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DECISION OF THE ENVIRONMENT COURT

A. The application is granted on the conditions set out in the Attached
Schedule.
B. Costs are reserved.
REASONS
Introduction

(1] Meridian Energy Ltd (Meridian) lodged an application for resource consents
from the Wellington Regional Council, Horizons Regional Council, Masterton District
Council, and Tararua District Council (the Councils) in May 2023 for the construction,

operation and maintenance of a wind farm to be located at Mount Munro.!

(2] The wind farm is proposed to be located approximately 5 kilometres south of
Eketahuna on land generally bound by Falkner Road to the west, Kaiparoro Road and
State Highway 2 to the southwest, Old Coach Road to the north, Hall Road and
Smiths Line to the east and Opaki-Kaiparoro Road and Coach Road South to the

south (the site).

[3] The site extends over nine allotments owned by five parties: Rocky Hills
Farming Company Ltd (five properties), Dalmeny Agriculture Ltd, G and L
Cheetham, Fusion Ltd and Weymore Awarua Company Ltd.

(4] On 27 October 2023 Meridian lodged a request with the Councils under s 87D

RMA seeking that the application be progressed as a direct referral to the

Form 9 application for resource consent or fast track resource consent.



Environment Court. The Councils granted this request on 1 November 2023.

[5] The application was notified on 4 November 2023 with the submission period
closing on 6 December 2023. Seventy-three submissions were lodged, eight in

support, 63 in opposition and two neutral.

[6] On 15 March 2024, the Council provided its report on the application in
accordance with s 87F RMA. On receipt of that report and consistent with the
options available to it under the Act, Meridian elected to progress the application by
direct referral. The notice of motion confirming that intention was lodged with the
Environment Court on 19 March 2024. All submitters were provided with an
opportunity to become parties to the Environment Court proceedings pursuant to

s 274 RMA. Ten submitters availed themselves of that opportunity.

[7] A hearing was held in Masterton from 16 September 2024 to 24 September
2024.

Project Description

(8] The Assessment of Environmental Effects (AEE) accompanying the
application was prepared by Incite Consultants and includes a comprehensive
description of the project. In summary, once constructed the proposed wind farm

will comprise the following elements:

. Up to 20 wind turbines of up to 160 metres in height (from ground to

blade tip) with a maximum rotor diameter of 136 metres.
e  Up to 11.5 kilometres of internal access roads.
e  Turbine hard stands and concrete foundations.
e Aninternal electricity network of underground cables and fibre.

e A wind monitoring mast up to 92 metres high.



. A substation within the wind farm connected by overhead transmission
line to a terminal substation on the corner of State Highway 2 and

Kaiparoro Road connecting to the national grid.

. Construction laydown/site, administration area at the end of Old Coach
Road.
o Operations and maintenance buildings within the laydown area, a switch

yard and control building at the terminal substation and up to two small

control buildings at the site substation.

[9] The physical footprint of the wind farm is to be located within three

“envelopes” comprising:

° A turbine zone.
° A turbine exclusion zone.
) A transmission corridot.

[10]  Mr Nicholas Bowmar, Renewable Energy Development Programme Manager
for Meridian, describes the rationale for the envelope approach as being to enable
“flexibility over the choice of turbine and the detailed design and layout of the Mt
Munro wind farm”.? The 20 turbines must be arranged within the turbine zone only.
Other infrastructure is limited to the turbine exclusion zone and the transmission

corridor.

[11]  The main construction activities are:

e  Upgrade and sealing of Old Coach Road.

. Bulk earthworks associated with the development of internal access

roads.

2 Bowmar EIC at [22].



. Establishment of the laydown area.

. Construction of a bridge adjacent to the laydown area over a small

tributary of the Makakahi River.

. Development of the on-site and off-site substations and access track to

the transmission line.

. Establishment of a concrete batching plant area.

e  Laying of underground cables.

. Construction and pouring of wind turbine foundations.
. Installation of turbines.

[12]  The AEE identifies a range of potential environmental effects arising from the

construction and operation of the wind farm, including:

. Construction noise and traffic.
o Operational noise.
° Effects on landscape, natural character and visual amenity.

° Cultural effects.

° Ecological effects, including effects on water bodies, avifauna, lizards
and bats.

e  Effects on archaeological and historic heritage.

° Hazardous substances and contaminated land.

e  Radio interference and electromagnetic fields.

° Effects on aviation.



[13] A suite of technical reports included with the AEE assessed these potential
effects. Given the envelope approach employed by Meridian, the assessment of
effects conservatively considers the effects of the “worst case” arrangement of

activities within each zone. We consider these effects in detail later in the decision.

Section 87F RMA

[14]  Consent authorities in a direct referral process are required to review all aspects
of the application, prepare a report as described in s 87F(4) RMA and ensure that the
Court is provided with all necessary assistance regarding the matters covered in that

report.

[15]  The Councils jointly prepared a report to this effect, including contributions
from relevant technical experts covering planning matters and potential effects of the
project. The report reviewed all the material in the AEE and responses to extensive
requests for further information made under s 92 RMA received between September

2023 and February 2024. Council expert witnesses attended throughout the hearing.

[16] We are satisfied that the Councils have carried out their s 87F role in a robust

and exemplary manner which has greatly assisted the Court in its decision making.

Statutory Framework

[17]  The expert planners advising the Councils and Meridian (Mr Damien
McGahan for the District Councils, Ms Lauren Edwards for Manawata-Whanganui
Regional Council, Ms Alisha Vivian for Wellington Regional Council and Mr Tom

Anderson for Meridian) agree that the following statutory documents are relevant:

o National Policy Statement for Renewable Energy Generation 2011

(NPSREG).

o National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 2020 (as

amended in January 2024) (NPSFM).

o National Policy Statement for Highly Productive Land 2022 (NPSHPL).



[18]

Resource Management (National Environmental Standards for

Freshwater) Regulations 2020 (version as at 21 September 2023)
(NESE).

Resource Management (National Environmental Standards for Sources

of Human Drinking Water) Regulations 2007.

Resource Management (National Environmental Standards for Air

Quality) Regulations 2004.

Resource Management (National Environmental Standard for Assessing
and Managing Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human Health)

Regulations 2011 (NESCS).

Operative Horizons One Plan-Part 1: Regional Policy Statement

(Horizons RPS).

Operative Regional Policy Statement for the Wellington Region 2013
(GWRPS).

Proposed Change 1 to the GWRPS notified August 2022.

Operative Horizons One Plan - Part 2: Regional Plan.

Greater Wellington Natural Resources Plan (GWNRP).

Tararua Operative District Plan (TDP).

Operative Wairarapa Combined District Plan (OWCDP).

Proposed Wairarapa Combined District Plan (notified October 2023).

The planners also agree that, with some additions,? the relevant objectives and

policies from the above statutory instruments are as set out in Appendix C to Mr

Anderson’s primary evidence. These run to some 90 pages so will not be included

3

JWS Planning, topic 1.



here. We consider the most relevant of the provisions in the planning assessment

following evaluation of the effects of the project.

[19]  Overall, the activities associated with the project are considered on a bundled
approach to be a discretionary activity under the Horizons One Plan, GWNRP, TDP
and the OWCDP. Three controlled activities are identified and, as they are
inextricably linked with the other activities, these have been included in the bundle,
however we acknowledge that these activities cannot be declined. The planners agree
that the correct set of consents has been applied for as set out in the Planning s 87F

report.*

Section 274 Party Evidence

[20]  Ten submitters initially registered interest under s 274 RMA with nine

submitters appearing at the hearing:

e  Mr Brendon Braddick.

®  Mr Jesse Braddick.

e  Mr Marc Braddick.

e  Ms Josie Braddick.

. Hastwell - Mount Munro Protection Society Inc.
e Mr Christopher Clarke.

. Mr Robin Olliver.

. Ms Janet Mcllraith.

. Mr John Maxwell.

4 Planning s 87F report at [53]-[56].



° K Coppieters and K Coppieters-Couck.>

[21]  Written evidence was filed for the hearing by Mr Clarke on behalf of the
Protection Society, Mr Olliver, Ms Mcllraith, and Mr Maxwell. Marc and Jesse

Braddick and Brendon and Josie Braddick made oral submissions at the hearing.

[22]  Marc and Jesse Braddick spoke to the proximity of their farm to the wind farm
and its effects on their enjoyment of their rural farming lifestyle, including from noise,
dust, traffic, lighting, and visual impact. We make special mention of Jesse Braddick’s
oral submission. Jesse is a young man, still at school, who spoke articulately and with
passion about his love for the landscape and his dogs and his concerns that these

matters would be significantly and adversely affected by the wind farm.

[23] Brendon and Josie Braddick expressed concerns about the wind farm
dominating the rural environment they live and work in with its visual presence. They
do not want to see the local streams impacted by sediment discharge from the
earthworks or the native bird life affected. Any mitigation planting at their property
to screen the view of the wind turbines will also work to significantly restrict their
rural outlook. Mr Braddick expressed support for a setback rule for wind farms from
residences to reduce the impact on local communities. He expressed concern that the
presence of the wind farm would diminish the value and saleability of his farm should

his family no longer want to live there. He summed up:°

This is our home and it’s a place of comfort and a place of security, a place of
belonging and what hurts me most is it might be taken away.

[24]  Mr Clarke, as chairperson of the Hastwell-Mount Munro Protection Society,
covered a range of topics in his evidence statement and submissions to the hearing.

His principal concerns centred on:

e  The perceived inadequacy of Meridian’s engagement with the local

community throughout the process to date.

> K Coppieters and K Coppieters-Couck withdrew their s 274 party notice on 22 May 2024.
6 NOE at 330, lines 28-29.



10

° The lack of investigation of alternative transport routes.
. Social impacts.
° Noise effects.

° Visual effects.

. Lighting effects on the night sky.

. Dust.
o Construction effects, including traffic.
o Landscape.

[25]  Mr Clarke drew attention to the fact that Hastwell contains a number of small
parcels of separately titled land on which a dwelling could be established as of right.
He was critical of the failure to assess the effects on such proposed dwellings and this
matter formed the focus of legal submissions by counsel for the Society, Mr Morgan

Slyfield. Mr Clarke concluded with the statement:’

Meridian’s process to date has not provided sufficient detail for me or my neighbours
to be able to undertake a proper assessment of effects and mitigations.

[26]  This theme is carried through in submissions to the hearing and in questioning
of Meridian expert witnesses. When questioned by the Court following his
presentation as to whether, given all the information now available and responses
from expert witnesses to his and others’ questions, there remained matters that had
not been addressed, Mr Clarke responded, “yes”.8 He then referenced visual effects,
roading, management of water and sediment, flora and fauna, social impacts and noise.
When asked by the Court whether the Council expert reviews had not given him

confidence to be satisfied that these matters are appropriately dealt with, Mr Clarke’s

7 Clarke written statement final paragraph.
8 NOE at 370, line 19.
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response was “correct”.”

[27]  In a similar vein, Mr Olliver highlighted the value he places on living in the
Hastwell community and the disruption the presence of a wind farm will have on his
rural lifestyle. He cited his main concerns as dust pollution and visual effects including
shadow flicker, glint and night lighting. He also raised concerns around earthquake
risk, construction noise, heritage impacts, and the upgrade of Old Coach Road. In his
statement to the hearing Mr Olliver emphasised his concern regarding upgrading of
Old Coach Road to access the site and that an alternative route should be used via the
Opaki-Kaiparoro Road and Coach Road South. He also expressed reservations about
the potential to mitigate visual effects at his property which is one of the dwellings

most highly affected by the project.

[28]  Ms Mcllraith in her evidence raised similar issues to Mr Clarke and Mr Olliver,
including concern over the engagement process, community impacts, visual and

landscape issues, waterway effects, traffic, and noise.

[29]  As part of his presentation, Mr Maxwell submitted a “Social Impact Report”
he had authored in which he challenged almost every aspect of the proposed wind
farm, concluding “[tlhe cumulative effects of this proposed windfarm place a very
high negative Social Impact on the local community that is very out of balance with
any possible gains”.1 When questioned by the Court as to whether his position
remained unchanged following the preparation of the review information by the
Councils’ experts, Mr Maxwell did not give a clear answer, suggesting only that
Meridian experts had “puta slant” on evidence,!'! and that Council evidence “[i]n some

areas ... has given a slightly different slant”.12

[30]  In addition to the written and oral submissions of the s 274 parties, the Court

had regard to the submissions received when the application was originally notified.

9 NOE at 371, line 7.
10 Maxwell evidence summation, at 29.
1 NOE at 408, line 15.

12 NOE at 408, line 29.
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These submissions raise similar themes to those advanced by the s 274 parties.

Community Engagement

[31]  Meridian’s approach to stakeholder engagement including iwi, key
organisations and local communities is set out in section 7 of the AEE and in the
evidence of Mr Bowmar. Key organisations consulted include Pukaha Mount Bruce,
Department of Conservation, Transpower, NZTA Waka Kotahi, New Zealand Post,
Wiz Wireless, Inspirenet, Civil Aviation Authority, New Zealand Wind Energy
Association and New Zealand Fire and Emergency. Of these, Pukaha and NZTA
have provided written approval for the project. None of the other listed organisations

submitted on the application.

[32] Engagement with local hapa/iwi was initiated in 2021 and is ongoing. This is
covered further in our consideration of effects of the project on cultural and historic

heritage.

[33] Consultation with the local community began in mid-2022, initially with the
owners and occupiers of the 27 dwellings located within 2 kilometres of the project
site. This was followed by engagement with the wider community through open days,
a pop-in event in Eketahuna and a community newsletter delivery. Meridian twice
met with members of the Hastwell-Mount Munro Protection Society, together with
the MP for Wairarapa, the Honourable Kieran McAnulty, to discuss Society concerns

with the project.

[34] Mr Bowmar in his primary evidence sets out Meridian’s response to matters
raised in submissions and community discussions and how these have been
incorporated into the project approach where appropriate. He also responds in detail
in rebuttal evidence to the concerns of the Society and its members’ criticisms
regarding the engagement process. Mr Bowmar takes issue with much of this criticism
as not accurately reflecting the engagement process or the outcomes generated by that
engagement. He considers that Meridian has engaged with the community in good

faith and “[o]ur team has strived at all times to remain respectful and to communicate
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with transparency and in good faith”.!3 It was clear to the Court that this view was

not shared by the Hastwell-Mount Munro Protection Society.

[35] We have considered the s 274 evidence and submissions to the Court, and
acknowledge that the consenting process has generated a great deal of angst, and that
some people in this community are deeply stressed by the prospect of a wind farm
being established at Mount Munro. To them, Meridian’s engagement has been
unsatisfactory and there is a feeling that the community views have not been listened

to.

[36]  The Society’s position is probably best reflected in a protracted exchange
between Mr Clarke and Meridian counsel Mr Beatson in the course of cross-

examination.!* In summary, Mr Clarke:

° Maintains that Meridian’s engagement has not been in good faith.

o Considers that Meridian has not adequately responded to information

requests, saying “Meridian responded as it wanted to respond”.

e Accepts that experts have been engaged to assess matters raised by the

Society but Meridian “still did not engage with us”.

° Does not accept that there is sufficient information available to enable

the Court to assess the effects of the proposal.

° Accepts that an engagement process is a two-way street, but any
expression of anger from the community members that may have caused
Meridian team members discomfort was because their approach had

been unsatisfactory.

e Asserts the engagement “felt like a tickbox experience, a process of duty

not a process of engagement”.

13 Bowmar rebuttal at [28].
14 NOE at 358-362.
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. Accepts that there may be members of the community who support the
wind farm but have not expressed that because of discomfort about
doing so, but equally some who are opposed may also feel discomfort

due to perceived repercussions.

° Accepts that Meridian has taken up some suggestions to improve

engagement but not others.

[37]  Assetout previously, many s 274 parties raised the issue of a previous resource
consent lodged by Meridian in 2012 and then withdrawn prior to hearing based on
market viability at the time. Mr Maxwell on behalf of the Society produced a letter
written to Meridian from members of the community after the 2012 application had
been withdrawn setting out their concerns with the process which had unfolded.
Meridian witnesses advised that they were not aware of that letter when the project
was revived and only became aware of it when it was provided as part of the Society
evidence. It was clear to the Court that the previous experience continues to have

implications for the relationship between Meridian and the community.

[38]  Against that background we now turn to consider the effects of the proposal.

Section 104 - Potential Effects of the Project

Statutory Framework

[39]  In accordance with s 104 RMA, when considering an application for resource
consent, the decision-maker must, subject to Part 2, have regard to any actual and
potential effects on the environment of allowing the activity, any mitigation or
compensation measures proposed, any relevant provisions of specified planning
documents and any other matter the consent authority considers relevant and

reasonably necessary to determine the application.

[40]  Effects are defined by s 3 of the RMA as:

(a)  any positive or adverse effect; and
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(b)  any temporary or permanent effect; and
(c)  any past, present, or future effect; and

(d) any cumulative effect which arises over time or in combination with
other effects —

regardless of the scale, intensity, duration, or frequency of the effect, and also
includes—

(e)  any potential effect of high probability; and

(f)  any potential effect of low probability which has a high potential impact.

[41]  The term “environment” is defined in the Act as including:

(@) ecosystems and their constituent parts, including people and
communities; and

(b)  all natural and physical resources; and
(c)  amenity values; and

(d)  the social, economic, aesthetic, and cultural conditions which affect the
matters stated in paragraphs (a) to (c) or which are affected by those
matters.

[42]  In considering that definition of environment, the Court of Appeal held in
Quneenstown-Latkes District Council v Hawthorn Estates Lt that effects on the future state

of the environment are also to be included stating:

In our view, the word “environment” embraces the future state of the
environment as it might be modified by the utilisation of rights to carry out
permitted activity under a district plan. It also includes the environment as it
might be modified by the implementation of resource consents which have
been granted at the time a particular application is considered, where it appears
likely that those resource consents will be implemented.

[43] In this case, the question of what constitutes the existing and future
environment became particularly contentious. Counsel for the Protection Society, Mr
Slyfield, submitted that the receiving environment in this case is highly unusual

because despite being rurally zoned and appearing rural in nature, the adjacent area

15 QOuneenstown-Lakes District Council v Hawthorn Estates 1td (2006) 12 ELRNZ 299 (CA).
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includes, within 2 kilometres of the project, approximately 50 existing sections (with

separate titles) that could have residential dwellings built on them as of right.!¢

[44]  As this had not been taken into account by Meridian in its assessment of
effects, Mr Slyfield submitted that the assessment of effects was inadequate and
consent should be declined. Unsurprisingly, Meridian rejected this contention, as did

the Councils.

[45]  Central to the dispute between counsel, and the question asked of this Court,
was whether the Court of Appeal’s approach in Hawthorn required an assessment of
the likelihood of the future environment being modified by permitted activities. Put
simply, it is Mr Slyfield’s position that the Hawthorn decision requires an assessment
of the likelihood of whether an existing resource consent might be implemented but
does not require a similar assessment of likelihood when considering “the future state
of the environment as it might be modified by the utilisation of rights to carry out

permitted activity under a district plan”.

[46]  In support of Mr Slyfield’s position he carefully took the Court through a
number of cases decided since Hawthorn which traverse this question. Given the

importance of this issue to our decision, we record a fulsome summary of that here.

[47] Commencing with the Court of Appeal decision of Royal/ Forest and Bird
Protection Society of New Zealand Inc v Buller District Council (Buller Coal)'” Mr Slyfield
highlighted the following obiter remarks of Fogarty J:

The Court of appeal in Hawthorn at [84] continues the extended meaning of
“environment” established by the dictum in Bayfly, ... changing the words
slightly, but not their meaning, to “as it might be modified by the utilisation of
rights to carry out permitted activity under a district plan”. As I have explained,
this notion of “might” applies only to permitted uses and has nothing to do
with “likelihood”.  Likelihood only applies to whether existing resource
consents, which are for activities not permitted, will be implemented.

16 Submissions of counsel at [3] and [4].
17 Royal Forest and Bird Protection Society of New Zealand Inc v Buller District Council [2013] NZHC
1324.
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[48]  Further on in the Buller Coal decision Fogarty | states:

It should be understood that [84] of the Hawthorn decision leaves intact the
qualification on taking into account permitted uses where the activity is only a
very remote possibility, so long as it is not fanciful.

[49]  Mr Slyfield submitted that the footnote to the above statement makes plain
that Fogarty | was referring to the permitted baseline not permitted uses when
considering whether an activity was fanciful and this is not grounds to read in a

“likelihood” qualifier when considering all permitted uses.

[50]  Mr Slyfield then referred to the High Court decision in Save Kapiti'® where the
Court was asked to consider whether an existing designation was a permitted activity
or an unimplemented consent in terms of the Hawthorn considerations. In that
instance, the Court concluded that irrespective of which limb of Hawthorn was

engaged, it was “not appropriate to consider a future environment that is artificial”.

[51]  Mr Slyfield sought to argue that the Save Kapiti decision does not support a
general proposition that a qualifier should be read into the Hawthorn permitted use
limb but rather was a necessary consideration in that case only because the new road
and the previous designation could not both proceed. In Mr Slyfield’s submission, this

is a distinguishing factor from other cases.

[52]  Burgess v Selwyn District Council'® was identified as a case by all counsel where the
factual scenario came the closest to the current circumstances. In that case Mr and
Mrs Burgess owned land adjacent to a proposed poultry farm. The District Plan
permitted the addition of another dwelling and the Court heard evidence that Mr and
Mrs Burgess had obtained a certificate of compliance from the council for such a

dwelling. In that instance the Court held:

We note the dicta in Save Kapiti Inc at paragraphs [69-70] as to whether there is
any difference in approach to be taken between permitted activities and
unimplemented resource consents. Justice Gendall affirmed that it is not
appropriate for the court to consider a future environment that is artificial.
Rather, the court is to be concerned with activities (whether permitted or

18 Save Kapiti Inc v New Zealand Transport Agency [2013] NZHC 2104,
19 Burgess v Selwyn District Conncil [2014] NZEnvC 11.
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consented) that are likely to happen. We find that to assume that the receiving
environment includes a dwelling erected at the preferred building site merely
because the Plan permits the same, whether or not that was likely to happen,
would be to create an artificial environment against which the effects of the
proposal are to be considered.

[53]  Similar to Burgess, in Otway Oasis Society Inc v Waikato Regional Conncil?® the
adjacent landowner had obtained a certificate of compliance for a future new dwelling.
In response to an argument that while an unimplemented resource consent needs to
be “likely” to be taken into account as part of the receiving environment, a permitted

activity need only be non-fanciful, Judge Dwyer found:

Para [84] of Hawthorn does not refer to any test as to the basis on which
assessment of potential utilisation of permitted activity rights should be
undertaken. ... if the Court of Appeal in Hawthorn had intended to identify
different tests for the two aspects of the future environment ... it did not say
sO.

[54]  Similatly, in Knowles v Queenstown Lafkes District CounciP' the Court concluded:

... the assessment as to what is permitted under a district plan should be the
same whether that assessment is being made for the purpose of establishing
the baseline against which the effects of a proposed activity on the site are
determined or when the consent authority has to decide what constitutes the
receiving environment which is going to be affected by the proposed activity.

[55]  Against that background it was Mr Slyfield’s position that the correct standard
for assessing whether permitted activities are part of the receiving environment in
accordance with Hawthorn is not that they are “likely” but the much lesser standard

that they are “not fanciful”.

[56]  On that basis it was Mr Slyfield’s submission that while it might be fanciful to
expect all 50 sections to be built on given the past slow rate of change, it is equally
fanciful to suggest that none of the sections will be built on. As Meridian had made
no attempt to assess the non-fanciful future environment, Mr Slyfield submitted that

the assessment of effects was inadequate and the Court was unable to reach an

20 Otway Oasis Society Inc v Waikato Regional Council [2020] NZEnvC 169.
21 Knowles v Queenstown Lafkes District Counci/ [2019] NZHC 3227.



19

informed assessment, such that the consent must be declined.

[57]  For its part, Meridian submits that the totality of the caselaw “essentially and
progressively confirms that Hawthorn is not a code, and irrespective of which limb of
Hawthorn is engaged, it is not appropriate to consider an ‘artificial’ future
environment”. It says the task of the Court is to consider the future environment as
that which “may be modified by the utilisation of rights to carry out permitted
activities under the District Plan and implementation of resource consents which have
been granted” where it appears likely that those resource consents will be implemented
or permitted activities undertaken. Counsel then suggests a context specific

assessment is undertaken to determine whether any additional considerations apply.

[58]  Counsel for the Council, Ms Johnston, noted that the explicit wording of [84]
in Hawthorn is that the future environment is to be assessed “as it might be modified
by the utilisation of rights to carry out permitted activity under a district plan”
(emphasis added by counsel). She submitted that at the very least this indicates that
fanciful uses of land need not be considered given it would be difficult to accept that

such uses “might” form part of the future environment.

[59] Ms Johnston went on to record her agreement with Mr Beatson that the case
law developed post Hawthorn collectively supports the view that Hawthorn should not
be read as a code applying to all circumstances, and that a “real world” analysis of the
future environment is required. It was her submission that “likelihood”, “real world”
or consideration of a “future environment that is [not| artificial” provide very little

practical differentiation when applied.

[60]  We accept that submission. We are satistied that Hawthorn and the body of
caselaw which follows it, confirms that a decision-maker is entitled to consider the
permitted uses which may occur in the future through a pragmatic or real-world lens.
In our view, to do otherwise would be nonsensical given the range of permitted
activities that exist within any given zone. It cannot be the case that an applicant is
required to consider every possible permutation of the future environment with a

range of possible permitted activities. Rather there must be some analysis of the future
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state with reference not only to the range of permitted activities that might occur but

which of them “might” or is most likely to eventuate.

[61]  In this instance, the evidence before us is that the predominant use is and has
been for many decades, rural and rural residential. The small allotments (of
approximately 4000 m?) on the Opaki-Kaiparoro Road east of Smith’s Line date back
to 1889 and the early 1900s and are likely to have been established to form the
Hastwell township which has never eventuated. Only one or two of these sections
have been sold individually, with most forming part of a wider land holding, and there

is no evidence of development plans for any of them at this stage.

[62]  We also note at this juncture that the Court carefully questioned witnesses,
particularly Council witnesses, as to whether there were options to site and build a
new dwelling on these titles in such a way as to minimise or mitigate the effects of the
wind farm. We were advised on each occasion that there were. Taken together with
the condition requiring Meridian to keep the community updated on its development
timeline, we are satisfied that in the unlikely event that development does start to occur
on the small lots, the effects will be less than those which fall to be assessed as part of

the rural environment that exists today.

[63] On the basis of the above, we find that the likely future environment is a
continuation of the existing rural environment and this forms the appropriate basis

for the assessment of effects, which we now turn to considet.

Assessment of Effects

[64] We say at the outset that we found the assessment of effects to be robust and
the peer review of that assessment by the Councils to be rigorous. We acknowledge
that the community did not feel reassured by the assessments undertaken and the
expert evidence they heard but we make the point that the evidence we received was
among the most comprehensive the members of the Court can recall. The rigour with
which the assessment was undertaken is, in our view, reflected in the close alignment

between Meridian’s experts and the Council experts by the time of hearing.
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Positive Effects

[65]  Section 5.1 of the AEE and the evidence of Mr Grant Telfar, industry advisor

for Meridian, outline the benefits of the project at a national, regional, and local level.

[66] At a national level Mr Telfar explained that the project will increase electricity
generation capacity, increase electricity security of supply by generating electricity
from a renewable local resource and displace greenhouse gas emissions from high
emission thermal generation. These benefits directly support the provisions of the
NPSREG. The project will also contribute toward the Government’s renewable
energy generation goals and the long-term goal of achieving zero net carbon emissions

by 2050.

[67]  Regional and local benefits include local construction expenditure over the
projected 32-month construction period and the employment of up to 150 people on
site during that period. Once operational, the wind farm will employ up to eight full
time staff for operations and maintenance management, plus additional staff for
inspection and engineering support, and for mid-life refurbishment. Staff are likely to
base themselves close to the site, in Mr Telfar’s opinion. There will also be local
expenditure for such things as road maintenance, storage and equipment repairs as
well as benefits from the continued viability of the existing farming operation through
an additional income source. Mr Telfar cites experience from other rural wind farms

in support of this assessment of potential local benefits.

[68]  Mr Telfar advised that Meridian typically makes a contribution to the affected
local community through its Power Up funds established for renewable electricity
generation projects in 2005. The fund is managed by Meridian to support locally
initiated community projects, with the amount of money available determined by the

output of the wind farm.

[69] This Power Up fund was explored with Mr Telfar at the hearing, first by
Ms Johnston in cross-examination then by the Court in questions and by Mr Beatson
in questions arising. This established that the fund is generally applied through an

established process dependant on local needs identified in conversation with the
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community. Proposals are considered by an advisory panel, which includes
community representation, within an annual budget. The fund operates separately to

any stakeholder liaison group that may be in existence.

[70]  In response to discussion on the lack of certainty associated with this fund
Meridian proffered in closing submissions, on an Axgier basis,?? consent conditions
for the community fund including a minimum budget contribution. These are now
recorded as CF1 and CF2 in the final proposed conditions. While distributions from
the fund are to remain at Meridian’s discretion, Meridian intends to adopt the same
advisory panel approach it uses for other Power Up funds to consider applications.
An overview of this process was provided by Meridian at the hearing and is recorded

as Meridian Exhibit 1.

Adverse Effects

Erosion and Sediment Control

[71] A Construction Water Management Plan and Effects Assessment (CWMR)
was prepared by Meridian’s erosion and sediment control expert Mr Graeme Ridley
and included in the AEE. This was reviewed under s 87F by Mr Kerry Pearce, an
ESC specialist consultant engaged by the Regional Councils. Both experts prepared

evidence for the hearing and attended relevant expert conferencing.

[72] The CWMR outlines the activities likely to generate sediment discharge,
including access track and turbine site earthworks, soil disposal sites and stream works.
It also describes the project’s approach to erosion and sediment control. The CWMR
provides details for managing erosion to minimise sediment discharge at source and
sediment control measures including decanting earth bunds and sediment retention
ponds. These measures are designed to be consistent with best practice as described
in the Greater Wellington Regional Council Erosion and Sediment Control Guide for

Land Disturbing Activities 2021 (GWRC Guide).

22 Meridian closing submission at [16].
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[73]  An overarching Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (ESCP), incorporating
Site Specific Erosion and Sediment Control Plans (SSESCPs), is proposed to be in
place prior to any earthworks being undertaken. The general approach proposed,
including the incorporation of the GWRC Guide, was endorsed by Mr Pearce in his s
87F report. Following exchange of evidence and expert conferencing Mr Ridley and
Mr Pearce confirmed that the proposed development of an ESCP and contributing
SSESCPs was consistent with the GWRC Guide and an effective process for the
management of erosion and sediment discharge appropriate for the conditions at

Mount Munro.

[74] Mr Pearce did however note the absence of recommended performance
standards/triggers for the design of the sediment control devices and a lack of
monitoring to ensure those standards were complied with over the construction
period. He also noted that a higher risk of unacceptable release of sediment from
fresh earthworks during winter months required specific attention in conditions of

consent.

[75]  Mr Ridley recommended a performance ‘target’ for sediment clarity, together
with a suite of conditions requiring a response action where this target was exceeded.
In his view, setting the performance requirement as an absolute ‘standard’ would mean
that every time a device discharge exceeded the standard, likely during an event
exceeding the design weather event, the consent holder would be in breach of consent
and subject to enforcement action. Mr Ridley considered that the same back up
response would apply whether standards or targets were set but the use of a standard
set up a breach position that was not justified. Regarding monitoring, Mr Ridley
recommended discharge monitoring against a performance target at sediment control
ponds only. These are the largest of the proposed devices collecting runoff from

larger catchments.

[76] Mr Pearce, although agreeing at expert conference that setting a ‘target’ was
appropriate, refers in evidence to the need for a standard to be applied and monitored

at each sediment control device that incorporated a point source discharge.
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[77] These two issues were explored extensively with Mr Ridley under cross-
examination and in questioning from the Court. Mr Ridley defended the position

taken in his evidence regarding both matters.

[78] Prior to the Court hearing from Mr Pearce, and following discussions
between the parties, however, some changes to the proposed conditions related to

erosion and sediment control were advanced by the parties.

[79] Mr Pearce, in his summary statement to the Court, referred to these proposed
changes and advised that it was now proposed that performance ‘targets’ would apply
in circumstances when a device spillway is operating and ‘standards’ would apply when
the discharge was occurring through the device outlet but the spillway was not
operating. 'This approach is designed to avoid the non-compliance issue during
overdesign rainfall events raised by Mr Ridley. In both circumstances adaptive

response is required when the performance measures are exceeded.

[80] We were advised by counsel that Meridian agreed that the proposed changes
were acceptable. Mr Beatson also advised that the monitoring proposed in condition
ES3(W) including all sediment control devices was agreeable to Meridian. Proposed

condition ES3 incorporates the changes referred to above.

[81] One further matter raised by Mr Pearce in his s 87F report related to
earthworks activity during winter months. This was not explored to any extent in
evidence or at the hearing, but we note that condition ES8 addresses this issue by
excluding earthworks during winter months (1 May to 30 September) unless
specifically authorised. The condition was first proposed by the Regional Councils
and amended following expert advice from conferencing. Meridian and the Councils

accept condition ES8 as now proposed.

[82] Matters related to erosion and sediment control were raised in several
submissions and by s 274 parties, including during questioning of the experts. These
concerns mainly related to downstream impacts on water quality, particularly from
sediment discharges, and the use of appropriate rainfall data for designing erosion and

sediment control measures.
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[83] Mr Ridley and Mr Pearce responded to these concerns by confirming that in
their respective expert opinions, the adoption and implementation of best practice
controls consistent with the GWRC Guide and directed by conditions of consent
would result in no more than minor effects on downstream environments. This is
reinforced by requirements for stream monitoring and response actions should any

effects be detected.

[84] Mr Ridley further confirmed that on-site rainfall information would be used
for the design of erosion and sediment control at a site level when SSESCPs are

developed.

[85] We are satisfied that the agreement between Meridian and the Regional
Councils on the effective management of erosion and potential sediment discharges
arising from the construction of the project is fully supported by the evidence and

appropriately informs proposed conditions ES1 to 9.

[86] On the issues that were initially identified as in contention but subsequently
resolved during the hearing, we accept the pragmatic and realistic separation of
overdesign rainfall events and ESC devices from events within design when imposing

appropriate standards for discharge clarity and hence sediment discharge levels.

[87] During within design events flushing through of sediments is less likely,
creating the potential for discharges exceeding the clarity standard to settle on stream
bottoms with resultant adverse effects on those stream systems. An enforceable

‘standard’ is appropriate for these circumstances.

[88] During larger rainfall events resulting in spillway overflow the efficiency of
the devices decreases in proportion to the rainfall event. This creates the potential for
discharges that may exceed the clarity measures in circumstances beyond the control
of the consent holder. We acknowledge the use of a clarity ‘target’ is the appropriate
approach in these circumstances, coupled with associated response requirements

should the targets be exceeded.
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[89] The evidence supports a conclusion that the implementation of ESC
measures as set out in conditions ES1 to 9 will manage the potential effects of

sediment discharge to an acceptable level.

Ecology

[90] The AEE includes an ecological assessment report prepared by Boffa Miskell
Consultants, headed by Dr Vaughan Keesing (freshwater) and Dr Leigh Bull
(terrestrial). Dr Keesing and Dr Bull also prepared statements of evidence and rebuttal
evidence and participated in expert witness conferencing with Council ecological
experts. Ms Georgia Cummings, from consultants Tonkin + Taylor Ltd, also provided

a long-tailed bat impact assessment report.

[91] These AEE reports were reviewed by Mr James Lambie (terrestrial) and Dr
Adam Forbes (freshwater) in s 87F reports for the Councils, evidence statements and
expert conferencing. Mr Lambie also included in his review and primary evidence

consideration of the effects on long-tailed bats.

[92]  Construction and operation of the project is assessed against the potential for
adverse effects on terrestrial habitats for lizards and birds, freshwater streams and

wetlands, bird-strike risks particularly for threatened and at-risk species, and bat strike.

Terrestrial Habitats

[93] Improved pasture makes up 97 per cent of the directly impacted footprint of
the project. This will not change with the construction and operation of the
wind farm. As such, potential effects on terrestrial habitats are assessed as very low

in the AEE.

[94] The New Zealand Pipit was the only threatened or at-risk species recorded at
the site that may rely on pasture habitat. Pipit are known to nest under taller rank
grass clumps. These are very limited within the project’s grazed active envelope but
are present throughout the wider site. The risk of permanent loss of any habitat on

Pipit is assessed as negligible.
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[95]  Despite this, Dr Keesing acknowledged in response to a s 92 RMA request for
additional information that the maintenance of pasture grass at a low height during
construction to remove the potential for Pipit nesting during construction is desirable.
This is confirmed by Mr Lambie in his s 87F report, adding that pre-clearance
inspections of any tall grass should be made for nesting Pipit. Conditions to this effect

are included in the proposed conditions of consent and agreed by the parties.

Lizards

[96]  Lizard surveys across the project envelope recorded the presence of two
northern grass skinks in an area of rank grassland/weedland at the western end of the
proposed transmission line. This area was assessed as being of low to moderate value
as lizard habitat. The grazed pastureland and occasional rock outcrop within the
project envelope are unsuitable as lizard habitat and considered to have negligible
value. Overall, the level of effect on lizards was considered as very low. No mitigation

conditions were proposed in the AEE.

[97]  Mr Lambie in his s 87F report agreed with the AEE assessment but suggested
that a mitigation condition be included requiring pre-clearance inspection of
vegetation for lizards at the western end of the transmission line, together with a

transfer protocol if any lizards are found.

[98]  Consequently, the August version of proposed conditions includes conditions
for pre-construction lizard surveys and salvage, together with a lizard management
plan. These conditions, with one minor exception, were agreed at witness

conferencing between Mr Lambie and Dr Bull.

[99] Noted in evidence and at the hearing was that all native lizards are protected
under the Wildlife Act 1953 and a Wildlife Act Authorisation (WAA) is required for
disturbance of potential lizard populations. A WAA would likely direct survey and
salvage where disturbance is proposed. Further discussion on the probable overlap
of WAA proposed conditions for lizard management at the hearing, led to the Council
withdrawing the proposed requirement for a lizard management plan, reverting to a

condition requiring survey and trans-location as originally suggested by Dr Bull and
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Mr Lambie. There is agreement between the parties on this proposed condition. We

consider this appropriate.

Wetlands

[100] The ecological assessment included within the AEE identified 44 natural
wetlands as defined under the NPSFM within 100 metres of the project envelope.

These wetlands are described as four types —

o Gully mud sponges.
o Gully heads and hollows on the upper ridgeline.
o Stream terraces.

o Steep hill seepage slumps.

[101] The wetland types have the same plant species present but in different
proportions reflecting the hydrological and sediment differences at the features. Six
of the wetlands, totalling 0.32 hectares, are within the consent envelope and thus

exposed to being directly impacted.

[102] The natural wetland values on the project site were assessed as negligible in the
AEE. No significant natural wetlands are present. The loss of these small wetland

areas is assessed as having an overall very low level of effect.

[103] The AEE noted that under cl 3.22(1)(b) of the NPSFM, Meridian is required
to follow the effects management hierarchy to remedy, offset or compensate for these
small losses of natural wetland. Toward this end, the AEE recommends a 1:1 ratio of
offset as being appropriate given the very low value of the wetlands and 0.32 hectares

of created wetlands is proposed to meet this offset requirement.

[104] Apart from direct loss the other potential impact on wetlands is from possible
sediment discharge from exposed earthworks during construction. The ecological

assessment notes the history of the wetlands existing on the site as being the product
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of sediment retention from grazed farmland runoff in small gullies, seepage slumps
and hollows. These features are subject to frequent sediment in-flow and the current
flora and fauna are adapted to this. The effects of any large-scale sediment input from
a failed sediment control device discharging upstream of a wetland would result in
only short-term alteration to the wetland ecosystem, with natural recovery occurring

over several months.

[105] As we have already traversed, large scale sediment discharge is to be controlled
and managed under an ESCP designed and operated to mitigate any potential

downstream ecological effects of the project during construction.

[106] Mr Lambie in his s 87F report generally concurs with the approach taken for
wetlands in the AEE, including the appropriateness of the 1:1 offset ratio and the

importance of effective sediment management during construction.

[107] During witness conferencing, Mr Lambie, Dr Keesing and Dr Forbes agreed
that an upper limit of 0.35 hectares of wetland loss be conditioned. Some potential
for further wetland loss during Old Coach Road widening was identified, as was the
need to ensure loss does not go beyond that assessed for the 1:1 offset ratio. The

proposed upper limit addresses these matters.

[108] A suite of conditions detailing wetland offset establishment and monitoring is

proposed. The parties are in agreeance on these conditions.

Vulnerable Flora

[109] Mr Lambie notes in his s 87F report that the ecological assessment does not
identify vulnerable flora or the potential effect on this flora resulting from the project.
He suggests that two wetlands and one woody shrub rated as moderate or high value
in New Zealand’s Threat Classification Series could be present at the site. These are
the wetland moss (Sphagnum perchaetiale), a wetland sedge (Luzula leptophylla), and the

woody shrub Solanum aviculare (Poroporo).
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[110] Mr Lambie recommends including conditions for a location and transfer of
the two wetland species from the wetland loss areas and management of the effects

of removal of Poroporo over 1 metre in height.

[111]  Dr Keesing advises?® that Lugula and Sphagnum were both found during site
investigations. Luzula is in a wetland area outside the project envelope and no
Sphagnum was found in any of the wetlands identified to be cleared. Having noted this,
Dr Keesing goes on to accept Mr Lambie’s proposal that affected wetlands are
searched again and if any of the vulnerable plants are found these are transferred to
offset areas. For Poroporo, Dr Keesing accepts?* that, notwithstanding that Poroporo
is unlikely to be present in any clearance zone, a condition of consent ensuring
effective response if any Poroporo is to be removed may be appropriate. A condition

to this effect is agreed by the parties.

Freshwater Streams

[112] The project site is in the watershed of the Makakahi and Kopuaranga Rivers.
The Makakahi River flows along the west of the site, collecting drainage from six
tributaries with 15 first order branches from the western slopes of the site. A single
main tributary, the Bruce Stream, is in the area where the transmission line is proposed
on the south and west area of the site. There are a further six primary headwater

tributaries of the Kopuaranga River draining the east and south slopes.

[113] These stream systems are described in the AEE as being dynamic. Sections of
the waterways have seasonal movement between perennial, intermittent and

ephemeral states.

[114] Ecological surveys were undertaken by a team of ecologists led by Dr Keesing
at 11 representative sites in the project area tributaries. These surveys described

substrate composition, basic water quality parameters, fine sediment cover, macro-

23 Keesing EIC at [272].
24 Keesing EIC at [273].
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invertebrate communities and freshwater fish present.

[115] Ecological values were assessed as being low for all tributaries surveyed, except
for the Bruce Stream tributary, which was assessed as having moderate ecological

values. No tributary on the site is a significant freshwater habitat.

[116] The potential exists for adverse effects on freshwater stream values, primarily
during the construction phase of the project, from loss of stream habitat (culverts),

sediment release, contaminant release and impediment to fish passage.

[117] The construction of a new route into the site will involve installing new culverts
and upgrading existing culverts. A new 30 metre culvert is proposed for a Makakahi
tributary and two culverts totalling approximately 210 metres are required to cross a

side tributary of the Mangaroa Stream.

[118] Dr Keesing estimates the 210 metres of culverts will result in the loss of
approximately 100 metres of actual habitat or 7 per cent of the tributary habitat.?> The
level of effect on the above two tributaries is assessed as very low in the AEE report.
It is proposed that this permanent loss of stream habitat in the Mangaroa Tributary is
replaced with habitat quality improvement in the balance of the stream. This would
be consistent with the offset approach required by the NPSFM. We will deal with this

in greater depth later.

[119] Construction of access tracks and turbine platforms have the potential for the
release of sediment to the site’s stream systems. Good practice erosion and sediment

control (ESC) measures are proposed, and we have covered this already.

[120] A residual risk, particularly during overdesign weather events, remains for the
discharge of excess sediment. This release is assessed in the AEE as having a very low
overall effect on freshwater values. No mitigation is proposed beyond effective

management of sediment at source and an incident monitoring regime is

% Keesing EIC at [136] and [139].
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recommended.

[121] The potential for contaminant release to waterways from fuel storage facilities
or from the concrete batching plant is recognised. Measures to avoid any contaminant
release entering a watercourse are proposed and required by conditions. Dr Keesing
accepts these conditions as necessary to avoid any effects from accidental spills of

contaminants on the site.

[122] Dr Keesing also recommends that culverts in perennial streams be designed to
allow for fish passage and that fish rescue and trans-location protocols be in place

during in-stream works.

[123] Dr Forbes, in his s 87F report, raised a range of issues with the ecological
assessments for fresh water included in the AEE. These included methodologies for
fish surveys and stream classifications, ecological significance and values assessments,
application of the effects management hierarchy, freshwater offset calculations, and

sediment discharge and environmental monitoring.

[124] Dr Keesing had previously responded to many of Dr Forbes’ concerns prior
to the preparation of the s 87F report. In his primary evidence Dr Keesing describes
the methodology, data and ecological assessments first presented in the AEE

ecological assessment report as being “fit for purpose”.?

[125] Dr Keesing advised that he saw little value in monitoring stream conditions
for trout spawning protection purposes, as trout spawning sites are some distance
from any proposed works and located within the mainstems of the Bruce Stream,
Makakahi and Kopuaranga Rivers. As such, the sites are subject to sediment
influences from a much wider catchment and monitoring would have little value in

attributing any changes to activity on the site.

[126] Dr Keesing supports ESC monitoring and response at the discharge devices

and triggered ecological inner stream monitoring as “sufficient to observe any

26 Keesing EIC at [264].
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deposition and effect on-site”.?’

[127] Following mediation and an expert conference session with Dr Keesing, Dr

Forbes identifies, in his EIC, the issues that remain from his s 87F report. These

include —

Stream classification.

Characterisation of fish communities.

Stream Ecological Valuations (SEV).

Effects assessments for culverts.

Mitigation for culvert design and offset design.

Receiving environment monitoring.

[128] Dr Forbes also identifies where agreement has been reached between the

experts and the subsequent actions recommended. These include:

(2)

(b)
©

(d)

Stream simulation culverts to be provided in the Mangaroa and Upper

Makakahi tributaries.
Recalculation of the environmental compensation ratios (ECRs).
eDNA sampling at all monitoring sites.

Further work on stream classifications.

[129] Following a second expert conference between Dr Forbes and Dr Keesing and

taking into account the suite of conditions agreed to at a meeting with the planners,

Dr Keesing responded to the outstanding issues between the experts.

2 Keesing EIC at [270].
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[130] Regarding the calculation of SEV and offset ratios, despite differences in
approach between the experts, acceptable offset ratios for stream replacement and
stream length loss are agreed, resulting in the length of stream to be treated increasing
from the originally proposed 720 metres to 886 metres. This is reflected in the

performance targets set out in condition EC20.

[131] At the hearing the experts continued to “agree to disagree” on the assessment
of ecological value of the site’s streams. Dr Keesing noted, however,?® that the

management response and extent of offset would remain as agreed.

[132] Dr Keesing also noted? that despite differences of opinion on the magnitude
of effects resulting from the Mangaroa tributary culverts, the offset ratio and effects

management approach was agreed and reflected in conditions.

[133] Regarding the issue of stream classification, Meridian have agreed to reassess
the classification prior to the work commencing and this is included in condition

EC13.

[134] At conferencing, Dr Keesing continued his opposition to regular monitoring
of stream conditions at the survey sites, as he considered it unhelpful in interpreting
incident data results, saying it would simply be “data collection for data’s sake”. This
issue extended into the hearing with Dr Forbes continuing his support for this

monitoring.

[135] Despite Dr Keesing’s reservations, Meridian agreed to the inclusion of routine
monitoring directions in condition EC17. This removes any need for a determination

on this issue.

[136] On a related issue of trout spawning season specific monitoring and response
directions being included in condition EC17, Dr Forbes was questioned by the Court

on the efficacy and validity of such monitoring. Meridian subsequently agreed at the

28 Keesing rebuttal at [35].
29 Keesing rebuttal at [43].
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hearing to retention of a modified version of these directions. As noted earlier, this

condition did not have the support of Meridian’s expert, Dr Keesing.

[137] Meridian and the Councils have agreed conditions EC13 to 25 as being
appropriate to manage the potential effects of the project on instream ecological

values to an acceptable level.

Avifauna

[138] The Ecological Assessment included in the AEE records the results of field
surveys, both wind farm point counts and transmission line flight path monitoring,
carried out by the Boffa Miskell ecological team in 2021/2022. Twenty-three species
were recorded on the site, comprising 11 native and 12 introduced species. One
threatened species (Bush Falcon) and one at-risk species (New Zealand Pipit) were
recorded within the project envelope. Introduced starling and magpie made up 73 per
cent of observations. Flight path monitoring was undertaken for Bush Falcon, Kaka

and Kerert.

[139] The potential effects on native bird species are assessed in the AEE as
predominantly very low, with only Bush Falcon and Long-tailed Cuckoo assessed as
low. The report advances that there is negligible risk of threatened or at-risk species
colliding with the transmission line or wind turbines. Post-construction bird strike
monitoring was recommended for one year to confirm or otherwise the expected risk

to threatened and at-risk bird species.

[140] Mr Lambie in his s 87F report and in evidence records his acceptance of the
assessment of effects on avifauna set out in the AEE and the proposal for bird strike
monitoring. His initial recommendation was that the monitoring be continued for
five years after the wind farm became operational. However, following discussion
with Dr Bull at conferencing, the experts agreed that one year of monitoring is
appropriate. This is reflected in conditions EC8 and 9. No conditions directed toward

mitigation of potential effects on avifauna are considered necessary by the experts.
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Bats

[141] The AEE included a Long-tailed Bat Impact Assessment prepared by
consultant ecologists at Tonkin + Taylor Ltd. Field surveys were conducted in 2022
and 2023. One bat was detected in the Summer 2023 survey and two in the Autumn

2023 survey. The ecological value of the site as bat habitat was assessed as low.

[142] No preferred bat habitat is to be directly impacted, leaving the primary
potential effect being mortality from striking a turbine. The overall level and effect

on long-tailed bats is assessed as low following installation of the proposed wind farm.

[143] The AEE report recommends a precautionary approach due to the high threat
status of long-tailed bats (threatened — nationally critical) and uncertainty around the
potential interaction of bats with the turbines from limited research at other wind farm
sites in New Zealand. A five-year acoustic bat monitoring programme and adaptive
management framework is recommended. No bat expert evidence was presented to

the hearing. Bat management is covered more generally in the evidence of Mr Lambie.

[144] Mr Lambie addresses bat management in his s 87F report, accepting that the
potential effects on bats had been adequately covered in the AEE. Mr Lambie
outlined some largely academic differences in the approach taken to effects assessment
but nevertheless accepted the conclusion of the AEE report. He supports the
monitoring and adaptive management approach recommended in the AEE and this

is reflected in conditions EC10 and 11, accepted by the parties as being appropriate.

[145] In his primary evidence, Mr Lambie suggests that, as short-tail bat had been
recorded in the wider environment (at Pukaha), it would be appropriate for both
species of bat to be monitored post-construction of the wind farm. Meridian have

accepted this, and conditions EC10 and 11 now refer to bats generally.

[146] While several submissions raise concerns related to birds and their habitats,
lizards, and aquatic ecology, very little of this concern came through in evidence from
s 274 parties. Matters of concern include the risk of contaminants entering the

waterways or accidental spills during construction, the effect on trout spawning and
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habitat, and potential indirect effects from turbines and turbine lighting on birds and
insects. All the concerns raised were considered by the relevant experts at the expert

conferencing and/or in evidence.

[147] The experts are satisfied that all specific matters raised have been adequately
addressed and where appropriate, included in their recommendations for consent
conditions. Meridian and the Councils are agreed that the final proposed conditions
of consent will adequately manage any potential adverse ecological effects from the

construction and operation of the Mount Munro wind farm.

Evaluation

[148] The collective evidence on ecological values associated with the proposed wind
farm envelope at Mount Munro supports a conclusion that the ecological value of the
site can generally be described as low and the risk of unacceptable adverse effects on

habitats and vulnerable flora and fauna species is also (at most) low.

[149] Potential freshwater habitat effects are confined to the construction period for
the project and largely limited to the loss of instream habitat from culvert installation
in a tributary of the Mangaroa Stream and the discharge of silt from earthworks
activities prior to stabilisation. Residual in-stream effects on the Mangaroa tributary,
although assessed as being quite minor, are to be offset by appropriate stream

rehabilitation within that catchment.

[150] All active earthwork sites will require appropriate erosion and sediment control
treatment, including the installation of ESC devices appropriate for the catchment
draining to those structures and the sediment discharge standards directed by
conditions. The single greatest risk to in-stream values of waterways associated with
the site is the failure of ESC devices to meet discharge standards for any extended
period. Strict monitoring and response conditions are to be in place, together with
incident triggered receiving environment monitoring and response, and routine

monitoring of downstream conditions.
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[151] While we may agree with Dr Keesing’s view that routine monitoring and
specific trout spawning season monitoring may be of little value in managing potential
silt-related effects, we acknowledge that Meridian have accepted conditions requiring

these actions.

[152] Small areas of low ecological value wetlands totalling no more than 0.35
hectares will be directly impacted by the project. The loss of these areas is to be offset
by the establishment of at least the same area of wetlands within the project site. This
is likely to be of higher ecological value. This approach is appropriate in addressing

the adverse effects on wetlands unavoidably lost through site construction.

[153] We have accepted the expert evidence that avifauna species and abundance
recorded for threatened or at-risk species supports a conclusion that there are no
population scale effects either from habitat loss or bird strike fatalities posed by the
project. From what appears to us as an abundance of caution and inconsistent with
the evidence of the negligible risk of bird strike on vulnerable bird species, Meridian
and the Councils have agreed to a one-year monitoring and response requirement in
conditions. We note this cautious approach and make the comment that there is a
tendency for applicants and councils in resource consent applications to look to the
conditions that have been imposed on similar activities. That is a sensible approach
but there is also some risk that where conditions are imposed on an Axgier basis on
one consent they are applied to other consent applications without critical analysis and

become a de facto industry standard. We caution against this.

[154] A similar approach has been taken regarding bat species where the evidence
suggests that at most there is negligible risk of bat mortality from wind turbine strike
at this location. Bat monitoring over five years is included as a condition of consent
together with an adaptive response plan requirement. This is accepted by Meridian
and the Councils. Given the absence of evidence supporting the existence of a
resident bat population, this is a highly conservative approach going well beyond what

the evidence supports and we acknowledge it as such.
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[155] Regarding terrestrial environments, while there is little evidence to suggest that
vulnerable plant species, New Zealand Pipit or any lizard species will be adversely
affected in any way during construction of the project, conservative conditions relating
to these species and their habitats have also been agreed to by Meridian and the

Councils.

[156] We find that based on the expert evidence provided to us, any adverse effects
on freshwater, wetland or terrestrial habitats can be managed to an acceptable level

through the relevant proposed conditions of consent.

[157] Likewise, the negligible risk to threatened or at-risk bird or bat species from
interaction with the proposed turbines can be maintained by the conservative

monitoring and response approach directed by the conditions.

Noise

[158] A Noise Assessment Report prepared by Mr Michael Halstead from Marshall
Day Acoustics is included with the AEE. Mr Halstead also prepared primary evidence
and reply evidence for the hearing. Mr Nigel Lloyd, consultant acoustic expert for the
Councils, reviewed the AEE report as part of the s 87F requirements, prepared an

evidence statement and participated along with Mr Halstead in expert conferencing.

[159] Potential adverse noise effects during construction of the wind farm will be
generated by the upgrade of Old Coach Road, construction of the turbine foundations
and internal roading, and the operation of a mobile aggregate crushing plant and a
concrete batching plant. These are assessed in the AEE report against noise provisions

in the TDP and Combined Wairarapa District Plan.

[160] Construction noise is controlled in the District Plans by NZS 6803:1999,
including methods to manage and control noise at reasonable levels. Table 2 of the
Standard as set out in condition CN1 describes the upper limits for construction noise

at dwellings in rural areas.
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[161] Traffic and wind turbine operations are also assessed against the relevant noise
standards directed by the District Plans. For general operational noise, including
substations, operations and maintenance facilities and internal road traffic NZS
6802:2008 Acoustics-Environmental Noise as expressed in the TDP has been applied

by the experts. This provides limits of:

55 dB LAeq (15 min) between 7 am and 7 pm,
45 dB LAeq (15 min) between 7 pm and 7 am and
75 dB Larmax between 7 pm and 7 am.

These standards vary from the OWCDP only where the limits are expressed as La1o
rather than Laeq The TDP limits are included in condition WFO1.

[162] For wind farm noise, NZS 6808:2010 Acoustics - Wind Farm Noise is
proposed as appropriate, consistent with the TDP and Proposed Wairarapa Combined
District Plan. This sets a noise limit of 40 dB Laoo to apply at all noise sensitive

locations in the area.

Construction noise

[163] Noise modelling set out in the AEE provides predicted construction noise
levels from all sources during the construction phase of the project. Based on these
predicted levels the report concludes that noise generated by construction activities

will comply with the District Plan noise provisions.

[164] A Construction Noise and Vibration Management Plan (CNVMP) is to be
prepared detailing mitigations to reduce as far as reasonably practicable noise and
vibration effects on residents. This is particularly appropriate to deal with predicted
significant noise effects during the upgrade of Old Coach Road when construction
activity occurs directly in front of each dwelling. Mr Halstead and Mr Lloyd agree that
adverse effects from construction noise on residents on Old Coach Road can be

effectively managed through this approach.
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[165] The requirement for a CNVMP is set out in condition CN3. We accept that
major project construction noise can often result in elevated noise levels at nearby
dwellings. This will be the case here particularly for those residents on Old Coach
Road during the nine months or so estimated for the upgrading of that road. Meridian
have proposed limiting construction activities to daytime weekdays only and to put in
place site specific mitigation in consultation with residents to manage temporary
adverse noise effects within acceptable levels at an individual property level. A
Management Plan approach detailing how this will be achieved is appropriately

provided for in conditions of consent.

Concrete batching plant and mobile crushing plant

[166] In response to requests for further information and concerns raised in the
s 87F report regarding potential separation distances from dwellings for the batching
and crushing plants, Meridian proposes a setback of 250 metres from dwellings for
those plants. This was agreed as appropriate by Mr Halstead and Mr Lloyd in expert
conferencing.’® This setback is seen by the experts as necessary to achieve compliance

with the agreed daytime noise limits of 55 dB Laeq (15 mins)-

[167] Mr Halstead and Mr Lloyd both acknowledged that the concrete plant may
operate for a limited number of nights to complete construction activities. During
these instances a noise limit of 45 dB Laeq is agreed, with condition CN1(B) applying
where the standard cannot be met. CN1(B) provides for notification of affected

residents and operational management to minimise noise as far as practicable.

[168] Mr Halstead and Mr Lloyd provide differing opinions on whether construction
noise standards (NZS 6803) or operational noise standards (NZS 6802) should be
adopted for the concrete batching plant. This is largely an academic consideration
given the night-time limits, which are the only limits that have potential to be
exceeded, are the same under both standards. The limits are agreed by the experts

and directed by condition CB4(C). We see no need to examine this difference in

30 JWS Acoustics, topic 5.
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expert opinion any further.

[169] We accept the pragmatic and necessary adoption of the 250 metre setback and
daylight hour constraints for both the concrete batching plant and mobile crushing
plant to achieve acceptable management of noise effects at nearby dwellings. The
necessity for occasional construction activities involving concrete pouring to extend
into night-time hours is also accepted along with provisions to ensure that adverse

noise effects during those periods are carefully managed.

W ind turbine noise

[170] The AEE report details acoustic modelling methodology and outputs for three
potential turbine models operating within the proposed turbine envelope. The highest
potential noise level at each dwelling is then compared with background levels to

identify likely changes caused by the turbines.

[171] Maximum turbine noise is calculated to be between 30 dB Laeq and 38 dB Laeq
at potentially affected dwellings. Daytime background noise levels are generally
between 26 to 36 dB Laoo and night-time typically around 30 dB Laoo. For all dwellings
turbine noise will comply with NZS 6808:2010. The AEE report assessed the
potential noise levels from the turbines as being “reasonable - less than the night-time
permitted activity noise limit, and such that World Health Organisation

recommendations for sleeping environments would be met with windows open”.3!

[172] At conferencing, Mr Halstead and Mr Lloyd agreed that NZS 6808:2010 is the
appropriate standard and compliance with this standard will “achieve a reasonable
acoustic effect”.?? The experts recognise the need to verify the modelled outputs post-

construction to ensure that the standards will be met. This is directed by conditions

WFO9 to 11.

3 AEE Noise Effects Assessment, section 6.2.
32 JWS Acoustics, topics 1 to 2.
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[173] In response to issues raised by s 274 parties and following questions from the
Court of Mr Lloyd, Meridian produced a helpful map showing the 40 dBA standard
contour under worst case turbine noise.¥ No existing dwellings are inside this
contour. Mr Lloyd outlined that if any future restrictions on building within this

contour are required then this would be a matter for a District Plan change.

[174] A question raised by s 274 parties as to the potential effects on dwellings that
may be established as of right within this contour is one that we have already dealt
with in our consideration of what constitutes the existing environment in relation to

this project.

[175] A comprehensive suite of conditions directing the management of operational
noise from the wind turbines as agreed by the experts is provided by conditions WFO2
to 11. These include the appropriate standards to be met, further pre-installation
assessments, an operational noise management plan, and compliance testing. We are
satisfied that the evidence supports the conclusion reached by Mr Halstead, supported
by Mr Lloyd, that noise effects from the operation of the wind turbines will be within

acceptable levels and that changes to the noise environment will be reasonable.

Controlled blasting

[176] The issue of potential effects from occasional blasting activities required during
road construction or turbine foundation work was raised in submissions and
responded to by Mr Halstead in his primary evidence. A blasting management plan

with day-time limits is proposed.

[177] At conferencing, Mr Halstead and Mr Lloyd agreed that operating time limits
were necessary, but they did not at that time have sufficient information to agree on

appropriate constraints.

[178] In order to accommodate operational requirements to clear the site of workers

during blasting, Mr Halstead proposed extension of blasting hours into the evening

3 Exhibit MEL3.
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period (until 8 pm weekdays) and on Saturdays from 9 am to 6 pm.* This
recommendation was refined at the hearing with Mr Halstead proposing a time
constraint on controlled blasting of between 9 am and 7 pm (or dusk whichever is
earlier) weekdays only as being adequate to meet operational requirements.>® This was

confirmed as acceptable by Mr Lloyd? and is directed by condition CN2(B).

[179] In addition to the standards provided in condition CN2, condition CBL1 to 2
direct the preparation of a controlled blasting management plan detailing how the
standards are to be achieved. We are satisfied that compliance with proposed
conditions will manage any adverse noise effects from controlled blasting at the site

within acceptable levels.

Section 274 party concerns

[180] Along with visual effects, potential noise generated by wind turbines raises the
greatest level of concern from residents living in the vicinity of proposed wind farms.

Mount Munro is no exception.

[181] Noise and vibration related to construction activities including traffic,
machinery operation, rock crushing, concrete batching and blasting all received
attention from s 274 parties. These concerns were addressed in evidence and in
response to cross-examination at the hearing of Mr Halstead and Mr Lloyd. As a
consequence, a comprehensive approach to the management of noise and vibration
during the construction phase has been developed by the noise experts in
collaboration. The outcome of this is reflected in conditions of consent CN1 to 4 for

the construction phase and WFOT1 to 11 for operational noise.

[182] We are satisfied that compliance with these conditions fully addresses the
concerns raised by submitters and s 274 parties in evidence regarding construction

noise and vibration effects. In many instances, we note the refinements made to

34 Halstead rebuttal at [32].
35 NOE at 212.
36 NOE at 430.
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proposed conditions throughout the consenting process specifically respond to issues

raised in submissions.

[183] Of particular concern to s 274 party Ms Mcllraith and others is the noise
currently attributed to the meteorological monitoring mast on Mount Munro. This
has been the subject of complaint in the past. Mr Halstead and Mr Lloyd acknowledge
in evidence and in their witness conference statement that there is audible noise from
the current mast.’” This is largely generated by high wind levels passing over stretched
cables that secure the mast. They agree that noise effects from the current and any
replacement monitoring mast are to be managed to ensure compliance with
operational noise standards directed by condition WFO1 and reinforced by the

requirement to demonstrate compliance set out in condition WFO11.

[184] 'This is a design issue for Meridian to address to ensure compliance with the
standard for any replacement mast. We note that this application does not include

replacing the current mast and this will be subject to a separate consenting process.

[185] Noise generated by the operation of the wind turbines emerged as an aspect
of the project causing some of the greatest concern to nearby residents. As noted
earlier, effects from this noise source are managed to acceptable levels by compliance
with NZS 6808:2010. We have accepted the consistent expert evidence as to the
appropriateness of the standard. This does not remove the more subjective concerns
of some submitters and s 274 parties around nuisance or annoyance noise from wind
turbines. What is reasonable and acceptable from expert technical assessment is not

shared by some people who may be subject to this noise.

[186] The experts and the Court acknowledge that there will be noise generated by
the turbines audible at a number of dwellings in the vicinity of the wind farm. It is
noted from the evidence of Mr Halstead®® that wind turbine design has advanced
considerably over time to effectively manage turbine noise as ‘neutral’ in character.

Mechanical noise is not generally audible beyond 200 metres of the turbine base and blade

37 JWS Acoustics, topics 15 to 16.
38 Halstead EIC at [42].
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generated noise is confined to a swishing noise that may be discernible at dwellings
relatively close to the turbines. This may or may not be considered an adverse effect by
those exposed to this noise dependent on their attitude to the presence of the wind farm
and/or sensitivity to the type of noise experienced. We accept that this becomes a
subjective individual response, often tempered post commissioning with actual

experience over time.

[187] Mr Lloyd reinforced Mr Halstead’s assessment in this regard in response to

questions from Mr Braddick:?

And some people, a very small percentage of the population is very sensitive
to noise and a very small percentage of the population is not sensitive at all,
and then you’ve got something in the middle.

So that’s how these things were designed is for most people to not be annoyed
by them but there will be some people who will find it annoying.

It depends on the sensitivity and their reaction to the wind farm.

[188] Mr Halstead and Mr Lloyd advise that acoustic effects both from construction
related activities and operational sources can be managed to within acceptable levels
by compliance with the agreed construction and operational noise standards directed

by agreed consent conditions in this regard.

[189] We accept this expert advice as being supported by the technical evidence.
Notwithstanding this, we acknowledge that members of the community who appeared
before us do not consider the expected noise effects to be acceptable. We accept that
but note that we cannot deal with community concerns regarding noise impacts in
isolation from our wider consideration of effects in the statutory context for the

application.

Traffic

[190] Tonkin + Taylor Ltd prepared the Traffic and Transportation Effects
Assessment (T'A) included with the AEE. Mr Colin Shields, principal transport

¥ NOE at 436.
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planner at Tonkin + Taylor, prepared primary and rebuttal evidence for Meridian
based on the AEE report. Ms Harriet Fraser, consultant transport planner for the
Councils, prepared the traffic and transport section of the Councils’ s 87F report and
submitted a primary evidence statement. Ms Fraser and Mr Shields participated in
expert conferencing on transport technical considerations and also together with the

planning experts on transport planning.

[191] The TA provides a detailed description of the road environment surrounding
the project site. The road network directly adjacent to the site is all within the Tararua
District and apart from State Highway 2 which is a primary arterial highway, all other
roads in the vicinity of the site are local roads with their primary purpose being to
provide property access with through traffic being generally discouraged. The site
has road frontages to Old Coach Road, Falkner Road, Opaki-Kaiparoro Road, Coach
Road South and State Highway 2.

[192] The main construction access to the site is to be off Old Coach Road. This
road provides access to seven properties with five of these having residences and is
approximately 1.7 kilometres long extending from State Highway 2 to the proposed
site access. Currently, it is one way with vehicles pulling over onto the berms for
passing. Itis relatively flat and well graded and generally consists of a 3.5-metre-wide
unsealed carriageway apart from the first 100 metres from State Highway 2 which is
sealed to a width of 3 metres. There is a 25 metre to 40 metre road reserve width
along the road which in places has been fenced into frontage properties. The average

traffic volume on the road is 60 vehicle movements per day.

[193] Falkner Road connects with State Highway 2 approximately 1.6 kilometres
south of Old Coach Road. It is 3.3 kilometres long and ends at Opaki-Kaiparoro

Road. It has average daily traffic of 131 vehicle movements per day.

[194] Opaki-Kaiparoro Road is 29 kilometres long and intersects with State Highway
2 around 4.8 kilometres south of the intersection with Old Coach Road and then
passes through Morrinsville before connecting back to State Highway 2 north of

Masterton. This road has an average daily traffic volume of 129 vehicle movements
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per day. Just to the east of this road’s intersection with Falkner Road there is a 15-
metre-long, 7-metre-wide bridge which provides a constraint on the transport of

turbine components on this route.

[195] Coach Road South, which also provides access to the site from Opaki-
Kaiparoro Road, is an unsealed single lane road with few opportunities for vehicles to
pass. It is winding, steep, narrow and poorly graded with an average daily traffic
volume of 13 vehicle movements per day. Kaiparoro Road is a low volume cul-de-
sac road. Itis unsealed from its intersection with State Highway 2. It has an average
daily traffic volume of six vehicle movements per day. This road provides the access

to the proposed terminal substation.

[196] Traffic generation during the construction phase will come primarily from
aggregate transportation to the site from off-site quarries, water importation for
construction activities, staff transport, and delivery of turbine components. This is
estimated for the peak six months of construction to comprise up to 100 light vehicle
movements and up to 500 truck movements per day, all of which will enter this site

via State Highway 2 and Old Coach Road.

[197] A small amount of construction traffic associated with building the
transmission line from the internal substation to the terminal substation on Kaiparoro
Road will enter the site through existing private access along State Highway 2. This
entry replaces the original proposal for this access to be off Opaki-Kaiparoro Road
following agreement with NZTA. Kaiparoro Road will also carry low volumes of
construction traffic over the short distance from State Highway 2 to the terminal

substation.

[198] The State Highway 2/0ld Coach Road intersection is to be upgraded by the
installation of a right turn bay on State Highway 2 for vehicles turning into Old Coach
Road from the south. This upgrade has been approved by NZTA. Final detailed
design and a safe system audit are to be submitted to NZTA for review and/or

approval.
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[199] Old Coach Road was initially to be subject to a limited upgrade, retaining its
metal surface and widened as required to allow passing. During the consenting
process Meridian have considerably developed the upgrade proposal to provide for a
six-metre-wide sealed carriageway from State Highway 2 to the site entrance with the
exception of two short single lane sections. This will provide safe access for local
residents, construction traffic and post-commissioning operations and maintenance

traffic.

[200] Mr Shields and Ms Fraser agree*’ that the proposed upgrade of Old Coach
Road is appropriate as directed by condition CTM2(A). This also includes the
intersection from State Highway 2 and ongoing maintenance of Old Coach Road for

the life of the project.

[201] A comprehensive Construction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP) is to be in
place prior to construction to cover all aspects of the upgrade including maintaining
access to private properties, stock movements, driver protocols, timing of
construction activities and communication. The full requirements for the plan are set
out in condition CTM5. Mr Shields and Ms Fraser agree that the CTMP will manage
potential adverse effects of traffic on Old Coach Road during the construction phase

of the project.*!

[202]  Access to the transmission line corridor and substation from Kaiparoro Road,
State Highway 2 and Opaki-Kaiparoro Road between State Highway 2 and Mount
Munro Road for construction of the line is required. The access from State Highway
2 via a private entrance has been approved by NZTA.#> This approval is subject to
Meridian upgrading the entrance to accommodate truck movements and providing

appropriate signage.

[203] Meridian have agreed to undertake a Road Infrastructure Assessment (RIA) to

include Old Coach Road, Kaiparoro Road and the relevant section of Opaki-

40 Further JWS traffic and planning, 14 August 2024, topic 1.
4 Fraser EIC at [28(d)]. Shields rebuttal at [22].
42 Shields rebuttal, Attachment B, NZTA email.



50

Kaiparoro Road. This assessment will determine pre-existing condition of the road
corridors to inform maintenance responsibilities and identify any remedial action
required of the consent holder. This requirement for RIAs is set out in condition

CTM3 and Mr Shields and Ms Fraser agree that is appropriate .

[204] A range of issues related to traffic were raised in evidence and during the
course of the hearing by s 274 parties, including stock movement, resident access,
safety, New Zealand Post delivery and emergency service access. Where appropriate
Meridian have responded to these issues through conditions of consent, including
recognition within the CTMP provisions. Of particular concern to the s 274 parties
was the perceived lack of serious consideration of alternative site access and the use

of rail for aggregate and wind farm component transportation.

[205] Mr Shields responded to the suggested alternative of using Opaki-Kaiparoro
Road and Coach Road South for construction vehicle access, explaining the primary
constraint was the inability to track large transporters carrying turbine components
across the Opaki-Kaiparoro Bridge. He considered this a fatal flaw in any proposal
to use Opaki-Kaiparoro Road. Alongside that, Mr Shields noted that a second fatal
flaw to this alternative access was the gradient involved in getting up to the turbine
envelope area which in places exceeded 50 per cent. It was simply not possible for

trucks to traverse this, let alone very large component transporters.*

[206] In response to questions from Mr Maxwell regarding the use of rail for
aggregate and component transportation, Mr Shields explained* that two principal
constraints precluded the use of rail for aggregate transportation. Firstly, getting
aggregate from a quarry to a rail siding, then offloading at a siding that would have to
be constructed, would involve triple handling of the material. Secondly, the inability
of trucks to traverse the gradient to the site from Coach Road South. Added to this
was the inability of rail to transport the large turbine components and the offloading

of these for transporting to the site.

3 NOE at 246 to 247.
44 NOE at 257.
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[207] 'This reasoning is covered by Mr Shields in rebuttal evidence® and in the
alternative access review report.*6 Ms Fraser agreed with Mr Shields’ assessment of
alternative access routes and the viability of using rail as not being feasible options.*’
As we have noted for other effects assessments the iterative approach undertaken
involving technical experts, in this instance traffic and transport, and expert planners
from Meridian and the Councils has resulted in a final set of conditions (CTM1 to 5)
that the traffic experts agree provides for appropriate management and mitigation of
traffic and transport effects associated with the construction and operation of the

proposed wind farm. We are satisfied that the evidence supports this conclusion.

Air quality

[208] In response to a s 92 request for information from the Councils, Mr Robert
Van de Munckhof, senior environmental engineer at Tonkin + Taylor Ltd, prepared
a dust assessment*® against FIDOL (frequency, intensity, duration, offensiveness,
location) factors for Meridian. He also prepared primary and rebuttal evidence for the
hearing. Mr Andrew Curtis, consultant air quality expert for the Councils, prepared a
s 87F report and primary evidence for the hearing and participated in expert

conferencing on air quality with Mr Van de Munckhof.

[209] Mr Van de Munckhof identified the primary source of air discharges will be
dust from construction activities and vehicle movements, the concrete batching plant,
and the mobile crusher. Typically, the most significant source of dust is from vehicle
movements on unpaved roads during the dry weather. Other potential sources include

earthworks machinery, fill site construction and cement silo (concrete plant) refilling.

[210] The FIDOL evaluation concluded that sufficient separation distances result in
low risk of dust effects from construction activities, concrete batching and rock

crushing.

= Shields rebuttal at [12] to [13].

46 Fraser EIC, Attachment B, 19 July 2024.

47 JWS traffic and transport, topic 15.

48 Mount Munro Dust Assessment, Appendix A, Van de Munckhof EIC.
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[211] Site access along Old Coach Road has the potential to generate significant dust
effects for residents but the decision to seal this access road essentially eliminated this
risk other than during the period when the road is being upgraded. During the period
of upgrade, effective use of dust control measures can manage the dust effect to be

less than minor.

[212] Mr Curtis in his s 87F report suggests the preparation of a Construction Air
Quality Management Plan (CAQMP) would be appropriate to ensure effective
management of any potential dust nuisance during the construction phase. Mr Van
de Munckhof accepts this suggestion, and the experts agreed at conference that
effective implementation would reduce the potential effects from construction
activities to low to negligible.# For the upgrade of Old Coach Road, Mr Van de
Munckhof and Mr Curtis agree that proposed mitigation measures backed up by the

availability of contingency measures will reduce the risk of adverse effects to low.

[213] In response to s 274 party questions regarding dust effects on Hastwell
residents from construction activity at the turbine sites Mr Van de Munckhof noted
that without dust controls in place, dust effects could extend out to around 200 metres
at most. With dust suppression controls in place this would be reduced to 100 metres

at most. This is well short of the 600-metre distance to the nearest residents.>0

[214] Overall, Mr Curtis and Mr Van de Munckhof agreed® that the proposed
conditions are appropriate to manage dust effects on the site to an acceptable level.

We are satisfied that the evidence supports this conclusion.

Lighting

[215] As the AEE contained little information for the assessment of lighting effects
of the project, Mr John McKensey, a consultant lighting expert engaged by the District

Councils, issued a s 92 request for further information in this regard. Mr Glen Wright,

49 JWS Air Quality, topic 3.
50 NOE at 271.
51 JWS Air Quality, topic 12.
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consultant lighting engineer for Meridian, responded with a detailed report titled
Assessment of Environmental Effects for Proposed Lighting Mount Munro Wind
Farm Project (dated 9 September 2023). It was this assessment that was reviewed by

Mr McKensey in his s 87F report for the Councils.

[216] The lighting assessment confirms the extent of proposed lighting and includes
concept design, calculated effects, and statutory compliance. Potential construction
lighting sources include security building and main laydown area, concrete batching
plant, turbine laydown area and headlight sweep. Operational lighting includes
operations and maintenance buildings, substations, and aviation warning lights.
Lighting sources were assessed for potential effects from spill light, glare, skyglow,

effects on road users and headlight sweep.

[217] Adverse effects from all potential light sources during construction and
operation were assessed as being less than minor. All the proposed lighting is
calculated to be within the eight-lux permitted spill light standard in the Tararua and

Wairarapa Combined district plans.

[218] Mr McKensey in his s 87F report and evidence acknowledges that the
proposed lighting is appropriate, satisfies statutory requirements and any adverse

effects will be low to very low.

[219] The potential for significant adverse effects from aviation warning lights and
other lighting at the turbines on nearby residents was raised by several submitters and
brought to the hearing by the Hastwell- Mount Munro Protection Society and others
as s 274 parties. The extent of concern regarding these effects warrants a closer look
at the nature of the lighting and the expert response provided in evidence and at the

hearing.

[220] Aviation warning lights are a statutory requirement for structures such as wind
turbines and masts, directed by the Civil Aviation Authority (CAA). To meet CAA
requirements warning lights are proposed to be fitted to nine of the 20 turbines.
Warning lights are not required on the wind monitoring tower as it is shorter than

nearby turbines that will have warning lights.
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[221] Aviation warning lights to be installed are of two types - three low intensity
non-flashing red lights at half the nacelle height and a medium intensity red flashing
warning light at the top of the turbine nacelle. The low intensity lights have an intensity
of 32 candela while the medium intensity lights have a horizontal intensity of 2000
candela. “Ground shielding” design incorporated into the medium intensity lighting
drops the intensity below horizontal to 800 candela. Standard AS/NZS 4282:2019

sets a glare limit of 1000 candela.

[222] Submitters and s 274 parties expressed concerns about the intensity of light on
activities at residences and adverse visual effects at night. There is also concern about
effects on insects and birds, effects from flashing red lights and effects on the dark
sky reserve. All these matters are addressed in the evidence of Mr Wright and Mr
McKensey, at expert conference, and during the hearing following questioning from

s 274 parties.

[223] The expert advice is consistent in demonstrating that there will be no
discernible light cast on any residents. The flashing medium intensity lights at the top
of the nacelles will be visible from direct line of sight but will not light up any room
or cast any discernible shadow outside. Ground shielding significantly reduces the
light intensity at the distance and angle to residences below Mount Munro. Mr Wright

calculates this intensity to be around 60 candela.

[224] At this intensity the effects of aviation warning lights on amenity values at
residences in the vicinity of Mount Munro are assessed by the experts as being low to
moderate. The experts also advise that views of the night sky and the value of the
dark sky reserve will not be impacted by the presence of the aviation warning lights.
The amount of light projected into the sky will be insignificant and will not contribute

to a detectable brightening of the night sky.

[225] Potential effects of the aviation warning lights on visual amenity are addressed

by Mr Rhys Girvan, landscape expert for Meridian. He notes> that even though the

52 Gitvan EIC at [167].
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lights may be visible, he considers that the very low intensity will “appear characteristic
of, or consistent with, the low-density rural settlement within the surrounding

landscape”.

[2260] Itis acknowledged that the presence of turbine mounted warning lights visible
to residents in the vicinity of Mount Munro will have varying effects on residents,
some of whom will see the enjoyment of their rural amenity as being adversely
affected. We have received consistent evidence from Meridian and Council lighting
experts assessing the potential effects of this lighting and recommending mitigation
requirements to minimise these effects as far as practicable. Conditions WFO12 to

14 reflect this advice.

[227] Mr Wright’s uncontested evidence regarding the potential effects of
construction associated lighting requirements as being low and the inclusion of
provisions in the Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP)> are
accepted. Overall, we are satisfied that potential effects from lighting associated with
the project can be managed under the proposed conditions of consent to an acceptable

level.

Landscape and Visual

[228]  The AEE included a Landscape Effects Assessment (LEA) prepared by
Mr Girvan, consultant landscape architect at Boffa Miskell Ltd. The methodology
used for the assessment was consistent with Te Tangi a te Manu, Landscape
Assessment Guidelines (2022). This assessment was reviewed by Mr Joshua Hunt,

consultant landscape architect, in a s 87F report prepared for the Councils.

[229]  The LEA describes the Mount Munro project site as part of a working rural
landscape, not included in any identified outstanding natural feature or outstanding

natural landscape.

53 Condition CM4(C)(VIII).
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[230]  Construction of the project will involve the formation of access roads,
turbine platforms and associated laydown areas, and up to 20 turbines with a tip height
of 160 metres. The turbines are to be within a defined turbine envelope zone aligned
along a primary ridgetop and adjoining lower ridges to the northwest. Except for the
turbines themselves, all the above activities, while having potential for landscape
effects, are situated where available views are largely internalised or screened by

intervening landform from external viewpoints.

[231]  Views of the turbines will appear prominent out to around 2 kilometres from
the site, with this prominence decreasing with distance beyond 2 kilometres. Beyond
5 kilometres it is expected that views of the turbines will be largely subsumed into the

rural landscape.

[232]  Attached as Appendix 3 to the LEA is a Residential Visual Amenity
Assessment covering visual effects from existing dwellings within 2 kilometres of the
nearest turbine. This assessment records the distance, sensitivity of the site, magnitude
of change, shadow flicker and potential scale of visual effect. Mr Girvan subsequently
undertook a more detailed analysis, visiting individual dwellings, and this is presented

in Appendix 1 to his primary evidence.

[233]  On Mr Girvan’s assessment four dwellings within approximately 1.1
kilometres to 1.5 kilometres of the nearest turbine are rated as having high potential
visual effects. A further 12 dwellings are assessed as having moderate to high effects.
For those dwellings rated as having high visual effects, the LEA recommends that
specific mitigation opportunities be explored with the affected residents to reduce the

impact of these effects.

[234]  The LEA concludes that while turbines will be viewed as prominent in the
landscape from residences close to the site, the rural landscape has the capacity to
absorb this development and the working rural character of the landscape will be

maintained.

[235]  Following receipt of further clarification information from s 92 requests, Mr

Hunt reviewed the LEA for his s 87F report. Mr Hunt accepted the methodology for
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the landscape assessment and visual amenity assessment described in the LEA and

concurred with the outcome of these assessments.

[236]  Mr Hunt and Mr Girvan carried out joint site visits at s 274 parties’ properties
on 14 and 15 July 2024 to reassess the visual effects ratings for individual properties.
As a result, one property (12 Smiths Line) was accorded an increased rating from low-
moderate to moderate. In addition, a review of 72 Smiths Line, following
communication with the landowner regarding the necessity to remove an existing
screening shelterbelt in poor condition, resulted in the rating being lifted to moderate

- high from moderate.

[237]  The joint witness statement for landscape experts records Mr Hunt and
Mr Girvan’s recommendations that the threshold for offering site specific mitigation
to affected residents be extended to those dwellings rated as moderate to high in
addition to the four high rated properties. Mitigation for dwellings with high visual
effects is to include modifications to reorient outdoor living spaces away from primary
views to the turbines combined with specimen tree and screen planting. Landscape
mitigation where moderate to high effects are expected is to be limited to specimen
tree and screen planting to reduce primary views of the turbines. This differentiation

is reflected in the proposed conditions of consent at VMI1.

[238]  Mr Girvan notes in rebuttal evidence® that the four dwellings rated high may
experience significant adverse effects. Taking account of the landscape context,
statutory provisions for wind farms, and the “prominent” rather than “dominant”
nature of the change in primary views, Mr Girvan considers this level of effect as

acceptable in the circumstances.

[239]  Mr Girvan notes that no dwellings are rated as very high for visual effects.
In his opinion, a rating of very high would result in these effects being unacceptable.
This view was supported by Mr Hunt.>> We understood Mr Girvan to consider that

very high effects might arise where an activity was dominant for example where a

54 Girvan rebuttal at [43].
= JWS Landscape, topic 9.
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dwelling was surrounded by wind turbines as opposed to having the option to look

toward a view that did not contain turbines as is the case here.

[240]  Mr Hunt in his verbal summary statement to the Court>® advised that:

Upon further reflection of the context of Mount Munro’s rural receiving
environment and the planning provisions, I am now satisfied that in relation to
this specific wind farm proposal a high adverse visual effect could be
considered acceptable.

[241]  Visual effects were amongst the primary concerns expressed by s 274
parties:>’
The 160 m tall and 135 m wide turbines even singly would overpower the
landscape, in combination they would replace the current landscape.
[242]  This statement captures the essence of many of the submitters and certainly
the 274 parties’ concern regarding the wind farm project. To many, the very thought
of having such visually dominant structures imposed on their highly valued rural

landscape and lifestyle is anathema. It is this strong perception of physical dominance

that underpins the local opposition to the wind farm.

[243]  To illustrate their opposition s 274 parties raised concerns around the
accuracy of visual simulations relied on by the experts, the desirability of reducing the
number of turbines or altering the layouts, the impact on views from outside dwelling

surrounds, sunstrike, and shadow flicker annoyance.

[244]  In considering the matters raised by s 274 parties, Mr Girvan and Mr Hunt
visited all the parties” properties and spoke directly with them about the assessment
methodology and results. Both experts were also extensively questioned by the parties
at the hearing on these issues, generally eliciting clarification responses based on their

expert evidence.

56 NOE at 449, lines 21-25.
57 Mcllraith statement of evidence, 10 July 2024 at [15].
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[245]  Questioned by s 274 parties on the accuracy of visual simulations used as one
of the tools for assessing landscape and visual effects, Mr Girvan>® confirmed the
methodology used and the accuracy of the modelling produced to assist in the
assessment of the nature and extent of visual effects. Mr Hunt> agreed that the visual

simulations had been prepared using best practice.

[246]  Mr Girvan considered five alternative layouts within the turbine envelope in
his initial assessment. He concluded that there was limited opportunity to rearrange

the layout of the wind farm to change the overall landscape and visual effects.

[247]  Inresponse to a s 92 request from Councils and questions at the hearing Mr
Girvan further assessed which turbines within the envelope would need to be removed
to achieve no more than a moderate high visual effects rating (less than significant)
for all dwellings. This assessment showed that due to the dispersed nature of the
affected dwellings (effectively at all four corners of the turbine envelope) 12 turbines

would need to be removed.®

[248]  Mr Telfar in his summary statement to the hearing advised that the removal
of 12 turbines from the project (60 per cent of proposal) “is almost certain to meet
[sic] an uneconomic project”®! due to the fixed costs of establishing the wind farm
having to be met with income from less turbines. Mr McGahan confirmed® that in

his view this is “not a practicable option for reducing the visual effects of the Project”.

[249]  In a planning context Mr McGahan addressed the issue of a 1.5-kilometre
setback as a means of managing visual effects raised by s 274 parties. The Palmerston
North District Plan (PNDP) example was advanced. He explained that the PNDP
rules are not set at ‘must comply’ but are a means of managing reverse sensitivity

effects, enabling only appropriate development within the setback from an existing

8 Girvan rebuttal at [26]-[30].

» JWS Landscape, topic 8.

60 Girvan rebuttal at [24] and Appendix A.
61 NOE at 7, line 22.

62 McGahan summary statement at [13].
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wind farm.%3

[250]  In evidence and in questioning of the landscape experts at the hearing the
s 274 parties placed considerable importance on the effects of the project when
viewed, not only from their house or curtilage, but also from the wider environment
in which they play and work. They do not accept that effects assessments should be

weighted towards effects from the dwellings and immediate surrounds.

[251]  Mr Girvan addresses this in his rebuttal evidence where he reaffirms his
methodology in considering a range of locations within the landscape in preparing his
assessments. He asserts that “the main or primary outlook from surrounding
dwellings fairly represents the highest levels of visual amenity they afford and changes
to which give rise to the greatest potential for significant visual effects”.%* And further
that “turbines which are visible from open farmland occur within the context of
ongoing working rural land use”.%> In his opinion, even though these views of turbines
may be prominent, their presence is not incompatible with the rural context and
landscape in which they are placed. The visual effects are no more than moderate in

his opinion.
[252]  In response to questioning from Ms Mcllraith at the hearing, Mr Girvan put
it this way:%

There will be [views| from surrounding farmland and people working in the
surrounding farmland but the level of visual effect which is resulting from that
change is not as great as is views from people in their homes which are changed
by views of turbines from that primary outlook.

[253]  We note that this is not a position accepted by the s 274 parties.

Evaluation

[254]  The assessment, review, and general agreement of the landscape experts on

03 McGahan summary statement at [40].
o4 Girvan rebuttal at [33].
05 Girvan rebuttal at [34].

06 NOE at 104, lines 24-28.
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landscape and visual effects from the establishment of the wind farm at Mount Munro
is accepted as appropriate and robust. Significant visual effects are identified for four
properties within 1.5 kilometres of the nearest turbine and a slightly lesser effect on a
further 12 properties are recorded. Mitigation by way of outdoor space alteration
and/or tree establishment is offered to these properties and appropriately provided

for in proposed condition VM.

[255]  The professional assessment from both Meridian and Council experts is that
the adverse landscape and visual effects of the project can be managed within

acceptable limits. We accept this assessment.

[256]  This is not the end of the story though; we acknowledge the high degree of
concern of a segment of the community within which this project is proposed as

expressed in submissions and the participation of s 274 parties in the hearing process.

[257]  In considering this strong opposition from a segment of the local community
we find that the only course open to us that would satisfy these concerns is to decline
consent. The potential adverse effect of the presence of wind turbines is deeply felt
by some and no amount of explanation or mitigation is likely to alter this. We cannot
deal with this affected community’s concern regarding visual impacts in isolation from
our wider consideration of effects and more particularly in the statutory context for
the application. We will address this further in our overall evaluation of the proposed

project.

Shadow Flicker

[258]  Shadow flicker effects were identified and assessed as part of the Landscape
Effects Assessment in the AEE. This included a property specific shadow flicker
analysis as part of the Residential Visual Amenity Assessment reported in Appendix 3
to the LEA. Shadow flicker was addressed in evidence by Mr Girvan and Mr Simon
Faulkner, Meridian’s renewable energy engineering technology expert. The s 87F
report and primary evidence on shadow flicker were prepared by Ms Claire West,
consultant engineer for the Councils. Mr Faulkner and Ms West participated in expert

conferencing and presented evidence to the hearing.
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[259]  Shadow flicker is described as the intermittent shadow caused by the sun
passing behind turbine blades as they rotate. This shadow is most apparent when it
passes across the window of a dwelling. Based on international guidelines of
acceptable level of exposure at 30 hours per year (modelled) or ten hours per year
(actual) dwellings within a 2-kilometre radius from the proposed turbines were
modelled and the results included in Appendix 3 to the LEA. That analysis indicates

that shadow flicker will potentially be experienced at eight dwellings.

[260]  Shadow flicker can be mitigated at individual dwellings or by a curtailment
programme that shuts off offending turbines during parts of the year. Mr Faulkner’s
evidence is that off the shelf flicker control systems are available and included in
turbine design. These will operate to ensure that the standards set in conditions are

met at all affected dwellings.

[261]  Ms West is comfortable with the shadow flicker assessment, noting however
that the standards should include 30 minutes per day (modelled) as well as the yearly
limit. Following final project design, including the position of turbines, Ms West
recommended reassessment of effects on dwellings. Both recommendations are

agreed by Meridian experts and included in conditions.

[262] Ms West and Mr Faulkner attended witness conferencing, identifying and
resolving issues related to shielding of affected dwellings, sun blocking by clouds,
measurements, and changes at dwelling sutrounds (vegetation and/otr buildings).
Discussion on detailed wording for proposed conditions to achieve the outcomes
agreed by the experts continued through the exchange of primary evidence, rebuttal
evidence from Mr Faulkner, and examination at the hearing. This iterative process
produced a final set of recommended conditions SF1 to 4 agreed between Meridian

and the Councils.

[263] Section 274 parties raised concerns in evidence and in questions to the experts
at the hearing about the adverse effects of shadow flicker at both dwellings and in the
surrounding environments. These concerns were addressed by the experts in

recommending conditions to ensure that potentially affected dwellings will not
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experience shadow flicker beyond “reasonable and internationally accepted levels”.¢”

[264] The evidence available to us and the collaborative development of proposed
consent conditions by the contributing experts gives us confidence that the measures
proposed will effectively manage any potential adverse effects from shadow flicker to

below acceptable levels at affected dwellings.

Geotechnical and Natural Hazards Effects

[265] Mr Maurice Mills, consultant civil engineer for Meridian, prepared the Civil
Design Plan and Civil Engineering Report (CER) included with the AEE and prepared
primary and rebuttal evidence for the hearing. The CER was reviewed by consultant
engineering geologist Mr Neil Crampton for the Councils’ s 87F report. He also

prepared and presented evidence for the hearing.

[266] Mr Mills” evidence describes the civil engineering works required to construct
the wind farm including cuttings, soil disturbance and vegetation clearance. He
considers that, as most of the construction effects are short term, any adverse effects
can be mitigated through appropriate design and construction methodology and

erosion and sediment control (ESC) measures.

[267] Mr Mills notes that the envelope approach to design introduced for the wind
farm has required a worst-case design scenario to be adopted for the assessment of
effects. The detailed design process will refine this as final road and turbine locations

are determined. Mr Mills describes:

o site development methodology;
o site layout development;
o topographic, geotechnical, and seismic considerations;

o7 Faulkner rebuttal at [8].
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internal roads;

earthworks design;

approach for steep terrain fill site selection;
substation site selection;

construction methodologies;

stormwater control methodologies;
culverts;

operational water quality and quantity.

[268] Mr Crampton reviewed the geotechnical, geological and hazards information

provided in the AEE and in response to s 92 requests for further information. He

concluded that:

From a geotechnical perspective the project is feasible.
The indicative earthworks volumes are appropriate.
Fill disposal areas are adequate.

Fill preparation, compaction and stabilisation methodologies are

appropriate.

Further detailed investigations will be required following settlement on

tinal design.

[269] At expert conference Mr Mills and Mr Crampton agreed conditions managing

the location and stability of cuts and fill (EW2) and seismic investigations (EW3) as

being appropriate.
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[270] Regarding seismic information Mr Crampton advised in evidence to the hearing
that GNS had provided a recent update map of active fault and fault awareness areas
that differ from earlier mapping relied on by Mr Mills. The revised map was submitted
as Exhibit Council 1. This updated information will inform site specific

investigations required under condition EW3.

[271] Matters raised in submissions included the location of the aggregate crushing
plant and concrete batching plant, earthquake risk and risk of landslides and rockfalls.
Mr Mills proposed conditions MACF1 to 4 to direct the location and operation of a
mobile crushing facility together with mitigation measures proposed.®® The location
and operation of the temporary concrete batching plant is subject to conditions CB1

to 4, including the requirement for a concrete batching plant management plan.

[272] In relation to earthquake risk, we note the updated active fault mapping referred
to earlier and condition EW3 requiring site specific investigation and identification of
mitigation measures if appropriate. We consider this adequately responds to

submissions and s 274 party evidence in relation to seismic risk.

[273] Potential landslide and rock fall features are identified in the AEE and further
investigations will be included in detailed design, together with appropriate mitigation
to ensure stability. Condition EW2 adequately covers measures to address land

stability generally.

[274] We are satisfied that geotechnical and natural hazard considerations have been
tully addressed in evidence before us and that the proposed earthworks conditions are

appropriate.

Stormwater and Hydrology

[275] Mr Mills included consideration of operational stormwater effects in his AEE

report and in evidence. This was reviewed by Ms Susan Ira, a stormwater specialist

08 Unnamed Active Faults and Fault Awareness Areas dated September 2024.
©  Mills EIC at [99] to [104] and [138] to [144].
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and Mr Andrés Roa Concha, engineering consultant for the Councils, as part of the

s 87F report.

[276] Mr Mills stated:"°

The objective for permanent stormwater control within the wind farm will be
to limit erosion and sediment loading within the completed works through a
combination of:

(a)  Appropriate re-vegetation measures.
(b)  Provision and maintenance of road surfacing; and

(c)  Provision and maintenance of permanent stormwater control measures
and devices.

[277] He went on to say:’!

These measures will provide compliance with both the Horizons and Greater
Wellington Regional Council discharge permitted activity standards.

[278] Conferencing by the three experts considered and agreed an appropriate set of
conditions covering stormwater discharge standards and controls. However, the
expert planners took a different approach to this, noting at their conference that
Meridian had confirmed that stormwater will meet the relevant permitted standards.”
They considered that a condition that explicitly required adherence to permitted
standards was the preferred approach and proposed an amended condition CM1(B)(4)
to this end. Meridian and the Councils supported the amended condition, and we

accept this as being appropriate.

Radio Interference Effects

[279] The AEE included a radio compatibility assessment report prepared by Kordia

Consultants as required by assessment criteria 5.7.3.4(h) of the TDP regarding

M Mills EIC at [112].
7 Mills EIC at [114].
72 JWS Planning, topic 7.
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potential effects on network utilities. The report concluded that:”

... the proposed Mount Munro wind farm indicative layout is not expected to
cause any harmful interference effects to licensed radio communication
services operating in the vicinity of the wind farm.

[280] The Kordia assessment was peer reviewed by Aurecon consultants in a memo
to Councils and attached to the s 87F report. This review accepted the Kordia
conclusions. This matter was not addressed in evidence. We accept the AEE

conclusions stated above.

Aviation Effects

[281] Responding to assessment criteria 5.7.3.4(h) (TDP) for aviation and navigation,
the Kordia report on radio compatibility recommended that the turbine layout and
dimensions be provided to Airways Corporation of New Zealand for their assessment.
Meridian accepts this advice and will action this together with its implementation of
CAA warning light requirements. This matter was not addressed in evidence and we

accept Meridian’s approach as appropriate.

Contaminated Land

[282] The AEE did not identify any potentially contaminated sites within the project

envelope.

[283] Ms Sarah Newall, consultant site contamination specialist for the Councils,
identified a super bin as a potential Hazardous Activities and Industries List (HAIL)

area and recommended a detailed site investigation of this area.

[284] Meridian engaged consultants Tonkin + Taylor to conduct this investigation,
resulting in a report titled Mount Munro Wind Farm Development Super Bin Ground

Contamination Assessment.”* This report concludes that contaminants are not

73 AEE, section 5.10.

74 Newall EIC, Attachment A, Appendix B, dated 8 July 2024. Further information supplied
post-mediation.
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materially above background levels and there are no contaminant restraints for roading

development. Accordingly, the NESCS does not apply.

[285] Ms Newall accepts these conclusions’™ and supports the inclusion of an

unexpected contaminant discovery protocol proposed in conditions PCS 1 to 2.

[286] The planners accept that potential land contamination can be appropriately

managed by these conditions. We agree.

Hazardous Substances

[287] The AEE (at section 5.13) identified that potential hazardous substances in the
form of diesel and oil will be required to be stored on site. In addition, non-sediment
contaminants including adhesives, asphalt paving, cleaning products, concrete and

flocculants will be used on site.

[288] The CEMP and subsidiary management plans are to include best practice for
the management of all aspects of the construction of the project. This is expected to
avoid any potential for hazardous material entering waterways. In the event of
accidental spillage of potential contaminants, a spill management plan requirement is

included as condition SM1.

[289] Ms Newall, in reviewing this approach in her s 87F report, accepted that a

management plan approach appeared reasonable. We agree.

Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions

[290] Consultant climate scientist for Meridian, Dr Jen Purdie, submitted a report
titled Climate Change Impacts on the Proposed Mount Munro Wind Farm to the
Councils in February 2024. This, together with relevant sustainability sections of the
AEE and response to s 92 information requests, was reviewed by consultant

sustainability expert for the Councils Ms Deborah Ryan for the s 87F report.

ik Newall EIC at [19].
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Dr Purdie and Ms Ryan prepared evidence for the hearing, but no witness

conferencing occurred.

[291] Ms Ryan notes in her review that GHG emissions or reduction opportunities
had not been assessed for the Mount Munro project. She considers that at least a
high-level assessment of the GHG emissions across the life cycle of the project would
be useful. She recommends that consideration for life cycle carbon emissions in the

CEMP be included in conditions.

[292] In response, Mr Telfar’® noted that sustainability and carbon management are
an integral part of the Mount Munro project in line with Meridian’s corporate
Sustainability Infrastructure Framework and a Sustainability Management Plan to be
prepared and implemented for the Mount Munro project. In his opinion, this did not

require inclusion in a condition of consent.

[293] Dr Purdie, in addressing the life cycle carbon emissions issue, noted that GHG
emissions associated with wind farms in New Zealand are well documented and that
Mount Munro project emissions are unlikely to be outside the range of emissions
documented for existing wind farms. Dr Purdie considers that the literature evidence
supports a conclusion that life cycle GHG emissions for wind farms are “significantly
net negative. Their existence results in far lower net emissions for New Zealand than

if they had not been there”.”’

[294] Ms Ryan accepted Meridian’s approach to GHG emissions management’® but
supported the inclusion of a condition related to implementation as proposed by the
Councils in condition CC1. This condition requires consideration of greenhouse gases

in design and the provision of information on what Meridian is doing in this regard.

[295] Mr Telfar noted that he would agree to this condition despite considering it to

be of little useful purpose.” This was explored briefly at the hearing with counsel for

T Telfar EIC at [43] to [52].
7 Purdie EIC at [69].

8 Ryan EIC at [18].

& Telfar rebuttal at [8].
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Meridian. Mr Beatson advised that, even though the condition was not that useful,
Meridian was prepared to accept it as it was not “particularly material for the key
determination which is should this wind farm proceed or not”# and would not do any

real harm.

[296] We are satisfied that the corporate-wide approach taken by Meridian to the
management of life cycle GHG emissions in accordance with its corporate
sustainability framework together with Mount Munro’s specific sustainability
management plan appropriately manages these effects. We acknowledge that
proposed condition CC1 requiring reporting to Councils on GHG emissions

management is accepted by Meridian somewhat reluctantly.

Cultural effects

[297] Throughout the preparation of the application and accompanying AEE
Meridian have engaged comprehensively with relevant hapa of the two local iwi
Rangitane o Wairarapa and Ngati Kahungunu ki Wairarapa. Details of this
engagement are outlined in the evidence of Mr Bowmar. Local Ngati Kahungunu
hapt, Ngati Kahungunu ki Tamaki nui-a-Rua, updated an earlier Cultural Impact
Assessment (CIA) and this document is included with the AEE. Ngati Kahungunu ki
Wairarapa also wrote to Meridian in December 2023 expressing support for the

project.8!

[298] Mr James Kendrick, on behalf of Ngati Kahungunu ki Tamaki nui-a-Rua,
presented oral evidence at the hearing in support of the project. He noted that the
hapt greatly appreciated the opportunity provided by Meridian through the

collaborative engagement that has and continues to occur.

[299] Meridian is in discussion with the Ngati Kahungunu iwi/hapu to develop a
Memorandum of Partnership (MOP) for the project.

80 NOE at 55, line 16.
81 Bowmar EIC, Appendix C.
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[300] Rangitane o Wairarapa and local hapu Rangitane o Tamaki nui-a-Rua have
likewise engaged with the project and are in the process of updating a Cultural Value
Assessment (CVA) first prepared in 2014. This is still to be completed. In the
meantime, Meridian had been notified in writing®? that a MOP is in draft form and an
update of the CVA is underway. Qualified support is expressed in this

correspondence for the proposed conditions of consent as they were at the time.

[301] During the hearing Meridian produced email correspondence from Rangitane o
Wairarapa® supporting the project with the conditions agreed to by Meridian. The

Cultural Assessment and MOP are to be progressed.

[302] We note with approval the early and ongoing engagement with local iwi/hapu
by Meridian and the progress made toward a partnership approach through an agreed

MOP. The proposed cultural monitoring conditions set out in IWI1 to 3 are endorsed.

Social effects

[303] Meridian did not commission a Social Impact Assessment (SIA) as part of the
preparation of the AEE. Mr Beatson in opening submitted that the reluctance to
prepare an SIA stemmed from Meridian considering that concerns attributed as social
effects often relate to elements of the project where effects are already being assessed.
For wind farms these are primarily visual, noise, transport, and ecological concerns.
Other social effects that result from the consenting process itself cannot be assessed

as effects of the project, which is the focus of the statutory process, in his submission.

[304] This was a matter of considerable concern for some submitters, particularly the
Hastwell-Mount Munro Protection Society, and was identified as such at the Court
facilitated mediation. Mr Beatson noted that despite its earlier position Meridian
agreed at mediation to consider commissioning an SIA and subsequently engaged
Ms Rebecca Foy, consultant social impact assessment specialist, to prepare a report

on the social effects of the project. This was submitted as rebuttal evidence for the

82 Bowmar rebuttal, Appendix A.

83 Exhibit MEL2.
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hearing.

[305] Ms Foy confirms that the consideration of effects addressed in expert evidence
incorporated the social effects of the project associated with community concerns -

construction activities, visual, noise, flicker and the like.

[306] Ms Foy considers that the full range of potential adverse effects had been
adequately addressed by Meridian experts and appropriate mitigation included in
conditions of consent. Details of this mitigation are to be developed as part of the

management planning process.

[307] Ms Foy identified one area of concern not covered by expert evidence - the
stress and social division arising from the consenting process itself. In doing so she
acknowledged that the potential presence of the wind farm and anxiety during the

consenting process were not adverse effects of the activity itself and therefore not able

to be considered under the RMA.84

[308] Ms Foy noted the positive effects attributed to the project, including those
related to renewable energy supply, employment opportunities and access to a
community fund. In addition, the establishment of a stakeholder liaison group (SLG)
will allow for local input addressing any social wellbeing issues that may arise during

the construction period and ongoing operation.

[309] Ms Johnston raised in cross-examination the adequacy of the timeframe
between the lodgement of management plans 40 working days prior to construction
and the formation of the SLG 40 days prior to that. Ms Foy considers that a longer
timeframe between SLG establishment and filing of management plans would be
advantageous.®® In doing so she also noted that there is potential for uncertainty in
the community prior to the establishment of the SLG and that some information

sharing mechanism could be introduced to keep the community informed on project

84 Foy rebuttal at [9].
85 NOE at 278, line 15.
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timing and progress.

[310] These issues were picked up by Mr Beatson in re-examination. Ms Foy
confirmed that ongoing information provision to the community was desirable8¢ and

that appropriate conditioning of this should be considered.

[311] In relation to the timeframe for the establishment of the SLG Ms Foy advised
that this should not be more than six months ahead of management plans as there is
a risk that the absence of information availability in the early stages could cause its

own issues where meetings were held with nothing to consider.

[312] Following Ms Foy’s evidence at the hearing, Meridian and Council planners
agreed to conditions (CHC1 to CHC3) covering establishment of a website and
ongoing updates. They also agreed to extend the establishment date from 40 days to
four months prior to the lodgement of the CEMP. This is now incorporated into

condition SL.G1.

[313] Section 274 parties expressed concern about the late engagement of Ms Foy
and the adequacy of interaction with the local community in preparing her evidence.
This was covered repeatedly in evidence, in submissions and in cross-examination of
Ms Foy in particular. It became clear that the s 274 parties did not consider Ms Foy’s
assessment of social effects to be adequate or to fairly represent the social effects of
the project on the adjacent communities. This is best represented in Mr Clarke’s
response to questions from Ms Johnston - “she [Ms Foy| did address, but I do not
feel that the impact statement in itself was responsive to the needs of myself or our

community, no, I thought it was a jack-up”.%’

[314] We acknowledge some residents, particularly in the Hastwell area, are deeply
concerned with the prospect of a wind farm on Mount Munro and the negative

wellbeing impact this is having and may continue to have on them personally and on

86 NOE at 300, line 10.
87 NOE at 365, lines 17 to 19.
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their community.

[315] While it may have been advantageous for Meridian to have commissioned the
SIA earlier in the application process, we accept Ms Foy’s assessment as fairly
representing the social impacts of the project. It is doubtful whether earlier
preparation of this report would have altered the position taken by the Protection

Society.

[316] Mr Beatson submitted, and we accept, any perceived effects on social coherence
and individual wellbeing that may have been generated by the application and the
following consenting process are not effects of the project itself but are related to the
statutory process under the RMA. We agree but acknowledge this may be difficult to

accept for the residents directly involved in the process.

[317] The proposed information dissemination and establishment of the SLG will
allow ongoing opportunity for the community to have input into the development of
management plans and address any issues that may arise during the construction phase
of the project. We see this as a positive approach to assist in mitigating social effects
associated with not knowing what is happening or how to engage with the developers
if construction issues become apparent. Conditions CHC1 to 3 and SLLG1 to 7 provide

the appropriate direction to allow this to occur.

[318] We have already noted the condition requiring the provision of a community

fund which is also expected to assist in strengthening the adjacent communities.

Archaeological

[319] Ms Emily Howitt, consultant archaeologist for Meridian, prepared the
archaeological assessment of effects included with the project AEE. This assessment
did not identify any archaeological sites within the turbine zone, turbine exclusion
zone or transmission corridor areas of the project. One probable historic site was
identified within the proposed laydown/site entrance area on Old Coach Road. This
is the site of a pre-1900 house, now demolished, but it is possible that subsurface

features may remain.
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[320] Ms Howitt in primary evidence noted that Meridian intends to apply for a
general archaeological authority for the site and that inclusion of an accidental

discovery protocol in conditions of consent would be appropriate.

[321] The s 87F report accepted the archaeological assessment and recommendations
for a protocol, concluding that any effects on archaeological values and historic
heritage can be appropriately managed. Condition AH1 sets out the discovery

protocol.

[322] Several submissions raise issues related to archaeological sites. None of these
pertain to sites within the active project zones and therefore will not be affected. The
Councils called no expert evidence and archaeological concerns were not raised at the

hearing.

[323] We accept the proposed condition AH1 as the appropriate approach to dealing
with any archaeological or historic heritage issues that may arise during construction

of the project.

Planning assessment

[324] The planning section of the AEE was authored by Mr Anderson. This sets out
the statutory planning framework relevant to the applications and assesses all activities
associated with the project against the relevant provisions of this framework. It also

proffers a set of conditions of consent.

[325] The AEE planning assessment was reviewed by Ms Edwards, Ms Vivian, and

Mr McGahan in preparing the planning component of the Councils’ s 87F report.

[326] All four planners prepared primary evidence and attended expert conferences,
including joint conferences with traffic and ecology experts, and presented evidence

at the hearing.
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NPS-Renewable Energy Generation

[327] The objective of the NPSREG is:

To recognise the national significance of renewable electricity generation
activities by providing for the development, operation, maintenance and
upgrading of new and existing renewable electricity generation activities, such
that the proportion of New Zealand’s electricity generated from renewable
energy sources increases to a level that meets or exceeds the New Zealand
Government’s national target for renewable electricity generation.

[328] Decision makers on renewable energy projects are required to have regard to a
range of matters in eight policy areas set out in the NPS. Of particular relevance in

this case is Policy A related to electricity generation. This provides:

Decision-makers shall recognise and provide for the national significance of
renewable electricity generation activities, including the national, regional and
local benefits relevant to renewable electricity generation activities. These
benefits include, but are not limited to:

a) maintaining or increasing generation capacity while avoiding, reducing
or displacing greenhouse gas emissions;

b)  maintaining or increasing security of electricity supply at local, regional
and national levels by diversifying the type and/or location of electricity
generation;

o) using renewable natural resources rather than finite resources;

d)  the reversibility of the adverse effects on the environment of some

renewable electricity generation technologies;

e) avoiding reliance on imported fuels for the purposes of generating
electricity.

[329] As we have noted earlier, Mr Telfar provides detailed evidence of the benefits
of wind energy generally and at Mount Munro in particular that support the provisions

in Policy A above.

[330] In giving effect to the NPSREG, Objective 3-1 of the One Plan RPS and
supporting policy signals that recognising and providing for the establishment,
operation, maintenance and upgrading must be accorded appropriate regard when

considering infrastructure of national or regional importance.
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[331] Likewise, Objective 9 of the Greater Wellington RPS seeks to “maximise the
use of renewable energy resources” while Policy 39 requires the benefits from the use
of these resources be given particular regard. The GWNRP at Policy 11 further
establishes that particular regard be given to the benefits of renewable energy

generation.

[332] This is carried through to the TDP through objective 2.8.4.1 and Policy
2.8.4.2(a) and the Wairarapa Combined District Plan through objective NUE2 and

Policy NUE2. Both plans require recognition of the benefits of renewable energy.

[333] These National, Regional and District Planning instruments provide a strong
common direction in recognising the national significance of renewable energy and

providing for its development.

[334] That said, the direction is not without constraint. Specific direction is also

provided in TDP by Policy 2.8.4.2(b):

To remedy, mitigate, or avoid, where possible, the actual and potential adverse
effects on the environment of wind farms and other renewable electricity
generation facilities, by recognising that they have the potential to cause
significant adverse effects on the environment, particularly in respect of
amenity values, landscape, ecology, noise and traffic, and may therefore be
inappropriate in some locations.

[335] Policies NUEZ2(c) to (f) (Wairarapa Combined District Plan) also direct avoiding,
remedying or mitigating adverse effects of renewable energy generation “as far as

practicable”.

[336] The project has been assessed by the planners against these specific provisions
along with a suite of general effects-led policies in the Regional and District Plan
instruments, informed by the evidence of the relevant experts. This has been an
iterative process through the exchange of technical evidence, expert conferencing,

evidence given at the hearing and ongoing discussions.

[337] It is common ground with the planners that the project is consistent with the

direction of the NPSREG and provisions of the lower order planning instruments
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that give effect to the NPS.

National Environmental Standards for Freshwater (NESF)

[338] The NESF sets regulations governing the activity status of activities that can
affect freshwater resources. Regulation 45 provides for the construction of specified

infrastructure as defined in the NPSEFM.

[339] Ms Edwards’ s 87F report® noted and accepted the AEE position that the
proposal is specified infrastructure and is therefore a discretionary activity. As such
there is a requirement to demonstrate a functional need to be in this location. The
AEE establishes that Mount Munro meets the functional requirements of a wind farm.
The wind resources at the site are Class 1 and the site is in relatively close proximity

to the national grid, both necessary functional requirements.

National Policy Statement Highly Productive Land (NPSHPL)

[340] A relatively small area of highly productive land (LUC3) is identified at the
location of the off-site substation and transmission line and is therefore subject to the
NPSHPL provisions. Clause 3.9(2)(j) of the NPS requires that a functional and
operational need for the activity, in this case terminal infrastructure, must be
established for this location. This was raised at the planning witness conference®’ and

referred to Mr Bowmar for response.

[341] Mr Bowmar responded in a memo to the planning experts.” He establishes that,
as the wind farm project is in an area with a high-quality wind resource (Class 1) and
is close to the national grid, it demonstrates a functional need to be in this location.

The transmission line and terminal substation are an integral part of the project.

[342] Mr Bowmar notes that the location of substation and transmission lines was

chosen following an extensive site selection process, considering technical, logistical

88 Planning section 87F report at [244].
89 JWS Planning, topic 2.
%0 Mount Munro response to queries made in JWS of Planning Experts, dated 16 August

2024 and attached to the primary evidence of Lauren Edwards as Attachment A.
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and operational factors and landowner negotiations. Consideration is given to terrain,
geological, constructability, planning and environmental factors and the accessibility
of the site for construction and maintenance. In Mr Bowmar’s view an operational

need has also been established for this infrastructure on the highly productive land.

[343] Mr McGahan accepts Mr Bowmat’s assessment and conclusion as incorporating
valid considerations in establishing the operational need for the transmission lines and

terminal substation to be located as proposed.’!

[344] The planners agreed?®? that cl 3.9(3)(a) NPSHPL is satisfied and that the proposal

“minimises any actual loss of the availability and productive capacity of the HPL”.

Section 105(1) RMA

[345] The planning joint witness statement identified a need for a specific assessment
of the proposal against s 105(1)(c) RMA. This was provided in a memo from

Mr Anderson.”3

[346] Section 105(1)(c) provides:

(1)  If an application is for a discharge permit or coastal permit to do
something that would contravene section 15 or section 15B, the consent
authority must, in addition to the matters in section 104(1), have regard
to....

(c)  any possible alternative methods of discharge, including discharge
into any other receiving environment.

[347] The application includes permits for the discharge of sediment from earthworks,
vegetation clearance and culvert placement as well as air discharges from the concrete

batching and mobile crusher.

[348] Mr Anderson notes that it is not best practice to discharge sediments into other

catchments. The only alternatives would be the retention of all water containing

o1 McGahan EIC at [64].
92 JWS Planning, topic 2.
%3 Assessment of RMA s 105(1)(c), dated 16 August 2024.
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sediment requiring considerable storage capacity. Erosion and sediment control
experts and ecologists have agreed that the sediment discharge management proposed

is acceptable in limiting effects and appropriate for the project.

[349] The alternative for the air discharges is to bring concrete and aggregate in from
off-site, necessitating additional truck movements. Sourcing aggregate and batching
concrete as close as possible to the construction site is considered best practice. The

air quality experts agree that the proposed air discharges are acceptable.

[350] Given this, Mr Anderson considers that alternative methods of discharge have
been given appropriate regard under s 105(1)(c). Ms Edwards concurs with that

assessment,’* which we accept.

Evaluation

[351] The planners were all involved in ongoing discussions prior to and during the
hearing as to the appropriate drafting of conditions to manage the effects of the
project. As expert evidence in many of the disciplines progressed towards agreement

on technical issues, the planners reviewed conditions accordingly.

[352] This process resulted in a final proposed conditions (post-hearing) document
sent to all parties on 11 October 2024 and attached to closing submissions from

Mt Beatson.

[353] As noted above, issues identified in the s 87F report as requiring further
attention progressed through exchange of evidence, witness conferencing and at the
hearing. We have recorded earlier the outcome of expert examination of the range of
potential environmental effects and the measures required to avoid, remedy, or
mitigate those effects. Offsets for residual effects are also provided where appropriate.
In each case the relevant experts have agreed on conditions that will achieve

acceptable outcomes.

o4 Edwards EIC at [91].
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[354] The planners have assessed the appropriateness of the recommended conditions

and provided expert assistance in preparing the final set of conditions of consent.

[355] For the District Councils, Mr McGahan in his summary statement to the Court”

and relying on the relevant expert evidence, concludes that:

J For landscape, rural character and visual (amenity) effects these “are able
to be mitigated where possible/to the extent practicable and are

therefore acceptable”.

° Effects on tangata whenua and cultural values can be managed via the

proposed conditions.

° Any actual and potential transportation related effects of the proposal

can be appropriately managed.

. The actual and potential effects associated with the construction and
operational noise (and vibration) can be appropriately managed on the

basis of the assessment and agreed conditions.

. Social, health and wellbeing effects can be appropriately managed

through the proposed conditions of consent.

. Based on Ms West’s assessment and the updated conditions the effects

associated with shadow flicker can be appropriately mitigated.

. All other district-related effects matters have been appropriately
considered and assessed and there is strong alignment between the

relevant technical specialists.

[356] Regarding consistency with the statutory planning framework, prior to the
hearing Mr McGahan had reservations about the project’s alignment with the district
plan provisions for cultural matters in the absence of confirmation of Rangitane o

Wairarapa’s position. As noted earlier, Rangitane provided written approval for the

% McGahan summary statement dated 26 September 2024.
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project during the hearing. Mr McGahan considers that relevant tangata whenua

values provisions of the district plans are now satisfied.?

[357] Mr McGahan confirms “that the Project is consistent with, and not contrary to
the District Plan objectives and policy framework” and further, that he considers “the
Project finds strong support from higher order policy direction, which requires
recognition for and to provide for the benefits and national significance of renewable

electricity generation activities”.”’

[358] On Regional Council matters, Ms Edwards provided a summary statement at
the hearing reflecting her involvement in the ongoing process described eatlier.

Ms Edwards notes that her s 87F report concludes that:?

... subject to the imposition of proposed conditions and recommendations of
the regional council experts, I generally agree that the potential adverse effects
of the Mount Munro project could be avoided, remedied, mitigated and/or
offset in a manner that is consistent with many of the relevant objectives and
policies of the One Plan and other statutory documents.

[359] She identified three areas; tangata whenua values, water quality and freshwater
ecology, where she considered further information was required before a full

assessment could be made.

[360] Following the receipt of the Rangitane o Wairarapa letter during the hearing, Ms
Edwards considers that the tangata whenua values and cultural effects “have been

sufficiently addressed including through the imposition of conditions”.

[361] Ms Edwards noted the resolution of ESC matters through revision of proposed
condition ES3 regarding performance triggers and changes to monitoring conditions

ES3(W). She also noted resolution of issues around stream monitoring and offset

ratios.
96 McGahan summary statement at [30].
7 McGahan summary statement at [31].

98 NOE at 559, lines 1 to 6.
9 NOE at 560, line 32.
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[362] With the above issues being satisfactorily resolved Ms Edwards advised that she
was “of the view that the recommended conditions are appropriate for managing any

effects of the project in accordance with the planning framework”.1%

[363] Ms Vivian for Greater Wellington Regional Council stated in evidence that:

... the project is consistent with the Objectives and Policies of the Wellington
RPS with the exception of those in relation to Tangata whenua values, water
quality and freshwater ecology.!"!

Also:

... the project is consistent with the Objectives and Policies in the NRP with
the exception of those in relation to Tangata whenua values and freshwater
ecology.!0?

[364] As noted eatlier, each of these outstanding matters were addressed during the
hearing or by expert evidence. Ms Vivian advised that consequential on resolution of
these matters she considered “the proposal to be consistent with these objectives and
policies” (tangata whenua values and cultural effects) and “now consistent with
policies 30 through 35, 45, 109 and objectives 19, 21 through 24 of the Natural
Resources Plan and policies 40, 43 and objective 13 of the Regional Policy

Statement”.104

[365] Ms Vivian was also “satisfied that the effects of the project can be appropriately

managed through proposed conditions”.10>

[366] We accept the collective advice from the expert planners that the proposed wind
farm is consistent with the statutory planning framework and that the proposed
conditions of consent are appropriate for managing any effects of the project within
acceptable levels. This advice is consistent with the technical evidence provided by the

parties’ experts.

100 NOE at 564, lines 17 to 19.
1001 Vivian EIC at [20].

102 Vivian EIC at [30].

103 NOE at 566, line 14.

104 NOE at 566, lines 19 to 21.
105 NOE at 560, line 206.
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Lapse Date

[367] The issue of the most appropriate lapse date remained vexed throughout the
course of the hearing with Meridian seeking ten years, the s 274 parties generally

supporting five years and the Councils advocating for seven years.

[368] Meridian’s position is that the default period of five-years specified in s 125
RMA is too short for a project of this size and scale, particularly where supply chain
constraints are “real and biting”.1% In support of its position, counsel for Meridian
produced a table setting out the lapse dates for a number of New Zealand wind farms.
It is noted that the table showed that 11 of the 19 identified wind farms had lapse
dates of ten years. In a significant number of instances extensions of the original ten

year lapse period had been granted (generally for a further seven to eight years).

[369] In further support of this position, counsel alerted the Court to possible
amendments to the RMA to provide for a ten year default lapse date for renewal
energy projects. We note that the Resource Management (Consenting and Other
System Changes) Bill was introduced to Parliament on 9 December 2024 and does
provide for a ten year lapse date for renewable energy activities in the absence of any
other date specified in a consent. We acknowledge that the bill is at an early stage.
Our attention was also drawn to energy projects consented under the COVID-19

Recovery (Fast Track Consenting) Act 2020 which have two year lapse dates.

[370] Moreover, and perhaps more pertinently, counsel for Meridian candidly
expressed that the electricity market is such a significant driver that the lapse date is
very unlikely to be determinative of whether a decision is made to progress the project
or otherwise. Evidence of the volatility in the market can be seen in the history of this
site where an application for resource consent some ten years ago was withdrawn
before hearing on the grounds that demand had decreased and the project was no
longer financially feasible at that time. Ten years later the market is in a different

position and the project has been revived. Meridian submits that if a five year lapse

106 Opening submissions at [356].
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date is imposed this will simply provide a false sense of certainty for the community
and will likely result in a need to either apply for an extension or relitigate a new

application at a later date.

[371] Put simply, Meridian’s position is that Mount Munro has an excellent wind
resource which means (subject to consent) a wind farm will ultimately be built in this

location and the only question is when.

[372] For their part, the s 274 parties were generally of the view that a ten year lapse
date would further exacerbate the uncertainty that the community is and had been
experiencing. This sentiment was clearly influenced by the lengthy period during
which the prospect of a wind farm at Mt Munro had been extant. When asked the
question directly by the Court, most s 274 parties indicated they would rather have a
shorter lapse date and come back to relitigate the matter than have a longer lapse date

imposed now.

[373] The Councils indicated that, while they were open to considering a longer lapse
date than the default statutory provision, they did not consider that sufficient
information had been provided to support that. Citing Karz v Auckland City Council'"?
counsel submitted that there are compelling policy reasons why a resource consent
should not subsist for a lengthy period of time without being put into effect. Those
policy reasons included the prospect of the physical and social environment changing
between the time a consent is granted and when it is eventually given effect to (which
may render conditions, restrictions or prohibitions in the consent inappropriate or
unnecessary) and the uncertainty a longer lapse date imposes on surrounding

landowners and communities.

[374] Of particular relevance to the matter before us, counsel drew our attention to
the decision of Akaroa Organics v Christchurch City Counci/ [2010] NZEnvC 37 at [22]-

[23] where the Court stated:

Economics is not relevant in and of itself. Otherwise a consent could

107 KRatz v Auckiland City Council (1987) NZTPA 211.
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potentially subsist until such time as the applicant judges the economic
circumstances favourable to implement the same. Such an approach would
frustrate section 125.

[375] It was clear to us that the primary drivers of an extended lapse date were
economic. A longer window within which to give effect to the consent would enable
Meridian to take advantage of more favourable economic circumstances both in the
procurement of the project and in determining when it enters the electricity market.

Meridian did not seek to obfuscate this.

[376] We acknowledge Meridian’s evidence that putting the economic drives to one
side, a project of this size and scale, including the connection to the national grid, is

still challenging and a five year window leaves marginal contingency.

[377] Alongside those matters, we acknowledge the issues of uncertainty raised by
the community and the prospect that a longer lapse date provides greater opportunity
for a change in circumstances such that conditions that are imposed now are rendered

inappropriate or ineffective by the time the consent is given effect to.

[378] Turning to that last matter first, we note that the conditions of consent go
some way towards mitigating that issue by providing for some matters to be revisited
immediately before the consent is given effect to. Condition VM1 is a good example
of this, with a mechanism now included to reassess visual effects prior to construction
for properties which are currently identified as moderately affected. This is intended
to ensure that any changes to curtilage and screening between the granting of consent
and construction are taken into account and mitigated as necessary. In a similar vein,
amendments were made to conditions during the course of the hearing to provide a
positive obligation of the consent holder to keep the community regularly informed
of its decision making towards giving effect to the consent, thus ameliorating some of

the issues of uncertainty raised by the community.

[379] We do not find a determination on the lapse date to be an easy decision. There
are compelling reasons for both a shorter and a longer lapse date and numerous
examples of renewable energy projects comprising both. Our overriding goal is to

ensure that the terms on which the consent is granted adequately manage adverse
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effects while providing for the activity to progress. In this instance we consider ten
years to be too long but accept that five years may be too short. As such we find that
the balance is most appropriately struck by imposing a seven year lapse date together
with the other conditions we have mentioned including keeping the community
informed, updating the visual amenity assessment for moderately affected properties

and the like.

Conclusion

[380] We start from the premise that at central government strategic policy level
increasing capacity for renewable energy generation is of high priority. This proposed
wind farm will make a significant contribution towards this end. The evidence

identifies the Mount Munro site as having a highly valuable wind resource.

[381] The NPSREG, implemented through regional and district planning
instruments, recognises the benefit of renewable energy at national, regional and local

level.

[382] We have examined the extensive technical evidence from Meridian together
with the review evidence prepared by the Council experts, noting the degree of
consistency in this evidence and the collaborative approach taken in the development
of a comprehensive suite of conditions to manage both the construction and operation
of the wind farm and its associated infrastructure within acceptable levels of effects.
The outcome of this approach is a set of conditions agreed by Meridian and the

Councils.

[383] In examining the potential environmental and social effects of the project we
acknowledge the deeply held concerns of many in the local community. These
concerns can be generally separated into two categories. Firstly, effects generated by
construction activities, primarily associated with the upgrade of Old Coach Road and
the use of that road for almost all construction traffic. The second category is amenity
effects from the presence of turbines (landscape and visual) and their operation (noise,

light, shadow flicker).
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[384] We have set out in some detail an assessment of the construction effects and
the means by which they can be appropriately managed including through the various
management plans required by the proposed conditions. We are satisfied that these
effects are temporary in nature and can be adequately managed by the management

plans proposed.

[385] With respect to amenity effects, we summarise here our findings on noise, light

nuisance, landscape and visual effects.

[386] With respect to ongoing noise effects, the expert evidence before us is that the
turbines will generate noise levels below the permitted night-time noise limit and be
consistent with World Health Organisation standards for sleeping with windows open.
All acoustic experts who provided evidence were agreed that the noise effects of the
turbines were acceptable and that changes to the noise environment would be

reasonable.

[387] While aviation warning lights on top of the turbines are mandatory as directed
by the CAA, we were satisfied that ground shielding would ensure no nuisance effect
and would cause no discernible light to be cast on neighbouring dwellings. The
experts were also agreed that such lights would cause no discernible lighting of the sky
such that views of the night sky and the values of the dark sky reserve were
compromised. Overall we were satisfied that the effects of lighting as a result of the

proposal are low and are appropriately managed by conditions.

[388] We have traversed at some length the issue of landscape and visual effects. We
accept that the wind turbines will be visible from a number of properties and that as
a result views will be altered. We also understand that for a number of those
landowners, that change in landscape is considered to be significantly adverse. Against
that we have the expert evidence of both Meridian and the Councils’ experts, who
accept that there are high adverse effects for four properties and moderate to high
effects for 12 more but consider that with the proffered mitigation those effects are

acceptable.
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[389]  Itis important to note that in reaching their respective conclusions about the
acceptability of the adverse visual effects, both Mr Girvan and Mr Hunt were very
cognisant of the wider policy environment within which this decision is to be made.
Development of additional renewable energy generation is a matter of national
significance and while the various policy documents do not suggest it should proceed
at any cost to the environment, there is strong direction in national, regional and
district planning instruments in providing for its development. We are satisfied in this
instance that the direction in those planning instruments, and indeed the purpose of

the Act is best met by the granting of consent, despite those effects.

[390] While we acknowledge the depth of feeling within the community, we are not
persuaded that the effect on the amenity of the Hastwell community in particular, as
articulated by the Hastwell- Mount Munro Protection Society, outweighs the benefits
of the project and the high level of planning support provided by the relevant planning
instruments at national, regional and district level. We have addressed the detail of
how this conclusion has been reached in our consideration of each element of the
project but overall we are satisfied that direction in the relevant planning instruments
and indeed the purpose of the Act is best met in the granting of consent to the

proposal despite the identified adverse visual effects.

[391] In doing so we accept that some individuals and families in the affected
communities will have to live with a changed landscape that may not be acceptable to

them.

[392] We consider it may be of advantage to both Meridian and those directly
impacted by the visual presence of the turbines for Meridian to engage with those
households around site specific mitigation as early as possible and perhaps well in
advance of any decision to proceed. By Meridian’s own submission, little question
remains as to whether the high-quality wind resource at Mount Munro will be
developed - it is only a matter of when. Early application of relatively small resources
to screen planting and specimen tree planting could have real benefits in timely

mitigation of direct visual effects on the households affected.
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[393] We find that the application can be granted subject to the conditions proffered
by the applicant on 11 October and agreed with the Councils. The Court has made

no change to those conditions.

Costs

[394]  Costs are reserved in favour of the Court pursuant to the provisions
of s 285(5) and (7) RMA. In the event that agreement as to costs has not been reached
between the Applicant and the Court’s Registrar within 20 working days of the date
of this decision, either may at any time thereafter seek directions from the Court for

resolution.

[395]  Any other application for costs should be made within 10 working days of
the date of this decision. Any party may reply within a further 10 working days. Any
response to matters raised for the first time in the reply may be made within a further

5 working days.

For the Court

L J Semple
Environment Judge



SCHEDULE

Final Proposed Conditions (Post Hearing)

CONDITIONS INDEX

Condition Condition Administering Authority Page
Number
GA1l-GA9 General All (means Manawatt-Whanganui Regional Council, 7
Greater Wellington Regional Council, Masterton
District Council and Tararua District Council)
CHC1 - CHC3 Consent Holder All 11
Communication
SLG1 - SLG7 Stakeholder Liaison All 12
Group
MP1 - MP2 Management Plan All 13
Certification
Process
WFL1 - Windfarm Layout and 14
WEFL7 Infrastructure
VM1 Visual Effects Mitigation Masterton District Council and Tararua District 17
Council
TP1 Telecommunications Masterton District Council and Tararua District Council 18
IWI1-1WI3 Cultural and Kaitiaki All 18
Monitoring
CM1 - CM8 Construction All 19
Management
AH1 Archaeological and All 26
Historic Heritage
cc1 Climate Change All 26
EW1 -EW3 Earthworks Stability All 27
Standards
ES1 - ES9 Erosion and Sediment Manawati-Whanganui Regional Council and Greater 29
Control Wellington Regional Council
sMm1i Spill Management Plan  Manawatid-Whanganui Regional Council and Greater 38
Wellington Regional Council
PCS1-PCS2 Potentially All 38
Contaminated Sites
DM1 - DM2 Dust Management All 39
CB1-CB4 Concrete Batching All 40



MACF1 -
MACF4

CBL1 - CBL3

CTM1 - CTMS5

CN1-CN4

SF1-SF4

EC1 - EC26

CU1-CU15

WC1 - WC2

WFO1-
WFO13

CF1-CF2

DT1

SCHEDULE 1

SCHEDULE 2

Mobile Aggregate
Crushing

Controlled Blasting

Construction Traffic
Management
Construction Noise and
Vibration

Shadow Flicker

Ecology

Culvert Design and
Monitoring

Works Completion

Wind Farm Operation

Community Fund

Decommissioning of
Wind Farm

Properties accessed
from Old Coach Road
Properties identified as
receiving a High or
Moderate-High Visual
Effect for the purposes
of Condition VM1

All

Masterton District Council and Tararua District Council

Masterton District Council and Tararua District Council
Masterton District Council and Tararua District Council

Masterton District Council and Tararua District Council

Manawati-Whanganui Regional Council and Greater
Wellington Regional Council

Manawati-Whanganui Regional Council and Greater
Wellington Regional Council

All

All

All

All
All

Masterton District Council and Tararua District Council

41

67

68

72

72

74

75



Definitions and Abbreviations within the Conditions Schedule

Abbreviation/Acronym

Term/Definition

Act Resource Management 1991

CAA Civil Aviation Authority

CBMP Controlled Blasting Management Plan

CBPMP Concrete Batching Plant Management Plan
CEMP Construction Environmental Management Plan

Cleanfill material

Material that when buried will have no adverse
effect on people or the environment and
includes virgin natural materials such as clay, soil
and rock, and other inert materials such as
concrete or brick that are free of:

a) combustible, putrescible,
degradable or leachable
components;

b) hazardous substances;

c) products or materials derived from
hazardous waste treatment,
stabilisation or hazardous waste
disposal practices;

d) materials that may present a risk to
human health;

e) liquid waste; and

f)  for the purpose of this consent, any
archaeological material or from a wahi
tapu or site of cultural significance

CNVMP

Construction Noise and Vibration Management
Plan

Commencement of construction /
Commencement of works

means activities undertaken to construct the
Project including any upgrades to Old Coach
Road, bulk earthworks (cut and fill activities),
installation of wind turbine foundations, wind
turbines, underground and above-ground
infrastructure for electrical conveyance and
meteorological masts, but excludes the
following activities:

- Pre-construction site investigations
including access for such activities;

- The establishment of erosion and
sediment control measures;

- Site establishment activities for the
purposes of providing any temporary
site construction office compound;

- Ecological survey(s); and

- Any vegetation removal associated with
the activities listed above

Commissioning of turbines

means the generation of electricity from any
constructed wind turbine and export of that
electricity via a connection to the national
electrical grid

Complaint

For the purposes of Condition GA7, a complaint
may include more than one complaint made in




relation to the same or similar event or activity

Consent Holder

Means Meridian Energy Limited, its successor, or
any person(s) acting under the prior written
approval of Meridian Energy Limited or its
successor

CTMP

Construction Traffic Management Plan

District Council

Tararua District Council and/or Masterton District
Council

DMP

Dust Management Plan

Dwelling

A dwelling which has been lawfully established or
is authorised by a resource consent or building
consent at the date of notice of the decision on
the resource consent applications for the Mt
Munro Wind Farm under Section 114 of the
Resource Management Act 1991. A Dwelling does
not include Dwellings on the properties on which
wind turbines are to be located, or where the
Dwelling owner has provided their written
approval under Section 95E(3) of the Act and this
approval has been provided to the Tararua District
Council and/or Masterton District Council.

Earthworks/Land disturbance

means the alteration or disturbance of land,
including by moving, removing, placing, blading,
cutting, contouring, filling or excavation of earth
(or any matter constituting the land including soil,
clay, sand and rock) but excludes gardening,
cultivation and disturbance of land for the
installation of fence posts.

ESCP The overarching Erosion and Sediment Control Plan
FEMP Freshwater Ecology Management Plan

FMP Flocculation Management Plan

GW Guidelines Means the document titled “Erosion and Sediment

Control Guide for Land Disturbing Activities in the
Wellington Region” dated February 2021.

Haulage activities

Means the act of transporting goods or material by,
road between the source and Project site.

Haulage route

means any public road within the Tararua
District or Masterton District which is to be
used to deliver products and / or materials to
the Project site over the course of its
construction.

Incident

means an unforeseen event that cannot be, or has
not been, prevented

Management Plan(s)

means any one or more of the management plans
required under any one or more of the conditions
of these resource consents

Mt Munro Wind Farm

The construction, operation and maintenance of a
new windfarm known as Mt Munro Wind Farm
(also referred to as the Wind Farm or Project
within these conditions).

ONMP

Operational Noise Management Plan

Project

The construction, operation, maintenance of a
new windfarm known as Mt Munro Wind Farm
(also referred to as the Wind Farm or Project
within these conditions)

Reasonable mixing

A distance equal to seven times the width of the
wetted channel of the surface water body but




which shall not be less than 50m.

Regional Council

Manawatd-Whanganui Regional Council and/or
Greater Wellington Regional Council

Regional Plans

Means Manawatu-Whanganui Regional
Councils One Plan or Greater Wellington
Regional Council Natural Resource Plan

RIA Road Infrastructure Assessment

SAM2 An ecological instream visual assessment (%
cover) — The average % cover of fine sediment
covering the streambed in a run habitat
calculated from a minimum of 20 stratified views
using an underwater viewer.

SAM5 An ecological shuffle score (0-5) — An average

gualitative assessment of the size and duration of
a sediment plume resuspended when disturbing
the streambed at 3 sites within a run habitat.

Sediment Retention Devices

Means any device which results in a point source
discharge, including Sediment Retention Ponds,
Decanting Earth Bunds and Hybrid Decanting
Earth Bunds.

Site / Project Site / Project Envelope

means all properties subject to the Wind Farm
being:
- Section 147 Block IX Mangaone Survey
District
- Lot 2-3 Deposited Plan 665
- Lot 1 Deposited Plan 665
- Section 129 Block XIll Mangaone SD
- Part Lot 1 Deposited Plan 1263
- Section 133 Block IX Mangaone SD
- Section 131 Block XIll Mangaone SD
- Section 186 Block XIll Mangaone Survey
District and Lot 1 Deposited Plan 90879
- Section 1 and Section 62 Block XIV
Tararua Survey District
- The length of Old Coach Road

SSESCP

Site Specific Erosion and Sediment Control Plan

Suitably Qualified and Experienced Person
(SQEP)

A person who is not an employee of the consent
holder and is competent and experienced in the
field of expertise that is relevant to a particular
task or action directed by a Condition

The Councils

Manawati-Whanganui Regional Council, Greater
Wellington Regional Council, Tararua District
Council and Masterton District

Council

Transmission Corridor

Corridor where transmission lines can be located.
Transmission Corridor identified by red dashed ling
in Figure 1 below, and Drawing No. 1016884.1000-
011 (Rev 2), Titled Internal Transmission Line, Road|
Access Plan dated May 23. For the avoidance of
doubt, transmission lines cannot be located
outside the Transmission Corridor.

Turbine Envelope Zone

Zone where wind turbines and ancillary
infrastructure (roading, cabling, transformers)
can be located. Zone identified by blue in Figure 1
below, and Drawing No. 1016884.1000-007 (Rev




2), Titled Turbine Envelope and Exclusion Plan
dated May 23. For the avoidance of doubt wind
turbine foundations and towers cannot be
located outside of this zone.

Turbine Exclusion Zone

Zone where access roading and cabling can be
located. Zone identified by white area in Figure 1
below), and Drawing No. 1016884.1000-007 (Rev
2), Titled Turbine Envelope and Exclusion Plan
dated May 23.

Wind Farm

means an array or system of multiple wind
turbines at a given site, used to capture wind
energy for the production of electricity.

Figure 1: Proposed Project Zones




GENERAL
GAl General Accordance

Unless otherwise specified by the conditions of these resource consents, the Project must
be undertaken in general accordance with the information supplied within the report
prepared by Incite entitled ‘Assessment of Environmental Effects on behalf of Meridian
Energy Limited Mt Munro Wind Farm Project’, dated May 2023, and the subsequent
responses to further information requests made by the Councils, and in particular the
following supporting documents:

A Drawing No. 1016884.1000-003 (Rev 2), Titled Site Entrance Location Plan, dated May
23;

B Drawing No. 1016884.1000-007 (Rev 2), Titled Turbine Envelope and Exclusion Plan,
dated May 23;

C Drawing No. 1016884.1000-009 (Rev 2), Titled Laydown Area Location Plan, dated May
23;

D Drawing No. 1016884.1000-010 (Rev 2), Titled Terminal Substation Location Plan, dated
May 23;

E Drawing No. 1016884.1000-011 (Rev 2), Titled Internal Transmission Line, Road Access
Plan, dated May 23;

F Drawing No. 1016884.1000-013 (Rev 2), Titled Water Catchment Plan, dated May 23;

G Drawing No. 1016884.1000-014 (Rev 2), Titled Indicative Stream/Bridge Crossing Plan
and Section, dated May 23;

H Drawing No. 1016884.1000-016 (Rev 3), Titled Indicative Fill Disposal Areas Plan, dated
October 23;

| Drawing No. 1016884.1000-017 (Rev 1), Titled Indicative Fill Disposal Sections, dated
August 23;

J Drawing No. 1016884.1000-C000 (Rev 1), Titled OCR Widening (TDC 10m Proposal
Modified) Drawing List, dated June 24;

K Drawing No. 1016884.1000-C001 (Rev 2), Titled OCR Widening (TDC 10m Proposal
Modified) Legend, dated June 24;

L Drawing No. 1016884.1000-C002 (Rev 2), Titled OCR Widening (TDC 10m Proposal
Modified) Overview Plan, dated June 24;

M Drawing No. 1016884.1000-C100 (Rev 2), Titled OCR Widening (TDC 10m Proposal
Modified) Sheet 1, dated June 24;

N Drawing No. 1016884.1000-C101 (Rev 2), Titled OCR Widening (TDC 10m Proposal
Modified) Sheet 2, dated June 24;



GA2

GA3

Drawing No. 1016884.1000-C102 (Rev 2), Titled OCR Widening (TDC 10m Proposal
Modified) Sheet 3, dated June 24;

Drawing No. 1016884.1000-C103 (Rev 2), Titled OCR Widening (TDC 10m Proposal
Modified) Sheet 4, dated June 24;

Drawing No. 1016884.1000-C104 (Rev 2), Titled OCR Widening (TDC 10m Proposal
Modified) Sheet 5, dated June 24;

Drawing No. 1016884.1000-C105 (Rev 2), Titled OCR Widening (TDC 10m Proposal
Modified) Sheet 6, dated June 24;

Drawing No. 1016884.1000-C106 (Rev 2), Titled OCR Widening (TDC 10m Proposal
Modified) Sheet 7, dated June 24;

Drawing No. 1016884.1000-C107 (Rev 2), Titled OCR Widening (TDC 10m Proposal
Modified) Sheet 8, dated June 24;

Drawing No. 1016884.1000-C108 (Rev 2), Titled OCR Widening (TDC 10m Proposal
Modified) Sheet 9, dated June 24;

Drawing No. 1016884.1000-C109 (Rev 2), Titled OCR Widening (TDC 10m Proposal
Modified) Sheet 10, dated June 24;

The Report titled Mount Munro Windfarm Development: Super Bin Ground
Contamination Assessment by Tonkin + Taylor, dated 8 July 2024;

The Report titled Construction Water Meridian Energy Mt Munro Wind Farm
Construction Water Management Plan and Effects Assessment Report by Ridley Dunphy,
dated May 2023.

Where there is any inconsistency between the documents listed in this condition and the

other conditions of these resource consents, the requirements of the other conditions of

these resource consents shall prevail.

Pursuant to Section 125(1) of the Resource Management Act 1991, these resource consents

shall lapse if not given effect to within [TBC] years of the commencement of these resource

consents.

The following activities enable by the resource consents shall expire as follows:

A

35 years from [date resource consent issued] for land use consent, water permit and
discharge permit pursuant to sections 9(2), 13, 14 and 15 of the RMA and Rule 17-23 of
the One Plan for the placement of twelve culverts;

35 years from [date resource consent issued] for land use consent pursuant to sections
13 of the RMA and Regulation 71 of the NES-F for the placement of culverts in, on over,
or under the bed of a river;

[Lapse date plus five years] from [date resource consent issued] for the discharge
permit pursuant to section 15 and Rule R42 of the NRP for a discharge to air from



concrete batching plant and mobile aggregate crushing;

D [Lapse date plus five years] from [date resource consent issued] for land use consent,
water permit and discharge permit pursuant to sections 9(2), 13, 14 and 15 of the RMA
and Rule R142 of the NRP for the reclamation of ephemeral streams;

E [Lapse date plus five years] from [date resource consent issued] for land use consent
and discharge permit pursuant to sections 9(2) and 15 of the RMA and Rule R107 of the
NRP for earthworks, vegetation clearance and the associated discharge of sediment;

F [Lapse date plus five years] from [date resource consent issued] for land use consent,
water permit and discharge permit pursuant to sections 9(2), 13, 14 and 15 of the RMA
and Rule 13-7 of the One Plan for land disturbance and vegetation clearance within 5m
of the bed of a river;

G [Lapse date plus five years] from [date resource consent issued] for land use consent,
water permit and discharge permit pursuant to sections 9(2), 14 and 15 of the RMA and
Rule 13-6 of the One Plan for land disturbance and vegetation clearance in a Hill Country
Erosion Management Area; and

H [Lapse date plus five years] from [date resource consent issued] for land use consent
sought pursuant to section 9(1) of the RMA and Regulation 45 of the NES-F for
vegetation clearance, earthworks and land disturbance within or near natural inland
wetlands.

GA4 These resource consents may be exercised by the Consent Holder, its successor, or any
person acting under the prior written approval of the Consent Holder.

GA5 The Consent Holder must ensure that all persons engaged to undertake any and/or all
activities authorised by these resource consents are made aware of the conditions of these
resource consents and any measures required to comply with these conditions.

GAb6 The Consent Holder must at all times undertake the Project in accordance with all
Management Plans (and any amended or updated Management Plans) required by these
conditions.

GA7 Complaints Management (Construction)

A A register must be maintained of any complaint received regarding the construction
activities associated with this Project.

B The register must include:
| the name and contact details (if supplied) of the complainant;
Il the nature and details of the complaint;

Il the location, date and time of the complaint and the alleged event giving rise to the
complaint;

IV the weather conditions and wind direction at the time of the complaint, where relevant



GAS8

to the complaint;

V other activities in the area, unrelated to the Project, that may have contributed to the
complaint;

VI the outcome of the consent holder’s investigation into the complaint; and
VIl a description of any measures taken to respond to the complaint.

The Councils must be notified of any complaint received that relates to the activities
authorised by these resource consents as soon as reasonably practicable and no longer
than two (2) working days after receiving the complaint.

The Consent Holder must respond to any complaint as soon as reasonably practicable and
within five (5) working days by advising the Councils and complainant of the outcome of
the Consent Holder’s investigation and all measures taken, or proposed to be taken, to
respond to the complaint.

Incident Management and Reporting

A In the event of an incident occurring that causes, or is likely to cause, a non-compliance

with any condition(s) of these resource consents or any unanticipated adverse
environmental effects, the following must occur:

| The Councils must be notified by email to the relevant Council compliance monitoring
officer as detailed in the CEMP within twenty-four (24) hours of the Consent Holder
becoming aware of the incident;

Il An incident report must be provided to the Councils within ten (10) working days of
the incident occurring, providing the following details:

a A description of the nature, timing and cause of the incident;
b An assessment of any adverse effects of the incident on the environment; and

¢ A description of any remedial and/or mitigation measures that have been, or
will be, implemented as a result of the incident to prevent the incident
reoccurring in the future.

Il Remedial action and/or mitigation measures described in the incident report required
by clause (I) must be implemented as soon as practicable and within ten (10) working
days of the incident report being provided to the Councils.

IV The Councils may, in response to an incident report, require the Consent Holder to
review and where necessary amend the CEMP, including any one or more of the
Management Plans that make up the CEMP, in accordance with Condition CM3.

V Where a review of a Management Plan is required by clause (iv), the review must:
a Address the reasons for requiring the review; and

b Describe any appropriate actions required, and a programme for implementing

10



GA9

those actions.

ADVICE NOTE: Where the review of a Management Plan under clauses (IV) and (V) of this
condition identifies one or more amendments to the Management Plan(s) are required, the

process for amendment and recertification of amended Management Plan(s) is set out in
Condition MP2.

Review of Conditions

A Pursuant to sections 128 to 131 of the Resource Management Act 1991, the Councils
may, one (1) year after commencement of works in accordance with these resource

consents, and at five (5) yearly intervals thereafter, serve written notice on the Consent

Holder of its intention to review any or all of the conditions of these consents for any of
the following purposes:

To review the effectiveness of the conditions of these resource consents in avoiding,
remedying, or mitigating any adverse effects on the environment that may arise from
the exercise of these resource consents, including any identified matters following
annual reporting in accordance with Condition CMS;

To address any adverse effects on the environment which have arisen as a result of
the exercise of these resource consents that were not anticipated at the time of
commencement of these resource consents, including addressing any issues arising
out of complaints; and/or

To review the adequacy of, and necessity for, any of the monitoring programmes,
measures to offset residual effects on terrestrial, freshwater, or wetland ecology
and/or Management Plans that are part of the conditions of these consents.

CONSENT HOLDER COMMUNICATION

CHC1

CHC2

A project webpage must be established by the Consent Holder within six (6) months of the

granting of these resource consents. All submitters to the resource consent application

must be notified of the webpage address in writing as soon as reasonably practicable once

the webpage has been established. The project webpage must provide information on:

A

A brief description of the Project;

The status of the Project;

Contact details for enquiries;

A link on the project webpage for the project to a subscription service. The purpose of
this is to enable receipt of project updates by email or letter; and

Once construction commences, a system for people to record complaints in accordance
with Condition GA7.

The webpage must be updated, and subscribers informed, every six months following the

granting of these resource consents until a financial investment decision is made by the

Consent Holder, and at least every three months thereafter, regarding project progress.



CHC3

The updates provided for under CHC2 must continue until the Stakeholder Liaison Group is
dissolved as per the requirements under Condition SLG1.

STAKEHOLDER LIAISON GROUP

SLG1

SLG2

SLG3

SLG4

No less than four months prior to the lodgement of the CEMP with the Councils in
accordance with Condition CM4(A), the Consent Holder must establish, and thereafter
maintain for a period of no less than three (3) years after the completion of construction
activities under Condition WC1, a Stakeholder Liaison Group. This period may be reduced,
and the Stakeholder Liaison Group dissolved before this period, if unanimously agreed by
members of the Stakeholder Liaison Group.

The purpose of the Stakeholder Liaison Group established by Condition SLG1 is to facilitate
the provision of information between the Consent Holder and the community up to the
expiry of the period specified in Condition SLG1. The functions of the Stakeholder Liaison
Group are to:

A enable the Consent Holder to share information and, provide the opportunity for it to
comment on draft versions of the following management plans, prior to their submission
to Councils for certification:

| the Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP only and not all of its
constituent management plans, with the exception of those listed below);

Il Construction Traffic Management Plan;

Il Construction Noise and Vibration Management Plan;
IV Dust Management Plan;

V Concrete Batching Management Plan; and

VI Operational Noise Management Plan

B act as a forum for the relaying of community concerns about the construction and initial
operation of the Project to the Consent Holder and/or representative(s), discussing
means of addressing concerns raised, and reviewing the implementation of measures to
resolve and manage those concerns.

The Consent Holder must invite the Stakeholder Liaison Group to meet, as a minimum, on
a three-monthly basis over the period specified by Condition SLG1. On the close of that
period, the Consent Holder must notify all parties included within the Stakeholder Liaison
Group as detailed in Condition SLG6 of the dissolution of the Stakeholder Liaison Group, and
of the contact details of the Consent Holder’s nominated representative(s) responsible for
the ongoing operation of the wind farm.

The Consent Holder shall be responsible for appointing an independent facilitator in
consultation with the other Stakeholder Liaison Group members, arranging the dates and
location(s) of the meetings of the Stakeholder Liaison Group, and must cover the costs
associated with the meetings (excluding any costs incurred by any invitee in reviewing
documents, preparing for or attending meetings).

12



SLG5

SLG6

SLG7

The Consent Holder shall be responsible for the keeping and distribution of minutes at each
meeting to all members of the Stakeholder Liaison Group. These minutes must be placed
on the project information webpage required under Condition CHC1 within five (5) working
days of a meeting being held.

The Consent Holder must invite, as a minimum, the following parties to participate in the
Stakeholder Liaison Group established under Condition SLG1:

A The owners and occupiers of each property accessed from Old Coach Road, as listed in
Schedule 1 to these consents;

B Arepresentative of the Councils;
C Arepresentative of each of the following Iwi/Hapu :

e Rangitane o Wairarapa

Rangitane o Tamaki nui-a-Rua

Ngati Kahungunu ki Wairarapa

Ngati Kahungunu ki Tamaki nui-a-Rua; and
D Two representatives of the Hastwell / Mt Munro Protection Society.

The Consent Holder shall not be in breach of Condition SLG6 if any one or more of the parties
specified above does not wish to be a member of the Stakeholder Liaison Group or to attend
any particular meetings of the Stakeholder Liaison Group.

MANAGEMENT PLAN CERTIFICATION PROCESS

MP1

MP2

Management Plan Certification

A Certification (or withholding certification) of any Management Plan required by these
resource consents is based on whether the specified Management Plan(s) meets the
requirements of the relevant conditions of these resource consents.

B Subject to meeting all pre-construction requirements contained within the conditions of
these resource consents, the Consent Holder must only commence construction
activities where the specified management plans have been certified in writing by the
relevant Council(s) acting in a technical certification capacity.

Amending the Certified Management Plan(s)

A Any Management Plan required under these conditions of consent may be amended or
updated without the need for re-certification where:

| The Consent Holder considers that the amendment/s have no, or a de minimis
adverse effect on the environment, or the amendment is an administrative change,
such as a change in contact details; and

Il The Consent Holder provides the revised Management Plan(s) to the relevant

13



certifying authority, and the relevant certifying authority advises in writing within five
working days that the amendment need not be certified under clause (b) on the basis
that the amendment/s meet the requirements of clause (a)(i) above.

Except as provided for in clause (a), amendments to any Management Plan(s) must be
certified in writing by the relevant Council(s) acting in a technical certification capacity
prior to the commencement of any works to which the amended Management Plan(s)
relates.

Certification (or withholding certification) is based on whether the amended
Management Plan(s) meets the requirements of the relevant conditions of these
resource consents.

Where a Management Plan is required under these conditions to be prepared in
consultation with any party, any amendments to a certified Management Plan (other
than those amendments provided for under clause (a)) must also be prepared in
consultation with those same parties.

Where the relevant Council(s) has stated in writing (including reasons why) that it is
unable to certify any amendment to a Management Plan under clause (B), the Consent
Holder must prepare and submit a revised amended Management Plan for certification.
The procedures specified by clauses (B) through (D) of this condition shall apply.

WIND FARM LAYOUT AND INFRASTRUCTURE

WEFL1

Wind Turbine Characteristics

A

The maximum number of wind turbines in the Wind Farm must not exceed twenty (20)
turbines, with all wind turbine towers and foundations to be located within the Turbine
Envelope Zone.

The maximum wind turbine height (measured at finished ground level to the top of the
vertically extended blade tip) must not exceed 160 metres.

The maximum hub height must not exceed 92 metres above finished ground level.
The maximum rotor diameter must not exceed 136 metres.
All wind turbines must-have three (3) blades.

All wind turbines and turbine blades used within the Wind Farm must be finished with
the same light grey or off-white colour, which is uniform over the blades, hubs, nacelles
and towers. The turbines must not include any branding or logos. The finish of the turbine
blades must have a light reflectance value of no greater than 30%.

Each wind turbine may include one externally housed transformer unit located adjacent
to the base of the turbine. The externally transformer housing must be finished in a
neutral and visually recessive colour (e.g., green/brown) so that they blend in with the
landscape.

Wind turbine blades may overhang the Turbine Envelope Zone boundaries.

14



WEFL2

WEFL3

WFL4

Metrological Mast

A One (1) permanent meteorological mast, not exceeding 92 metres above finished ground
level (excluding any lightening rod), may be erected within the Turbine Envelope Zone.
The final location of the permanent meteorological mast must be provided to the District
Councils in accordance with the reporting requirements under Condition WC1.

Wind Farm Substations

A One (1) Site Substation and associated ancillary buildings and parking may be
established within the Turbine Envelope Zone. The maximum footprint of the Site
Substation must not exceed 6,300m? and must be fenced. The maximum height of any
Site Substation building must not exceed 7 metres above finished ground level.

B One (1) Terminal Substation and associated ancillary buildings and parking may be
established on land legally described as Section 1 and Section 62 Block XIV Tararua
Survey District. The maximum footprint of the Terminal Substation must not exceed
14,000m? and must be fenced. The maximum height of any Terminal Substation building
must not exceed 7 metres above finished ground level.

C A Terminal Substation landscape plan detailing vegetation to be planted along the
southeastern and southwestern boundaries of Section 1 and Section 62 Block XIV
Tararua Survey District to provide screening of the Terminal Substation from State
Highway 2 must be submitted for certification to the Tararua District Council at least
forty (40) working days prior to construction of the Terminal Substation commencing.
The Landscape Plan must show:

| ascale;

Il theindividual location and species (with both scientific and common names);
IIl PB size of proposed plants; and

IV details of plants to be removed or pruned.

D The planting must be completed by the next planting season following the certification
under Condition WFL3(c). The screen planting must be capable of attaining a height of
3 metres at maturity.

E The planting must be maintained and monitored for at least eighteen (18) months from
time of planting in order to allow for plant establishment. Within this period, monitoring
includes the removal of weeds within the vicinity of the plantings and the replacement of
plants that die, or are removed unlawfully, with plants of the same species and original
size. All plantings must continue to be monitored and maintained by the Consent Holder
for the life of the Wind Farm. Any plants that fail must be replaced at the expense of the
Consent Holder.

Internal Transmission Line and Internal Electrical Cabling

A A 110kV or dual 33kV transmission line must be constructed in the Transmission Corridor.

15



WEFL5

WEFL6

WEFL7

Transmission towers / poles must not exceed 20 metres in height above finished ground
level.

The 33kV electric and fibre optic cable network supporting the connection of wind
turbines to the Site Sub Station must be located underground and within the Turbine
Envelope Zone and Turbine Exclusion Zone.

Internal Road Layout

A

The internal roading network must be constructed within the Turbine Envelope Zone and
Turbine Exclusion Zone.

Operations and Maintenance Building

A

One (1) Permanent Operations and Maintenance building and associated parking area
may be established within land legally described as Sec: 147 Blk: IX SD: MANGAONE. The
maximum footprint of the Operations and Maintenance building must not exceed
700m2. The maximum height of Operations and Maintenance building must not exceed
6.5 metres above finished ground level.

Construction Laydown and Site Administration

A

One (1) Construction Laydown and Site Administration Area may be established on at the
location detailed on the plan specified under Condition GA1(C). The Construction
Laydown and Site Administration Area must be fenced. Any portion of the Construction
Laydown Area that is not required for the ongoing operation of the wind farm must be
removed within three (3) months following the completion of construction.

A landscape plan detailing vegetation to be planted on the common boundary between
Sec: 147 Blk: IX SD: MANGAONE (being the allotment where the Construction Laydown
and Site Administration Area is located) and Sec: 17 Blk: IX SD: MANGAONE (being the
neighbouring allotment to the north) must be submitted for certification to the Tararua
District Council at least forty 40 working days prior to construction commencing. The
Landscape Plan must show:

| ascale;

Il the individual location and species (with both scientific and common names);
Il PB size of proposed plants; and

IV details of plants to be removed or pruned.

The planting must be completed by the next planting following the certification under
Condition WFL7(B). The screen planting must be capable of attaining a height of 3 metres
at maturity.

The planting must be monitored and maintained for at least eighteen (18) months from
time of planting in order to allow for plant establishment. Within this period, monitoring
includes the removal of weeds within the vicinity of the plantings and the replacement of
plants that die, or are removed unlawfully, with plants of the same species and original
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size. All plantings must continue to be monitored and maintained by the Consent Holder
for the life of the Wind Farm. Any plants that fail must be replaced at the expense of the
Consent Holder.

VISUAL EFFECTS MITIGATION
VM1 Visual Effects Mitigation:

A At least six (6) months prior to the commencement of construction activities the Consent
Holder must consult with the owners of the properties listed in Schedule 2 of these
consents or identified in Condition VM1(B)(ll) and offer, at the Consent Holder’s cost, to
appoint a SQEP in landscape and visual assessment or landscape design to develop, with
the landowner, a landscape mitigation plan for mitigation of visual effects of the Project
on the Dwelling and curtilage area within that property.

B At least nine (9) months prior to the commencement of construction, the Consent Holder
must engage a SQEP in landscape and visual assessment to undertake a revised assessment
of visual effects of the Project on:

I The Dwellings listed in Schedule 2;

Il Dwellings determined be subject to a moderate visual effect in the Mount Munro Wind
Farm Landscape Effects Assessment, Prepared for Meridian Energy Limited, Boffa
Miskell, dated 12 May 2023; and

Il The Dwelling at 12 Smiths Line.

C On completion, the revised assessment must be supplied to the District Councils,
reviewed and verified by an independent SQEP in landscape and visual assessment. The
Consent Holder must confirm how it has responded to the District Councils’ review in
writing as soon as practicable.

D If the revised assessment determines that the visual effects from the Project on a Dwelling
have increased above moderate, the Consent Holder must consult with the owner of the
Dwelling, and offer the same mitigations as set out in Condition VM1(A).

E The revised assessment under Condition VM1(B) must follow the methodology described
in the Mount Munro Wind Farm Landscape Effects Assessment, Prepared for Meridian
Energy Limited, Boffa Miskell, dated 12 May 2023.

F The objective for each landscape plan for mitigation required under Condition VM1(A) is
to reduce the visual effects from the Project on the Dwelling and curtilage area of each site
as far as practicable. If the visual effect is considered to be high, potential mitigations may
include construction of a new patio / deck to provide an outdoor living area which
refocuses views away from turbines and planting individual advanced grade specimen
tree(s) to foreshorten and refocus potential views in the direction of turbines. If the visual
effect is considered to be moderate-high, potential mitigation may include planting
individual advanced grade specimen tree(s) to foreshorten and refocus potential views in
the direction of turbines.



G The Consent Holder must update the Councils on progress against Condition VM1 at least
three (3) months prior to the start of construction activities and thereafter through the
monthly reporting requirements required by Condition CM7.

H The Consent Holder has complied with Condition VM1 if:

|  The SQEP is not provided access to a property to undertake the required revised
assessments under VM1(B); or

Il The owner of the Dwelling agrees to the offered mitigation, and the mitigation is
implemented within twelve (12) months of the agreement being reached; or

Il The owner of the Dwelling does not agree to the offered mitigation, or refuses to
consult with the Consent Holder or SQEP on the mitigation plan; or

IV An alternative agreement for the mitigation of visual effects is reached between the
Consent Holder and the Dwelling owner.

|  The Consent Holder must provide the District Councils with a description of mitigation
offered and implemented under Condition VM1(C) as soon as practicable following the
implementation of the offered mitigation.

TELECOMMUNICATIONS PATHWAY CLEARANCES

TP1 At least thirty (30) working days prior to the construction of the Project, the Consent Holder
must engage a SQEP in fixed radio services to undertake an assessment of the confirmed
turbine location(s). The purpose of the assessment shall be to confirm that the wind turbines
are located outside any fixed radio high-capacity links or wide area coverage services in the
vicinity of the wind farm.

CULTURAL AND KAITIAKI MONITORING

IWI1 Prior to construction commencing, the Consent Holder must invite each of the following
Iwi/Hapi Authorities:

e Rangitane o Wairarapa

¢ Rangitane o Tamaki nui-a-Rua

e Ngati Kahungunu ki Wairarapa

e Ngati Kahungunu ki Tamaki nui-a-Rua

to appoint a cultural/kaitiaki monitor to oversee ecological monitoring (including fish removal
and recovery as required by Condition EC14), excavation activity (including all soil stripping
and bulk earthworks), record sites or information that may be revealed, direct tikanga for
handling cultural materials, advise on ecological offset plans required by Condition EC24 and
oversee implementation of ecology offsets.

IWI2 The purpose of the cultural monitoring is to protect sites of significance, taonga and waahi
tapu of each Ilwi/Hapa.
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IWI3

Should an Iwi/Hapu Authority specified above under IWI1 not wish to provide a cultural
monitor, the Consent Holder will not be in breach of this condition.

CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT

cMm1

Submission of Plans and Design Reports

A At least forty (40) working days prior to the commencement of construction, the
Consent Holder must provide the Councils with a set of final design drawings and
accompanying detailed design report(s) for the Project. The final design drawings must,
as a minimum, include:

| The layout and spacing of the wind turbines;

Il The specifications of the wind turbines, turbine platforms, foundations and hard
stand / material laydown areas;

Il The location and specifications of all supporting infrastructure, including the location
and design of any permanent stormwater controls, and confirmation that these will
comply with the permitted activity standards in the Regional and District Plans;

IV The location of cabling within the Site;
V The location of the wind monitoring mast;
VI The location of the site and the terminal substations;
VIl The location of the operations building and associated structures;
VIIIThe layout and pavement composition of the internal access road network;
IX The location, area and volume of all fill disposal sites to be used;
X The footprint of all cut slopes; and
Xl Alandscape treatment plan for the fill disposal sites to be used and the cut slopes.
B The detailed design report required by Condition CM1 must also include as a minimum:

| A slope stability assessment undertaken by a SQEP who is a Chartered Professional
Engineer with experience in geotechnical engineering or geology. The slope stability
assessment must assess any cuts and fills greater than 2 metres in height that are
required (and which are verified by an independent SQEP in the same discipline)
including all information contained within Condition EW?2;

Il A landscape assessment undertaken by a SQEP in landscape and visual assessment
for the fill disposal sites to be used and of the cut slopes, confirming the finish is in
general accordance with the assessment outcomes in the Mount Munro Wind Farm
Landscape Effects Assessment, Prepared for Meridian Energy Limited, Boffa Miskell,
dated 12 May 2023 and Indicative Fill Disposal Areas Plan (Drawing No. 1016884.1000-
016), Tonkin + Taylor, dated October 2023;
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CcM2

CcMm3

Il Any and all information to demonstrate compliance with the stormwater
infrastructure and culvert design standards contained in Conditions CU1, CU2 and
Cu3.

IV Any and all information to demonstrate that the operational stormwater matters
meet the relevant permitted activity provisions in the Regional and District Plans. This
may be achieved through demonstrating the effects of and mitigation measures
including the hydrological and hydraulic calculations including design drawings and
controls, point of stormwater discharges, the design measures to ensure the finalised
stormwater management demonstrate the effects of and mitigation measures:

a For potential flooding to land upstream and downstream of the development
including on the downstream flood plains;

b Erosion protection structures;
¢ For water quality mitigation; and

d Modifications to natural flow patterns and overland flow paths following
construction of road corridors, fill disposal areas and other works.

V The updated waterway classification per the Auckland Unitary Plan Practice and
Guidance Note for stream classification if required under Condition EC13.

Appointment and Notification of Project Representative

Prior to the commencement of works authorised by these resource consents, the Consent
Holder must appoint a Project Representative and provide the name and contact details
of that person to the relevant Councils. Should this person change during the term of these
consents, the relevant Councils must be informed of the new representative’s name and
how they can be contacted within forty-eight (48) hours of the change.

Pre-Construction and Annual Site Meetings

A The purpose of the pre-construction and annual site meetings is to share information in
respect of the works methods, erosion and sediment control measures, any ecological
constraints, Management Plan requirements and compliance with the conditions of
these resource consents.

B The Consent Holder must arrange a pre-construction site meeting that is to be held prior
to the commencement of the construction activities authorised by these resource
consents.

C The Consent Holder must arrange annual site meetings that are to be held as a minimum
prior to the commencement of bulk earthworks activities to be undertaken during the
months of October to April (inclusive).

Details of Site Meetings

D The following parties must be invited to the pre-construction and annual site meetings
with at least ten (10) working days’ notice:
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cM4

| Arepresentative of each of the Councils;

Il Arepresentative of Rangitane o Wairarapa;

Il A representative of Rangitane o Tamaki nui-a-Rua;

IV A representative of Ngati Kahungunu ki Wairarapa;

V Arepresentative of Ngati Kahungunu ki Tamaki nui-a-Rua;

VI The nominated Project Representative(s) under Condition CM2;
VIl The appointed contractor(s) undertaking the works; and

VI Any other relevant party representing the Consent Holder.

E The following information must be made available to the invited parties listed in
Condition CM3(D) at least five (5) working days prior to the pre-construction or any
annual site meeting:

| Timeframes for key stages of the works authorised by these consents;

Il Nature and application of the relevant conditions of these consents;

Il The Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (ESCP) as required by Condition ES2; and

IV Relevant Site-Specific Erosion and Sediment Control Plan(s) (SSESCPs) as required by
Condition ES4.

F If any of the invited parties listed in Condition CM3(D) other than the Project
Representative(s), do not attend a pre-construction site meeting, this condition is
deemed to have been met, provided the invitation requirements in Condition CM3(E)
are met.

Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP)

A A CEMP must be prepared and submitted to the Councils for information at least forty
(40) working days prior to the commencement of works authorised by these resource
consents.

B The objective of the CEMP required by Condition CM4(A) is to describe the measures
that must be implemented to comply with the conditions of these consents and to
appropriately remedy, mitigate, offset or compensate any adverse effects of the
construction activities authorised by these resource consents.

C The CEMP required by Condition CM4(A) must include:
| The following Management Plans:
a Erosion and Sediment Control Plan in accordance with Condition ES2;

b Flocculation Management Plan in accordance with Condition ES9;
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¢ Dust Management Plan accordance with Condition DM2;

d Construction Traffic Management Plan in accordance with Condition CTM5;

e Construction Noise and Vibration Management Plan in accordance with Condition CN3;

and
f Freshwater Ecology Management Plan in accordance with Condition EC14.
The roles and responsibilities of staff and contractors;

Details of the Project Manager and the Project Representative(s), including their contact
details;

Details of the Consent Holder or representative(s) who will be the key contact person(s)
for public information, queries, stakeholder liaison and complaints;

Details of each Councils compliance officer, including their email address and telephone
number;

The programme of any construction activities for the physical works authorised by these
resource consents;

VIl The proposed hours of operation for any construction activities;

VIlIThe details of construction lighting from all activities associated with the construction of

IX

X

Xl

the Project including:

a the measures included to ensure lighting does not exceed 8 lux at the site boundaries
(including but not limited to the extent, types, installation details and operational
constraints of lighting).

b All outdoor lighting shall have a colour temperature not exceeding 3000K, with the
exception of the Concrete Batching Plant which shall have a colour temperature not
exceeding 4000K.

¢ Provision of signage and active management to ensure that all vehicles, directly
associated with the Project, operating within the site boundaries and along the
length of Old Coach Road, shall have headlights dipped to low beam at all times
between dusk and dawn.

The location and details of construction site infrastructure including fencing, site offices,
site amenities, construction yards, laydown areas, construction access locations,
construction lighting, refuelling areas and fuel and oil storage areas;

A description of permitted activities in relation to operational phase stormwater
discharges under the District Plan(s) and/or Regional Plan(s) and how each of these
standards are met by the Project;

Procedures for incident management and complaints in accordance with the
requirements of Conditions GA7 and GAS;
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CM5

XIl Details of the monitoring, management, contingency measures, and reporting
requirements;

XllISite staff cultural and ecological induction procedures, including measures to prevent
the introduction of pest plants and pest animals;

XIV Procedures to avoid or minimise the likelihood of spread or introduction of invasive
plant and animal species, and diseases of native plants and animals as a result of
Project-related activities;

XV Measures to ensure that all earthmoving machinery to be utilised in the exercise of this
resource consent is cleaned prior to being transported to / from the site to remove all
seed propagules and / or plant matter. A record of the maintenance and cleaning of
equipment imported to / exported from the site must be maintained by the Consent
Holder in general accordance with the ‘Keep it Clean — Machinery and Vehicle Hygiene
Guidelines and Logbook to Prevent the Spread of Pests and Weeds (2015)’ Guideline. A
copy of this record must be provided within two (2) working days on request from the
Councils;

XVI Procedures that will be followed in the event of unexpected discovery of
contamination during works, in accordance with Condition PCS1; and

XVII A summary of any feedback received from any consultees about the CEMP (refer to
clause (e)), changes made in response to that feedback (if any), and where a change is
not made the reason(s) for that.

Where changes are identified and subsequently made to the nominated parties or
information required by subclauses (i) to (xiii) of Condition CM4(C), a copy of the updated
CEMP must_be provided to the Councils within five (5) working days of the changes being
made.

At least forty (40) working days prior to the CEMP being submitted for information in
accordance with Condition CM4(A), the Consent Holder must provide a copy of the draft
CEMP to the following parties and invite their views on it:

| The Councils;

Il Rangitane o Wairarapa;

Il Rangitane o Tamaki nui-a-Rua;

IV Ngati Kahungunu ki Wairarapa;

V Ngati Kahungunu ki Tamaki nui-a-Rua; and

VI The Stakeholder Liaison Group established under Condition SLG1.

A copy of the CEMP required by Condition CM4 of these resource consents must be kept
onsite (whether electronically or in hard copy) at all times that physical works authorised by
these consents are being undertaken. A copy of the CEMP and these resource consents must
be produced without unreasonable delay on request from the Councils.
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CM6 Construction Management Standards

A All earthmoving machinery, pumps, generators, and ancillary equipment must be
operated in a manner that ensures spillages of fuel, oils and other contaminants are
prevented, particularly during refuelling and machinery services and maintenance.

B Refuelling and lubrication activities must be carried out either:

| At least fifty (50) metres from any natural waterbody, ephemeral waterbody or
overland flowpath; or

Il Within a containment bund that has a capacity of 1.5 times the fuel storage capacity
of equipment and storage facilities maintained temporarily at the site.

cm7 Monthly Reporting

A A monthly report must be provided to the Councils for the duration of the construction
phase of the Project.

B The monthly report required by Condition CM7(A) must be provided within ten (10)
working days of the end of the preceding month.

C During the months of May to September inclusive, the Councils may waive the
requirement to provide a monthly report if the extent of construction works being
undertaken is limited.

D The purpose of the monthly report required by Condition CM7(A) is to provide regular
updates in respect of works occurring, progress of works, including the undertaking and
completing of activities required by the conditions of these resource consents, and of
any issues that have arisen during the preceding month that may have had an impact on
compliance with the conditions of these consents.

E The monthly report must include:

| A progress and programme update, including works that have been undertaken
during the preceding month and works that are scheduled to occur in the
subsequent month;

Il Details of any non-compliance(s) with the conditions of these consents and any
action(s) undertaken to prevent the likelihood of future non-compliance(s);

Il Any complaint(s) received, and action(s) undertaken (including to prevent the same
or similar complaint arising in the future);

IV Details of the programming of any Management Plan update(s), proposed
amendments and associated certification requirements (if any);

V The outcomes of monitoring and accompanying reporting, other than as included in
the Annual Report under Condition CM8, required by Management Plans and/or
the conditions of these resource consents



CcM8

Annual Reporting

A An annual report for the prior twelve (12) month period ending 30 April must be
provided to the Councils by 31 July each year during the construction phase of the
Project and in the year following the turbines becoming fully operational.

B The purpose of the annual report is to provide an overview of the works authorised by
these resource consents that have been undertaken during the preceding year, including
associated monitoring and reporting.

C The annual report must include:

I All monitoring reports required by Management Plans and/or the conditions of these
consents;

Il A summary of amendments made to Management Plan(s) and proposed
amendments and associated certification requirements (if any);

Il An analysis of the monitoring data in respect of observed effects on the environment
collected as required by Management Plans and/or the conditions of these consents;

IV Details of any non-compliances, the reason(s) for the non-compliance(s) or any
difficulties achieving compliance with the conditions of this resource consent,
including the requirements of Management Plans;

V Any measures that have been implemented to address compliance issues or to
reduce adverse effects on the environment;

VI Any recommendations on alterations to the monitoring to be implemented in the
subsequent year;

VIl An overview of works anticipated in the subsequent year, including any works to
reduce adverse effects on the environment; and

VIl Any ongoing reporting requirements to ensure compliance with the proposed
offsetting requirements.

IX A summary of the initiatives applied to manage and/or minimise the greenhouse gas
emissions for the Project.

X The results of the BCDP curtailment strategy, if required under Condition EC11.

D The raw monitoring data collected as required by the Management Plans and/or by the
conditions of these resource consents must be made available to the Councils within ten
(10) working days of a request.

E An annual report must continue to be provided by 31 July each year after the turbines
are commissioned and fully operational where it is necessary to meet ongoing reporting
requirements to ensure compliance with these conditions (for example, offsetting
conditions). Where an annual report is no longer required under clause (a), the annual
report will be limited to the specific reporting requirements of each of the offsetting
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conditions.

ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND HISTORIC HERITAGE

AH1

Accidental Discovery Protocol

A Inthe event that the activities authorised by these resource consents discover or disturb

an archaeological site, koiwi tangata, wahi tapu or wahi taonga, the Consent Holder must
immediately cease further work within 20 metres of the discovery or disturbance and
inform:

| Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga;

Il Rangitane o Wairarapa;

Il Rangitane o Tamaki nui-a-Rua;

IV Ngati Kahungunu ki Wairarapa;

V Ngati Kahungunu ki Tamaki nui-a-Rua;

VI the Councils (subject to the relevant territorial jurisdictions); and

VII New Zealand Police (only in the event of kdiwi being discovered).

Further work within 20 metres of the discovery or disturbance must be suspended until:

| Procedures for the recording and removal of the archaeological material are
completed; and

Il Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga, relevant iwi/hapt authorities, the Councils
(subject to the relevant territorial jurisdictions) have advised that the work can
recommence.

Conditions AH1(A) and (B) do not apply where the works are subject to an archaeological
authority granted under section 48 of the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act
2014,

CLIMATE CHANGE

cc1

Climate Change

A The Consent Holder must include consideration of the whole-of-life embodied carbon

for the Project (aligned with the concepts of Whole-of-life embodied carbon emissions
reduction framework (mbie.govt.nz), or similar relevant framework) when undertaking
the detailed design and procurement for the wind farm.

The Consent Holder must prepare a framework for the management and/or
minimisation of greenhouse gas emissions from construction, operation and at end of
life of the wind farm. The framework must be prepared and submitted to the Councils
for information at least forty (40) working days prior to the commencement of works
authorised by these resource consents.
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The Consent Holder must include a summary of the initiatives applied to manage
and/or minimise the greenhouse gas emissions for the Project as part of the annual
report required by Condition CM8.

EARTHWORKS STABILITY STANDARDS

EW1

EW2

Cleanfill Material

A

All earthworks material and imported material deposited as part of the works authorised
by these consents must be cleanfill material.

Cut and Fill Locations and Stability

A

Prior to the completion of detailed design, the Consent Holder must undertake further
investigations and assessment to confirm the geotechnical conditions to inform the
detailed design of cut and fill earthworks including treatment of existing slope instability,
road cut batter stability and fill batter stability, in accordance with Indicative Fill Disposal
Areas Plan (Drawing No. 1016884.1000-016), Tonkin + Taylor, dated October 2023.

The outcome of the assessment required by Condition EW2(A) must be provided to the
Councils for information and comment within twenty (20) working days of the
assessment being completed. Where the Councils provide comment the Consent Holder
must confirm how it has responded to the Councils’ feedback as part of the detailed
design reporting required by Condition CM1, including reasons why any
recommendations have not been adopted.

The Consent Holder must engage a SQEP who is a Chartered Professional Engineer with
experience in geotechnical engineering or geology to ensure that the requirements of
Conditions EW2(A)-(B) and (F)-(G) are met and to confirm that:

| fill areas and fill disposal sites are assessed and confirmation of the appropriate
batter angle is confirmed if, for example, thick surficial deposits, groundwater
seepages, adversely oriented prominent discontinuities in the rock or fault zones
are exposed. This person must ensure all contracted operators and personnel have
clearly defined roles and responsibilities to monitor compliance with the conditions
of these resource consents. This person must be available to meet with the Councils
on request; and

Il the permanent cut slopes and fill sites are appropriately assessed for stability during
and following construction. If instability / failure is observed during or following
construction, appropriate mitigation measures such as material clearance, slope
batter reprofiling/benching, localised drainage controls or localised slope
stabilisation measures must be implemented within five (5) working days of the
instability / failure occurring.

Earthwork fill areas with the exception of the proposed access roads must be finished
with a maximum gradient of 1(vertical):3(horizontal).

Engineered fill utilised for roads can be finished with a gradient of 1
(vertical):2(horizontal).
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F Fill placement within the disposal areas must be assessed in accordance with the
following criteria:

I Avoidance of wetlands and streams.

Il Avoidance of indigenous vegetation.

Il Geotechnical considerations including the criteria outlined in Condition EW2 (G);
IV Minimization of catchment area above fill site (5ha maximum); and

V Sufficiency of room for the placement of erosion and sediment control measures.

G Geotechnical criteria for the assessment of fill locations (prior to and during
construction) includes:

I An inspection by a suitably qualified and experienced Chartered Professional
Engineer with experience in geotechnical engineering or geology to approve the fill
site location and the proposed batter slope profiles.

Il Fill disposal areas must be chosen in areas that are visibly free of groundwater
seepages and instability.

Il All topsoil and soft or loose surficial soils is to be removed prior to fill placement
where needed to ensure fill slope stability.

IV Bench in the base of the fill disposal area into stiff or medium dense soil, or rock.

V A SQEP who is a Chartered Professional Engineer with experience in geotechnical
engineering or geology must determine under drainage details including layout and
centres, additional drains and capacity to be installed over potential seepage zones.

VI Fills must be placed and compacted in layer thicknesses and to compaction standards
defined during detailed design.

VIl Fill placement must be inspected by a suitably qualified engineer or geologist.
EW3 Unnamed Active Faults - Site Specific Investigation

A Prior to the completion of detailed design, the Consent Holder shall undertake a site-
specific investigation, including detailed fault mapping at 1:35,000 or better and identify
appropriate mitigation measures to address potential adverse effects associated with
fault rupture hazard (e.g. set back or engineering measures) for the Terminal Substation
and other wind farm structures.

B The outcome of the assessment required by Condition EW3(a) must be provided to the
District Councils for information and comment within twenty (20) working days of the
assessment being completed. Where the District Councils have provided comment, the
Consent Holder must confirm how it has responded to the District Council feedback as
part of the detailed design reporting required by Condition CM1, including reasons why
any recommendations have not been adopted.



EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL

ES1

ES2

Supervision

The erosion and sediment control devices and measures to manage the effects of activities
authorised by these resource consents must be managed and supervised by a SQEP in
erosion and sediment control. This person must ensure all contracted operations and
personnel have clearly defined roles and responsibilities to monitor compliance with the
conditions of these resource consents. This person must be available to meet with the
Councils on request.

Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (ESCP)

A At least forty (40) working days prior to the commencement of construction activities
authorised by these resource consents, the Consent Holder must submit an overarching
ESCP prepared by a SQEP in erosion and sediment control to the Regional Councils for
certification.

B The purpose of the ESCP is to establish the erosion and sediment principles that are to be
implemented for the Project.

C The ESCP required by clause (a) must be prepared in general accordance with the
document titled “Erosion and Sediment Control Guide for Land Disturbing Activities in the
Wellington Region” dated February 2021 (the GW Guidelines), or any later revision of the
GW Guidelines.

D The ESCP must include the following information:

| Details of all principles, procedures and practices that will be implemented to
undertake erosion and sediment control across the site and minimise the potential
for sediment discharges;

Il The rainfall trigger event that is to be applied to the Project, based on rainfall data
collected at the Project Site.

Il A Dewatering Management Procedure to ensure that the required level of
sediment treatment is achieved on site during dewatering operations;

IV The ESCP must utilise the principles detailed in the Meridian Energy Mt Munro
Wind Farm Construction Water Management Plan and Effects Assessment Report
prepared by Ridley Dunphy dated May 2023.

V A construction programme including timing of scheduled earthworks and instream
works activities;

VI Approaches to weather forecasting and how this relates to onsite monitoring
requirements, rainfall response and contingency measures including procedures to
minimise adverse effects in the event of extreme rainfall exceeding the applied
rainfall trigger event and / or the failure of any key erosion and sediment control
devices and/or measures;
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VIl Response actions, and timings of action, to implement following exceedances of
performance targets and/or standards in Condition ES3;

VIl Escalating response measures to address poor performance of a device where
there are repeated exceedances identified in Condition ES3(K), which may include
the following:

a the refinement of chemical treatment systems;
b progressive stabilisation in sub-catchments;
¢ increased maintenance of controls;
d amendments to methodologies; and
e sequencing of works.
IX Procedures for and timing of reviews and / or amendments to the certified ESCP;

X The approach to establishment, operation and maintenance and, decommissioning
of erosion and sediment control devices and/or measures;

X

Details on the frequency of inspections and monitoring of all stormwater, erosion
and sediment control devices and/or measures throughout each stage (if
applicable) of construction works, including details of the person(s) responsible for
inspections and monitoring; and

XIl Reporting requirements including rainfall trigger event reporting, reporting
following an exceedance of a performance target and/or standard in Condition ES3,
monthly reporting and annual reporting.

E Construction activities authorised under these resource consents must not commence
until the ESCP required by Condition ES2(A) has been certified in writing by the Regional
Councils in accordance with Condition MP1.

ES3 Erosion and Sediment Control Performance
Sediment Control

A Sediment losses to natural water arising from activities authorised by these resource
consents must be minimised for the duration of the physical works and until the expiry
of the resource consents through the establishment, operation and maintenance of
erosion and sediment control devices and or measures in general accordance with the
GW Guidelines except where a higher standard is referred to in the ESCP or a certified
SSESCP, in which case the higher standard applies.

B All sediment laden runoff resulting from works authorised by these resource consents
must be treated by erosion and sediment control devices and/or measures established
and maintained in accordance with a certified SSESCP and the GW Guidelines.

C The Consent Holder must ensure that, as far as practicable, all clean water runoff from



stabilised surfaces including catchment areas above works areas is diverted away from
exposed areas via a stabilised system to prevent erosion, including erosion at any
associated outfall(s).

Any excess unsuitable material must be disposed of at a fill disposal site in a manner that
ensures it will not lead to any instability or collapse affecting either the fill disposal site or
waterbody including any wetlands.

Performance Targets

E Erosion and sediment control measures and/or devices must be designed, operated and

maintained to achieve the following performance targets from the discharge of Sediment
Retention Devices, to any waterbody, where the device spillway is operating:

| pH not less than 5.5 or greater than 8.5;

Il 100mm clarity or greater, measured by Secchi disc or clarity tube or alternative as
approved by Council.

F  Where a performance target in Condition ES3(E) is not achieved, an investigation must
be undertaken to:
| confirm the reason why the performance target has not been achieved, with

reference to the relevant catchment; and
Il develop and implement response measures to achieve the performance target(s) in
the future.

G Following the completion of the investigation required by Condition ES3(F), all
recommended response measures must be implemented within five (5) working days,
except where the Regional Council agrees in writing to a longer timeframe for the
implementation of response measures.

H A report that summarises the investigation and response measures required by
Condition ES3(G) must be provided to the Regional Councils in writing within five (5)
working days of the performance target not being achieved.

Performance Standards

Erosion and sediment control measures and/or devices must be designed, operated and
maintained to achieve the following performance standards from the discharge of
Sediment Retention Devices, to any waterbody, where the device spillway is not
operating:

| pH not less than 5.5 or greater than 8.5;

Il 100mm clarity or greater, measured by Secchi disc or clarity tube or alternative as
approved by Council.

Where a performance standard in Condition ES3(l) is not achieved, an investigation must
be undertaken to:
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| confirm the reason why the performance standard has not been achieved, with
reference to the relevant catchment; and

Il develop and implement response measures to achieve the performance standard in
the future.

K Following the completion of the investigation required by Condition ES3(J), all
recommended response measures must be implemented within five (5) working days,
except where the Regional Council agrees in writing to a longer timeframe for the
implementation of response measures.

L A report that summarises the investigation and response measures required by
Condition ES3(K) must be provided to the Regional Councils in writing within five (5)
working days of the performance standard not being achieved.

M Where the performance standard in Condition ES3(1)(ll) is not achieved in two or more
rounds of consecutive monitoring or where there are three or more exceedances within
a six (6) month period of monitoring, escalating response measures to address poor
performance of a Sediment Retention Device must be undertaken to ensure the
Sediment Retention Device achieves 100mm clarity or greater.

N All escalating response measures required by (m) must be implemented within five (5)
working days, except where Regional Council agrees in writing to a longer timeframe for
the implementation of response measures.

O A report that summarises the escalating response measures required by Condition
ES3(N) and confirms that 100mm clarity or greater is now being achieved, must be
provided to the Regional Councils in writing within five (5) working days of the
performance standard not being achieved.

P Any discharge of dewatered groundwater must meet the performance standards
specified for in Condition ES3(l) or must be discharged via a Sediment Retention Device
provided the device is not currently receiving run-off and is large enough to impound
water to achieve the required performance standards.

Stabilisation

Q Where a ‘cut and cover’ methodology will be utilised as the primary form of erosion and
sediment control, any exposed soil surfaces must be covered within twenty-four (24) hrs
of becoming exposed.

R Areas of the site where earthworks have been completed must be stabilised to prevent
erosion as soon as practicable and within fourteen (14) days of completion of any works
authorised by these resource consents, unless otherwise provided for in a certified
SSESCP.

S For all trenching works or underground service installations, any open trench or
otherwise disturbed area must be stabilised prior to any rainfall unless the works are
provided for by a certified SSESCP.

32



Erosion and Sediment Control Design Standards

T All Sediment Retention Devices must be designed to a minimum volume of 3% of the
contributing catchment area, unless otherwise approved in writing by the Regional
Councils and confirmed in the SSESCP.

U The locations of all Sediment Retention Devices must be assessed by a chartered
professional geotechnical engineer. In addition, sediment retention ponds shall be
subject to geotechnical supervision during construction.

V Where the embankment of, or part thereof, any Sediment Retention Device is to be
constructed using fill material, this work must be undertaken with appropriate
geotechnical engineering oversight.

Monitoring and Maintenance

W All erosion and sediment control measures and/or devices must be monitored, including
all Sediment Retention Devices, to determine compliance with the performance targets
or standards set out in Condition ES3(E) and (I) by being:

| Inspected on a weekly basis;

Il Inspected prior to a forecast trigger rainfall event set out in a certified Erosion and
Sediment Control Plan required by Condition ES2;

Il Inspected following a rainfall trigger event set out in a certified Erosion and Sediment
Control Plan required by Condition ES2.

X The Consent Holder must carry out monitoring and maintenance of erosion and
sediment controls in accordance with the conditions of this resource consent and must
maintain records detailing:

| The date, time and results of the monitoring undertaken;
Il The erosion and sediment controls that required maintenance; and
Il The date and time when the maintenance was completed.

These records must be provided to the Regional Councils at all reasonable times and
within three (3) days of a written request to do so.

ES4 Site-Specific Erosion and Sediment Control Plans (SSESCP)

A At least ten (10) working days prior to the commencement of construction activities in
any given area of the site the Consent Holder must submit to the Regional Councils a Site-
Specific Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (SSESCP) for certification. This SSESCP must
be in general accordance with the ESCP as per Condition ES2.

B Any SSESCP required to be submitted under clause (a) of this Condition must be prepared
by a SQEP in erosion control and in accordance with the ESCP required by Condition ES2
and in general accordance with the GW Guidelines.
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C The SSESCP must include the following information:
I A plan or a series of plans showing:
e Catchment boundaries and contours;
e Areas to be disturbed;
e Cut and Fill areas;
e Soil stockpile areas;
e Fill disposal sites;
e Culverts;
e Stream diversions;
e Erosion and sediment control devices and measures;
e Streams and wetlands; and

e Any exclusions / “no go” areas where works are not to take place. For clarity, this
could include ecological features, contaminated areas or archaeological sites
that are not to be disturbed.

Il The specific erosion and sediment control measures that will be applied to each stage (if
applicable) of earthworks, including the location(s), dimension(s) and capacity of any control
structure(s). This will include the design and supporting calculations of any spillway for the
purpose of Condition ES3(E) and (1);

Ill Details of any further chemical treatment bench testing and recommendations as per
Condition ES9 and specific to the SSESCP;

IV Supporting calculations and design drawings of all erosion and sediment control structures;

V Expected commencement dates for the implementation of erosion and sediment control
measures;

VI Location(s) of stabilised entranceway(s);

VIl Details of any dewatering and how this will be undertaken in accordance with the Dewatering
Management Procedure as per Condition ES2(D)(lI);

VIl Identification of any specific erosion and sediment control risk, the nature of the risk, the
exposure of works to heavy rainfall and/or flood flows and any specific actions to manage
this risk;

IX Details of any temporary and / or permanent stabilization with reference to Condition ES3 (K)
and (L);

X Construction methodologies applying to any proposed instream structures;
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ES5

ES6

Xl Details of who is undertaking the work and contact details;

XIl Monitoring and maintenance for all erosion and sediment control measures on a regular
frequency or within 24 hours of a rain or snowfall event that could impair the function or
performance of the control measures;

XlllExpected removal or decommissioning of erosion and sediment control measures;

XIV An inspection and reporting schedule, in particular in response to the rainfall trigger event;
XV Maintenance activities.

XVl Decommissioning methodology as per Condition ES7.

D At least one (1) working day prior to bulk earthworks (not including any land disturbance
necessary to install erosion and sediment control structures) commencing within an area and in
accordance with a certified SSESCP, the Consent Holder must confirm in writing to the Regional
Councils that the erosion and sediment control structures have been constructed in accordance
with the certified SSESCP and in general accordance with the GW Guidelines.

E The written confirmation required by clause (d) must include the dose rate, and corresponding
catch tray and headertank outlet pipe sizes, for each chemical treatment system to be implemented
for sediment retention ponds and decanting earth bunds within the area covered by the SSESCP
based on the FMP required by Condition ES9.

SSESCP Certification

A Each SSESCP must be certified in writing by the Regional Councils under the process
detailed in Condition MP1 prior to the commencement of works in any area subject to
the SSESCP.

B Certification (or withholding certification) is based on the Regional Council’s assessment
of whether the SSESCP meets the requirements of the conditions of these resource
consents and is in general accordance with the requirements and measures in the GW
Guidelines.

Amending a Certified SSESCP

A Where compliance with the GW Guidelines continues to be achieved, the following
may be undertaken prior to an SSESCP being amended subject to a retrospectively
amended SSESCP being provided to the Regional Councils within ten (10) working days:

| The addition of silt fences and super silt fences;

Il Changes to the dimensions or configuration of a sediment retention pond or
decanting earth bund provided the GW Guideline specifications are still met; and

Il The installation of additional erosion and sediment control measures where these do
not affect existing devices or measures.

B An SSESCP may be amended or updated without the need for certification where:
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ES7

ES8

|  Anamendment is an administrative change, such as a change in contact details; or

Il The amendment is to the location of an erosion and sediment control where each
control is sized for the captured area and shown on as-built plans in a new location
and compliance with the GW Guidelines is maintained; or

Il The amendment provides additional laydown areas within the area of works subject
to the SSESCP and does not impact on existing controls; or

IV The amendment changes bund or diversion construction (excluding changes to
dimension and capacity); or

V The revised SSESCP is provided to the Regional Councils who advises in writing that
the amendment need not be certified under Condition ESC6(C) on the basis that the
amendments meet the requirements of Condition ESC6(A)(1) to (l11); and

Vv

The amendment does not result in works occurring during the period 1 May to 30
September inclusive unless authorised under Condition ES8.

C Except as provided for in Condition ESC6(A) and (B), amendments to an SSESCP must be
certified in writing by the Regional Councils prior to the commencement of works in any area
subject to the SSESCP.

D Certification (or withholding certification) is based on the Regional Council’s assessment of
whether the SSESCP meets the requirements of the conditions of these resource consents and,
in particular, is in general accordance with the requirements and measures in the GW
Guidelines.

Decommissioning

A Erosion and sediment control devices or measures must only be removed:
| When the corresponding catchment area has been permanently stabilised; or
Il Inaccordance with a certified SSESCP.

B The removal of an erosion and sediment retention device must only occur after
consultation and the receipt of written approval from the Regional Councils. Such
approval must be based on information provided by the Consent Holder in relation to the
quality of discharged water and the receiving environment and the adequacy of soil
stabilisation and/or covering vegetation.

Winter Works Authorisation(s)

A Unless otherwise provided for under a certified SSESCP required by Conditions ES4, ES5
and ES6, bulk earthworks activities authorised by these resource consents must not be
carried out during the winter period between 1 May to 30 September (inclusive).

B The Consent Holder must ensure the site is stabilised by 30 April of each year unless
otherwise provided for by a certified SSESCP under Condition ES8(A). Stabilisation must
be in general accordance with the measures detailed in the GW Guidelines where
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ES9

stabilisation may include vegetative and/or structural measures and including pavement,
metalling, hydroseeding, re-vegetation and mulching that will reduce erosion of exposed
soil to the extent practicable.

Any request to undertake earthworks during the period 1 May to 30 September
(inclusive) which has not otherwise been provided for under a certified SSESCP must be
submitted in writing to the Regional Councils at least ten (10) working days prior to
works commencing in the specified period. This must be in the form of amendments to
the SSESCP in accordance with Condition ES6. In considering a request received in
accordance with this condition, the Regional Councils will consider the following:

The scope/nature of the proposed works;
Structural controls proposed, or existing, that will be/are installed;

Additional non-structural controls to be implemented (e.g. increased on site monitoring
and staging);

Maintenance consideration of structural controls to ensure effective access can be
achieved to undertake the maintenance and controls continue to work efficiently;

Compliance history and performance of the site, if available; and

Sensitivity of the receiving environment subject to the winter works.

Flocculation Management Plan

A

At least forty (40) working days prior to the commencement of construction activities
authorised by these resource consents, the Consent Holder must engage a SQEP in
flocculation management to prepare and submit a Flocculation Management Plan
(FMP) for certification to the Regional Councils as an addendum to the ESCP required
by Condition ES2.

The objective of the FMP required by clause (a) is to describe the chemical treatment
and flocculation management system(s) to be implemented to enhance the efficiency of
sediment retention ponds (SRP), decanting earth bunds (DEB) or hybrid decanting earth
bunds (HDEB).

The FMP must include the following information:
I Results of an initial flocculation trial through the provision of site-specific soil bench testing;

Il Dependent upon the results of the bench testing, specific design details of the flocculation
system with rainfall or flow activated delivery systems for the sediment retention devices;

Il An analysis of soil reactivity to chemical treatment;

IV Specific design details of the proposed flocculation management system for each
Sediment Retention Device;

V Monitoring (including pH triggers), maintenance and systems for recording dosing
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and inspections;

VI Appropriate procedures and actions when it is determined through monitoring that
chemical treatment is not proving effective and/or the performance targets and/or
standards in Condition ES3 have been exceeded;

VIl A spill contingency; and

VIl Contact details of the person responsible for the operation and maintenance of the
flocculation management system and reporting structure.

Construction activities authorised under these resource consents must not commence
until the FMP required by Condition ES(A) has been certified in writing by the Regional
Councils.

Unless otherwise certified in writing by the Regional Councils acting in a technical
certification and confirmed in the SSESCP, the Consent Holder must chemically treat
the sediment impoundment devices for the purpose of reducing sediment discharges
from the site and must ensure that the Flocculation Management Plan required by
Condition ESC9(c) is implemented.

SPILL MANAGEMENT

SM1

Spill Management Plan

A

The Consent Holder must submit a Spill Management Plan to the Regional Councils at
least ten (10) days prior to the commencement of any works authorised by this
consent.

The objective of the Spill Management Plan is to detail the procedures that the Consent
Holder must follow should any spills occur during construction works.

The Spill Management Plan must include but not be limited to the following
information:

I Person(s) responsible for responding to any spills;
Il Potential sources of contaminants from the site and the proposed works; and

Il The proposed response/remedial procedures and related timeframes.

POTENTIALLY CONTAMINATED SITES

PCS1

Unexpected Contaminant Discovery Protocol

In the event of a discovery of potentially contaminated material during soil disturbance

activities authorised by these resource consents (characterised through the presence of

one or more of soil staining, odour, uncharacterised fill, construction waste, or demolition

waste), the Consent Holder must:

A

Immediately cease work and obtain and implement advice from a SQEP in contaminated
soil on whether the area must be isolated, and if so the size of the vicinity that is required
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PCS2

to be isolated through measures such as taping, coning or fencing off;
Prevent all unnecessary access to an isolated area in accordance with Condition CM4(A);
Ensure that all surface water, sediment and dust is contained;

Have the area inspected by the SQEP in contaminated soil and obtain advice on specific
controls;

Inform the relevant Councils of the potential contamination within twenty-four (24)
hours of the discovery.

Works within the vicinity determined by the SQEP in contaminated soil determined in
accordance with Condition PCS1(A) must only restart once an agreement has been reached
with the Councils as to how the potentially contaminated soil is to be treated, any
management measures which are required have been implemented, and any necessary
resource consents have been obtained.

DUST MANAGEMENT

DM1

DM2

There must be no discharge of airborne particulate matter that is objectionable to the
extent that it causes an adverse effect at or beyond the boundary of the Project Site.

ADVICE NOTE: A discharge of airborne particulate matter will only be considered
objectionable, when considering the Frequency, Intensity, Duration, Offensiveness/
Character and Location of Exposure of the discharge to determine whether the discharge is
Offensive, Objectionable, Noxious and/or Dangerous; (i.e., the FIDOL Factors)

Dust Management Plan

A

At least forty (40) working days prior to the commencement of construction activities
authorised by these resource consents, the Consent Holder must engage a SQEP in dust
management to prepare and submit a Dust Management Plan (DMP) for certification to
the Councils.

The objective of the DMP required by Condition DM2(A) is to describe the proposed
methods and measures that will be implemented to ensure construction activities do
not cause noxious, dangerous, offensive or objectionable effects at any point beyond
the boundary of the Project Site.

The DMP must be prepared in accordance with the Ministry for the Environment ‘Good
Practice Guide for Assessing and Managing Dust’ and must include the following
information:

| Identification of the persons responsible for the management and implementation
of the DMP;

Il Identification of potential sources of dust, including but not limited to the Concrete
Batching Plant and any mobile aggregate crushing, taking into account construction
activities and the construction programme;
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Il Identification of all sensitive receivers to potential adverse dust effects and any
specific measures to manage soil disturbance activities in close proximity to those
receivers.

IV General methods and measures to avoid, where practicable, and otherwise to
minimise dust emissions, including contingency measures;

V Methods for monitoring dust emissions, reporting concerning the effectiveness of
the dust management measures, and any resultant amendments to improve
effectiveness (if required); and

VI Procedures for receiving, recording, validating and responding to dust related
complaints in accordance with Condition GA7 and Condition GAS.

Construction activities authorised under these resource consents must not commence
until the DMP required by Condition DM2(A) has been certified in writing by the
Councils.

CONCRETE BATCHING

CB1

CB2

CB3

CB4

One (1) temporary Concrete Batching Plant may be established within the Turbine Envelope

Zone or Turbine Exclusion Zone and must be located at an elevation of at least 350m above

sea level and must not operate within 250m of any Dwelling.

The maximum footprint of the temporary Concrete Batching Plant must not exceed

6,000m?. The maximum height of the mobile batching plant shall not exceed 7 metres and

the maximum height of any ancillary building(s) must not exceed 3 metres.

The Consent Holder must notify the relevant Regional Council and relevant District Council

fifteen (15) working days prior to the Concrete Batching Plant being commissioned and

fifteen (15) working days after the Plant is decommissioned.

Concrete Batching Plant Management Plan

A

At least forty (40) working days prior to the commissioning of the Concrete Batching
Plant provided for under Condition CB1, the Consent Holder or their contractor must
prepare and submit a Concrete Batching Plant Management Plan (CBPMP) for
certification to the Councils required by Condition CB4.

The objective of the CBPMP required by Condition CB4(A) is to set out the
methodology to manage the operation of the Concrete Batching Plant including the
management of adverse effects associated with discharges to air, land and water and
those associated effects on potentially sensitive receivers.

Noise from the Concrete Batching Plant must not exceed
| 7.00 am —7.00 pm daily - 55 dB Laeq(15min)
Il 7.00 pm —7.00 am daily - 45 dB Laeq(1smin) @and 75 dB Larmax

at the notional boundary of any Dwelling, except when operated in accordance with
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Condition CN1(B).
D The CBPMP must, as a minimum, include:
| Confirmation of the location of the Concrete Batching Plant.
Il Details of the plant and equipment to be used for the Concrete Batching Plant.

Il Details of lighting associated with the Concrete Batching Plant and the measures
included to ensure lighting does not exceed 8 lux at the site boundary. The Concrete
Batching Plant outdoor lighting must have a colour temperature not exceeding
4000K.

IV Details of the environmental management measures for the Concrete Batching
Plant. These measures must include, but are not limited to:

a How water generated within the Concrete Batching Plant is confined and re-
used within the Concrete Batching Plant;

b Details as to how any water generated by the Concrete Batching Plan is treated
for sediment and pH prior to re-use or discharge;

c Details of the standards (that align with the relevant permitted standard in the
Regional Plans, depending on final location of the Concrete Batching Plant) for
pH and suspended sediment for any water that is discharged from the Concrete
Batching Plant;

d Details of operational limits for when concrete batching can and cannot take
place;

e Details of the drainage system to dissipate any water;

f Details of how dust associated with the Concrete Batching Plant will be managed
in accordance with the DMP required under Condition DM2;

g Details of site records and logs which will be kept, and provided to Manawati-
Whanganui Regional Council, Greater Wellington Regional Council, Masterton
District Council and Tararua District Council (whichever is relevant depending on
the final location of the Concrete Batching Plant) upon request; and

h Details of how monitoring and reporting of the above measures (Condition
DM2(D)(IV)(a) to (g)) will occur;

i Details of Concrete Batching Plant decommissioning; and
j Details of site reinstatement.
MOBILE AGGREGATE CRUSHING FACILITY

MACF1 The Mobile Aggregate Crushing Facility must only be operated within the Turbine Envelope
Zone or Turbine Exclusion Zone and must not operate within 250m of a Dwelling. The Mobile
Aggregate Crushing Facility must not be used in the Construction Laydown and Site
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MACF2

MACF3

MACF4

Administration Area.

The Mobile Aggregate Crushing Facility must only operate between the hours of 7.00am
and 7.00pm on weekdays and 7.30am and 6.00pm on weekends and public holidays.

The Mobile Aggregate Crushing Facility must only be used for the crushing of materials
sourced within the Project site.

Noise from the Mobile Aggregate Crushing Facility must not exceed 55 dB Laeg(ismin) at the
notional boundary any Dwelling.

CONTROLLED BLASTING

CBL1

CBL2

CBL3

At least forty (40) working days prior to the commencement of any controlled blasting
activities, the Consent Holder must submit a Controlled Blasting Management Plan (CBMP)
to the District Councils for certification.

The objective of the CBMP required by clause (a) shall be to ensure controlled blasting, if
required, is designed and implemented to comply with the Hazardous Substances and New
Organisms (HSNO) Regulations and the requirements of Condition CN2.

The CBMP required by Condition CBL1 must be prepared in accordance with the Hazardous
Substances and New Organisms (HSNO) Regulations and Appendix J of Australian Standard
AS 2187-2:2006 “Explosives — Storage and use Part 2: Use of explosives” and set out the
following:

A site protocols and management measures;

B health and safety requirements;

C blast design and methodologies to be employed;
D warning systems, and

E noise monitoring requirements as required under current Hazardous Substances and
New Organisms (HSNO) Regulations and to meet the requirements of Condition CBL1.

CONSTRUCTION TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT

cTM1

Site Entrances
All construction traffic must enter and exit the Project site from the following:
A 0Old Coach Road (from/to State Highway 2).

B Opaki-Kaiparoro Road (from/to its northern intersection with State Highway 2). Heavy
and light construction traffic is not permitted to utilise Opaki-Kaiparoro Road beyond its
intersection with Mt Munro Road or Falkner Road north of 40°41'59"S 175°40'36"E.
Access from Opaki-Kaiparoro Road to the Transmission Corridor is restricted to vehicles
undertaking works within the transmission corridor.

C Kaiparoro Road (from/to State Highway 2).
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CTM1A

CTM2

D State Highway 2 at its access point to 85151 State Highway 2, Eketahuna 5881 (to access
the Transmission Corridor).

Private Property Access

Private property access must be maintained at all times, except as provided for within the CTMP

required under Condition CTM5.

Roading and Intersection Upgrades

A The Consent Holder must, at its own cost, undertake improvements to Old Coach Road

before any use of Old Coach Road by construction traffic. These improvements will

include:

Upgrade of Old Coach Road (including improvements necessary to the State Highway
2 intersection with Old Coach Road) as detailed in the plans prepared by Tonkin and
Taylor titled OCR Widening (TDC 10m Proposal Modified), dated June 24 and
comprised of  Drawing  Numbers 1016884.1000_C001 Revision 2,
1016884.1000_C002 Revision 2 and 1016884.1000_C100 to 1016884.100_C109
Revision 2.

Sealing of Old Coach Road from State Highway 2 to the site entrance.

Prior to construction of the Old Coach Road upgrade works commencing (as required
under CTM2(a)(i)), the State Highway 2/0ld Coach Road intersection must be
upgraded to include a right turn bay as shown in Drawing 1016884.100_ C100 Rev 2
and to the satisfaction of the New Zealand Transport Agency. Prior to construction,
the consent holder shall provide the New Zealand Transport Agency Network
Manager and Safety Engineer with the detailed designs for the intersection upgrade
for review and approval prior to construction. The consent holder shall undertake a
Safe System audit at the detailed design stage in accordance with NZTA Road Safety
Audit Procedures for Projects. The result of the audits is to be provided to the New
Zealand Transport Agency for review. Safe System audit guidelines can be found on
the New Zealand Transport Agency website.

The Consent Holder shall meet the cost differential between the costs of maintaining
Old Coach Road in its existing state and the costs of maintaining the upgraded road,
for the life of the project. The methodology for calculating the cost differential, and
the way it will be paid (whether through direct contribution or another mechanism),
must be agreed with Tararua District Council prior to the upgrade commencing.

B The Consent Holder must, at its own cost, undertake any necessary improvements in the

following locations as are necessary to facilitate the safe movement of construction

traffic or over dimension loads before any use by construction traffic (such

improvements may include but are not limited to road pavement strengthening and

widening, changes to road marking and signage and vegetation clearance):

State Highway 2 northern intersection with Opaki-Kaiparoro Road (and its
approaches);
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CTM3

Il Opaki-Kaiparoro Road, between State Highway 2 and Mt Munro Road;
Il State Highway 2 intersection with Kaiparoro Road (and its approaches);

IV Kaiparoro Road, between State Highway 2 and the access point to the Terminal
Substation; and

V State Highway 2 at its site access point to 85151 State Highway 2, Eketahuna 5881 (to
access the Transmission Corridor).

At least 30 working days prior to the commencement of any roading, intersection and
access construction or upgrade required by Condition CTM2(A) and (B) the Consent
Holder must submit detailed design engineering plans prepared by an SQEP in transport
engineering to the Tararua District Council outlining details of the proposed works for
their approval.

ADVICE NOTE: Under the Local Government Act, the written approval of Council’s General
Manager — Transportation or nominated representative must be obtained prior to any
changes being made to any public road. This approval will include requirements for
temporary traffic management during the roading or intersection upgrade works.

For upgrades on Old Coach Road between State Highway 2 and the site entrance, a
Detailed Design Safe System Audit (in accordance with NZTA procedures) undertaken by
an SQEP in road safety must accompany the detailed design engineering plans. Any
significant or serious safety concerns raised in the audit must be addressed to the
satisfaction of Tararua District Council prior to construction of the upgrades.

For upgrades on Old Coach Road between State Highway 2 and the site entrance, a Post
Construction Safe System Audit (in accordance with NZTA procedures) by a SQEP in road
safety must be submitted to Tararua District Council once the upgrades are completed.
Any significant or serious safety concerns raised in the audit must be addressed to the
satisfaction of Tararua District Council prior to the road being used by construction
traffic.

Prior to construction, the Consent Holder must provide the Tararua District Council
approval from the Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency Network Manager or nominated
representative confirming that works in the State highway, including vegetation removal
and intersection upgrades, have been undertaken / constructed to Waka Kotahi NZ
Transport Agency standards.

Road Infrastructure Assessment and Maintenance

A

At least forty (40) working days prior to the commencement of construction activities
authorised by these resource consents, the Consent Holder must submit to the District
Councils for certification, a Road Infrastructure Assessment (RIA) report.

The purposes of the RIA required by Condition CTM3(A) are to:

| determine the pre-existing condition of any road pavement(s) and road
infrastructure (limited to bridges, circular culverts with a minimum diameter of
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1.5m, box culverts, berms and drains) administered by the relevant council to be
used as a haulage route during construction (both regular and heavy and / or
oversize vehicles); and

Il to ensure that the public roads that form part of a haulage route for the Project are
maintained at an acceptable level during the construction period, and reinstated to
a pre-existing or better condition at the conclusion of the construction period. This
includes any financial contribution necessary to meet the costs of any remedial
work required to reinstate the haulage routes to pre-existing or better condition.

C The geographic extent of the RPRIA is limited to:
| The length of Old Coach Road from SH2 to the site;
Il Opaki-Kaiparoro Road from SH2 to Mt Munro Road.
Il Kaiparoro Rd from SH2 to the site entry; and

IV Local roads (non-state highway) identified in the CTMP to be used as haulage
routes.

D The RIA must be prepared by a SQEP in transport engineering and include the detailed
methodology to assess the pre-existing road pavement and road infrastructure for the
routes outlined in Condition CTM3(D)(l) to (1) below and an associated monitoring plan
including detail of the nature and frequency of monitoring, guiding the inspection and
reporting of any damage to road infrastructure caused by the construction activities. The
methodology and monitoring must be agreed with Councils prior to the submission of the
CTMP for certification.

| For Old Coach Road, the methodology must include, as a minimum, regular visual
inspections during construction. Post construction of the wind farm, a structural
pavement condition survey is to be completed with remedial action taken by the
Consent Holder. Two years after construction of the wind farm is finished, a visual
survey is to be completed and remedial action taken by the Consent Holder.

Il For Opaki-Kaiparoro Road and Kaiparoro Road, the methodology must include, as a
minimum, visual inspections to be undertaken prior to the commencement of
construction and on completion of construction, with remedial action taken by the
Consent Holder.

Il For haulage routes on local roads identified in the CTMP, the methodology to
identify any contribution to remedial action by the Consent Holder must include, as
a minimum:

a Prior to haulage starting, collection of two weeks of traffic count data for each
haulage route, with heavy and light vehicles to be counted separately.

b Visual inspections of road pavement(s) condition and surveys of road
infrastructure for each haulage route before wind farm construction to be
carried out by a SQEP in transport engineering to inform the baseline condition
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CTM4

CTM5

survey. The Consent Holder may consider recent condition data (not more than
two years old) of road infrastructure where this is available from the relevant
Council.

¢ The number of truck movements associated with the Project on each haulage
route must be recorded for the duration of wind farm construction.

d Visual inspections of road pavement(s) condition and surveys of road
infrastructure for each haulage route upon completion of use of that haulage
route as part of wind farm construction to be carried out by a SQEP in transport
engineering.

e The methodology to confirm the proportion of cost that the Consent Holder shall
contribute to remediate identified damage must be agreed with the relevant
Council prior to the submission of the RIA for certification.

E The Consent Holder must arrange a pre-construction meeting with the District Councils

to discuss the findings of the RIA under Condition CTM3(A). All works agreed necessary
by a SQEP in traffic engineering that are to complete any strengthening / upgrade and
traffic management measures of the proposed haulage route must be undertaken at
the Consent Holders cost prior to the commencement of haulage activities.

In accordance with Condition CTM3(A) defects directly attributed to the turbine
component haulage and / or construction traffic movements over the construction
period must be recorded as an addendum to the RIA and provided to the District
Councils. Restoration of any damaged asset(s) identified through monitoring must be
commenced as soon as practicable and within ten (10) working days following
submission of the monitoring results, at the Consent Holders cost.

On completion of any rehabilitation works required by Condition CTM3(A) the Consent
Holder must arrange an inspection of the works by the District Councils. The inspection
shall be for the purposes of confirming any rehabilitation works have been completed
to the satisfaction of the Road Controlling Authority or determine whether further
improvements are required, at the Consent Holder’s cost, to rectify residual asset
damage.

Over-dimension or over-weight loads

The Consent Holder must obtain all necessary over-dimension and / or over-weight load
permits from the relevant issuing authority(s) for any over-dimension or over-weight loads
travelling to the site. A copy of all permits issued to the Consent Holder, in compliance with
this condition, must be provided to the District Councils within one (1) working day of the
Consent Holder receiving the permit.

Construction Traffic Management Plan

A At least forty (40) working days prior to the commencement of construction activities

authorised by these resource consents, the Consent Holder must submit a Construction
Traffic Management Plan (CTMP) to the District Councils for certification.
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B The objective of the CTMP required by Condition CTM5(A) is to minimise adverse effects

on property access, minimise damage to private and public property including roads, and
to promote traffic safety and efficiency as a result of construction works activities.

The CTMP must describe how private property access is maintained at all times as
required under Condition CTM1(A). Exceptions include brief periods when upgrade
works to Old Coach Road are occurring directly adjacent to a private property access, or
over-dimension loads are being transported along Old Coach Road.

The CTMP must be prepared by a SQEP in transport engineering and include the
following information:

| The construction phasing and programme;

Il Confirmed haulage routes to be used during construction and which will require
assessment under Condition CTM3;

Il The heavy and / or oversize vehicles volumes estimated on each haulage route for
each construction phase;

IV Driver protocols aimed at ensuring safe driving practices and full compliance with the
law including speed limits, appropriate following distances, observing engine braking
restrictions, use of low beam headlights and affording priority to private residents
and public traffic;

V The details of how driver safety briefings will be provided on driving in windy
conditions, and details as to what wind speeds are considered unsafe, and would
cause a postponement of truck movements;

VI The details of how driver safety briefings will be provided to ensure the road safety
of all road users, including cyclists who may be on the route of the Heartland Ride,
and pedestrians;

VIl The details of the intended traffic arrangements and provision for the delivery of
over- dimension and / or over-weight loads to the site;

VIII Provision of access for residents of Old Coach Road and how this will be maintained
at all times, except for brief periods when over-dimension loads are being
transported along Old Coach Road and how this will be managed;

IX The nature and timing of any road and / or intersection improvements to be
implemented,;

X Measures for the removal of debris and/or tracking materials during construction
from public roads or places;

Xl Details of site access management and control;

Xll Temporary traffic management measures (including signage) to be installed at the
site accesses, intersections, level crossings, stock crossings and / or local accesses;
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XIlIThe timing of construction traffic to minimise disruption to, and any potential safety
effects on, users of the local transport network, including any opportunity for travel
plans including shared vehicle use to minimise traffic movements;

XIV Procedures to provide for stock movements along Old Coach Road, where advice is
received regarding such movements.

XV Written evidence of consultation with Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency, the
Councils, emergency services, NZ Post, PowerCo, residents on Old Coach Road, and /
or any other identified affected person(s) in the preparation of this CTMP and any
amendments to the Plan resulting from that consultation;

XVI Procedures for consulting and communicating with local residents along Old Coach
Road, Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency, the Councils, emergency services, NZ Post,
PowerCo and / or any other identified affected person(s) including provision of prior
notice of traffic arrangements and any road closures;

XVIl Requirements for the monitoring and regular reporting of construction traffic volumes
and speeds; and

XVIlIProcedures for the ongoing review and evaluation of the contents of the CTMP
throughout the period of construction works to achieve ongoing compliance with
the condition(s) of these resource consents.

CONSTRUCTION NOISE AND VIBRATION
CN1 Noise - General

A Noise generated from all activities associated with the construction of the Project,
excluding those activities provided for under Condition CB4 and Condition MACF4, must
be measured and assessed in accordance with the long-term duration noise limits in
Table 2 of ‘NZS6803:1999 Acoustics — Construction Noise’ (provided below). Exceptions
to this are works on Old Coach Road, where short term exceedances may be experienced
at Dwellings, and mitigation is implemented in accordance with Condition CN3(c)(iv):



CN2

Table 2 of NZ56803:1999

Table 2 — Recommended upper limits for construction noise received in residential zones and
dwellings in rural areas

Time of Time period Duration of work
week O
Typical duration Short term Long-term \
charation Duration
{dBA} {43 (dBA)
teq L teg L Leq Lo
Weekdays 0630-0730 &0 75 &5 & 55 ]
0730-1800 = 90 &0 25 [ 85
1800-2000 7o 1= 7= 98 65 80
2000-0630 45 = 45 7= 45 75
Saturdays 0630-0730 45 = 45 7= 45 75
0730-1800 7% 20 80 95 70 85
1800-2000 45 s 45 is 45 75
2000-0630 45 s 45 is 45 75
Sundays and 0630-0730 45 s 45 is 45 75
public holidays 0730-1800 k& as ks =ty 55 85
1800-2000 45 s 45 is 45 75
2000-0630 45 s 45 is \ 45 75 ]
™ r

B Night operation of the Concrete Batching Plant must only occur for the pouring of large
foundations which cannot be completed during daytime hours. This night operation
must be managed to ensure noise levels are kept as low as reasonably practicable and
that residents who may experience noise that exceeds the night-time noise limits are
informed at least 7 days in advance.

C The upgrade of Old Coach Road, construction of internal Project roads and works within
the Construction Laydown and Site Administration Area (excluding office based work)
must only occur between the hours of 7.30am and 6.00pm, Monday to Friday, unless
otherwise provided for in the Construction Noise and Vibration Management Plan
required by Condition CN3.

Construction Noise and Vibration — Controlled Blasting

A Blasting activities must be measured and assessed in accordance with Appendix J of
Australian Standard AS 2187-2:2006 “Explosives — Storage and use Part 2: Use of
explosives” with:

| ground vibration levels for control of damage to structures not exceeding 5mm/s
as detailed in Table J4.5(A) (provided below); and

Il airblast levels not exceeding the limits described in Section J5.4 of that Standard
(provided below).
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B Blasting must only occur between the hours of 9.00am to dusk or 7.00pm (whichever
comes first), Monday to Friday.

CN3 Construction Noise and Vibration Management Plan

A At least forty (40) working days prior to the commencement of construction activities
authorised by these resource consents, the Consent Holder must submit a Construction
Noise and Vibration Management Plan (CNVMP) to the District Council for certification.
The CNVMP-must be prepared by a SQEP in acoustics. The CNVMP must be prepared
generally in accordance with the relevant annexures of ‘NZS6803:1999 Acoustics —
Construction Noise’ detailing the applicable construction methodologies and procedures
to be carried out to ensure compliance with the relevant standards.

B The objective of the CNVMP required by Condition CN3(A) is to ensure construction
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related noise effects are:

| Designed and implemented to comply with the requirements of ‘NZS6803:1999
Acoustics — Construction Noise’ as specified in Condition CN1, as measured and
assessed in accordance with that standard;

Il Designed and implemented to consider vibration effects on buildings on Old Coach
Road and as described in Table 1 — Guideline values for vibration velocity, for
evaluating the effects of short-term vibration on structures of DIN 4150-3:2016-12,
being:

Il Implemented in accordance with the requirements of section 16 of the Act so as to
adopt the best practicable option to ensure the emission of noise during construction
activities does not exceed a reasonable level.

C The CNVMP must include the following information:

| Operating hours of construction works and any time restrictions on the operation of
particular machinery and equipment;

Il Details on the machinery and equipment (including both regular and heavy and / or
oversize vehicles) to be utilised during the construction works;

lIl Predictions of sound levels from machinery and equipment (including both regular
and heavy and / or oversize vehicles) to be utilised during the construction works; and
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CN4

IV Identification of mitigation measures associated with the operation of machinery and
equipment (including both regular and heavy and / or oversize vehicles) for residents
along Old Coach Road. Mitigation measures can include (but are not limited to):
reduced speeds for heavy vehicles; road sealing and maintenance (to avoid potholes);
driver/operator education; noise barriers; offers of noise insulation and ventilation of
Dwellings; and offers of relocation of residents for the period of construction or for
respite.

V Procedures for the reporting and logging of noise related complaints in accordance
with the requirements of Conditions GA7 and GAS;

VI A summary of any feedback received from consultation with those parties identified
in Condition CN3(d) below, changes made in response to that consultation, and
where a change is not made the reason(s) for that.

D At least forty (40) working days prior to the CNVMP being submitted for certification,
the Consent Holder must provide a copy of the draft CNVMP to the adjoining properties
listed in Schedule 1 of these resource consents and invite their views on it.

Condition Study

At least forty (40) working days prior to the commencement of construction activities
authorised by these resource consents, the Consent Holder must offer the owner of the
Old Bush Cottage at 103 Old Coach Road (being the Dwelling located on Lot 1 DP 51171
and Rural Sec 1 PT Rural Secs 2 3) Eketahuna Settlement) a condition study of the
Dwelling, to inform any liability rectification, and monitor vibration levels and any
cosmetic damage as works progress so that the work methods can be adjusted if
unreasonable vibration levels are demonstrated. The Consent Holder must provide the
District Councils with a report on the outcomes of any condition study as soon as practicable
following its completion.

SHADOW FLICKER

SF1

SF2

The Consent Holder must ensure that shadow flicker effects from the final layout and
turbine model at any Dwelling and arising from the operation of the Project are no greater
than:

A the limit for modelled duration of 30 hours per year or 30 minutes per day as defined in
the Australian Draft National Wind Farm Development Guidelines 2010; or,

B should the modelled duration exceed the limit in Condition SF1(A) at a Dwelling, the limit
for measured duration of 10 hours per year and 30 minutes per day, as defined in the
Australian Draft National Wind Farm Development Guidelines 2010.

In accordance with the Australian Draft National Wind Farm Development Guidelines 2010,
the measured duration in Condition SF1(B) can take account of blocking of the sun by cloud
and take account of vegetation and structures at times when they block the sun at the
windows of any Dwelling. The Consent Holder may use a curtailment strategy to achieve the
limits set out in Condition SF1(B).
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SF3

SF4

At least forty (40) working days prior to the commencement of construction works
authorised as part of this resource consent, the Consent Holder must submit for certification
a Pre-Instalment Shadow Flicker Assessment prepared by a person with expertise in
assessment of shadow flicker to the District Councils. The Pre-Instalment Shadow Flicker
Assessment must take account of the design details of potentially impacted Dwellings, and
demonstrate that the proposed number, layout, type and operation of wind turbines
(including the curtailment strategy for turbines if necessary) will be managed to comply with
the shadow flicker limits specified in Condition SF1. The Pre-Instalment Shadow Flicker
Assessment must also describe how the shadow flicker duration will be assessed in
accordance with Condition SF2.

Following certification of the Pre-Instalment Shadow Flicker Assessment required under
Condition SF3, should the Consent Holder become aware of a change (or potential change)
to any structures or vegetation at a modelled Dwelling which would significantly change the
shielding at that Dwelling, an amended Shadow Flicker Assessment for the potentially
impacted Dwelling must be prepared. The amended Shadow Flicker Assessment must be
submitted to the relevant District Council.

ECOLOGY

EC1

EC2

Wetland Offset

A The extent of natural inland wetland loss must not exceed 0.35 hectares in the
Manawatt- Whanganui Region, and there must be no loss of natural inland wetland in
the Greater Wellington Region.

B Where areas of natural inland wetland are lost in accordance with Condition EC1(A), this
must be offset through the restoration of other natural inland wetlands within the wind
farm site on the site at a ratio of 1:1.

C All plant material used, or seed sourced, for the purpose of the restoration offset
required by Condition EC1(B) must be sourced from the Pahiatua Ecological Region
and/or be otherwise eco- sourced.

D Planting will involve no less than seven native hydrophytic plant species in addition to
the native species already present within the identified offset site(s) and may include any
direct transfer of Sphagnum perchaetiale or Luzula leptophyla under Condition EC2
where these species are not already present in the offset site(s).

Direct Transfer of Wetland Vegetation

A Prior to construction, wetlands affected by loss of extent must be surveyed by a SQEP
wetland botanist for the presence of Sphagnum perchaetiale or Luzula leptophyla. If
present, there must be the translocation of wetland material containing these species
into appropriately suited habitat within the wetland offset sites identified under
Condition EC4.

B The transfer must be undertaken by a SQEP wetland botanist who shall determine the
timing and volume of transfer needed to achieve successful translocation.
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EC3

EC4

C If the direct transfer of wetland vegetation required by Condition EC2(A) fails either
entirely or in part within one (1) year of the transfer, replacement planting with eco-
sourced plants of the same species must be undertaken the following spring and in
accordance with the Ecology Offset Layout Plans under Condition EC24 below.

Poroporo

A Prior to any vegetation clearance, the Consent Holder must carry out a site walkover to
identify the presence of any poroporo (Solanum avivulare var. aviculare) plants within
the Project Envelope.

B Where any poroporo (Solanum avivulare var. aviculare) plants that are over a height of
one (1) metre are removed, each plant must be replaced by planting at a ratio of 1:1 into
appropriate dryland habitat in one or more of the sites where the offsetting required by
Condition EC1 and Condition EC23 is undertaken.

Wetland and Poroporo Offsetting Monitoring

A Monitoring reports must be prepared and provided to the Councils for each of the
wetland and poroporo offset sites in the fifth year following the completion of the
measures required by Conditions EC1, EC2 and EC3.

B The reports required by Condition EC4(A) must:
| summarise the progress towards achieving the performance targets in Condition EC4(C);

Il provide information on any incidents, or pest plant infestation, that have had a
material impact on progress to achieving the performance targets in Condition EC4(C)
and any measures that have been adopted to improve progress.

Il confirmation of whether net gain outcomes for wetland ecology have been achieved,
or are expected to be achieved, in the timeframes provided for with reference to
Condition EC4(C); and

IV if necessary, set out any additional measures that have been, or will be, implemented
to achieve a net gain outcome ten (10) years after the completion of the measures
required by Conditions EC1, EC2, and EC3.

C Within five (5) years after the completion of the measures required by Conditions EC1,
EC2 and EC3, offset sites must be assessed against the following performance targets:

|  80% indigenous hydrophyte canopy cover at wetland offset sites;
Il At least nine (9) native hydrophytic species at wetland sites;

Il The presence of Sphagnum perchaetiale or Luzula leptophyla following any direct
transfer;

IV 1:1 replacement of poroporo.

D If the report required by Condition EC4(A) does not confirm that these outcomes are
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EC5

EC6

achieved, the Ecology Site Layout Plan required by Condition EC24 must be revised to
provide for additional offset requirements to achieve a net indigenous biological
diversity gain, recalculated using the Biodiversity Offsets Accounting Model (or similar)
to account for ecological lag, using attributes of wetland extent, canopy cover and plant
diversity, projected over a timeframe no longer than ten (10) years following
construction, accounting for the existing ecological condition of recipient sites.

The Ecology Site Layout Plan must be re-certified in accordance with Conditions EC25
and MP2.

New Zealand Pipit

A

Prior to the commencement of the New Zealand pipit breeding season any rank
grassland within the construction envelope that is not being actively grazed must be
mowed and then maintained to continuously achieve a length of less than 200mm long
between the months of August to March inclusive where that area may accommodate
construction activities during the same period.

Where grass within the construction envelope exceeds 200mm between the months of
August to March inclusive, a pre-construction survey must be undertaken to identify any
nesting New Zealand pipit where that area may accommodate construction activities
during the same period.

Where an active nesting site is identified by the pre-construction survey required by
Condition EC5(B), a fifty (50) metre radius exclusion zone, measured from the nest, must
be established within which no person or machinery may enter, until the chicks have
fledged or the nest has failed or otherwise been naturally abandoned.

Where no active nesting site is identified by the pre-construction survey required by
Condition EC5(B) construction activities authorised by these resource consents that are
located in the rank grassland subject to the survey must commence within three (3) days
of the survey required by Condition EC5(B) being undertaken.

Biosecurity

A To avoid the spread of hornwort and Didymosphenia geminata, known as didymo:

B

I machinery or vehicles entering a waterbody must either:

a have a standdown of at least forty-eight (48) hours prior to being in contact with
any waterbody in a different catchment; or

b be subject to check, clean and dry procedures.

Il standard check, clean and dry procedures must be adopted for clothing or footwear
that has been in contact with a waterbody in a different catchment within the
previous forty-eight (48) hours.

To manage the risk of invasion by plague skinks, all potting mix and plant material must
be inspected for individual skinks and eggs prior to entering a planting area.
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EC7

EC8

EC9

C

To manage the risk of myrtle rust, all new plantings of myrtle species must come from
nurseries that are certified under Plant Pass, the voluntary biosecurity certification
scheme offered by New Zealand Plant Producers, or an equivalent scheme.

D To manage the spread of field horsetail and yellow bristlegrass:

| apre-construction survey for the presence of these species must be undertaken at all
sites (external to the subject site) from which aggregate will be sourced;

Il where the survey required by Condition EC6(D)(l) identifies the presence of these
species where practicable, no machinery, equipment or vehicles may be removed
from the aggregate supply site until management responses have been completed;

Il in addition to the survey required by Condition EC6(D)(l), where these species are
discovered during construction the protocols set out in Condition EC6(D)(Il) must be
implemented; and

IV The results of the survey required by Condition EC6(D)(l) must be provided to the
Regional Councils prior to any wind farm related activities occurring at the aggregate
supply sites.

Lizard Survey and Salvage

A

Unless a different approach is required by any Wildlife Act 1953 authorisation, a pre-
construction lizard survey and salvage must be undertaken by a SQEP in herpetology at
the Terminal Substation site (shown on the Plan referenced in Condition GA1(D)). The
survey must commence no more than three (3) days prior to the clearance of any
vegetation within the rank grass (being ungrazed and/or unmaintained improved
pasture). Any lizards discovered must be translocated to a nearby suitable habitat as
determined by the SQEP.

Bird Strike Monitoring

A

Post-construction bird strike monitoring of the wind farm and transmission line should
be conducted by a SQEP in avifauna for one (1) year immediately after the wind farm
becomes fully operational, in accordance with the BSMP required by Condition EC9. If
any mortalities of At Risk or Threatened species are detected, a review will be
undertaken to determine if further monitoring is required, and any remedial, mitigation
or offsetting actions need to be implemented.

Reports of the monitoring required by Condition EC8(A) must be produced annually as
part of the Annual Reporting under Condition CM8 and copies must be provided to the
Councils.

Bird Strike Monitoring Plan

A

At least forty (40) working days prior to the commissioning of the first wind turbine,
the Consent Holder shall require a SQEP in avifauna to prepare and submit a Bird Strike
Monitoring Plan (BSMP) for certification by the Regional Councils that meets the
information requirements of Condition EC9(B).
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B The BSMP shall describe the methods to be adopted for recording the frequency of
collisions resulting in mortality for all bird species. These methods shall define a search
area relative to the height and rotor span of the wind turbines and include the
following information:

| Calculation of the probability of bird carcass loss to scavengers, decomposition and
other causes, taking into account temporal, environmental and other sources of
variation;

Il Calculation of the probability of carcass detection by searchers which may include
searching assisted by suitably trained dogs, taking into account temporal,
environmental, searcher identity and other sources of variation;

Il A data collection and analysis regime specifying the timing, location and duration of
monitoring at a statistically derived number of wind turbines;

IV The data collection and analysis regime shall ensure that a reliable estimate of bird
strike mortality and a range of environmental conditions at wind turbines is obtained,
while accounting for seasonal variations;

V  Methods to accurately record the condition (partial carcass, entire carcass or feather
spot) and probable cause of death;

VI Methods for the reporting of bird strike and mortality; and
VIl Methods to record, and electronically store, audit and backup data.
EC10 Bat Monitoring and Management

Acoustic bat monitoring must be undertaken at all constructed turbines during the first five
(5) years of operation of the wind farm, in accordance with the Bat Monitoring and
Management Plan in Condition EC11.

EC11 Bat Monitoring and Management Plan

A At least forty (40) working days prior to the commissioning of the first wind turbine,
the Consent Holder shall submit to the Regional Councils for certification a Bat
Monitoring and Management Plan (BMMP). The BMMP, which will cover both Long-
Tailed and Short-Tailed bats, must be prepared by a SQEP bat ecologist with input from
a SQEP in biostatistics.

B The purpose of the BMMP is to set out the monitoring and adaptive management
measures to address actual and potential effects of the Wind Farm on Bats.

C The BMMP must include details of a five-year post-construction monitoring plan, and
specifically include:

I The survey method, based on best practice;

Il The design and implementation of the acoustic bat surveys, including the sample
site locations, must be determined by a SQEP in bat ecology;
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EC12

Il At least one (1) acoustic bat survey per year must be undertaken to coincide with
the peak period of activity for bats (being October to April), and must include at
least fourteen survey nights.

D A copy of the BMMP must be submitted for certification by the Regional Councils at
least forty (40) working days prior to the turbines becoming fully operational.

E The results of the monitoring required by Condition EC10 must be provided in writing
as part of the annual report required by Condition CM8. This must include an
assessment by a SQEP in bat ecology as to whether regular bat activity near the
turbines has been detected at levels which could result in a more than minor effect on
bats from blade strike.

F If an assessment within the report required under Condition EC11(E) is that there could
be a more than minor effect on bats from blade strike, or a bat carcass is discovered
per Condition EC12, then a Bat Curtailment Design Plan (BCDP) must be submitted for
certification to the Regional Councils.

G The purpose of the BCDP would be to identify measures to reduce the risk of blade
strike to bats so that effects are no more than minor.

H The BCDP would include specific timeframes and conditions under which turbines will
cease operation. These parameters would be selected based on site-specific data with
input from a SQEP in biostatistics.

|  The BCDP must include the design of a revised adaptive bat monitoring programme to
measure the efficacy of the curtailment strategy.

J The results of the curtailment strategy must be provided to the Councils as part of the
annual reporting under Condition CM8.

General Response to Bird and Bat Carcasses

Notwithstanding any monitoring and reporting requirements required by Conditions EC9 and
EC11, the Consent Holder must record and report in writing any evidence of bird and bat
strikes identified during any visit by staff or authorised consultant(s) and contractor(s) of
Meridian Energy Limited, a SQEP in avian ecology or the relevant councils. Should a bird or
bat species that is nationally Threatened or At-Risk as listed in the New Zealand Threat
Classification System (https://nztcs.org.nz/home) be found injured or dead at the site, the
Department of Conservation (Operations Manager, Manawatl) is to be notified
immediately. The bird or bat must be photographed as found and the location noted on a
map of the site. All injured birds or bats must be transported to the nearest veterinarian
and all deceased animals must be bagged, labelled, frozen and transported to the Massey
University Veterinary Teaching Hospital for identification and autopsy. If any mortalities of
At Risk or Threatened species are detected, a review will be undertaken to determine if
further monitoring is required, and any remedial, mitigation or offsetting actions need to be
implemented.
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EC13

EC14

Stream Classification

The Consent Holder must, at least forty (40) working days prior to the commencement of

construction, overlay the existing stream classification with the mapped wetland layer.

Where this shows that ephemeral/intermittent systems are not wetlands, the Consent

Holder must reassess the classification of those reaches following the Auckland Unitary Plan

Practice and Guidance Note for stream classification and provide this to the Councils in
accordance with Condition CM1(b)(5).

Fish Removal or Recovery

A

Where practicable, construction activities should be avoided in a reach of a stream or
wetland during the times when migratory fish species could be expected to be passing
through the affected reach.

Fish, Koura and Kakahi must be deterred, removed or recovered from any streams or
wetland up to a maximum of three (3) days prior to the commencement of construction
activities authorised by these resource consents that may impact the reach of stream by:

| capture and relocation in accordance with Condition EC14(D); and
Il the use of techniques to encourage fish, Koura or Kakahi species to move out of the
i impacted reach.
Fish, Koura and Kakahi recovery must, depending on habitat type, be undertaken by using a
combination of:
| electro-fishing;
Il trapping;
Il spotlighting and netting; or
IV dewatering and muck out; and
V relocating to a suitable habitat.

Except where Condition EC14(E) applies, the fish recovery required by clause (b) must continue
until:

| The catch rate is less than 10% of the first or second (whichever is the greater)
recovery event and last recovery event is achieved;

Il no brown trout, rainbow trout, Taonga species, ‘Threatened’ species or ‘At Risk —
Declining’ species are captured.

Where fish numbers are low, such that compliance with clause (d)(i) cannot be achieved,
the fish recovery must be completed as directed by a SQEP experienced in aquatic
ecology.
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EC15

EC16

Where pest fish species and exotic fish, with the exception of sports fish, are captured
they must be humanely euthanised.

Prior to the decommissioning of any temporary diversion channels, fish, Kbura and
Kakahi must be captured and relocated in accordance with Condition EC14(B).

A record of the species and number of individual fish recovered in accordance with
Condition EC14(B) must be provided to the Regional Councils on an annual basis, as part
of the annual reporting required under Condition CM8.

Fish Passage

A

At least twenty (20) working days prior to construction of any culvert(s), the detailed
design of fish passage provided through this culvert(s) by a SQEP in freshwater ecology
must be provided to the Regional Councils for certification.

Fish passage must be provided for and maintained at all times for any:

| temporary diversions and culverts that are in place for a period of more than seven
(7) days; and

Il any new permanent culvert or bridge.

Once a permanent culvert is livened, fish passage upstream and downstream through
the culvert must be maintained and monitored to ensure that the provision for fish
passage does not reduce over its lifetime.

Freshwater Ecology Management Plan

A

At least forty (40) working days prior to the commencement of construction activities
authorised by these resource consents, the Consent Holder must submit a Freshwater
Ecology Management Plan (FEMP) for certification.

The objective of the FEMP required by Condition EC16(A) is to appropriately avoid,
remedy, mitigate and/or offset any adverse effects of the Project on freshwater
ecology and to demonstrate how the conditions of consent will be met.

The FEMP required by Condition EC16(A) must contain at least the following:

| the identification of key personnel undertaking the implementation of FEMP,
including their roles and responsibilities;

Il fish recovery protocols to provide procedures for the salvage and relocation of fish;
Il site-specific guidance of fish migration and spawning times;
IV confirmation of culvert designs that provide fish passage through:

a alignment with the stream simulation method set out in the design principles
contained in the ‘New Zealand Fish Passage Guidelines: For structures up to 4
metres, 2018’; and
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b arequirement for culvert design to be reviewed by a SQEP in terms of the design
principles contained in the ‘New Zealand Fish Passage Guidelines: For structures
up to 4 metres, 2018’ the capacity of the culvert to enable fish passage through
the stream simulation method.

V approaches to stream enhancement, including parameters to enhance the
complexity of the habitat within the created channel such as instream debris, pool
creation, riffle and run sequences;

VI a description of methods for the ongoing management of, and reporting on, the
offsetting measures;

VIl a restoration plan designed to achieve the measures set out in Condition EC19(a);

Vllliresponse actions and measures to be implemented, including timeframes, where
triggered by the results of the monitoring required by Condition EC17;

IX methods of investigation into whether an exceedance has been caused by the
Project under Condition EC17(d)(i); and

X post-construction measurement and monitoring of fish passage parameters at
culverts and through new stream reaches.

EC17 Freshwater ecology monitoring during construction

A Freshwater ecology monitoring comprised of the inputs for SAM2 and SAMS5
assessments, deposited sediment and macroinvertebrates must be carried out at
existing water quality monitoring sites or where the sites are suitable as determined by
a SQEP ecologist;

B The monitoring required by Condition EC17(A) must include:
{ baseline monitoring of one event per site with three quantitative samples;

Il incident monitoring in each catchment when construction activities are being
undertaken in that catchment, and result in a sediment discharge that exceeds the
visual clarity performance standard specified in Condition ES3(I)(ll);

Il If visual clarity performance standard in Condition ES3(I)(ll) is exceeded, SAM2 and
SAMD5 assessments must be carried out as soon as the water is clear enough to
survey. If either SAM2 or SAMS5 thresholds specified in Conditions EC17(D) and
EC17(E) are not met, then quantitative macroinvertebrate sampling must be
undertaken using Protocol C3 or Protocol C4 as set out in the document titled
“Protocols for sampling macroinvertebrates in wadeable streams” dated November
2001.' Three replicate samples must be undertaken, with the results assessed
against the baseline parameters listed in Conditions EC17(B)(l) above;

IV Where practicable, an upstream and downstream location for each identified site.

See https://docs.niwa.co.nz/library/public/ProtocolsManual.pdf



https://docs.niwa.co.nz/library/public/ProtocolsManual.pdf

C Baseline and routine monitoring during construction must include:

I monthly monitoring of pH, deposited sediment, water velocity, wetted channel
width, visual water clarity and photos of stream bed; and

Il bi-annual monitoring of macroinvertebrates and deposited sediment; and

D During the trout spawning period (May — September (inclusive)) where monitoring is
undertaken and SAM2 or SAMS5 assessments find a greater than 10% increase in
sediment deposition:

|  The Consent Holder must carry out an investigation as per the FEMP in Condition
EC16 to determine whether the exceedance has been caused by the Project.

Il If the investigation under Condition EC17(D)(l) determines that the exceedance has
been caused by the Project, the Consent Holder must develop and implement
response measures to address the exceedance.

Il Any recommended response measures developed under Condition EC17(D)(1l) must
be implemented within five (5) working days, except where the Regional Councils
agree in writing to a longer timeframe for the implementation of response
measures.

IV A report that summarises the investigation required under Condition EC17(D)(1)
and response measures required by Condition EC17(D)(ll) must be provided to the
Regional Councils within five (5) working days of the exceedance.

E Where monitoring is undertaken and SAM 2 or SAM 5 assessments find a greater than
20% increase in sediment deposition then macroinvertebrate monitoring must be
undertaken to assess effects.

F Parameters to be used to assess effects required under Condition EC17(D) and (E) must
be:

a Quantitative Macroinvertebrate Community Index (QMCI) (noting that one QMCI Unit
decline is an indication of adverse effect)

b Sensitive taxa (i.e., MCl score >7)
¢ The resultant Average Score Per Metric (ASPM);

G Where macroinvertebrate results in accordance with Condition EC17(E)indicate an
adverse effect, then the Consent Holder must engage a SQEP ecologist to provide
recommendations for remediation and/or further monitoring and assessment of adverse
effects, and over what timeframes the remediation or monitoring should occur.

H A summary report of any monitoring and remediation required to be undertaken must
be included in the Annual Report required by Condition CM8.

| Records of freshwater ecology monitoring must be made available to the Regional
Councils on request.
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EC18

EC19

EC20

Freshwater ecology monitoring post construction

A

In catchments where Condition EC17(D) has been breached during construction then a
final survey (following the methods set out in Condition EC17(B)(IV), (C)(lll), (D), and
(E)) (of macroinvertebrates must be undertaken to assess effects from the Project on
that catchment. The recommendations from the SQEP ecologist for remediation and/or
further monitoring must be submitted to the Regional Council for certification.

| Parameters to be used to assess effects on macroinvertebrates must be:

a QMCI (one QMCI Unit decline is an indication of adverse effect);
b Sensitive taxa (i.e., MCl score >7); and
¢ The resultant ASPM.

Where macroinvertebrate results in accordance with clause (a) indicate adverse effect,
then the Consent Holder must engage a SQEP ecologist to provide recommendations
for remediation and/or further monitoring and assessment of adverse effects, and over
what timeframes remediation or monitoring should occur.

A summary report of the monitoring and remediation undertaken must be included in
the Annual Report required by Condition CMS8.

Records of freshwater ecology monitoring must be made available to the Regional
Councils on request.

Measures to offset residual effects on freshwater ecology

A

Except where revised through the process set out in Condition EC22, residual adverse
effects on freshwater ecology must be addressed to result in no net loss of ecological
function through the provision of the following:

| Enhancement of stream length of the Mangaroa tributary on the Project site through
the calculated offset ratios of 1:2.2 for proposed culverts and 1:3.8 for any loss
without replacement by way of fencing from stock, planting with indigenous riparian
vegetation, instream habitat additions (being the installation of boulders and
moderate to large woody debris to enhance existing habitat values), and plant and
animal pest management.

Il Following installation of stock fencing, riparian planting of 2ha to a width of 10 metres
on either side of the stream.

Il All plant material must be sourced from the rohe in which it is to be planted or be
otherwise eco-sourced except, where it is not practicable to do so, the restoration
plan required by the FEMP must set out a process of consultation with the Regional
Councils to confirm an alternative source.

The measures required by Condition EC17(A) must be specified in a restoration plan
required as part of the FEMP that is certified by Council, and the restoration must be
completed within one (1) year of the completion of the works.

Environmental compensation performance targets
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A The measures to offset residual adverse effects required by Condition EC19 must be
implemented to achieve the following outcomes and performance targets, so as to
achieve the calculated SEV gain over the offset area and-achieve an indigenous
biodiversity net gain:

| Riparian margins that are revegetated with appropriate indigenous species along a
combined stream length of 886m;

Il Livestock must be excluded;

IIl Pest plants absent or suppressed after three (3) years from site preparation;

IV Greater than 80% canopy cover achieved after three (3) to five (5) years from planting.
EC21 Sites for offset and compensation measures

A Water body diversions or water body loss authorised by these resource consents must
not commence until the Regional Councils have been provided with written confirmation
that the Consent Holder has entered into enduring legal agreements or holds other
authorisations, necessary to allow entry onto land to carry out, continue and maintain
all offset measures required by Conditions EC19 and EC20.

B The written confirmation provided under Conditions EC21(A) must describe the specific
enduring legal arrangements and the land to which they apply, including on-
going maintenance requirements, that have been entered into to provide the planted
areas to be retained in perpetuity and may include land purchase, agreement by
providing for covenanting or similar registered title instrument.

EC22 Review of measures to offset residual effects on freshwater ecology

A Prior to the commencement of construction activities, the offset measures required by
Conditions EC19 and EC20 must be recalculated using the published Stream Ecological
Valuations (SEV) and Environmental Compensation Ratio (ECR) methodologies, including
a re-evaluation of the baseline assumptions of the recipient sites relative to the
offsetting model calculations, in respect of the Project construction impact on stream
habitat and confirmed locations for offsetting measures.

B Where the recalculation required by clause (a) results in offset requirements that differ
to those required by Conditions EC19 and EC20, then within thirty (30) working days
the FEMP required by Condition EC16 must be revised to provide for the new offset
requirements and submitted to the Regional Councils for certification.

EC23 Freshwater Ecology Offset monitoring

A Monitoring reports must be prepared and provided to the Regional Councils for each of
the ecology offset sites in the third, seventh and tenth year following the completion of
the measures required by Condition EC19 as part of the Annual Report required by
Condition CM8.

B The reports required by Condition EC23(A) must summarise the progress towards achieving the
performance targets in Condition EC20;
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EC24

EC25

EC26

Ecology Offset Site Layout Plans
A Ecology Offset Site Layout Plans must be prepared for:

| offset planting, replacement planting and wetland restoration required by Conditions
EC1 and EC2;

Il stream enhancement and riparian planting required by Conditions EC19 and EC20;
and

Il replacement of poroporo as required by Condition EC3.
B Ecology Offset Site Layout Plans must include, but not be limited to:

| adescription of the offset measures to be implemented with reference to Conditions
EC1, EC2, EC3 and Conditions EC19 and EC20;

II' The volumes and timing of transfer, monitoring and details of replacement until
successful transfer is achieved with reference to Condition EC2;

Il asite layout plan;
IV a programme for undertaking or implementing the offsetting measures;

V a description of methods for the ongoing management of the offsetting measures;
and

VI confirmation that any necessary resource consents for the implementation of the
offset measures have been obtained.

C Any Ecology Offset Site Layout Plan must be provided to the Regional Councils for certification at
least twenty (20) working days prior to the commencement of the offsetting measures described
in that Ecology Offset Site Layout Plan.

Amending an Ecology Offset Site Layout Plan

Any amendments to an Ecology Offset Site Layout Plan must be provided to the Regional
Councils for re-certification within ten (10) working days of the amendment being made.
The amendment cannot be implemented until it has been certified by Regional Councils.

Offsetting Oversight and Implementation

A Prior to commencement of works authorised by these resource consents, a person or
persons must be appointed to oversee the implementation of the measures required by
Conditions EC1, EC2, EC3 and Conditions EC19 and EC20.

B The name of the person appointed under clause (a) must be advised in writing to the Councils.

C Where the person appointed under clause (a) is replaced temporarily or permanently,
the name of the replacement person must be advised in writing to the Councils.

D Within thirty (30) working days of the implementation of measures required by
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Conditions EC1, EC2, EC3 and Conditions EC19 and EC20, a report must be provided to
the Councils to confirm that the work to implement the measures has been completed.

CULVERT DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION STANDARDS

Cul

Cu2

Cu3

cu4d

CU5

Cue

cu7

Cus

Cu9

Culverts must be designed based on rainfall obtained from NIWA HIRDS Version 4 RCP8.5
(2081-2100) applied to the subject catchment area.

Culverts must not adversely affect the ability of watercourses to convey flood flows up to
and including the flows from a 5% annual exceedance probability (20-year return period)
flood event without overtopping, unless the overtopping flows to a specifically designed
spillway.

Culverts must be designed to convey the flows from a 10-year return period flood event
without heading up.

Culverts and any erosion protection works must be free of any significant projections out of
the smooth line of culvert and any headwall(s) and must tie into the waterbody banks
upstream and downstream of the works in a secure and hydraulically smooth fashion, where
practicable.

Activities authorised by these resource consents must not result in the discharge of
contaminants that are toxic to aquatic ecosystems.

Any materials (including stockpiles, mounds, depressions, trees / vegetation, excavated
material, holes or surplus materials), machinery or equipment from the works authorised
by these resource consents must:

A Not be stored in or on the bed of any waterbody; and

B Be removed within five (5) working days following the completion of works in that
waterbody;

C Be disposed of in an appropriate manner where it will not adversely affect the stream
channel or impede the flow of water.

Any discharge of sediment into water directly caused by the works authorised by this
resource consent must not, after reasonable mixing, cause any change in visual clarity by
more than 30% for more than twenty-four (24) hours in total across five (5) consecutive
days.

All measures must be taken to ensure that no uncured cement or cement-based products
enter the flowing water of a waterbody. Any uncured concrete placed in or near the
watercourse must be undertaken in such a manner that no concrete or cement leaches out
and enters the watercourse. Such measures may include, but will not be limited to:

A Working during summer low-flow conditions; and
B Containing new concrete in a watertight boxing.

New concrete or mortar must not be exposed to the flow of water before the concrete or
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Cu10

Cull

Cu12

Cu13

Cul4

CU15

mortar has hardened to a strength of at least ten (10) megapascal (MPa), or for at least forty-
eight (48) hours from completion of pouring.

Except where a written request is made to the Regional Councils and approved through the
SSESCP process, works in the bed of a stream or river must only commence where there is
at least four (4) consecutive days of settled weather forecast by the New Zealand
Meteorological Service for that waterbody’s catchment.

Except where a written request is made to the Regional Councils and approved through the
SSESCP that specified works can proceed, works in the bed of a stream or river must only be
undertaken where flows greater than 1% ARl can be diverted around the works area.

Remediation of erosion, scour or instability of the stream bed or banks that is attributable
to the construction works authorised by these resource consents must be undertaken within
ten (10) working days or as soon as practicable.

Within twenty (20) working days of the completion of culvert works specified in a SSESCP,
the information required by Regulations 62 and 63 of the Resource Management (National
Environmental Standards for Freshwater) Regulations 2020 must be collected and provided
to the Regional Councils.

Within twenty (20) working days of the completion of culvert works specified in a SSESCP,
as-built plans must be provided to the Regional Council to demonstrate that the structures
have been constructed in accordance with the conditions of these resource consents.

In addition to the requirements in Conditions CU13 and CU14, within twenty (20) working
days of the installation and livening of each culvert, an assessment that each individual fish
passage structure has been constructed to meet the stream simulation methods (i.e.,
resulting in a continuous streambed that simulates natural channel width, depth and slope)
for fish passage and maintenance of aquatic habitat within and through culverts must be
undertaken and provided to the Regional Councils.

WORKS COMPLETION

WC1

Within forty (40) working days of completion of construction works for the Project, the
Consent Holder must provide the Councils with a set of as-built plans for the following:

A All wind turbines, turbine platforms and foundation areas;
B The internal access road network;

C The location of cabling within the Site;

D Allfill disposal sites;

E All culverts and bridges;

F All permanent supporting infrastructure; and

G Engineering survey plans and sections of major earthworks.
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WC2

Within three (3) months of the wind farm being fully operational, the following temporary
structures must be removed and the land that they were on reinstated to the satisfaction
of the Councils:

A All portacom and portaloos;
B Concrete batching plant;
C Fuel storage structures; and

D Mobile aggregate crushing plant.

WIND FARM OPERATION

Operational Noise

WFO1

WFO2

WFO3

Operational Noise — Non-Turbine Related

Noise generated by any operational activities within the Project Envelope, other than wind
turbine construction and operational activities, must not exceed the following limits when
measured at, or within, the notional boundary of any Dwelling:

A 7.00am —7.00 pm daily - 55 dB Laeg(1smin)
B 7.00 pm—7.00 am daily - 45 dB Laeg(ismin) and 75 dB Larmax

Except as otherwise provided for by the conditions of this resource consent, noise must be
measured in accordance with the requirements of ‘NZS6801:2008 Acoustics — Measurement
of Sound’ and assessed in accordance with the requirements of ‘NZS56802:2008 Acoustics —
Assessment of Environmental Sound’.

Operational Noise — Turbine Operation

All wind turbines must be designed, constructed, operated and maintained to ensure sound
levels generated by turbines do not exceed the background sound plus 5dB Lago(1omin) OF a level
of 40 dB Laso(iomin) Whichever is the greater.

For the purpose of demonstrating compliance with Condition WFO2, wind farm sound must
be measured and assessed in accordance with the requirements of ‘NZS6808:2010 Acoustics
— Wind Farm Noise’. The following points are to be observed in carrying out this
measurement and assessment:

A The operational and background noise levels are to be assessed for the night-time period
only (generally this period starts one (1) hour after sunset and ends one (1) hour before
sunrise);

B All noise data is to be referenced to hub height wind speeds and wind directions as
measured at the meteorological mast;

C Any periods including curtailment or other limited operation of turbines shall be
identified, and included in the assessment only if they appropriately represent normal
operation of the wind farm;
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WFO4

WFO5

WFO6

WFO7

WFO8

D Iftonality is suspected it is to be assessed using the reference method prescribed in Annex
Cto IS0 1996-2:2017, and using the tonal audibility level determined in accordance with
ISO/PAS 20065:2016.

E If special audible characteristics other than tonality are suspected, they will be assessed
as required by section 5.4 in NZS6808:2010 using prevailing best practices.

Pre-Instalment Acoustic Assessment

At least ten (10) working days prior to the installation of any wind turbine authorised by
these resource consents, the Consent Holder must submit a Noise Modelling Report
prepared by a SQEP in acoustics to the District Councils for information in accordance with
‘NZS6808:2010 Acoustics — Wind Farm Noise’.

The Noise Modelling Report required by Condition WFO4 must:

A Demonstrate, based on the sound power level of the nominated turbine, that the limits
referenced in Condition WFO2 can be met;

B Include the 35 dBA and 40dBA contours for the proposed turbine(s); and

C ldentify the representative consented Dwellings within the 35 dBA contour to be
measured and assessed in accordance with Condition WFO3.

Operational Noise Management Plan

At least twenty (20) working days prior to the commissioning of the first wind turbine as
part of the Project, the Consent Holder must submit an Operational Noise Management
Plan (ONMP) prepared by a SQEP in acoustics to the District Councils for certification.

The objective of the ONMP required by Condition WFO6 shall be to ensure:

A The operation of the wind turbines complies with the requirements of Condition WFO2
of these resource consents; and

B Operational noise generated by the turbines is managed in accordance with the
requirements of section 16 of the Act, so as to adopt the best practicable option to
ensure the emission of noise does not exceed a reasonable level.

The ONMP must, as a minimum, include the following information:

A An assessment of background sound levels in accordance with the requirements of
‘NZS6808:2010 Acoustics — Wind Farm Noise’ prior to the commencement of any
construction work;

B Wind turbine selection, having regard to the sound power level predictions obtained in
accordance with Section 6.2 and the special audible characteristics in Clause 5.4.1 of the
Standard;

C Proceduresforensuring compliance with the noise conditions of these consents, including
noise compliance testing, methods for addressing non-compliance, designated contact
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persons and complaints procedures;

Procedures for addressing turbine malfunctions that cause material noise effects beyond
typical operational noise;

Procedures forensuring that the best practicable optionis adopted to ensure the emission
of noise from the operation of the Project does not exceed a reasonable level;

Requirements for post-construction noise monitoring and assessment, as required by
Condition WFO10;

Provisions regarding the review, and updating, of the ONMP;

A summary of any feedback received from the SQEP acting on behalf of the District Councils
about the ONMP arising from the invitation for comment made under Condition WFQ9,
changes made in response to that feedback (if any), and where a change is not made the
reason(s) for that.

WFQ9 At least forty (40) working days prior to the ONMP being submitted for certification, the
Consent Holder must provide a copy of the draft ONMP to the SQEP acting on behalf of the
District Councils, and the SLG and invite their views on it.

Compliance Testing

WFO10 W.ithin three (3) months of completion of commissioning of the last turbine, a Compliance
Assessment Report must be prepared by a SQEP in acoustics in accordance with the
requirements of ‘NZS6808:2010 Acoustics — Wind Farm Noise’ and submitted to the District
Council for information.

WFO11 The Compliance Assessment Report required by Condition WFO10 must demonstrate
compliance of the turbines with the sound levels specified by Condition WFO2 and must
demonstrate compliance of the meteorological mast with the sound levels specified by
Condition WFOL1.

Operational Lighting

WFO12 Operational lighting must be designed and operated to:

A

Achieve compliance with the relevant District Plan standards;

Ensure that all luminaires, other than aviation obstacle warning lights, emit no direct
light above the luminaire.

Have a colour temperature not exceeding 3000K (except for aviation obstacle warning
lights).

Achieve compliance with the recommended light spill and luminous intensity limits set
out in AS/NZS 4282:2023 (Control of the obtrusive effects of outdoor lighting). The
applicable receiving environment shall be zone A2 (low district brightness).

The aviation obstacle warning lights shall have the following initial characteristics as
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advised by the manufacturer, unless different characteristics are required to meet CAA

guidance:
AVIATION DECLINATION ANGLE MAXIMUM NIGHT TIME
WARNING LIGHT (ZERO IS HORIZONTAL LUMINOUS INTENSITY
TYPE THROUGH THE BETWEEN DUSK AND
LUMINAIRE) DAWN
— DEGREES (°) — CANDELAS (cd)
LOW INTENSITY Any 32
MEDIUM 0 2000
INTENSITY
-1.5 800
3 200
] 60

WFO13 Adetailed lighting design shall be prepared by a SQEP in lighting design. The detailed lighting
design must be submitted to the District Councils for information at least forty (40) working

days prior to construction. The lighting design will, as a minimum, demonstrate how WFO13

will be met and include the following information:

A

An assessment outlining the results of obtrusive light calculations for spill light and glare
based on the initial lumen output of the luminaires and applying a Maintenance Factor
of 1.0.

Demonstration of compliance with the relevant District Plan standards.

Confirmation that all fixed outdoor lighting (i.e. lighting other than vehicle mounted
lighting), except aviation obstacle warning lights, do not have a colour temperature
exceeding 3000K.

Confirmation that all fixed lighting shall be designed to comply with the recommended
light spill and luminous intensity limits set out in AS/NZS 4282:2023 (Control of the
obtrusive effects of outdoor lighting). The applicable receiving environment shall be zone
A2 (low district brightness).

Confirmation that all luminaires, other than aviation obstacle warning lights, shall be
selected, designed, shielded and/or mounted in such a manner to ensure that they emit
no direct light above the luminaire.

Confirmation of the Civil Aviation requirements for the marking of wind farm turbines
and obstacle lighting.

Confirmation that the aviation obstacle warning lights have the characteristics as set out
in WFO12(e), unless different characteristics are required to meet CAA guidance
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WFO14 Within one (1) month of wind farm an operational lighting report prepared by a SQEP in

lighting design confirming that the lighting has been installed in accordance with the
requirements of Condition WFO13.

COMMUNITY FUND

(@)
-
=

(@)
it
N

Prior to commissioning of the first turbine, the Consent Holder must establish an annual

Community Fund of a minimum of $30,000 per year to provide support for community

groups and projects in the Eketdhuna and Hastwell area (or other areas, as may be

appropriate). Grants will be distributed from the Community Fund at the discretion of the

Consent Holder.

The fund must be in place for each year that the wind farm is in operation.

ADVICE NOTE: The Community Fund will be based on the model developed by Meridian
over the last 15 years known as the Power Up Fund. This Fund includes a process for

appointing an Advisory Panel to allocate the Funds which includes representatives of

Meridian and the community. Funding requests are assessed against the Objectives set by

the Advisory Panel.

DECOMISSIONING OF WINDFARM

DC1

In the event the Wind Farm ceases to generate electricity for a continuous period of thirty-
six (36) months, the Consent Holder must remove from the site all turbines and other
above- ground structures and revegetate exposed surfaces within a period of no more than
four (4) months following the close of the prior period. All turbine foundations, hardstand
areas and any other ancillary building foundations must be covered with topsoil and/or
cleanfill material and revegetated. Notice that decommissioning of the Wind Farm and site
remediation activities have been completed must be provided to the Councils within five (5)
working days of completion. All remedial works must be completed to achieve 80%
coverage of exposed surfaces to the satisfaction of the Council(s). Appropriate traffic
management must be in place when using local roads. The Terminal Substation is excluded
from complying with this condition.

ADVICE NOTE: This requirement does not extend to closure of the Wind Farm for any reason
of force majeure, including but not limited to any natural hazard event.
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Schedule 1 - Properties accessed from Old Coach Road

Address (if available)

Legal Description

84579 State Highway 2

Secs 2A 2B 150 Blk X Pt Sec 38 Blk IX Mangaone
SD

47 0Old Coach Road

Pt Sec 6 Eketahuna Sett Blks IX X Mangaone SD

56 Old Coach Road

Pt Sec 13 Secs 14 18 19 Blk IX Pt Secs 4 5
Eketahuna Settlement Mangaone SD-GAZ 04
3939

103 Old Coach Road

Lot 1 DP 51171 BLK IX Mangaone SD

Sec 15 Blk IX Mangaone SD

Rural Sec 1 Pt Secs 2 3 Eketahuna Sett Blk IX
Mangaone SD

Secs 16 17 Blk IX Mangaone SD
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Schedule 2 - Properties identified as receiving a High
Condition YM1

or Moderate-High Visual Effect for the purposes of

Property (Boffa Miskell Identification in
brackets?)

Degree of Visual Effect®

48 Smiths Line

(BML ID# 2)

High

72 Smiths Line

(BML ID# 1)

Moderate, increasing to Moderate-High in the event
that the shelter belt to the northwest of the dwelling

is removed as anticipated.

2310 Opaki Kaiparoro Road

(BML ID# 5)

Moderate-High

152 Opaki Kaiparoro Road

(BML ID# 11)

Moderate-High

124 Opaki Kaiparoro Road

(BML ID# 12)

Moderate-High

117 Opaki Kaiparoro Road

(BML ID# 13)

High

136 Falkner Road

(BML ID# 16)

Moderate-High

114 Falkner Road

(BML ID# 17)

Moderate-High

51 Falkner Road

(BML ID# 18)

High

18 Hall Road

(BML ID# 30)

Moderate-High

18A Hall Road

(BML ID# 32)

Moderate-High

2 As shown on Figures Figures RG2 and RG3 of Mr Girvan’s Evidence in Chief
3 As determined in the Evidence of Mr Girvan, or as agreed through the Landscape and Visual Joint Witness Statement
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18C Hall Road

(BML ID# 33)

Moderate-High

340 North Road

(BML ID# B5)

Moderate-High
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