to Rules
Fly and T31 reservoir, including tempora Plan 12.1.7  anc
Streams) diversions for constructig 12.4.6
RC08149/24 |purposes.
Located approx: N59474]
E2419120
Water Permit |To take and use water collected Discretionary |Proposed Rule
(Take and use |the Mt William reservoir via th Water 12.6.2(b) -
for hydro Stockton tunnel andpenstock t( Management |links to Rule
generation — |supply the Weka power station. Plan 12.1.7
PS2) Located approx: N59493¢
RC08149/25 |E2418090
Water Permit | To take, use, dam and divéieka Discretionary |Proposed Rule
(Take, use, danCreek by means of a RCC dam Water 12.6.2(a) -
and divert - create the Weka storage resery Management | links to
Weka Creek) |including temporary diversion fq Plan Rules 12.1.7,
RC08149/26 |construction purposes. 12.4.6 and
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Activity Description/Location Activity Status |Plan Rule
Located approx: N595264 12.4.6 and
E2418910
12.4.7
Water Permit | To take, use, dam and divert Up|Discretionary |Proposed Rule
(Take, use, darMine Creek, Mangatini and A. Water 12.6.2(a) -
and divert Streams by means of weirs ¢ Management | links to
Upper Mine diversion tunnels to create the Wg Plan Rules 12.1.7,
and Mangatini |storage reservoir, incluray 12.4.6 and
Streams) temporary diversions f
RC08149/27 |construction purposes. 12.4.7
Located approx: N595151
E2417850 and N59515!
E2419600
Water Permit | To take, use and divert Sandy Cr(Discretionary |Proposed Rule
(Take, use and|to create the Weka storg Water 12.6.2(a) -
divert Sandy |reservoir, including tempora Management |links to Rule
Creek) diversions for constructig Plan 12.4.6
RC08149/28 |purposes.
Located approx: N59517¢
E2418250
Water Permit |To take and use water collected Discretionary |Proposed Rule
(Take and use |the Weka reservoir via the Gran Water 12.6.2(b) -
for hydro tunnel and penstock to supply 1 Management | links to Rule
generation — | Granity power station. Plan 12.1.7
PS1) Located approx: N59510]
RC08149/29 |E2416830
Water Permit |To take groundwater seepage gDiscretionary |Proposed Rule
(Take for result of dewatering during tunng Water 12.2.5
construction de-construction. Management
watering) Located approx: N59483( Plan
RC08149/30 |E2417600 and N5952390
E2414660
Water Permit |To take groundwater seepage fr Restricted Proposed Rule 12.2.5
(Take and use |the Project's tunneland reservoir Discretionary |Water
groundwater |for use in theNeka and Mt Willian Management
seepage) storage reservoirs. Plan
RC08149/31 |Locaed approx: N595179
E2418590 and N59468¢
E2419620
Water Permit |To take and use water from |Discretionary |Proposed Rule
(Construction |Patrick, Weka, Mangatini, Min Water 12.1.7
water supply) |Sandy and Granity Stams an Management
RC08149/32 |tributaries to supply water f Plan

construction activities, includin
operation of the concrete arthm
fill batchina plants. The maximuy
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Activity Description/Location Activity Status |Plan Rule

rate of take to be 5 litres per second.

Located approx: N59526¢

E2418910 and N59476]

E2419580 and NN59525/

E2414673
Discharge To discharge tailwater from ttDiscretionary |Proposed Rule
Permit - Water |Weka power station into We Water 12.6.2(c) -
(Discharge fromreservoir. Management |links to Rule
PS2 into Weka|Located approx: N59520¢ Plan 12.5.10
reservoir) E2418900
RC08149/33
Discharge To discharge spill from Mt Willian Discretionary | Proposed Rule
Permit — reservoir into T35 Stream. T Water 12.6.2(c) -
Water maximum rate of discharge to Management |links to Rule
(Discharge of |300 cubic metres per second. Plan 12.5.10
spill from Mt |Located approx: N594783
William dam) |E2419375
RC08149/34
Discharge To discharge spill from WekDiscretionary |Proposed Rule
Permit — reservar into Weka Creek. Th Water 12.6.2(c) -
Water maximum rate of discharge to be Management | links to Rule
(Discharge of |cubic metres per second. Plan 12.5.10
spill from Weka Located approx: N595264
dam) E2418910
RC08149/35
Discharge To discharge tailwater from ttDiscretionary |Proposed Rule
Permit — Granity power station into Grani Water 12.6.2(c) -
Water Stream during emergency overflq Management |links to Rule
(Emergency |situations. The maximum rate Plan 12.5.10
outfall into discharge to be 9 cubic metres
Granity Stream)second.
RC08149/36 |Located approx: N59525¢

E2414673
Discharge To discharge groundwater seepiDiscretionary | Proposed Rule 12.5.10
Permit - during tunneling activities int Water
Water Granity Stream, via the emerger Management
(Tunneling outflow diffuser. Plan
seepage into |Located approx: N595254
Granity Stream)E2414673
RC08149/37
Discharge To discharge stormwater frgDiscretionary |Proposed Rule 12.5.10
Permit — construction activities, plant proce Water
Water wate and groundwater seepg Management
(Discharge of |from tunneling construction into Plan

water during
constructior

Patrick, Mangatini, Upper Mine at
Weka, Sandy Streams or tributari

14



Activity Description/Location Activity Status |Plan Rule
activities) Located approx: N59468
RC08149/38 |E2419530 and N  59515¢
E2419585 and N  59515]
E2417850 and N59516¢
E2418145
Discharge To discharge solid contaminanDiscretionary |Regional PlaiRule 28
Permit — Land |being sediment to land at f for Discharge
(Silt storage |locations adjacent to the | to Land
areas) William and Weka reservoirs.
RC08149/39 |Located approx: N59466F
E2418540 and N 5952055
E2418740
Discharge To discharge stormwater a Controlled Regional PlaiRule 16
Permit — Land |sediment associated w for Discharge
(Construction |construction activities to land ( to Land
stormwater) circumstances which may s in
RC08149/40 |the stormwater entering water)
Discharge To discharge water containiiDiscretionary |Regional PlaiRule 28

Permit — Land
(Discharge fron
drill rig).

RC08149/41

sediment to land from operation
na drill rig. The activity willoccur

N59483(
N59523¢

Located
E2417600
E2414660

approx:
and

within the full extent of the scheme.

for Discharge
to Land

Discharge
Permit — Air
(Dust and
ventilation
emissions).
RC08149/42

To discharge contaminant® tair
associated with the constructi
operation and maintenance of
Stockton Plateau Hydro Sche
including but not limited to du
associated with the excavatiq
handling, conveying and process
of gravel, sand, soll, rock, and otl
natural mateals; the operation ¢
aggregate crushing and screen
and concrete batching plants ¢
stockpiling activities; and du
/fumes  emitted via  tunn
ventilation systems. The activ
will occur within the full extent g
the scheme.

Discretionary

Regiona Air
Quality Plan

Rule 16

[20]

There have been no formal changes to the proposal since notification.

However, through the response to the Section 92 request, HDL advised
that temporary powerlines are required to service the construction sites
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Chapter 3
RECEIVED

at both Mt William and Weka dams, and to this end further consents will
be required.

SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE AND SUBMISSIONS

SUBMISSIONS RECEIVED FOLLOWING NOTIFICATION

[21]

A total of 50 separate submitters lodged submissions on the consent
applications.

A summary of submissions is given below:

Status

BDC only WCRC only Total

Combined

Neutral

1 1 4 10

Oppose

2 1 8 19

Support

3 9 20 52

Not
Stated

0 1 0 1

Total

6 12 32 82

[22]

[23]

[24]

[25]

[26]

* When calculating total submissions, those who submitted to both Councils are counted as
putting in two submissions.

An affected party approval form from New Zealand Railways
Corporation trading as OnTrack was received and submitted with the
application.

The WCRC also received an affected party approval from Holcim New
Zealand during the submission period.

A late submission was received from the EECA on 23 February 2009,
three weeks after submissions closed. The consent authorities were
informed that EECA wished to lodge a submission prior to the close of
the submissions, and HDL did not oppose the acceptance of the late
submission. The late EECA submission was subsequently accepted by
the Councils under s.37 of the RMA, and is included in the table above.

It was noted that there were a number of submitters who lodged
identical or similar submissions with both Councils.

As at the 15 July 2009, 24 submitters indicated they wished to be heard
at a hearing; 24 indicated they did not wish to be heard; and two
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[27]

[28]

submitters did not state whether they wished to be heard or not. A
number of submitters withdrew their wish to be heard, however the
content of their submissions remains as stated. Statements from those
who had amended their submissions are attached in Appendix 6 to the
s.42A report.

The Department of Conservation withdrew its wish to be heard in
relation to the proposal, which was of interest given that the application
includes a Restricted Coastal Activity, and Department staff would
normally be present to provide advice to the Minister of Conservation’s
representative on the Hearings Committee. The Department did
however note that it still had concerns about some aspects of the
application, but had determined that the best avenue to pursue those
issues is through its own internal processes, and in particular during the
proposed land swap process. It noted that it's independent assessment
indicated that the marine environment and downstream freshwater
environment values would not be adversely affected, if managed
appropriately. The Department’s withdrawal notification included two
Memoranda reports prepared by Dr Susan Clearwater of NIWA titled
‘Peer Review of Offshore Acid Mine Drainage and Effluent Disposal’ and
‘Review of Hydro Developments Ltd - Stockton Plateau Hydro Scheme
Draft Conditions’.

Dr Clearwater’s findings from reviewing the Cawthron report, found that
the Cormix modeling undertaken by Cawthron were appropriate, but
further modeling must be undertaken to understand likely effluent
(contaminant) dilutions at minimum and maximum flows, with
alternative diffuser configurations. She indicated that the proposed
300metre mixing zone was appropriate, but that the current diffuser
specifications was likely to result in exceedances of pH guidelines
beyond the 300metre radius. Dr Clearwater also made a number of
suggested consent condition amendments, which she considered would
provide a comprehensive basis to regulate and monitor the discharge.

SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE ON BEHALF OF THE APPLICANT

[29]

[30]

[31]

Mr John Easther presented the applicant’s opening submissions and
gave evidence on behalf of HDL. He described his role as the Project
Manager, gave an overview of the proposal as a whole, and outlined the
composition of the Company.

Mr Easther explained that he was a director of the HDL Company,
holding 20 % of the Company’s shares.

He holds a Bachelor of Engineering (Agriculture) qualification

specialising in water resource development and catchment
management, a Master of Arts (Applied) degree in Environmental
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[32]

[33]

[34]

[35]

[36]

[37]

[38]

Studies specialising in economics, environment and development, and is
a member of the Institute of Professional Engineers of New Zealand.

Mr Easther impressed us with his extensive knowledge of the mining
industry on the Stockton Plateau, and in particular his vast technical
knowledge of the project, however Mr Easther must also be considered
as an advocate for HDL and the proposal. He has until recently, been
providing contracted professional management services to Solid Energy
New Zealand Limited (SENZ) at the Stockton Mine through his company
Riskworks Ltd.

During the presentation of Mr Easther’s evidence, he explained that his
company had engaged the services of a number of technical experts to
review the project and provide supporting reports to accompany the
Application and AEE. While it was not his intention to call those
technical experts, they were prepared to do so, if the Committee
considered it was necessary to answer any specific questions in regard
to their reports. For completeness, the applicant’s technical experts
reports, are summarised below under the subheading ‘AEE Reports’.

Mr Easther put significant emphasis on HDL’s appreciation for the
support and cooperation provided by SENZ towards the project,
particularly in the provision of a vast array of monitoring results carried
out by SENZ, which assisted HDL to provide valuable background
information on the state of the environment on the Stockton Plateau.

At different stages of his evidence, Mr Easther introduced other
witnesses, to expand out on supporting elements of the proposal.

Some of the evidence contained within the reports attached to the
Application and AEE refer to an extension of the proposal to incorporate
additional water supply from the St Patrick Dam and reservoir, with a
further third additional power station being constructed above the Mt
William reservoir. Mr Easther explained that this was a possible future
option, but was not part of the suite of consents currently being sought.

Throughout Mr Easther’s evidence he referred to two additional
documents titled “Attachment One” and “Attachment Two”, which
provided a series of maps, plans, charts, tables, monitoring results,
graphs, photographs and the like, to clarify and expand on his evidence.

He considered that the shareholders of HDL in their own rights have the
specialist skills and knowledge to be involved in the hydro development,
the assessment of geotechnical effects, civil engineering, hydraulic,
hydrological and catchment engineering, land survey and tunneling.
They had brought this knowledge to the Scheme throughout the design
process he said.
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[39]

[40]

[41]

[42]

[43]

[44]

Mr Anthony Black holds a Bachelor of Science degree (Geology and
Chemistry) and has in excess of 25 years post-graduate experience. He
holds an “A” grade Tunnel Managers Certificate, and unrestricted
blasting tickets for surface and underground operations. Mr Black is the
owner of a specialist ground engineering company, called Geotech
Limited, which employs 30 staff in underground and surface mining
operations. He lives in Charleston and has lived ‘on the Coast’ for some
20 years. His company of very experienced men has developed drill and
blast methods at an underground mine within the urban area of Reefton.

Mr Black is also a shareholder of HDL and while it is acknowledged that
he has significant qualifications and experience in mining activities from
the evidence he gave during the hearing, like Mr Easther, Mr Black is an
advocate for HDL and the proposal.

Mr Black’s evidence outlined the Company’s history, overviewed his
personal experience in hydro project investigations and provided an
array of technical and geological matters. He was able to provide a
chemical evaluation and explanation for the generation of acid mine
drainage (AMD), and could explain the benefits of tunneling
underground, capturing the AMD through drop sumps, generating
electricity through underground power stations, before discharging the
contaminated water into the sea from a diffuser approximately 600
metres offshore.

Mr Michael McSherry is the Chief Executive of Buller Electricity
Limited, the electricity line company operating in the Buller district. He
holds a Bachelor of Electrical Engineering degree, is a chartered
professional engineer and holds an International Professional Engineers
Registration.

He specialises in electricity distribution and has worked in the electricity
sector for over 20 years in engineering, operational and senior executive
roles. He gave an overview of the current electricity situation, discussed
regional supply issues, and outlined the electricity related benefits of the
HDL proposal.

In his summary Mr McSherry said that if HDL were to inject 30
Megawatts (MW) into the 33 Kilovolts (kV) distribution network at
Granity, under maximum loading conditions 2ZMW would transfer north
to Karamea and 8MW to SENZ. 10MW would transfer south on each
33kV line from Ngakawau to Robertson Street in Westport, with 8MW
going to the central Westport region and the remaining 12MW being
exported to the national grid. He emphasised however that these were
‘ball park’ figures to illustrate the potential capacity and actual capacity
limits would need further detailed investigations.
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[45]

[46]

[47]

[48]

[49]

[50]

Ms Rebecca Inwood is an associate planner of the Planning Institute of
New Zealand. She holds a Bachelor of Law degree and has worked as a
consents officer for the WCRC for 5 years. After ceasing work for a
period to have a family, she re-entered the planning field in 2004, by
processing resource consents and assessing annual work plans for
mining operations within the Buller district for BDC. She has been
engaged as an independent planning consultant for HDL since 2008.

Ms Inwood has been involved in a number of significant marine, mining,
land clearance and tourism projects.

Her evidence included comment on the project description,
environmental setting, relevant plans and applications, s.104 effects
assessments, Part 2 Matters, relevant planning documents, other
relevant matters, overall assessments and conclusions together with the
preparation of draft consent conditions.

In her review of s.104, Ms Inwood put some emphasis on the positive
environmental benefits the proposal would have, by collecting all the
tributaries of the Ngakawau River from the Stockton Plateau that are
currently contaminated with AMD, and discharging them some distance
off shore. This process would improve the river water quality and
according to the reports prepared by GHD, it would be likely that
macroinvertebrate, plant and fish species diversity and abundance
within the Ngakawau River would improve over time. This would
enhance amenity, natural character values and life supporting capacity
of aquatic ecosystems in the river.

Ms Inwood noted that the activities for which consents are sought, have
different statuses under the relevant plans. Ms Inwood considered that
as some of the consents sought were for non-complying activities in the
Buller District Plan (BDP), case law indicated that such applications
should be bundled together for evaluation under s.104D. In her opinion
the effects of the proposal were minor and she was of the view that the
first threshold test of s.104D would be met, but even if it is considered
the first threshold test was not met, then the second threshold test of the
proposal not being contrary to the policies and objectives of the BDP,
would be met.

In summary Ms Inwood was of the opinion that the proposal would meet
the provisions of s.5 and that all consents sought, should be granted. We
note that the authors of these reports did not present evidence at the
hearing and we, thus, had no opportunity to question the content of their
reports.
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AEE Reports

[51]

[52]

[53]

[54]

[55]

[56]

The following summaries are extracted from the technical reports which
accompanied the Application and formed the AEE. We note that the
authors of these reports did not present evidence at the hearing and we,
thus, had no opportunity to question the content of their reports.

Ms Katherine Watson is a consultant archaeologist and director of
Underground Overground Archaeology Ltd. She holds a Bachelor of Arts
degree with honours (Anthropology), and a Master of Arts degree
(Anthropology), both from Otago University. Ms Watson has undertaken
a number of archaeological projects of coal and goldmining on the West
Coast. She undertook an Archaeology Survey of the proposal area
focusing on the impacts of the Scheme on the archaeological remains.
She noted in her survey report, that the plans for the Scheme at the stage
of preparation of her report were ‘indicative only’ and that the final
plans would be drawn based on the results of extensive geotechnical
testing and further design work.

Ms Watson’s report noted that the only site that pre-dates 1900 is the
site of the Granity Bins. As such, this is the only site covered by the
provisions of the Historic Places Act. Specific studies focused on the
electric loco line, Tintown, the Fly Creek workings and the Granity Bins.
She concluded her report by stating that it was of paramount
importance, that the main branch of the electric loco line (which she
concluded was of national significance) is protected from any damage.

Mr Tim McMorran is an engineering geologist with URS who undertook
a Concept Design Assessment of the Weka and Mt William dams. He
holds a Master of Science degree with honours (Engineering Geology)
and a Bachelor of Science degree, both from the University of
Canterbury.

Mr McMorran has in excess of 16 years experience in engineering
geology and has a thorough understanding of the geological and
geotechnical characteristics of the Stockton Plateau. He confirmed that
both dam sites were underlain by Brunner Coal Measures (BCM) and
granite basement. He considered that it was possible to store up to 3
million cubic metres of water with RCC dams up to 25 metres in height
at the Weka Stream, with saddle dams up to 10 metres in height. He was
assisted in his design assessment by Ms Rose Coulter who is also an
engineering geologist with GHD and holds a Bachelor of Science degree
and a Post Graduate Diploma in Science.

The assessment concluded that it was possible to store up to 7 million
cubic metres of water on St Patrick Stream at the proposed Mt William
dam site, and noted that the Mt William fault did not appear to cross the
dam or reservoir footprint. The dam sites are to be supported on rock
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[57]

[58]

[59]

foundation conditions and both sites have a presence of suitable rock for
aggregate. Both dams are considered to be ‘HIGH' potential impact
category dams following the guidelines of the New Zealand Society on
Large Dams (NZSOLD). Concept design drawings for typical RCC dams
were included in the report.

Mr Mark Megaughin is a senior water resources engineer for URS and
has together with Mr Richard Minson (qualifications below)
undertaken a Hydrology and Water Quality Review of the HDL proposal.
Mr Megaughin holds a Master of Science degree (Biology) in Water
Resource Management from Napier University in Edinburgh, UK and a
Bachelor of Science in Environmental Management from the University
of Abertay Dundee, UK. He has over 8 years experience as a water
resources engineer in the UK and New Zealand, focusing on hydrological
assessments relating to large scale water management projects, flood
risk assessments and strategic water resource studies.

Mr Megaughin undertook an analysis of likely flow changes for each of
the catchments affected by the proposed Scheme, together with an
analysis of the variations to be expected in several indicators to mine
disturbance which included suspended solids, acidity and aluminium
concentration. His analysis concluded that each of the contaminant
factors was likely to improve under the Scheme, but the flow volumes
below the dams would significantly decrease. The mean flow of the
Mangitini Stream would reduce by about 40% (when it entered the
Ngakawau River) and the mean flows of the Mine Creek and St Patrick
Streams are likely to reduce to about 70% of the their existing mean
flow volumes. Water quality in the Ngakawau River is likely to be
greatly improved, returning to levels close to those in catchments
unaffected by AMD contamination.

Ms Melissa Anthony is a senior environmental scientist with GHD, she
holds a Bachelor of Science degree in Zoology and Plant and Microbial
Sciences, a Master of Science degree with honours (Zoology/Aquatic
Ecology) both from the University of Canterbury, and a Post Graduate
Diploma in Resource Management Studies from Lincoln University. Ms
Anthony has 8 years experience in planning and water quality, stream
ecological assessments and has carried out an AEE of the Aquatic
Ecology of the Scheme. Ms Anthony undertook a review of the existing
information on the four potentially affected sub-catchments with the
purpose of:

* Identifying existing aquatic ecology values within the Ngakawau
River catchment and the sub-catchments that may be impacted by
the Scheme, based on existing reports prepared for the area;

* Assessing the likely impact of the Scheme on the aquatic ecological
values within the impacted sub-catchments; and

* Providing recommendations to mitigate potential negative impacts
on the aquatic ecological values.
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[60]

[61]

[62]

[63]

[64]

[65]

Ms Anthony noted that the Stockton Plateau and its immediate
surrounds does not currently support diverse or abundant aquatic
ecological values, with very limited significant macroinvertebrate, plant
or fish species identified in studies conducted to date. This paucity in
diversity and value is considered to be caused by historical and current
coal mining activity, resulting in highly acidic and conductive water, and
in some cases, the smothering of habitat by precipitated metal
hydroxides and/or sediments. The Scheme would impact upon the
existing aquatic ecology of the affected streams by significantly reducing
flows in each of the sub-catchments; this is particularly true of the lower
Mangatini and St Patrick Streams she said. In light of the absence of
significant aquatic ecological values, the reduction of the flows in these
streams was not considered to be significant from an aquatic ecological
perspective.

Ms Anthony reported that one of the key objectives of the Scheme is to
restore the water quality in the Ngakawau River and estuary to the
natural state typical of the river system before mining commenced. It is
considered that the Scheme may in fact enhance environmental values
within the general area, by reducing the rates of sedimentation and
acidification in Plateau streams flowing into the Ngakawau River. This
benefit was potentially substantial she said.

A report prepared for the Department of Conservation (DoC) in 1997 by
Dr David Norton and Dr Judith Roper Lindsay on the Ngakawau
Ecological Area, Burma Road-Mangitini Stream was included within the
AEE, which provided background information to support a proposed
boundary change redefinition, for the proposed ecological area. The
report first reviewed the ecological basis for ecological areas and the
criteria used to define them, and then reviewed the historic proposal for
the area.

This information focuses on the Weka Creek area, as an area that had
previously been identified as a potential hydroelectric site. The report
authors subsequently made recommendations based on the ecological
values found in the area, to redefine the boundaries and proceed with
the gazettal of the Ngakawau Ecological Area. The purpose of including
this report within the Scheme’s AEE, appears to be based on clarifying
that the Weka Creek reservoir area, will not compromise the adjoining
ecological area’s values, recognising that a comprehensive study of this
area had been previously undertaken for specifically the purpose of
development of a hydroelectric scheme reservoir.

The subsequently gazetted ecological area’s south-west boundary,
borders on the northern side of the proposed Weka reservoir.

Mr Richard Nichol holds a Bachelor of Science degree with honours

(Zoology) and a Certificate of Proficiency in Environmental Law, both
from the University of Otago. He prepared a report on the Vegetation
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[66]

[67]

[68]

[69]

[70]

[71]

and Flora of the Proposed Lake William Area for HDL. He is currently
engaged as a tutor for the West Coast Conservation Corps and provides
ecological consultancy services.

Mr Nichol was engaged to investigate the significance of the vegetation
and flora values for the area likely to be affected by the proposed Mt
William reservoir. He concluded that the current proposal to inundate
the St Patrick’s basin will have relatively minor impacts given the overall
generating capacity of the Scheme. He recommended a number of
mitigation measures for the loss of habitat and made some
recommendations to enhance the habitat of the proposed reservoir.

Mr Rhys Buckingham and Mr Matt Charteris jointly prepared two
separate reports on terrestrial fauna for HDL. The reports were titled
‘Review of Terrestrial Fauna in the Ngakawau, Millerton, Stockton and
upper Waimangaroa areas’ and ‘Terrestrial Fauna Survey of Avifauna ,
bats, lizards and Powelliphanta snails’ both for the proposed Mangitini
Hydro-Electric Power Scheme.

Mr Buckingham holds a Bachelor of Science degree from the University
of Otago and has been engaged as a consultant in his own company of
Wildlife Surveys, specialising in bird and bat survey and monitoring
work, and offering advice regarding potential environmental impact
effects caused by development for 15 years.

Mr Charteris holds a Bachelor of Arts degree and Post Graduate Diploma
in Science (Zoology), both from the University of Otago, and a Post
Graduate Diploma in Parks, Recreation and Tourism (Ecology) from
Lincoln University. He is an ecological consultant for Waybacks Ltd and
has been involved in an extensive range of studies, monitoring and
surveys of fauna for 10 years.

The Review of Terrestrial Fauna Report in the Ngakawau, Millerton,
Stockton and Upper Waimangaroa Areas, reviews previous surveys
undertaken by SENZ that have been undertaken in and around the
impact zone and provides a brief description of the fauna present in each
of for the main habitat types. Several threatened birds including great
spotted kiwi, western weka, kereru and South Island fernbird are known
to be present in the general area. Also present are a range of threatened
fauna including four Powelliphanta land snail taxa, the West Coast green
gecko and the long tailed bat. Overall impacts on terrestrial fauna by the
Scheme are predicted to be relatively low, however care will be required
to avoid disturbance to sensitive ecological areas, and mitigation
measures to offset losses are proposed.

The objectives of The Terrestrial Fauna Survey of Avifauna, Bats, Lizards
and Poweliphanta Snails in the footprint of the Scheme, were to evaluate
and report on the presence, distribution and relative abundance of these
species. Field surveys were carried out and a total of 20 indigenous and
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[73]

[74]

[75]

[76]

9 introduced bird species were recorded, including 4 threatened species
as noted above. There were no species with a critical threat ranking
found in the proposed development area. Two species of lizard were
found. Powelliphanta snails were not found in the area, but are known
to be present within 3 kilometres (km) of the developments footprint.
There were no bats detected. The report concluded that the overall
impact of the proposed Scheme on fauna and habitat was considered to
be minor.

Mr Richard Minson holds a Bachelor of Civil Engineering degree and a
Master of Engineering (Hydraulics) both from Auckland University, and
he is a member of the NZ Society for Risk Management. His experience
over the past 16 years includes river and flood risk engineering, risk
consultancy and risk analysis. At the time he produced the two reports
titled ‘Scheme Modeling Report for the Ngakawau Restoration Project’
and ‘Preliminary Assessment of the Potential Effects of Dam Breach’, he
was employed by URS as a risk analyst.

Mr Minson’s first report constitutes an initial concept stage assessment
of the design of the Scheme based on a simple water balance model
using various datasets of very limited flow records obtained from SENZ.
The modeling carried out used two separate scenarios (for each of three
power stations and reservoirs (later reduced to two power stations and
reservoirs) based on low flow records.

Flows in sub-catchments were estimated based on catchment areas. The
output of the model was based on the base power output available from
the reservoir volumes and peak power potential during large rainfall
events, for each of the three power stations.

The report identified the main project risks as sediment control, dam
design, achievable reservoir volume versus dam cost, minimising and
mitigating the risk of dam breach, the lack of reliable flow records
(2002-2007), and the restrictions on constructing canals and tunnels on
the Plateau.

Mr Minson’s second report titled ‘Preliminary Assessment of the
Potential Effects of Dam Breach’, presented an assessment of the likely
effects of potential breaches of the proposed dams, and modelled the
potential effects of flood flows resulting from two of the dams (Mt
Williams and Weka). The flood flows that could result from a breach
have been modelled for the range of crest levels (dam sizes) being
considered by HDL, using ‘DHI Mike-11" dam break hydraulic modeling
software. Breach scenarios have assumed an erodible dam embankment
where the entire embankment will erode away over a period of time.
The flood flows have been modelled for a range of durations for the dam
embankment to be completely removed through erosion. All breach
scenarios that were modeled were of a conservative nature and assume
catastrophic failure of the dam. The figures represent possible worst
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[81]

cases for each of the dam heights proposed. They represent the upper
bound of flood hazard that could be introduced through the construction
of the Scheme of works.

The larger of the flood flows summarised in the table would have
significant effects on Hector township and the lower reaches of the
Ngakawau River in terms of flooding, silt contamination and significant
risk to life. The largest breach flows are likely to be in the same order of
magnitude as the Probable Maximum Flood (PMF) for the Ngakawau
River. The flood wave resulting from the fast breach of Mt William dam
for a RL 570 m reservoir is exceptional. However, it is noted that the
breach scenario used in the modeling is also exceptional, and would be
unlikely to occur with an appropriately engineered structure.

The report assumes that breaches are the result of catastrophic collapse
of the impounding structures and that they are constructed of readily
erodible materials. It is noted that specification of materials which are
not readily erodible (mass concrete or rock abutments) in the final
design of the impounding structures would result in less significant
breaches occurring in overtopping or ‘piping cases. It is noted that
further evidence provided identified that the dams and embankments
are to be constructed from RCC and that the assessment was based on
previously proposed earth dams.

Ms Sioban Hartwell holds a Bachelor of Engineering degree with
honours from the University of Birmingham and is a member of the
Institute of Professional Engineers of NZ. She is the principal water
resources engineer for URS and has an extensive history of water
engineering projects over the past 22 years including large dam design
in the USA and Australia, and holds a position on the Board of Water
New Zealand. She was engaged to prepare a report for the HDL proposal
on Water Quality and Hydrological Modeling.

Ms Hartwell concluded in her report that the hydrological analysis of the
Ngakawau River, although based on limited hydrological data from a
small part of the total catchment, was considered appropriate for
investigating the Scheme and provided a conservative estimate of the
volume of impacted flows and of the dilution potential of the remainder
of the catchment. Flows in the lower Mangatini and St Patrick Streams,
below the proposed impoundments, were identified as being
significantly reduced. This was particularly true in low flow periods.
Whilst it was critical to capture the low and medium flows to improve
water quality, the removal of such flows from the watercourses will
result in a noticeable reduction in flows, including over the Mangatini
Falls.

Within the Ngakawau River the contribution of flow from the remainder

of the catchment reduces the impact of the Scheme on low flows. The
loss of base flow in headwaters and the reduction in flow rates within
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the Ngakawau River must be balanced with the significant water quality
improvements which the Scheme presents. The proposed Scheme will
have a positive impact on the water quality within the Ngakawau River
and within the lower reaches of a number of its main tributaries by
removing AMD affected waters from the wider catchment. The inclusion
or exclusion of the Scheme’s additional options (Upper Darcy, T35
Streams and Upper Mine Creek) has a negligible effect on the overall
water quality of the Scheme. Modeling shows a noticeable difference in
water quality in the Ngakawau River if all options are included in the
Scheme. Modeling shows Iron (Fe) and Aluminium (Al) are likely to
precipitate on discharge into the ocean, but that the overall effect of this
precipitation and/or of metal loadings within close proximity to the
outfall had not been investigated.

Dr Claire Conwell is an environmental scientist with the Cawthron
Institute and holds a Doctorate in Philosophy from the University of
Melbourne, a Bachelor of Applied Science degree (Ecotoxicology) from
the Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology University, and a Bachelor
in Science (Zoology/Biochemistry) from Monash University in Australia.
Mr Paul Barter is the senior marine scientist for the Coastal and
Freshwater Group of the Cawthron Institute. He holds a Bachelor of Arts
degree (Marine Biology) from the University of California and has been a
practicing researcher for 21 years.

They jointly produced a report titled ‘Assessment of Offshore Acid Mine
Drainage Effluent Disposal’ for the HDL Scheme which undertook an
assessment of the key ecological effects associated with discharging
AMD from the Stockton Plateau to the ocean offshore from Granity. This
report focused on the key components potentially directly affected by
the discharge (i.e. the benthic fauna, plankton and plant communities,
resident fish populations, shellfish, and marine mammals). Evaluation of
potential effects focused on the relationship between concentration
levels of contaminants and the dilution required to meet relevant water
quality guidelines. The report concluded with a number of
recommendations to undertake monitoring of the receiving
environment, benthic monitoring and water quality monitoring, which
would help determine the configuration of the final diffuser design, and
appropriate mixing zone size and orientation.

Mr Anthony Black is the author of a report titled ‘Concept Design
Geological and Geotechnical Assessments’ of the HDL proposal which
accompanied the AEE. Mr Black gave separate evidence during the
hearing as noted above. The report provides a concept design
assessment of the geological and geotechnical aspects of the proposal
that are expected to be encountered. The Scheme design and layout has
been developed to ensure that the project components are located in or
on competent rock, cross fault lines at the most advantageous position,
and take full advantage of the geological and geotechnical characteristics
so that the proposal can be progressed with a high degree of certainty.
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The report noted that the first stage of the Scheme construction will
involve additional geotechnical drilling and geophysical investigations.
All key sites are to be located in basement granite, which offers excellent
engineering properties provided it has not suffered acid attack,
weathering or structural degrading from tectonics. The report includes
maps of underground geological formations, locations of fault lines,
cross sections and an analysis of each of the key infrastructural
elements.

Dr John Braggins is the author of a report on issues with bryophytes
that arise from the construction of dams and associated intake
structures of the Scheme.

Dr Braggins holds a Doctorate in Philosophy from the University of
Auckland and a Bachelor and Masters degrees with honours in Science
from Victoria University. He has 40 years experience in plant
identification whilst a student tutor and lecturer at New Zealand
universities. He taught courses at university level in plant morphology
and diversity including plant identification through to PhD level. He has
produced 60 published books, publications and journals in his specialty
field. He has been engaged previously by SENZ and has produced his
report based on his historical knowledge of the Stockton Plateau,
without a further specific site visit. Dr Braggins provided an assessment
of potentially rare or endangered bryophytes in the area that may be
affected by the Scheme and identified the specific areas that may need
some assessment to be undertaken. While he noted that some areas of
bryophytes would be lost, he considered that most areas of reduced flow
would result in little to no adverse effects.

SUBMISSIONS AND EVIDENCE ON BEHALF OF SUBMITTERS

[87]

[88]
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Mr Stephen Christensen is the legal counsel for Meridian Energy
Limited (Meridian). Meridian supports others, such as HDL, seeking to
generate renewable energy. Mr Christensen noted that increased
electricity supply on the West Coast in turn has many positive benefits
for local businesses and provides security of supply. As an embedded
generation proposal, there was no transmission conflict between HDL'’s
proposal and the other hydroelectric developments planned for the
West Coast such as Meridian’s Mokihinui Hydro Proposal (MHP) and
Trustpower’s Arnold Scheme he said.

However, Mr Christensen said there were still some aspects of HDL's
proposal which were unclear and where the potential effects of the
proposal cannot be ascertained. This meant that Meridian could not
unequivocally support the applications.

Meridian considered there were four main reasons for this to be the
case:
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* Gaps in the information provided and in response to s.92 requests;

* Lack of evidence to support the claimed generation capacity;

*HDL has not fully considered the potential for cumulative visual
effects; and

*How the proposal relates to a competing proposal utilising the
same resource that is being advanced by SENZ.

Meridian had sought opportunities to have these matters addressed, but
HDL was yet to provide any further detailed information.

Mr Christensen included two additional reports from Mr Nigel Connell
of Damwatch and from Mr Ray Brown of Meridian respectively.

Mr Connell is a chartered professional engineer who has over 40 years
professional experience internationally, he is a member of the NZSOLD
and has been employed for the last 6 years by Damwatch, as a water
resources development specialist. His review of the application and AEE
concluded that the AEE and s.92 response by HDL failed to supply the
level of detail required to adequately understand and assess the
potential effects of the proposal from a generation or dam safety and
design perspective. To support his conclusions he considered that:
* There was insufficient hydrological data;
*Economic factors are likely to influence the reservoir sizes,
resulting in lower capture of polluted water;
*There was inadequate geological data to verify that RCC dams
could be adequately founded;
* Tunnels could compromise underground water supply to Millerton
and Granity;
* Gravel removal from tunnels would be lengthy;
* Power output appears to be overstated; and
* Sediment management appears to be insufficiently explained.

Mr Ray Brown is the transmission manager for Meridian Energy Ltd
and his report concluded that the existing Buller Electricity network
could accept the power from the HDL proposal, but some upgrades
would be required to the 33kV lines to export the full 50 MW capacity.
He said however, that the wider power system could not accept the
combined capacity of Meridian’s MHP, TrustPower’s Arnold Scheme and
HDL when all schemes are generating at high levels. Significant upgrades
would be required to export the excess generation capacity to the
Nelson region, which would be costly but would be likely to have minor
environmental effects.

Mr Mark Christensen is legal counsel for SENZ and he indicated that
the HDL proposal had the potential to jeopardize SENZ'’s existing and
future mining operation at the Stockton Plateau and Upper
Waimangaroa. He requested that consents only be granted if suitable
conditions are imposed to protect SENZ'’s existing and future mining
operations. Mr Christensen said that potentially the most significant
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aspect of the HDL proposal, was that the water catchment under
application, was the same catchment as those affected by SENZ existing
water rights that were currently being used for their existing mining
operations. He said that as mining activities were progressively being
developed, it was not possible to determine their operational needs
(including water management) at any given point in advance, and gave
case law examples of protection of current users rights. Mr Christensen
sought a number of conditions be included as part of the consents
sought, which would ensure that SENZ current and future mining
operations are not jeopardized. However, he acknowledged imposition
of these conditions would require HDL’s specific agreement. The SENZ
submissions are further addressed below under Chapter 5 - Other
Matters.

Mr David Horn is the national consents and environmental programme
manager for SENZ. He holds a Bachelor of Agricultural Science degree
and has held several senior roles in regional councils throughout the
South Island and has been involved in policy and planning under the
RMA since its inception. Mr Horn said that if HDL are not prepared to
voluntarily accept the suggested conditions offered by SENZ, the
consents sought should be declined. Mr Horn brought our attention to
another hydro scheme under consideration by SENZ on the Stockton
Plateau, which had not yet advanced to the stage of lodging resource
consent applications. He noted that SENZ’s concerns were not to
promote their own hydro scheme in preference to HDL'’s, but to ensure
that SENZ were able to manage their business into the future without
increased costs or restrictions. Mr Horn emphasised the importance of
coal mining to the area and noted the significant costs and efforts
undertaken by SENZ to improve the quality of water discharged from
current mining areas on the Plateau. He outlined the need for HDL to
gain access agreement from SENZ and indicated there were a number of
unresolved issues. Mr Horn acknowledged that HDL did not wish to
constrain SENZ'’s activities, but without specific consent conditions, he
was not sure how this could be done.

Mr Mark Pizey is the national health, safety and environmental
manager for SENZ and he made a brief oral presentation and answered
questions about the project development of the Stockton mining
operations. He outlined SENZ’s safety concerns in relation to the
development of a steeper road gradient required to bypass the proposed
Weka reservoir. In response to questions, he advised that it was SENZ'’s
current policy to continue to treat mine discharge water even if the HDL
proposal was consented and commenced.

Mr Malcolm Duff is the general manager, of the Southern Regional
Office of the NZ Historic Places Trust (NZHPT). He opened the NZHPT
submission and introduced their two other witnesses, Mr Robert
McLean and Ms Bridget Mosley. Mr Duff outlined the NZHPT statutory
roles and emphasised the importance of the protection of the full length
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of the electric loco line. He considered that the line was nationally
important and was ‘one of only one’. He advised that the Trust had
commissioned preliminary engineering assessments, which indicated
that it was feasible to construct a saddle dam around the electric loco
line to avoid inundation of part of the line.

Ms Bridget Mosley is a regional archaeologist for the NZHPT. She holds
a Master of Arts degree (Anthropology) from the University of Auckland,
and a Master of Science degree (Human Osteology and Funerary
Archaeology) from the University of Sheffield, in the UK, and has over 7
years experience in archaeological consultancy and heritage
management. Ms Mosley overviewed the statutory framework of the
RMA, as it applied to the proposal, with the majority of her evidence
focusing on the protection of the electric loco line from partial
inundation. On questioning, it was established that the electric loco line
was first established in 1906, which put the archaeological remains
outside the statutory protection of the Historic Places Act 1993,
recognising that this Act focuses on pre-1900 activity. She explained the
reasons why the NZHPT preferred the protection of the electric loco line
in its entirety, and presented estimated cost for doing so.

Mr Robert McLean is the senior heritage policy adviser for the NZHPT.
He holds a Bachelor of Resource Environmental Planning degree and a
Masters of Arts degree (Historical Geography) from Massey University,
and has 12 years experience in heritage and resource management
research and planning. Mr Mclean also overviewed the statutory
framework of the RMA, the Buller and West Coast Regional Councils’
planning documents and discussed the required protection levels of
historic buildings in the Granity area. Like Mr Duff and Ms Mosley, Mr
Mclean considered the electric loco line should be protected by an
additional saddle dam, which was estimated to cost $1.7 million. Mr
McLean tabled a copy of a NZ Historic Places Trust report titled
‘Assessment of Heritage Values for Stockton Hydro Project’ dated 25
June 2009.

Ms Tania Hood is a renewable energy advisor with the Energy
Efficiency and Conservation Authority (EECA). She holds a Bachelor of
Resource and Environmental Planning degree and has practiced in this
field for six years. She is a graduate member of the NZ Planning Institute
and member of the Resource Management Law Association. Ms Hood
overviewed the role of the EECA, New Zealand’s electricity context, the
RMA and the effects of climate change and our obligations in this regard.
EECA supported this proposal because it was a renewable energy
development, would increase New Zealand’s commitment to reduction
of carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions and would improve electrical security
of supply, meet current and future regional electricity demands and
would contribute towards the national renewable energy target. Ms
Hood said the proposal was of national significance and would provide
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national and local benefits with positive effects, and was therefore
consistent with s.7 of the RMA.

Ms Frida Inta is a local resident who supported renewable energy
generation where environmental, cultural and social impacts could be
adequately mitigated. She outlined a number of specific concerns
relating to fernbird habitat loss, offshore discharge of AMD
contaminated water, preservation of archaeological artefacts, provision
of a dam breach warning system, seismic effects, and other effects. Ms
Inta acknowledged that the proposal would reduce the Ngakawau River
flows by up to 30%, but considered that if the existing contaminants
entering the river could be eliminated and her other concerns met, she
would have no other concerns about the proposal and recognised that it
was a good answer to the chronic energy needs of the Buller area.

Ms Joanna Parsons is a former resident of Westport and now resides in
Hokitika. She is the programme coordinator for Tai Poutini Polytechnic’s
Advanced Leadership and Guiding Certificate and teaches in the
outdoors, primarily as a kayak instructor. Ms Parsons stated
unconditional support for the proposal and outlined the current usage of
the Ngakawau River for kayaking and the limited opportunities it
provided. In offering her support, she considered it was a smart idea
taking degraded water from a degraded area and making power.

Ms Donna Field and Ms Vicki Ford are sisters, who presented a joint
submission. They own property in Millerton that they use for family
holidays and have a long historical association with the area. Their
submission and comment focused on the lower part of the proposal from
the Mangatini Stream down. They would prefer not to have the electric
loco line inundated, but could accept an enhancement of the line,
providing access was assured. They support active weed control
measures and vehicle cleaning. They have concerns for the losses of
bryophytes from waterways where flows would be depleted, and are
opposed to A.J. Stream, Weka and Sandy Creeks being part of the water
intake, and recommend bypassing of these sources. They do not support
the take of water from Mine Creek and would prefer minimal residual
flows down the Mangatini. During construction, they would like to be
assured that public access into the Repo Basin is preserved. They would
also like to see flow monitoring undertaken and stronger investigations
into the impacts on streams, landscapes, ecological and recreational
values in the nearby Ecological District and Historical Park.

Mr Peter Lusk is the spokesman for the Buller Conservation Group.
Their group was sympathetic towards small scale hydro schemes that
minimise damage to the environment and cause limited social
disruption. They support schemes that reduce transmission losses and
have the potential to lower power prices to local consumers. In this case
they neither support nor oppose the proposal. Some concerns they have
relate to flooding part of the coal plateau, but they support protection of
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coastal rain forest and would prefer to see an enhanced pest and weed
control programme. They are opposed to polluted water being
discharged to the sea and would prefer the treatment of the water
before it enters the Scheme. They would prefer to have Upper St Patrick
Stream and Weka Creek excluded from the Scheme and would like to
ensure that public access to the Repo Basin, Ngakawau Ecological Area,
Blackburn Pakihi and Happy Valley is preserved.

Royal Forest and Bird Society Incorporated (Forest and Bird)
submission was presented by Mr Peter Lusk. He said that Forest and
Bird has tried to weigh up the impacts and risks of the Scheme on
different parts of the environment, and would normally consider such a
large reduction of flow in the Ngakawau River and its tributaries to be
unacceptable. However, Forest and Bird support the goal of removing
AMD contamination from the Ngakawau River and consider its removal
is a significant net benefit of the Scheme. It considered other impacts of
the Scheme need careful assessment, with stringent consent conditions
imposed to ensure that such impacts are less than minor. Forest and
Bird outlined particular concern about the potential impacts of
discharged water on marine ecosystems. Given the proposed Scheme
will go a long way towards meeting the West Coast’s energy needs and it
will reduce the demand for further hydro schemes on other West Coast
rivers, Forest and Bird provide conditional support to the Scheme.

Mr Stewart Robertson attended the hearing several times to present
his evidence, but was unable to remain to present it in person. Our
apologies are proffered for his inconvenience. Mr Robertson is the
chairman of the Planning Sub-Committee of the West Coast Tai Poutini
Conservation Board and his evidence was presented on the Board’s
behalf. Mr Robertson advised that the Board supports the HDL Scheme
as the number of positive effects, are considered to outweigh any
negative effects. The Board considers that the Scheme will generate
electricity from a renewable resource, reduce transmission losses,
contribute to West Coast electricity generation, reduce additional
transmission corridors, minimise visual intrusion on landscape by
underground tunneling, and reduce pollution levels into the Ngakawau
River. The Board considers that the proposal would not detract from
existing amenity values and that the area is not considered to be an area
of outstanding natural landscapes. In providing its support, the Board
acknowledges that the majority of adverse effects can be adequately
addressed by consent conditions, appropriate land exchange of public
land, reduced or eliminated inundation of electric loco line, and ensuring
the acidic offshore discharges are appropriately monitored.

Mr Barrie Brown also attended the hearing on several occasions to
present his evidence, but was unable to remain to present it in person.
Our apologies are also proffered for his inconvenience. Mr Brown
supports the Scheme as he considers there will be benefits in reduced
transmission losses, and possible reduction of electricity costs, which
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would be of significant benefit to most industries, commerce and
residential users. Mr Brown provided with his evidence a number of
supporting document extracts that support renewable energy
generation.

[108] Ms Rachel McCann was unable to attend the hearing and provided a
written submission. Ms McCann is an owner of 91 Torea Street, Granity,
which is located opposite the proposed Granity construction and portal
site. She is opposed to the location of the Granity site and requests that
it be relocated, as she considers that it will have significant adverse
effects on her particularly with regard to noise, vehicle movements,
storage of hazardous goods, lighting, and the destruction of natural
landscape and wildlife. Ms McCann considered there would be no
guarantees to provide local jobs and it was unlikely that there would be
financial benefits to Buller residents.

[109] Mr Terence McLaughlin was unable to attend the hearing and provided
a written submission. Mr McLaughlin is an owner of 91 Torea Street,
Granity, which is located opposite the proposed Granity construction
and portal site. He is opposed to the location of the Granity site and
requests that it be relocated, as he considers the site is unstable, slips
will take decades to rejuvenate, native bush will be removed, and there
will be constant vehicle movements. He is concerned at the likely level
of noise pollution from trucks and loaders, delivery of materials,
blasting, drilling, sheet piling, jacking and micro tunneling noise. Mr
McLaughlin is also concerned that the proposed 24 hours per day, 7 days
per week operation will adversely effect his quality of life. Mr
McLaughlin is concerned about adverse effects on his property, and
building damage likely to be inflicted by blasting, construction and
micro-tunneling. He considers there are no positive benefits to the
Scheme.

APPLICANT’S RIGHT OF REPLY

[110] Mr Easther responded to some individual submitters during the
applicant’s ‘Right of Reply’ and in particular he addressed the
submissions from SENZ, Meridian, NZHPT, Ms Inta, and Ms Field. Each
of these responses are subsequently summarised below:

Solid Energy NZ Ltd (SENZ)

[111] Mr Easther re-emphasised the importance that SENZ had made, and
would continue to make to the HDL Scheme being able to achieve its
long term goals and benefits. He said that the operation of the Stockton
mine was critical to the Coast. This had been a position of HDL
throughout, where the shareholders of HDL, and in fact the entire
community that we are committed to, sees mining of the Stockton
Plateau to under-right the viability of not only our businesses, our
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lifestyles and enjoyment of this part of the world. HDL had no interest
whatsoever in placing these at risk. Mr Easther did not share SENZ’s
concerns of the possible threat that HDL could bring to their future
mining operations. He said in regard to the proposed SENZ condition,
that it would be unworkable, as he considered it would not be possible
to discontinue the exercise of consents, once they had been exercised.

[112] Mr Easther said that HDL had proposed to SENZ that the appropriate
mechanism to provide security to SENZ was through the access
agreement, if not already provided through the CML as had been
previously discussed. Mr Easther concluded by saying that the SENZ’s
concerns could be met through mechanisms outside the consent process,
and that their submission should be considered as not relevant to the
consent application.

Meridian Energy Ltd

[113] Mr Easther considered the Meridian submission was a blatant
commercial submission based on delaying the decision on a similar
hydro scheme and avoidance of the suppression of power prices, and by
putting doubts in the Commissioner’s minds as to uncertainties of
design. He disputed a number of claims made by Meridian and
considered their submission was aimed at frustrating the HDL
application. Mr Easther reiterated his former evidence that the annual
output of the hydro scheme was an intentional understatement. He
questioned the qualifications of Mr Connell of Damwatch, to discuss the
merits of RCC dams and the design work of URS.

New Zealand Historic Places Trust (NZHPT)

[114] Mr Easther disputed the evidence of the NZHPT with regard to the
significance of the section of electric loco line proposed to be inundated
and considered that NZHPT had failed to consider the unique
significance of the remaining accessible portions of the line. Mr Easther
also disputed the estimates of $1.7 million, prepared by Tonkin & Taylor
Ltd of the costs to construct shoulder dams to protect the electric loco
line. Mr Easther’s estimates to construct such shoulder dams would be
an additional $33 million, which is a vastly different sum than the
proffered NZHPT estimates. He also stated that the additional
development of shoulder dams would create additional issues of
hydraulic inundation to the sub-grade of the haul road and would create
flooding of the electric loco line from a created small lake, which would
then need diversion down the side of the haul road, resulting in further
additional costs. Mr Easther reaffirmed that these matters had been
previously considered during feasibility studies and were found to be
not feasible. He said that “HDL’s evidence has suggested that the value of
the loco formation, both above ground and within the tunnel sections
underground, are significantly greater than the section that will be
affected by the construction of the reservoir, both in terms of the current
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condition of these remaining sections, public accessibility to it, and the
potential to provide real interest value for the public in the future.” Mr
Easther concluded that HDL had “stated our intention to establish a
visitor interpretation centre near the outlet of the Stockton tunnel and to
create a walking track of public interest. [ have attached to this evidence
some photographs and display material that HDL has already researched.
The relocation of artefacts found within Weka reservoir and the
construction of the visitor displays and tracks around the reservoir will be
on HDL land and will not require 3™ party approval. There can be no
doubt that they will be built. Construction can be covered by the proposed
performance bond.”

Mr Easther noted that Ms Inta’s submission largely supported the
proposal and confined his comments to some of the effects noted by Ms
Inta. He outlined a range of options that could be included as consent
conditions in the unlikely event that Australian and New Zealand
Guidelines for Fresh and Marine Water Quality 2000 (ANZECC
guidelines) discharge guidelines may be exceeded. He suggested that
the inclusion of wetlands would be unlikely to gain support as the areas
required to be effective in treating AMD would be too great. Mr Easther
was not opposed to the inclusion of alarms being installed in the
Ngakawau/Hector area, if they were deemed to be an appropriate safety
feature. As a final observation Mr Easther considered that the flow over
