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Overyiew

During July this year the Coalgate Townshlp Cornmittee sent out survey forms to each fesident
Their intention was to get a better idea of residents viewpoints on how much support / opposition
there was to the Central Plains Water proposal to build a dam on the edge of the village of
Coalgate. Approximately 200 forms were distributed and 74 replies were mailed back to the
committee. The majority of residents were opposed to the dam being built in the proposed tocation
but there is very strong support from a few residents. Most residents saw the dam as detrjrnental
to themselves personally, their community and the surrounding environment. A minorily see some
benefit in employment opportunities and some see a benefit in the recreation potential of having a
nearby water body. Those responding to the survey listed a wide varieiy of concerns and made
many suggestions as to how Coalgate, if it was to become a "host community" for this project,
might be compensated for what they see as the costs of having this project on their doorstep.

There were seven questions in the survey and the responses to each question is briefly
summarised below.

Question I asked how long the resident had lived in Coalgate.26 people had lived in Coatgate 1-s
years, 12 had lived there 6-10 years, 11 had lived there 11-'15 years, 4 had lived there 16,20 years
and 17 had lived there over 20 years.

Question 2 asked if they were permanent or holiday home festdents and all bur one respondent
was a permanent resident.

Question 3 (a) asked residents to indicate the degree of support they had for the project on a
continuum of Slrongly Against, Against, Support, Strongly Support. When these viewpoints were
given numerical values of 0 1 2 3 respectively the support for lhe dam came out at 0.6 which would
be near the mid-point between Strongly Against and Against. The table below snows rne numoers
and percentage of responses in each category. (NB several of those surveyed did not answer this
quest,on.)

Do you support the building of the dam in the proposed location just north of Coajgate?

Question 3 (b) asked residents who were against the proposal if they would be suppodive if the
site of the dam were located approximately 500m up the valley. The table betow shows the
responses to this question. lt should be noted that in these totals are some peopre wno were
supportive of the dam in 3(a)

Numbers Percentaoe
Stronqlv SuDport 5 7.0%
Support 6 8.4 va 15.4% Strong y Suppod or Support
Against '15 21.1 Va
Stronqlv Aqainsf 45 63.4 Va 84.50/d Aqarnst or Stronq y Aqanst

N umbers Percentaqe
Yes Definitelv I 125
Yes 21.5 34 4% Yes Definitelv or Yes
No 17
Definitelv Not 39.1 65 7% No or Def lni te v Not
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Question 4 (a) asked residents to rank o.de.7 possible benefits that the scheme mtght bflngThe township's perception is shown in the table below. For the analysis ofihia qu."uon |."nxvalues were taken as written on the questtonnarres even lhough many respOndents dd not rank
:j::l :yjl-:'-y':j:-9:y:r.ttJ:lT rh:y praced on each o, thtchoicei. when an anarysis of just
rnose wno ranK oroereo tne chotces was done the order of the perceived benefits cnangeo veryldtle.

Benefit Value Rank Orde.
Benefit to local ecolromt 3.1 1
Employment 2.8 2
Real estate Values 2.3 3
Canterbury Economy 2.2
Recreation Value 2.2 4
r creaseo pfooucgon 6
Increased vatue in valuE oilErmt-ail 0.9 7

Question,4.(b) oifered residents the opportunity to rist other benetits ofthe scheme. Threeresroe s sted otherlcositive benefits, such as the need for ifligation, and the preservatton oflrnreroury aqufers. I wenty-two responses were negative, stating opinions like ,, no benefits,,, or"The farmers woutd qet icher and everyone else woild pay the piici,, or,,l caii- see ansotutely nobenelits for coargate res/denfs'. A few responses made neutrar comments such as ,,rhe schemeneeds to focus on drought preventian rather than dairyind, and one toot< itte numorous approacnsuggesting there would be "More water with whisky ai.hotel therefore les;envin;n;K- -- ---

Question 5 (a) asked resjdents to rank order a range of concerns that they mlght have and theresults are shown jn the following table:

This table not only shows that the hazard of dam failure is ranled as the greatest.concern, but thatthis concern score€ a much greater ialue than the second ranked concern. There is litfle differenceseparatrng each of the other fjve concerns.

Question 6 (a) gave residents the opportunity to suggest what ways CpW might compensate the"host con murity tf this p.olect wefe to go afeaO. trt:-e peopte na6" uu.y 
^t'"t,u" 

corrre.tts sJcl-as no-deals'or "no compensation is enougr,. Twenty two suggested thit th-ere neeoeo to besome form of financiat compensation which ranged from relociing tn" to*nsiip to p"yingresidents downstream of the dam at twice market rates. Several suggested CpW pay for a newtownship water scheme. Several suggested some fofm of landscapi,ig o]. 
""""a" 

,o ].""r""0on.

Concern Rank Order
Hazard of Dam Failure/OveJsoi
Windblown dust when reservoir is e-

ative affect on Canterbury Environnrent
Lower Local Real Estate Values
Construction Noise
Recreation Noise
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Qu€9tion 6 (b) surveyed the villagers support for the idea of a recreational lake to be built
adiacent to the townsi'ip. The tabte belo* shows that most residents are against this idea, and the
comments from several suggested this was JUst a rationalisation of CPW's need to get the shingle
for the dam from somewhere, and thus their need to dig such a hole However, there is a
signiflcant number of residents who see this lake in positive terms

Number Percentaqes
Stronolv Aqalnst 42.3 0/o

Aqainst '15 21.1 % (SA + A= 63.4%)
SupDort '16 22.6 "/"
Strongly SuPPort '10 14.10k ls + S5=36.6%)

Number Percentaqes
No lmoortance at all 7 (10.8%)
Not important I 113.8%) (Nl+NlaA = 24.6%)
lmoortant (12.3%\
Verv imoortant 41 (63.1%) ( l+Vl = 7 5.4o/o\

Question 6 (c) asked residents their view on the importance of whether such a lake, if it were to
be built, should be a "no motors lake"? Again the table below shows how residents felt about this
tdea.

As can be seen from this table over three-quarters felt that it was "lmportant" or.Very lmportant"
that any such lake should be for non-motor sports only: no doubt a reflection of the location of this
water body virtually within the lownship.

Question 7 gave residents the chance to make other comments. These reflected a wide va ety
of opinions and thoughts, the gist of which tended to follow the viewpoints that were shown earlaer
in their survey forms. The overwhelming majority of comments made to this question expressed
anger and bittemess over the location of this proiect.
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