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ADDENDUM REPORT OF MARIA BARTLETT

1. This report deals with a number of matters that have arisen during the course of the
hearing and on which | would like to offer further comment in addition to the material

contained within my original section 42A report.

2. Where appropriate, other 42A report writers have also prepared addendum reports

which will be presented separately.
QUALIFICATIONS
3. See Introductory Report 1 (para 10(b)).
SCOPE OF REPORT

4. This report is limited to:

(a) matters contained in my original section 42A report that | consider are still

outstanding; and

(b) identifying additional matters or amendments to applications that have
arisen during the course of the hearing or since my original section 42A

report was prepared; and

(c) providing further comment on the proposed changes identified in (b)

above; and

(d) providing an updated set of recommended conditions for each application

5. The applicants subject of this addendum report include the following:

(a) Classic Properties Limited (Maryburn Station) — (pg 3)
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(b)

Glenmore Station Limited — (pg 8)

(c) Glentanner Station Limited — (pg 13)
(d) Lilybank Station Limited — (pg 19)
(e) Lone Star Farms Limited (Godley Peaks Station) — (pg 25)
() SJB Munro-(pg 32)
(g) Pukaki Irrigation Company Limited — (pg 35)
(h) Simons Hill Station Limited — (pg 39)
(i) Simons Pass Station Limited — (pg 46)
6. Following this introductory section of the report, each applicant is covered in the order

they appear above (on a separate page per applicant), with an update of the annual
allocation and priority table included at the end of this report (pg 53).
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CLASSIC PROPERTIES LIMITED

7.

The applicant has the following applications before the Commissioners:

(a)

(b)

CRC063106 — to take up to 300L/s of water from the Tekapo-Pukaki

canal, either via an independently established intake or the proposed
Pukaki Irrigation Company Limited intake from that canal, to use for
centre pivot irrigation of 416ha of previously non-irrigated land on
Maryburn Station east of State Highway 8.

CRC070406 — to take up to 165L/s of water from the Tekapo-Pukaki

canal, via an independently established intake or the proposed Pukaki
Irrigation Company Limited intake from that canal, to use for centre pivot
irrigation of 234ha of land, 97ha of which has been previously subject to
borderdyke irrigation (under CRC011554), on Maryburn Station west of
State Highway 8.

ORIGINAL SECTION 42A REPORT

8.

The original section 42A report for this applicant was Report 10 (A & B) dated 28
August 2009.

Matters that were identified as outstanding in my original section 42A report included
the following:

CRC063106 (see Report 10 A, para 98)

(@)

(b)

(€)

Ecosystems — Adverse effects on threatened indigenous flora and fauna
within the proposed irrigation command area have not been addressed
(paras 40-44);

Natural character and landscape — Adverse effects on natural character
and landscape adjacent to the state highway have not been addressed
(paras 49-52);

Water quality — Cumulative and localised effects on water quality are
anticipated as a result of the proposed activity, which have yet to be
addressed by the applicant (paras 58-63).

CRCO070406 (see Report 10 B, para 103)

(@)

Water quality — Cumulative and localised effects on water quality are
anticipated as a result of the proposed activity, which have yet to be
addressed by the applicant (paras 66-72).

ADDITIONAL MATTERS OR AMENDMENTS

10.

The following additions and amendments to the applications have been presented by
the applicant throughout the hearing:

(a)

Mr Andrew Craig has assessed that the effects of application
CRCO063106 east of the state highway are consistent with existing
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(b)

(©)

development and a continuation of existing land use regimes (Part 2,
Classic Properties Limited, paras 6.2-6.5 & 8.1);

The applicant provided a draft Farm Environmental Management Plan
(FEMP) for Maryburn Station and OVERSEER input parameters, included
with Ms Johnston’s evidence (Appendix E), which contribute to
assessments of water quality effects and efficiency of water use;

OVERSEER input parameters are based on irrigation of 650 hectares,
without differentiation of the 416 hectare block east of the state highway
associated with CRC063106 and the 234 hectare block west of the state
highway associated with CRC070406 (Parameter Report, pg 13 of 15);

11. The following matters specific to these applications have been addressed by
submitters at the hearing (in addition to landscape and water quality matters raised by
submitters, which are discussed in addendums to S42a Report 4 and Report 5):

(@)

(b)

(€)

(d)

Mr Mark Webb of Fish & Game NZ has presented evidence on the sports
fishery values of the Mary Burn, expressing support for surrender of
existing consents from the Mary Burn (paras 80-81, Webb);

Ms Susan Walker, presenting evidence on behalf of the Mackenzie
Guardians, has assessed effects on threatened indigenous species,
suggests that further investigation is needed before granting applications
(paras 42 — 44, Walker), argues that existing protected land is insufficient
to ensure continued biodiversity values (paras 69 — 76, 88-92), and
classifies development on the Maryburn Flats, associated with application
CRCO063106, as being of greatest threat to terrestrial biodiversity in the
Mackenzie Basin, in comparison to other proposals in process at this
hearing (Attachment 15);

Ms Ann Steven, presenting evidence on behalf of the Mackenzie
Guardians, has assessed effects of proposed development of the
Maryburn flats (associated with CRC063106) on natural character and
landscape and concludes that adverse effects will be significant, due to
loss of indigenous vegetation, in addition to visual fragmentation (paras
37-67, Steven);

Mr Richard Turner, presenting evidence on behalf of Meridian Energy
Limited, has identified that there is discrepancy between the applicant’s
proposed conditions and those common consent conditions agreed with
MEL prior to obtaining derogation approval (paras 11 — 14, Turner).

COMMENT ON OUTSTANDING MATTERS

12. | have reviewed the additional information identified above and provide comment, as

follows.

13. CRCO063106

Effects on Ecosystems

14. The applicant has not provided any additional assessment of effects on threatened
indigenous flora and fauna within the proposed irrigation command area.
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15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

| support the suggestion of Ms Susan Walker, representing Mackenzie Guardians,
that an additional survey of values present would be appropriate. An example of
activity on the Maryburn flats impacting a nationally critical species is provided in the
evidence of Ms Ann Steven, representing Mackenzie Guardians (paras 57-59,
Steven).

Loss of indigenous habitat and species within the proposed irrigation area is
anticipated, including threatened and endemic species. It is difficult to conclude that
species and habitat loss will be minor in the absence of an appropriate survey of
species present. In addition, the arguments made by Ms Walker regarding cumulative
effects on terrestrial biodiversity suggest effects may be significant, although | am
aware that the proposal represents only 7 percent of the Maryburn Flats.

Effects on Landscape

The conclusions of CRC landscape expert Mr Chris Glasson remain unchanged with
regard to the significance of adverse effects of proposed irrigation in this location.

Effects on Water Quality

The draft FEMPs and water quality assessment provided by the applicant, including
relevant MWRL analyses, has been audited by Environment Canterbury’s technical
experts (refer to Dr Mike Freeman’s s42A addendum report). CRC experts consider
that there are some uncertainties about potential adverse effects of the proposed
activity on water quality, such that either more information is needed or strict
monitoring and response conditions are needed to address cumulative water quality
effects, with a similar requirement for localised water quality effects.

At present, | cannot be certain that granting the application would ensure no more
than a minor adverse effect.

CRC070406
Effects on Ecosystems

The applicant has indicated in Appendix C of evidence presented by Ms Keri
Johnston on 20 October 2009 that the fish screen specifications recommended in the
S42a reports (Report 1, Appendix 6 and Report 10B) are accepted as conditions of
consent. | note that, in the event that the applicant takes water from the proposed
Pukaki Irrigation Company Limited (PIC) irrigation scheme the activity may not be
able to comply with this condition, dependent on the outcome of discussions between
PIC representatives and Fish and Game New Zealand, as indicated in the evidence of
Mr Peter Glasson (para 53, Glasson). The outcome of those discussions will affect
conditions attached to this consent and will require differentiation between the
condition requirements to be applied to the applicant’s independent intake at NZMS
260 138:9615-7774 and any requirements applied to the proposed Pukaki Irrigation
Company Limited intake above the Tekapo Stilling Basin at NZMS 260 H38:8842-
7328. Revised recommended conditions for this consent reflect the two different
options, although it is unclear at this time how the Pukaki Irrigation Company Limited
intake will comply with clause (b) of the condition.

Mr Mark Webb of Fish and Game New Zealand has indicated support for return of
flow to the Mary Burn, which applies to this application as a lesser area is to be
irrigated using borderdyke irrigation from the Mary Burn (35ha rather than 140ha)
resulting in a reduction of abstraction from the stream, although not full surrender.
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22.

23.

24,

25.

Effects on Landscape

Landscape was not an outstanding matter for this application, however | note that
CRC landscape expert Mr Chris Glasson recommended a buffer from the state
highway for this application (Report 5, pg 77), which the applicant has rejected in a
general sense (general evidence, pg 10-11, Mr Andrew Craig). Mr Glasson has not
revised his position.

Effects on Water Quality

The applicant has not provided results of a FERA process, but proposes to undertake
one. Until such time as results of a FERA are available it is not possible to specifically
determine all risks and associated mitigation measures (and therefore associated
conditions) to address localised risks to water quality.

I note that this proposal seeks to convert from borderdyke irrigation abstracting from
the Mary Burn to centre pivot irrigation abstracting from the hydro canal, representing
an improvement on existing practice, with an increase of 94 hectares of irrigation
(from a total of 175ha borderdyke to 234ha spray and 35 ha borderdyke). Any
increase in effect at this location (not including the additional 416 hectare area to the
east of State Highway 8) will be the difference between improvements to the existing
system and additional load from the revised system with increased irrigation area and
stocking rate. None of the information provided by MWRL or Ms Johnston quantifies
the difference in nutrient load between existing practice and proposed practice on the
area subject to this application, as distinct from the combined total nutrient load with
the additional 416 hectares proposed under CRC063106. That piece of information
would be necessary to determine the contribution this proposed area of irrigation
alone is likely to make to any increase in cumulative water quality effects.

Refer to paragraphs 20 — 21 above, which are relevant to this application also.

SUMMARY

26.

27.

Regarding CRC063106, | am unable to conclude that effects on ecosystems, natural
character and landscape values, and water quality will be minor. Primarily it is effects
on natural character and landscape in this location, incorporating ecological values,
which represent a barrier to grant.

Regarding CRC070406, the primary outstanding concern remains water quality. CRC
technical experts have indicated that this proposal may be able to be granted, but
only as a result of a completed FERA and FEMP, from which a full set of appropriate
conditions can be developed, including robust trigger/response conditions.

REVISED CONDITIONS

28.

29.

| note that, in discussions between the commissioner panel and Ms Keri Johnston on
20 October 2009, Ms Johnston indicated that the applicant would be willing to accept
the standard ‘straight pipe’ condition (coded MEOQ04), which remains as a
recommended condition of consent for each application.

The following changes are recommended to be made to the suite of recommended
conditions contained in Report 10A.

Addendum section 42A report — Maria Bartlett
File No: CO6C/26005 Page 6



Conditions 11 — 14 of the original suite of recommended conditions are not required
as the applicant only proposes to take from an independent intake off the Tekapo-
Pukaki canal.

Specific additional conditions related to water quality monitoring have not been
drafted, but are required.

Specific additional conditions derived from the FEMP, and expected to result from the
FERA process, have not been drafted, but are required.

30. The following changes are recommended to be made to the suite of recommended
conditions contained in Report 10B.

Condition 2 should read as follows, to indicate the intention to limit use of existing
consent CRC011554:

(i) Water shall be used only for spray irrigation of 234 hectares of crops and pasture for
grazing sheep, beef cattle, deer or non-milking dairy cows, as described in the application, on
the area of land shown in attached plan CRC070406, which forms part of this consent.

(i) The combined area of irrigation associated with this consent and consent CRC011554 shall
not exceed 269 hectares.

Condition 3(a) should be amended to incorporate variance in the fish screen
proposed by Pukaki Irrigation Company Limited, although it is not clear that the
proposal as it stands could meet clause (b) of this condition:

(i) Water shall only be taken from map reference NZMS 260 138:9615-7774 when a fish
screen with a maximum mesh width and height size of 3 millimetres or slot width and height of
2 millimetres is operated and maintained across the intake to ensure that fish and fish fry are
prevented from passing through the intake screen.

(i) Water shall only be taken from map reference NZMS 260: H38:8842-7328 when a fish
screen with a maximum mesh width and height size of xx millimetres or slot width and height
of xx millimetres is operated and maintained across the intake to ensure that fish and fish fry
are prevented from passing through the intake screen.

Condition 8(a) should be amended to incorporate metering at the point of take from
the hydro canal and from the Pukaki Irrigation Company supply pipeline:

(i) install a water meter(s) that has an international accreditation or equivalent New Zealand
calibration endorsement, and has pulse output, suitable for use with an electronic recording
device, which will measure the rate and the volume of water taken to within an accuracy of
plus or minus five percent as part of the pump(s) outlet plumbing, or within the mainline
distribution system, at a location(s) that will ensure the total take of water is measured,
including: the total take of water from the Tekapo Canal; and, in the event that water is
abstracted from map reference NZMS 260: H38:8842-7328, the total take of water from the
Pukaki Irrigation Company Limited pipeline at the point at which water is supplied to Maryburn
Station; and

Specific additional conditions related to water quality monitoring have not been
drafted, but are required.

Specific additional conditions derived from the FEMP, and expected to result from the
FERA process, have not been drafted, but are required.
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GLENMORE STATION LIMITED

31.

The applicant has the following applications before the Commissioners:

(a) CRC052501 - to divert up to 230 litres per second of water from the Cass
River;

(b) CRC052502 — to take and use up to 230 litres per second of water from
the Cass River, with a maximum annual volume of 1,260,000 cubic
metres, for irrigation of 180 hectares of crops and pasture;

(c) CRC052503 — to discharge emergency overflow water from an irrigation
race into Mailbox Swamp Creek at a maximum rate of 230 litres per
second;

(d) CRC073109 — to disturb the bed and banks of the Cass River during
maintenance of a diversion bund.

ORIGINAL SECTION 42A REPORT

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

The original section 42A report for this applicant was Report 14 (A, B & C) dated 28
August 20009.

Matters that were identified as outstanding in my original section 42A report included
the following:

CRCO052501 & CRC052502 (see Report 14A, para 96)

(@) Ecosystems — unclear if fish screening after 5 years will be adequate
mitigation, and concern about stock access to unfenced riparian margins
(paras 41 — 47);

(b) Water quality — cumulative effects on water quality of some concern, potential
for localised adverse water quality effects (paras 55 — 60).

CRC052503 (see Report 14B, para 53)
There were no outstanding issues in relation to this application.
CRC073109 (see Report 14C, para 33)

There were no outstanding issues in relation to this application.

ADDITIONAL MATTERS OR AMENDMENTS

37.

The following additions and amendments to the applications have been presented by
the applicant throughout the hearing:

(a) The applicant has clarified that there will no longer be irrigation adjacent to
Pierce Pond and the shores of Lake Tekapo (para 7, Appendix A,
evidence of Keri Johnston);

(b) The applicant has identified that there will be very little increase in stocking
rates as a result of the proposed activity (para 39, Johnston);
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(©)

(d)

(e)

(f)

(9)

(h)

(i)

The applicant is clear that the property will fully convert from borderdyke to
spray irrigation within 5 years (para 44, Appendix B, Johnston) and that
the existing intake structure will be replaced to meet fish screening
requirements (paras 6 & 34, Johnston);

The applicant proposes an annual volume of 1,239,475 cubic metres, to
incorporate stockwater, irrigation and race losses (Section 4.3, Johnston),
although a lesser figure is included in Appendix B, which is less than the
1,260,000 cubic metres currently authorised and for which derogation
approval has been given;

The applicant provided a draft Farm Environmental Management Plan
(FEMP) for Glenmore Station, an existing farm management plan
developed with Dr Norton of University of Canterbury, and OVERSEER
input parameters, included with Ms Johnston’s evidence, which contribute
to assessments of water quality effects and efficiency of water use.

OVERSEER input parameters are based on irrigation of 180 hectares
using centre pivot irrigators only, but the applicant intends to employ a
combination of hard hose guns and centre pivots (Appendix A, Johnston);

The applicant has identified some risks to water quality as a result of an
initial desktop process, including stock access to waterways (para 53,
Johnston), and notes that completion of a FERA will occur within 12
months of granting consent, with risks addressed through the FEMP;

The applicant identifies that discharge from the race system will cease
within 5 years of grant (para 78, Johnston);

The applicant has indicated that CRC052502 should retain reference to
diversion, despite indications that the intake and irrigation system will be
converted (Appendix B, pg 16, Johnston).

38. The following matters specific to these applications have been addressed by
submitters at the hearing (in addition to landscape and water quality matters raised by
submitters, which are discussed in addendums to S42a Report 4 and Report 5):

(@)

(b)

(©)

(d)

Evidence presented by Dr David Norton, in support of the application,
outlines existing environmental monitoring on Glenmore Station, including
aquatic monitoring, undertaken as part of the Farm Management Plan
developed with Dr Norton;

Evidence presented by Mr Frank Scarf on behalf of Fish and Game New
Zealand indicates preference for a minimum flow and 1:1 flow sharing
above the minimum flow, with reduction in annual volume after 5 years to
reflect requirements of spray irrigation (para 49, Scarf)

Evidence presented by Mr Mark Webb indicates requirement for a settling
pond at the point of emergency overflow discharge to Mailbox Swamp
Creek to reduce potential for sedimentation, restriction of stock access to
stream margins, riparian planting, and establishment of a minimum flow of
MALF (paras 36 - 44, Webb).

Evidence presented by David Murray on behalf of DOC notes that
proposed conversion to spray within 5 years addresses concerns of DOC
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with regards to effects on Mailbox Inlet (otherwise known as Pierce Pond)
(para 40, Murray);

(e) Evidence presented by Dr Richard Allibone on behalf of DOC outlines fish
screening requirements for native fish species, but does specifically
address this proposal (paras 75 — 79, Allibone).

COMMENT ON OUTSTANDING MATTERS

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44,

| have reviewed the additional information identified above and provide comment, as
follows.

CRC052501 & CRC052502

Effects on ecosystems

Under the current proposal there will be no screening to prevent fish entering the race
system until close of the first 5 years of operation, which is a continuation of the
existing situation. In evidence, Fish and Game NZ expressed no concern with the
proposal (para 37, Webb). DOC did not raise specific concerns with this proposal.

In the past, the water race would have run continuously between Cass River and
Mailbox Swamp Creek, but now discharges to the creek in emergency situations only.
Risk to fish species of stranding and entrainment exists for the period up until
conversion of the intake and irrigation system, which appears to have been accepted
by Fish and Game NZ and not contested by DOC, on the basis that conversion will
eventually result in appropriate screening and improve the status quo. If the
commissioners are unhappy with that scenario, requirement for a permanent base
flow, flow connection between Cass River and Mailbox Swamp Creek, and no barriers
to fish passage would address the matter. | have not drafted conditions on that basis,
but acknowledge it could be an option prior to conversion.

The applicant has identified stock access to water races in particular as a concern,
but has not specified the location of proposed fencing and riparian vegetation. Mr
Webb of Fish and Game NZ identifies restriction of stock access and riparian planting
to be necessary around tributaries of Mailbox Lagoon (Pierce Pond) to protect fish
habitat (paras 39 — 41, Webb). | recommend that conditions stemming from the FEMP
and FERA process should include protection of these tributaries through fencing and
riparian planting.

| note that both Mr Scarf and Mr Webb suggest a minimum flow of MALF to apply to
the Cass River, with 1:1 flow sharing above MALF. While | accept that this approach
is warranted in the High Natural Character waterbodies where applications seek to
take more than the allocation limit set in the WCWARP, as a mitigation measure
against the greater proportion of abstraction, | do not consider that a minimum flow is
required in this case, primarily because the requested rate is approximately 5% of
MALF, within the allocation limit, and therefore can be considered to meet the intent
of the plan as far as protection of the values of the waterbody is concerned.

Efficiency and reasonable use

Mr Scarf of Fish and Game NZ suggests reduction of the annual volume after
conversion of the irrigation system. | am unsure about the origin of his figure of
810,000 cubic metres, but would support a reduction to 1,126,795 cubic metres,
which is the requirement for irrigation and stockwater, minus allowance for race
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45,

46.

47.

48.

49.

losses. Since there will be no borderdyke irrigation and no race discharge once
conversion has occurred, | infer that the water race will no longer be in use and
allowance for race losses will not be necessary.

The applicant has indicated that a reference to diversion should be retained in
CRC052502. My recommendation has not changed. | anticipate that diversion will
cease after 5 years based on stated intentions to convert the existing intake and
irrigation system, and that the diversion permit (CRC052501) will have a 5 year
duration, such that after 5 years what is taken under CRC052502 is equivalent to the
amount used for spray irrigation and stockwater, with no discharge or race losses.

Effects on water quality

The addendum to S42a Report 4, prepared by Dr Freeman, identifies that cumulative
water quality effects are likely to be able to be mitigated in relation to this proposal,
subject to appropriate and robust trigger/response conditions. While Dr Freeman is
referring to cumulative effects when discussing trigger/response conditions, the
principle also applies to localised water quality effects.

If the application is to be granted, the baseline of acceptable water quality needs to
be clearly defined for Mailbox Swamp Creek, tributaries of Pierce Pond, Pierce Pond
and Lake Tekapo. Specific triggers and environmental standards then need to be
identified in conditions which together describe the parameters of the maximum
acceptable effect on water quality, beyond which effects would be more than minor.
Monitoring locations, frequency and method need to be specified. Conditions then
need to identify specific actions to be taken that can be expected to have a direct and
timely effect on reducing the measurable parameter values if those maximum
acceptable limits are approached, or exceeded in the worst case scenario. Without
specific detail to incorporate in consent conditions it is difficult to see how no more
than minor water quality effects can be assured.

The applicant has identified 3 sites where baseline water quality monitoring has
occurred (draft FEMP, 5.2.1) but has not identified parameters to include in ongoing
monitoring or specific values with regards to baseline values and values that cannot
be exceeded if adverse effects are to be kept below a minor threshold. Modification of
the actions described in Table 10 of the draft FEMP would appear to be required to
ensure that actions described in consent conditions would have a direct and timely
effect on reducing any measured adverse effect of activity on water quality.

CRCO052503
Effects on ecosystems

Mr Webb of Fish and Game NZ has raised the suggestion that a settling pond be
established at the point of discharge to reduce the effects of sediment laden Cass
River water discharging to Mailbox Swamp Creek, affecting the substrate and
therefore fish habitat. There is merit to this suggestion. | have not drafted a condition
to reflect that potential mitigation measure, but acknowledge it as an option prior to
conversion, in the absence of any alternative mitigation proposed by the applicant.

SUMMARY

50.

| consider that it is possible to grant these applications subject to specific conditions
addressing identified potential adverse effects.
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51.

As noted above, | have not specifically recommended conditions requiring provision
of habitat for fish that may enter the race system in relation to the diversion permit, or
establishment of a settling pond in relation to the discharge permit, but such
conditions are an option for the 5 years prior to system conversion.

REVISED CONDITIONS

52.

The following changes are recommended to be made to the suite of recommended
conditions contained in Report 14A.

Condition 1 should be amended to read as follows:

Water shall only be taken from Cass River, at surface water abstraction point 137/0055, at or
about map reference NZMS 260 137:062-007, at a maximum rate of 230 litres per second, with
a daily volume not exceeding 19,872 cubic metres, and:
i) until the fifth anniversary of the commencement of this consent, a total volume not
exceeding 1,239,475 cubic metres between 1st July and the following 30th June;
i) upon the fifth anniversary of the commencement of this consent, a total volume not
exceeding 1,126,795 cubic metres between 1st July and the following 30th June.

Specific additional conditions related to water quality monitoring have not been
drafted, but are required.

Specific additional conditions derived from the FEMP, and expected to result from the
FERA process, have not been drafted, but are required and should include restricting
stock access to tributaries of Pierce Pond and establishing riparian planting along the
margins of those tributaries.
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GLENTANNER STATION LIMITED

53. The applicant has the following applications before the Commissioners:

(a) CRC071362 — to take up to 116L/s of water from Pukaki Canal or Lake
Pukaki via an open race/canal system proposed to be built by Pukaki
Irrigation Company Limited, or from Lake Pukaki via an independent
pipeline proposed to be built by the applicant, to use for spray irrigation of
200ha of previously non-irrigated land on Catherine Fields south of Lake
Pukaki.

(b) CRC083609 — to take up to 116L/s of water from the Tekapo Stilling
Basin, via a buried pipeline proposed to be built by Pukaki Irrigation
Company Limited, to use for spray irrigation of the same 200ha as
CRCO071362.

(c) CRC092721 — to construct and maintain an independent intake structure
within the bed and banks of Lake Pukaki, immediately northeast of the
Pukaki Spillway.
ORIGINAL SECTION 42A REPORT

54, The original section 42A report for this applicant was Report 15 (A, B & C) dated 28
August 2009.

55. Matters that were identified as outstanding in my original section 42A report included
the following:

CRC071362 & CRC083609 (see Report 15 A, para 98, and 15 B, para 104)

(a) People, community and amenity values - Adverse effects on an
archaeological site within the proposed irrigation command area have not
been addressed (Report 15 A, para 54, Report 15 B, para 55);

(b) Natural character and landscape — Cumulative effects on landscape have
yet to addressed by the applicant (Report 15 A, para 51; Report 15 B, para
52);

(c) Efficient and reasonable use — The applicant proposes an annual volume
greater than reasonable use estimates predict is required (Report 15 A,
paras 60-62; Report 15 B, paras 60-62);

(d) Water quality — Cumulative effects on water quality have yet to be
addressed by the applicant (Report 15 A, para 68; Report 15 B, para 70);.

CRC092721 (see Report 15 C)

(a) There were not considered to be any outstanding matters in relation to this
application (para 46).

ADDITIONAL MATTERS OR AMENDMENTS

56. The following additions and amendments to the applications have been presented by
the applicant throughout the hearing:
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57.

(a) The applicant has stated that, as the 1888 Rabbit Fence will be disturbed
as a result of centre pivot installation, authority will be sought from NZHPT
(para 97, McCabe);

(b) Mr Andrew Craig has provided a general assessment of effects on
landscape (Part 1 of his evidence), which the applicant relies upon (there
is no site specific assessment in Part 2 of Mr Craig’s evidence), and which
concludes that the application sites are all modified and will not change to
any great extent (para 8.3);

(c) The applicant has provided a Policy 16(c)(i) assessment (Appendix F,
McCabe), which is based on 31% irrigation on 25mm PAW soils, with the
remainder on 80-85mm PAW soils, and indicates requirement of 600mm
per hectare, as requested;

(d) The applicant provided a draft Farm Environmental Management Plan
(FEMP) for Glentanner Station (Catherine Fields) and OVERSEER
nutrient budgets (Appendix E, McCabe) which contribute to assessments
of water quality effects and efficiency of water use.

The following matters specific to these applications have been addressed by
submitters at the hearing (in addition to landscape and water quality matters raised by
submitters, which are discussed in addendums to S42a Report 4 and Report 5)::

(@) Ms Susan Walker, presenting evidence on behalf of the Mackenzie
Guardians, has assessed effects on threatened indigenous species and
classifies development on Catherine Fields to be a moderate threat to
terrestrial biodiversity, in comparison to other proposals in process at this
hearing (Attachment 15);

(b) Mr Richard Turner, presenting evidence on behalf of Meridian Energy
Limited, has identified that there is discrepancy between the applicant’s
proposed conditions and those common consent conditions agreed with
MEL prior to obtaining derogation approval (paras 11 — 14, Turner).

COMMENT ON OUTSTANDING MATTERS

58.

59.

| have reviewed the additional information identified above and provide comment, as
follows.

CRCO071362 & CRC083609
Effects on Ecosystems

While effects on ecosystems was not an outstanding matter, | note that the applicant
has indicated in Appendix C of evidence presented by Ms Haidee McCabe that the
fish screen specifications recommended in the S42a reports (Report 1, Appendix 6
and Reports 15A and 15B) are accepted as conditions of consent. In the event that
the applicant takes water from the proposed Pukaki Irrigation Company Limited (PIC)
irrigation scheme the activity may not be able to comply with this condition, dependent
on the outcome of discussions between PIC representatives and Fish and Game New
Zealand, as indicated Mr Peter Glasson (para 53, Glasson). The outcome of those
discussions will affect conditions attached to this consent and will require
differentiation between the condition requirements to be applied to the applicant’s
independent intake at NZMS 260 H38:8214-6511 and any requirements applied to the
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60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

proposed Pukaki Irrigation Company Limited intakes from Lake Pukaki at NZMS 260
H38:822-652, Pukaki Canal at NZMS 260 H38:805-641, or the Tekapo Stilling Basin
at NZMS 260 H38:8842-7328. The revised recommended conditions for these
consents reflect the different options, although it is unclear at this time how the Pukaki
Irrigation Company Limited intake will comply with clause (b) of the condition.

Effects on People, Communities and Amenity Values

The applicant has not assessed effects on archaeological sites within the proposed
irrigation command area, but acknowledges the need to consult with NZHPT and
obtain authority as necessary. A condition limiting exercise of the consent until
authority is obtained from NZHPT will be necessary.

Effects on Landscape

The conclusions of CRC landscape expert Mr Chris Glasson remain unchanged with
regard to appropriate location of irrigation on Glentanner Station (see Report 5, pg79).
The applicant has indicated that only minor levelling of moraine will occur to enable
pivot tracks to be created (pgl9, McCabe), indicating that rolling moraine in the
northern part of the proposed irrigation area that is unsuitable for pivot installation will
not be irrigated, leaving a substantial buffer to State Highway 8, although the
applicant has not amended the map of irrigation command area to reflect this.

In short, there are no outstanding issues with regards to localised landscape effects,
however there are outstanding issues in relation to combined effects with the
associated applications proposing to use PIC infrastructure (refer to the landscape
effects sections of this report for Classic Properties Ltd, Simons Hill Station and
Simons Pass Station).

Efficient and Reasonable Use of Water

In discussions with the applicant, | understand that Ms McCabe has accepted that it is
unlikely 31% of soils will be 25mm, given that it is only the eastern most pivot that will
cross these light soils, and has agreed that a maximum of 20% would be more likely.
On that basis, | have re-run the Policy(c)(i) assessment, which indicates a
requirement of 1,076,000 cubic metres, or just under 540mm per hectare.

The applicant proposes to apply no more than 50% of average soil PAW as a
mitigation measure, which on Mackenzie soils with average PAW of 25mm will be in
the order of 10mm, based on a 2 day return and 5mm application. The Irricalc
assessment provided by the applicant shows a 1 day return interval on these soils.

Effects on Water Quality

The applicant now proposes to irrigate Mackenzie soils on the property, which were
previously proposed to be excluded (refer AEE, pg 6, pg 8), and has incorporated
these soils into Overseer inputs. A buffer zone to the ephemeral waterway, previously
proposed (refer AEE, pg 10), is no longer offered by the applicant. In discussions
with Ms McCabe, the distribution of light soils on the property was not initially well
understood, and the applicant is seeking flexibility in irrigation design. In particular,
disturbance of the 1888 Rabbit Fence required to install proposed pivot three is
subject to a further consent process through NZHPT and the result of that process
may require design changes.
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67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

| note that a shallow groundwater presence was detected in the path of ephemeral
watercourses on the property during geotechnical investigations undertaken by Rileys
Consultants Ltd for Pukaki Irrigation Company Ltd'. As there are no permanently
flowing waterways on or adjacent to the property, shallow groundwater represents the
only potential pathway for nutrient losses to affect downstream surface water bodies.

The draft FEMP and water quality assessment provided by the applicant, including
relevant MWRL analyses, has been audited by Environment Canterbury’s technical
experts (refer to Dr Mike Freeman’s s42A addendum report). CRC experts consider
that there are some uncertainties about potential adverse effects of the proposed
activity on water quality, such that either more information is needed or strict
monitoring and response conditions are needed to address cumulative water quality
effects.

At present, | cannot be certain that granting the application would ensure no more
than a minor adverse effect.

Effects on other water users

The applicant has not identified any adverse effect of granting the application to take
from Lake Pukaki in excess of the 8 million cubic metre limit specified in Rule 6, Table
5 of the WCWARP. | see a potential effect on the use of water for other activities
upstream of Lake Pukaki outlet, in the event that the Pukaki Irrigation Company
related applications are granted from this location.

Policy 12 requires that an applicant must “demonstrate the effect of granting the
consent on the entitlements to other activities over the timeframe of the consent”.
Annex 1 to the WCWARP, paragraph 195, states that if any one activity was to use all
the water, it could prevent the community from providing for its reasonably
foreseeable needs. My interpretation of Table 5 is that allocations for various activities
upstream of Lake Pukaki total 10.9 million cubic metres, with the remainder available
for hydroelectricity generation, such that granting more for agricultural and
horticultural activities not only reduces the amount available for hydroelectricity
generation (which is not of concern due to derogation approval provided by Meridian
Energy Limited), but also consumes the total allocation available to other activities. |
appreciate that an alternative reading might be that allocations to other activities are
not affected as their total allocation will show available capacity, due to the allocation
counted in the ag/hort category, and only availability for hydroelectricity generation is
affected, but if that were the case | would have expected the WAB to identify effects
on hydroelectricity generation to be the matter for consideration, rather than the
broader comment made regarding entitlements to other activities and the need for
communities to provide for reasonably foreseeable needs.

Regarding the origins of the 8 million cubic metres, the WAB acknowledged
submissions from a number of landowners when setting the allocation limits above
lake outlets, providing for limited expansion of ag/hort activities in those upstream
locations (Annex 1 to the WCWARP, paras 204 — 206). Future development argued
for by landowners upstream of Lake Pukaki outlet during the plan hearings would be
precluded for the term of consent, if the non-complying abstraction from Lake Pukaki
is granted.

! Pukaki Farm Irrigation Canal Option 1 Pre-feasibility Report, Rileys Consultants, Report 05805/1-l, 19 December
2006, results for test pits G2, G3 and G5.
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SUMMARY

73.

74.

The principal concerns with respect to applications CRC071362 and CRC083609 are
related to cumulative effects on water quality and landscape. | note that application
CRC071362 is able to proceed independently of the larger areas of irrigation
associated with Pukaki Irrigation Company Ltd applications, which contribute to
cumulative landscape effects within the Pukaki moraine and outwash flats and effects
on water quality in the Pukaki groundwater zone.

There are no outstanding concerns with regard to application CRC092721.

REVISED CONDITIONS

75.

76.

77.

78.

79.

In relation to both water permit applications, the applicant raised concerns with stock
restrictions in recommended condition 2 (pg 19-20, McCabe). My recommendation
has not changed as it reflects the current proposal.

The applicant has rejected recommended conditions 3 - 5, which proposed to restrict
irrigation from occurring within certain areas on the property. | still consider areas of
hummocky moraine in the north of the property to be unsuitable for centre pivot
irrigation (as per recommendation of CRC landscape expert Mr Chris Glasson), and |
understand that the applicant does not intend to irrigate them, although they are not
excluded from the irrigation command area. A revised irrigation command area,
reflecting this intention, and the content of previous recommended condition 3,
included in the attached plan to recommended condition 2 would address concerns
about location of activity. | have not revised the map, but will do if asked and if the
applicant has not provided one at the time of decision.

Both water permits should have the advice note ANO1, listed in Report 1, Appendix 6,
included in recommended conditions.

Both water permits should include revision of the recommended annual volume in
Condition 2, to read 1,076,000 cubic metres.

The following changes are recommended to be made to the suite of recommended
conditions contained in Report 15A.

Condition 7(a) should be amended to incorporate variance in the fish screen
proposed by Pukaki Irrigation Company Limited, although it is not clear that the
proposal as it stands could meet clause (b) of this condition:

Water shall only be taken from map reference NZMS 260 H38:8842-7328 when a fish screen
with a maximum mesh width and height size of xx millimetres or slot width and height of xx
millimetres is operated and maintained across the intake to ensure that fish and fish fry are
prevented from passing through the intake screen.

Condition 11(a) should be amended to incorporate metering at the point of take from
the hydro canal and from the Pukaki Irrigation Company supply pipeline:

(i) install a water meter(s) that has an international accreditation or equivalent New Zealand
calibration endorsement, and has pulse output, suitable for use with an electronic recording
device, which will measure the rate and the volume of water taken to within an accuracy of
plus or minus five percent as part of the pump(s) outlet plumbing, or within the mainline
distribution system, at a location(s) that will ensure the total take of water is measured,
including: the total take of water from the Tekapo Stilling Basin; and the total take of water
from the Pukaki Irrigation Company Limited pipeline at the point at which water is supplied to
Glentanner Station; and
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80.

81.

82.

Conditions 14-16 can be deleted.

Specific additional conditions related to water quality monitoring have not been
drafted, but are required.

Specific additional conditions derived from the FEMP, and expected to result from the
FERA process, have not been drafted, but are required.

The following changes are recommended to be made to the suite of recommended
conditions contained in Report 15B.

Condition 7(a) should be amended to incorporate variance in the fish screen
proposed by Pukaki Irrigation Company Limited, although it is not clear that the
proposal as it stands could meet clause (b) of this condition:

() Water shall only be taken from map reference NZMS 260 H38:8214-6511 when a fish
screen with a maximum mesh width and height size of 3 millimetres or slot width and height of
2 millimetres is operated and maintained across the intake to ensure that fish and fish fry are
prevented from passing through the intake screen.

(i) Water shall only be taken from map reference NZMS 260: H38:822-652 or NZMS 260:
H38:805-641 when a fish screen with a maximum mesh width and height size of xx millimetres
or slot width and height of xx millimetres is operated and maintained across the intake to
ensure that fish and fish fry are prevented from passing through the intake screen.

Condition 11(a) should be amended to incorporate metering at the point of take from
the lake or canal and from the Pukaki Irrigation Company supply pipeline:

(i) install a water meter(s) that has an international accreditation or equivalent New Zealand
calibration endorsement, and has pulse output, suitable for use with an electronic recording
device, which will measure the rate and the volume of water taken to within an accuracy of
plus or minus five percent as part of the pump(s) outlet plumbing, or within the mainline
distribution system, at a location(s) that will ensure the total take of water is measured,
including: the total take of water from Lake Pukaki or Pukaki Canal; and, in the event that
water is abstracted from map references NZMS 260 H38:805-641 or NZMS 260 H38:822-652,
the total take of water from the Pukaki Irrigation Company Limited pipeline at the point at
which water is supplied to Glentanner Station; and

Conditions 14-16 can be deleted.

Specific additional conditions related to water quality monitoring have not been
drafted, but are required.

Specific additional conditions derived from the FEMP, and expected to result from the
FERA process, have not been drafted, but are required.

CRC092721

| accept the applicant’s proposed amendments (pg 21, McCabe) with some additional
consolidation of conditions 15 and 16 into a revised recommended condition 15, as
follows:

All practicable measures shall be undertaken to minimise the discharge of sediment to Lake
Pukaki, arising from the works, including, but not limited to:

a) minimizing disturbance of the lake bed;

b) keeping works in water to the minimum required to undertake the works;

¢) and planning to undertake works during periods of low lake levels.
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LILYBANK STATION LIMITED

83. The applicant has the following applications before the Commissioners:

(a) CRCO071785 - this application has been withdrawn;

(b) CRCO071786 — to take and use water from Station Stream at a maximum rate
of 100 litres per second, up to 1,032,000 cubic metres per year, for irrigation of
172 hectares of crops and pasture for grazing stock (excluding milking dairy
cows) and a links style golf course.

ORIGINAL SECTION 42A REPORT

84. The original section 42A report for this applicant was Report 24 (A & B) dated 28
August 2009.

85. Matters that were identified as outstanding in my original section 42A report included
the following:

86. CRC071786 - (see Report 24A)

(a)

(b)

(©)

Natural character and landscape — potential adverse visual effects of
the proposed activity on the foothills and on the natural character of the
river margins (paras 54 — 58, 109);

Efficient and reasonable use — the requested annual volume is greater
than may be reasonable or efficient (paras 55-66, 109);

Water quality — uncertainty regarding localised and cumulative adverse
effects on water quality (paras 67 — 72, 109).

87. CRCOQ71785 - (see Report 24B)

This application has been withdrawn.

ADDITIONAL MATTERS OR AMENDMENTS

88. The following additions and amendments to the applications have been presented by
the applicant throughout the hearing:

(@)

(b)

The applicant has been granted consent CRC093264 for installation and
maintenance of a gallery intake in Station Stream, to enable operation of a
micro-hydroelectricity scheme, which was the application referred to in
paragraphs 7-8 of Ms McCabe’s evidence. Consequently, application
CRC071785 was withdrawn on 16 December 2009. The gallery installed
under CRC093264 is to be used for irrigation in the event that CRC071786
is granted, such that a combined micro-hydroelectricity and irrigation
scheme will result.

The applicant has identified that irrigation on the foothills will occur by way
of hard hose gun (para 123 (f), McCabe), and that the buffer strip from
Macaulay River will be 20-30 metres from the river margin (para 123(j),
McCabe). Landscape architect Andrew Craig, representing UWAG
applicants, has provided assessment of the proposal in Part 2 of his

Addendum section 42A report — Maria Bartlett

File No: CO6C/26005

Page 19



evidence. He concludes that the proposed areas of irrigation are already
cultivated to a high level so the effects of irrigation will be limited to
extended periods of greening (paras 6.2-6.3, Craig).

(c) The applicant has provided an amended map of the irrigation command
area (para 49, Appendix A, McCabe), which includes extended buffer to
the Godley River.

(d) The applicant provided a draft Farm Environmental Management Plan
(FEMP) for Lilybank Station and OVERSEER input parameters, included
with Ms McCabe’s evidence (Appendix E), which contribute to
assessments of water quality effects and efficiency of water use.

(e) OVERSEER input parameters are based on irrigation of 172 hectares in
the Macaulay (66ha), Godley (70) and Home (36) irrigated blocks. The
applicant identifies that no more than 425mm per hectare is required in a
season (para 94, McCabe), but argues for 1,032,000 cubic metres
annually, which would enable irrigation of more than 172 hectares in a
season, but not more than 172 hectares at any one time (paras 97 — 100,
Appendix C, revised Condition 2, McCabe).

(f) The applicant has identified draft mitigation and monitoring conditions
(para 117, McCabe) covering fencing of permanently flowing waterways,
riparian planting, irrigation and fertiliser application buffers from waterways
and culverted stock crossings, resulting from an initial desktop risk
assessment.

(g) The applicant has proposed amendment of recommended Condition 5
(Appendix C, McCabe, and para 5.14, Boraman) to reflect the agreed
incremental reduction in abstraction as minimum flow is approached. This
incremental reduction is stated as having support from Fish and Game
New Zealand (para 36, McCabe).

89. The following matters specific to these applications have been addressed by
submitters at the hearing (in addition to landscape and water quality matters raised by
submitters, which are discussed in addendums to S42a Report 4 and Report 5):

(a) Evidence presented by Mr Frank Scarf on behalf of Fish and Game New
Zealand indicates preference for 1.1 flow sharing above the minimum flow
(para 45, Scarf), while evidence presented by Mr Mark Webb indicates
acceptance of the proposed flow regime (para 55, Webb).

(b) Evidence presented by Dr Richard Allibone on behalf of Department of
Conservation notes that decline in water velocity associated with reduced
river flow, which suits Canterbury galaxias over koaro, may contribute to
cumulative decline in koaro, now listed as a declining species (paras 54 —
58, Allibone);

(c) Evidence presented by Ms Susan Walker on behalf of Mackenzie
Guardians identifies the irrigation command area as overlapping a
mapped SSWI and WERI associated with the Godley River margin (para
42, Walker), and classifies development on Lilybank Station as being of
moderate threat to terrestrial biodiversity, in comparison to other proposals
in process at this hearing (Attachment 15);
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(d) Mr Richard Turner, presenting evidence on behalf of Meridian Energy
Limited, has identified that there is discrepancy between the applicant’s
proposed conditions and those common consent conditions agreed with
MEL prior to obtaining derogation approval (paras 11 — 14, Turner).

COMMENT ON OUTSTANDING MATTERS

90. | have reviewed the additional information identified above and provide comment, as
follows.
91. Effects on Landscape

Landscape expert for CRC, Mr Chris Glasson, maintains his recommendation that a
buffer distance of 100 metres be applied from the margins of the Godley and
Macaulay Rivers and recommends no irrigation on the foothills (Report 5, para 137,
first bullet point). The applicant is proposing a 500 metre buffer from the Godley River,
as per the amended irrigation command area map, but is not proposing to meet the
recommendations regarding irrigation of the foothills or buffer from the margin of the
Macaulay River.

92. Effects of inefficient use

The applicant and | are in agreement regarding the seasonal requirement per hectare.
However, | do not accept that irrigation of more than 172 hectares in a season is
within the scope of what was notified, nor that the effects of additional irrigation have
been assessed in terms of localised or cumulative water quality. | calculate that the
additional annual volume (over and above the 731,000 cubic metres required for
425mm on 172 hectares) would enable irrigation of a further 70 hectares (301,000
cubic metres divided by 4,250 cubic metres per hectare). The additional 70 hectares
has not been identified in OVERSEER parameter inputs, which have contributed to
assumptions about water quality effects of the proposal.

93. Effects on water quality

94. The addendum to S42a Report 4, prepared by Dr Freeman, identifies that cumulative
water quality effects are likely to be able to be mitigated in relation to this proposal,
subject to appropriate and robust trigger/response conditions. While Dr Freeman is
referring to cumulative effects when discussing trigger/response conditions, the
principle also applies to localised water quality effects.

95. This proposed activity is to take and use water from a High Natural Character
waterbody and is subject to Policy 32, with the requirement that there be no more
than a minor effect on existing water quality. If the application is to be granted, the
baseline of existing water quality needs to be clearly defined for Station Stream and
permanently flowing streams on the property. Specific triggers and environmental
standards then need to be identified in conditions which together describe the
parameters of the maximum acceptable effect on that existing water quality, beyond
which effects would be more than minor. Monitoring locations, frequency and method
need to be specified. Conditions then need to identify specific actions to be taken that
can be expected to have a direct and timely effect on reducing the measurable
parameter values if those maximum acceptable limits are approached, or exceeded in
the worst case scenario (although Policy 32 envisages that exceedance should be
prevented). Without specific detail to incorporate in consent conditions it is difficult to
see how the policy can be met, or no more than minor water quality effects assured in
relation to this non-complying activity.
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96.

97.

98.

99.

100.

101.

The applicant has identified 7 sites where baseline water quality monitoring has
occurred (draft FEMP, 5.2.1, map) and has identified parameters to include (draft
FEMP, Table 7), although specific values are missing for those parameters with
regards to baseline values and values that cannot be exceeded if adverse effects are
to be kept below a minor threshold. Modification of the actions described in Table 9 of
the draft FEMP would appear to be required to ensure that actions described in
consent conditions would have a direct and timely effect on reducing any measured
adverse effect of activity on water quality.

Effects on ecosystems

| accept that the revised Condition 5 proposed by Dave Boraman is a more accurate
reflection of the proposed incremental flow reduction, although what happens
between 320 litres per second and 345 litres per second is not clear. | have made an
additional amendment to provide guidance on that, in the Revised Conditions section
below.

While 1:1 flow sharing has been raised by Mr Scarf of Fish and Game New Zealand,
and was considered prior to preparation of the S42a report, Dean Olsen (applicant)
and Mark Webb (Fish and Game NZ) have noted that effects of the proposed flow
regime on salmonids present will be no more than minor. However, Dr Allibone’s
assessment regarding cumulative effects on koaro is relevant to this application,
suggesting that such effects may not be minor on this declining species as a result of
abstractions reducing water velocity in fast flowing rivers favoured by koaro. Mr Olsen
indicates preference for 1:1 flow sharing in paragraphs 8 and 36 of his evidence.

Condition 5 could be amended to include 50 litres per second stream flow steps from
520 litres per second, with abstraction reducing by 25 litres per second at each step
to reflect the 1.1 flow sharing recommended by Mr Scarf, indicated by Mr Olsen, and
which would provide additional mitigation against the potential for reduced water
velocity to adversely affect habitat of koaro, identified as a risk by Dr Allibone.

Monitoring is recommended in terms of water quality, but could also involve periodic
surveys of fish species and invertebrates, as recommended by Dr Allibone in
evidence for DOC (paras 84 — 86, Allibone).

Concerns raised by Ms Susan Walker, on behalf of Mackenzie Guardians, may be
addressed by buffers from river and wetland margins, and | would expect that risks to
species in the SSWI and WERI areas will be identified through the FERA process,
with corresponding restriction of stock access.

SUMMARY

102.

103.

While there are similarities between this application and the non-complying
application of Lone Star Farms Ltd (Godley Peaks Station), the proportion of MALF
proposed to be abstracted in this proposal is considerably less (approximately 30% of
MALF on Station Stream, as opposed to 64% of MALF with combined abstraction on
Mistake River). In addition, the likelihood of sustained low flows during the irrigation
season is lower for this proposal. Consequently, my assessment is that risks to
ecosystems and localised water quality are less for this proposal, with recommended
mitigation, and that the Section 104D test could be met, although further work is
needed on conditions.

| consider that it is possible to grant this application, subject to specific conditions
addressing identified potential adverse effects, in particular:
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a) a condition that limits the location of irrigation activity in order to address
landscape effects identified by Chris Glasson (particularly a revised irrigation
command area map excluding the foothills and providing a 100 metre buffer
from the Macaulay River), which limit possibilities for establishment of the
proposed golf course;

b) a condition that expressly states that only 172 hectares is to be irrigated in a
season, with appropriate limitation of annual volume to 731,000 cubic metres;

c) conditions that require monitoring of water quality at particular points in Station
Stream and permanently flowing streams, with specific trigger/response
conditions;

d) modification of the minimum flow condition to reflect a 1:1 ratio;

e) conditions that require periodic monitoring of fish species and invertebrate
populations within Station Stream;

f) conditions derived from specific mitigation measures identified through the
FEMP and FERA process

104. The above conclusion is subject to resolution of the matter of discrepancy between
conditions agreed with MEL prior to obtaining derogation approval and those now
proposed by the applicant.

REVISED CONDITIONS

105. The following changes are recommended to be made to the suite of recommended
conditions contained in Report 24.

106. Condition 1 need not refer to a volume per return period as the volume proposed in
the S42a report and amended by the applicant is simply a multiple of the daily
volume. The annual volume specified should be 731,000 cubic metres.

107. Condition 2 should retain the phrase crossed out by the applicant with the following
amendment: “...;such that a combined total of more than 172 hectares is irrigated in any
single irrigation season, between 1 September and 30 April, on the area of land shown ...”

108. Condition 5 should read as follows:

Whenever the combined flow (expressed in litres per second) of Station Stream, as
estimated by the Canterbury Regional Council from measurements at the Station
Stream recorder site at map reference NZMS 260 136:1259-2119, and the abstracted
flow in relation to this consent:

a) is equal or greater than 520 litres per second, the maximum rate at which water is
taken shall not exceed 100 litres per second;

b) is less than 520 litres per second, and greater than 470 litres per second, the
maximum rate at which water is taken shall not exceed 75 litres per second;

c) is equal to or less than 470 litres per second, and greater than 420 litres per second,
the maximum rate at which water is taken shall not exceed 50 litres per second;

d) is equal to or less than 420 litres per second, and greater than 370 litres per second,
the maximum rate at which water is taken shall not exceed 25 litres per second;

e) is equal to or less than 370 litres per second, and greater than 320 litres per second,
the maximum rate at which water is taken shall not exceed half of the amount
available above 320 litres per second;

f) is equal to or less than 320 litres per second, abstraction shall cease.
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109. Specific additional conditions related to water quality monitoring have not been
drafted, but are required.

110. Specific additional conditions related to monitoring of fish and invertebrate species
have not been drafted, but are required.

111.  Specific additional conditions derived from the FEMP, and expected to result from the
FERA process, have not been drafted, but are required.
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LONE STAR FARMS LIMITED

112. The applicant has the following applications before the Commissioners:

(a) CRCO031175 - to divert surface water from Mistake River at a maximum rate of
290 litres per second, and take and use water from a downstream holding
pond at a maximum rate of 261 litres per second for spray irrigation of up to
447 hectares of previously non-irrigated pasture and forage crops at Godley
Peaks Station;

(b) CRC031176 — this application has been withdrawn;
(© CRCO073235 - this application has been withdrawn;

(d) CRC073236 - disturb the bed and banks of the Mistake River during
construction and maintenance of an irrigation pipeline to be installed under the
river bed.

ORIGINAL SECTION 42A REPORT

113. The original section 42A report for this applicant was Report 25 (A, B & C) dated 28
August 20009.

114. CRC031175 - (see Report 25A)

(@) Ecosystems — effects of reduction in flow variability, lack of metering at
the point of diversion, uncertain effects on native aquatic species, no
fish exclusion at the point of diversion and uncertainty regarding fish
passage or habitat in the race system, and the potential for increased
stock numbers to damage unfenced riparian margins (paras 45 - 61,
128);

(b) Natural character and landscape —effects on natural character of river
and lake margins (paras 68 — 69, 128);

(© Efficient and reasonable use — metering and monitoring of both the
diversion and abstraction, losses in the existing race system,
management of irrigation on variable soils to reduce losses through the
soil profile, and reasonable use with respect to the annual volume
(paras 70 — 83, 128);

(d) Water quality — deterioration of existing water quality in Mistake River
predicted, further mitigation required, cumulative effects uncertain
(paras 84 -92, 128).
115. CRC073236 - (see Report 24C)

There were no outstanding issues identified in relation to this application,
provided recommended conditions are applied and a permit to temporarily
divert water is obtained.

ADDITIONAL MATTERS OR AMENDMENTS

116. The following additions and amendments to the applications have been presented by
the applicant throughout the hearing:
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(a) The applicant has been granted consent CRC100842 for installation and
maintenance of a gallery intake in Mistake River, to replace the existing
intake structure associated with CRC012408.1. Applications CRC073235
and CRC031176 are no longer required because there will be no diversion
of water and no discharge back to the river, and were withdrawn by the
applicant on 18 November 2009;

(b) Application CRC031175 is amended to refer to take and use of 261 litres
per second from the Mistake River (para 11, evidence of lan Mclndoe),
with abstraction occurring at map reference NZMS 260 137:063-036 as
specified in consent CRC100842 (previously referred to site of diversion at
137:065-037);

(c) The applicant proposes a stepped reduction in abstraction when river
flows fall below 781 litres per second (para 72, Mclndoe), which is the
minimum flow of 520 litres per second plus the maximum rate of take.
Although the evidence of Dave Boraman specific to this proposal refers to
Condition 5 of the S42a report as correctly worded (para 19, Boraman),
the S42a condition refers to the diversion of 290 litres per second and no
longer reflects the applicant’s intention;

(d) The applicant has provided an assessment using the Irricalc method of
water balance modelling (paras 80 — 83, MciIndoe), in line with Policy
16(c)(i) of the WCWARP, and contrasts it with a Policy 216(c)(ii)
assessment;

(e) The applicant has provided additional soils information and the results of
irrigation efficiency modelling (Table 7, pg 24, Mcindoe) to demonstrate
the ability of centre pivot irrigation to meet 80% application efficiency on
various soil types present, and includes gross application rates under
different irrigation systems;

(f) The applicant has proposed that standard metering conditions be applied,
incorporating telemetry (para 162, Mcindoe, and para 18(c), Glover);

(g) The applicant has provided additional assessment of effects of abstraction
on native fish species (paras 37 — 43, Olsen) and concludes that the flow
regime proposed will be sufficient to protect species present;

(h) The applicant provided a draft Farm Environmental Management Plan
(FEMP) for Godley Peaks Station and OVERSEER input parameters,
which contribute to assessments of water quality effects and efficiency of
water use.

(i) The applicant proposes only very limited increase in stock numbers (para
39, Glover, para 31, Robson, section 2.5.2 of FEMP prepared by Wayne
Allen) and exclusion of stock from waterways (para 55, Glover, paras 48 &
55, Robson, section 5.5 of FEMP);

(i) The applicant asserts that a universal 100 metre buffer from the margin of
Lake Tekapo and 50 metre buffer from river margins is not required as the
area is already subject to development (44.1 — 44.3, Steven).

Addendum section 42A report — Maria Bartlett
File No: CO6C/26005 Page 26



117. The following matters specific to these applications have been addressed by
submitters at the hearing (in addition to landscape and water quality matters raised by
submitters, which are discussed in addendums to S42a Report 4 and Report 5):

(a) Evidence presented by Mr Frank Scarf on behalf of Fish and Game NZ
indicates preference for 1:1 flow sharing above the minimum flow plus
existing abstraction (para 42, Scarf), although Mr Scarf considers the
application to be contrary to Policy 32 in relation to flow variability;

(b) Evidence presented by Mr Mark Webb on behalf of Fish and Game NZ
notes that the upper reaches of the Mistake River provide habitat for
resident rainbow trout and passage to Lake Tekapo for juvenile trout is a
critical factor. Fish and Game NZ, in addition to 1:1 flow sharing, seek the
minimum flow site to be established immediately downstream of the intake
and review of the existing consent to ensure compliance with the 1:1 flow
regime (paras 65 - 67, Webb), although the overall position is that
application should be declined;

(c) Evidence presented by Dr Richard Allibone on behalf of Department of
Conservation notes that decline in water velocity associated with reduced
river flow, which suits Canterbury galaxias over koaro, may contribute to
cumulative decline in koaro, now listed as a declining species (paras 54 —
58, Allibone);

(d) Evidence presented by David Murray on behalf of DOC recommends
consent conditions to limit impacts on riverbed birds (para 38, DOC);

(e) Mr Richard Turner, presenting evidence on behalf of Meridian Energy
Limited, has identified that there is discrepancy between the applicant’s
proposed conditions and those common consent conditions agreed with
MEL prior to obtaining derogation approval (paras 11 — 14, Turner).

COMMENT ON OUTSTANDING MATTERS

118. | have reviewed the additional information identified above and provide comment, as
follows.

119. CRCO031175
Effects on ecosystems

The applicant has addressed each of the outstanding matters raised in my S42a
report, providing assessment and suggested mitigation. With regards to Policy 32
matters, the applicant has argued that natural flow variability, ecosystems of
indigenous species, habitats of invertebrates and fish, passage and spawning areas
for trout and salmon and amenity values will not be affected to more than a minor
extent as result of the proposed abstraction, despite its proportion relative to MALF,
with mitigation measures employed.

120. The surveys and analysis undertaken by Dean Olsen of Cawthron Institute form the
basis of the applicant's conclusion regarding effects on ecosystems, although
avifauna are not covered. If the application is to be granted, given the extent to which
the activity exceeds the Rule 2 threshold for a High Natural Character waterbody, it
would seem prudent to incorporate monitoring of ecosystems into consent conditions.
Monitoring is recommended in terms of water quality, but could also involve periodic
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121.

122.

123.

124.

125.

126.

127.

128.

surveys of fish species and invertebrates, as recommended by Dr Allibone in
evidence for DOC (paras 84 — 86, Allibone). Conditions recommended by Mr Murray
(DOC) to protect riverbed bird species should also be employed (para 38, Murray).

However, the evidence of Dr Allibone (DOC) and Mr Webb (Fish & Game), and
recommendations made, suggest that effects on fish species may not be minor, with
regards to koaro and rainbow trout, or at least that effects on these species have not
been fully recognised by the applicant. As some doubt remains regarding the scale
and significance of effects of the proposed abstraction on ecosystems, and in light of
the Rule 2 threshold set in the WCWARP (referenced in paras 186 -188, Annex 1 to
the WCWARP), the extent to which that threshold is exceeded, coupled with the
ecosystem related matters outlined for consideration in Policy 32, | cannot be certain
that granting the application would ensure no more than a minor adverse effect on
ecosystems.

If the application is to be granted, 1:1 flow sharing above the minimum flow plus
existing abstraction (72 litres per second as a result of conversion of the existing
system), as suggested by Mr Scarf, would be the most conservative option.

Condition 5 could be amended to include 130 litres per second stream flow steps
from 1,110 litres per second, with abstraction reducing by 65 litres per second at each
step to reflect the 1:1 flow sharing recommended by Mr Scarf and provide additional
mitigation against the potential for reduced water velocity to adversely affect habitat of
koaro, identified as a risk by Dr Allibone.

Effects on natural character and landscape

The opinion of CRC landscape expert Chris Glasson has not changed with regard to
the need for buffers from river margins and Lake Tekapo, and | support his
conclusion.

Efficient and reasonable use

| am satisfied that the applicant proposes appropriate metering of abstraction and has
upgraded the system to improve efficiency.

Regarding annual volume, the Policy 16 assessments provided by the applicant
produce results for required annual volume that vary by around 800,000 cubic metres.
The applicant identifies that approximately 50 percent of soils on the property are
100mm PAW and the remainder lighter soils (Table 4, pg 10, McIindoe). When this is
taken into account, a revised Policy 16(c)(ii) assessment produces a figure that differs
from the Irricalc figure by around 900,000 cubic metres (2,397,100 cubic metres),
which equates to around 536mm per hectare. | note that the SPRINK modelling for
irrigation efficiency indicates gross application rates lower than the 600mm applied for
(Table 7, pg 24, MclIndoe), and never more than 540mm to achieve 80% efficiency,
which seems to be at odds with the Policy 16(c)(i) assessment.

The applicant has indicated that half the water holding capacity of soils will not be
exceeded and has clarified the location of various soil classes (Fig 4 & para 106,
Mcindoe), addressing my concerns about application efficiency.

Effects on water quality

The applicant has noted that further work is required to assess risks to local receiving
environments and identify appropriate mitigation (paras 54 — 55, Robson), and that
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certainty that concerns raised in my S42a report will be addressed cannot be
achieved without an additional FERA process. As such, at this point it is not possible
to be clear that effects on local water quality will be minor from the proposed activity.

129. The addendum to S42a Report 4, prepared by Dr Freeman, identifies that cumulative
water quality effects are likely to be able to be mitigated in relation to this proposal,
subject to appropriate and robust trigger/response conditions. While Dr Freeman is
referring to cumulative effects when discussing trigger/response conditions, the
principle also applies to localised water quality effects.

130. This proposed activity is to take and use water from a High Natural Character
waterbody and is subject to Policy 32, with the requirement that there be no more
than a minor effect on existing water quality. If the application is to be granted, the
baseline of existing water quality needs to be clearly defined for Mistake River, Cass
River, Rapuwai Lagoon, Micks Lagoon and Lake Tekapo. Specific triggers and
environmental standards then need to be identified in conditions which together
describe the parameters of the maximum acceptable effect on that existing water
quality, beyond which effects would be more than minor. Monitoring locations,
frequency and method need to be specified. Conditions then need to identify specific
actions to be taken that can be expected to have a direct and timely effect on
reducing the measurable parameter values if those maximum acceptable limits are
approached, or exceeded in the worst case scenario (although Policy 32 envisages
that exceedance should be prevented). Without specific detail to incorporate in
consent conditions it is difficult to see how the policy can be met, or no more than
minor water quality effects assured in relation to this non-complying activity.

131. The applicant has identified 7 sites where water quality sampling has occurred (Table
3, Olsen, and AEE, further information provided 18 Dec 2006, pg 4), and has
identified sites to monitor and parameters to include (draft FEMP, Table 7, pg 18),
although specific values are missing for those parameters with regards to baseline
values and values that cannot be exceeded if adverse effects are to be kept below a
minor threshold. Modification of the actions described in Table 4 of the draft FEMP
would appear to be required to ensure that actions described in consent conditions
would have a direct and timely effect on reducing any measured adverse effect of
activity on water quality.

132. There remains some doubt regarding the scale and significance of effects of the
proposed abstraction on local water quality. As with ecosystem considerations, in light
of the Rule 2 threshold set in the WCWARP, the extent to which that threshold is
exceeded, coupled with existing water quality values to consider in relation to Policy
32, | cannot be certain that granting the application would ensure no more than a
minor adverse effect on existing water quality.

133. CRC073236

The applicant has provided details of works method in relation to this application,
which includes diversion of water within the bed of the Mistake River (paras 121 —
133). | consider that there is sufficient information provided by the applicant within the
application material to enable issue of a permit to temporarily divert water during
works (in accordance with Rule 24 of the WCWARP, given that exemption is not
provided in the plan for diversions of this nature). If the commissioners are inclined to
grant this application, then a consent number can be generated for the diversion
permit. Conditions recommended to be attached to that permit, yet to be given a
number, are provided in the Revised Conditions section below.
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SUMMARY

134. In summary, | am not confident that the water permit application can be granted given
uncertainties about effects on ecosystems and local water quality, and uncertainty
that mitigation would be sufficient to ensure those effects are no more than minor.
However, an approach could be taken similar to that recommended for Lilybank
Station, if decision is made to grant.

135. In that case, specific conditions addressing identified potential adverse effects, are
recommended for CRC031175, as follows:

a) a condition that specifies buffer distances to river margins and Lake
Tekapo;

b) a condition that limits annual volume to 2,413,800 cubic metres, which
allows for 540mm per hectare;

c) conditions that require monitoring of water quality at particular points in
Mistake River, Cass River, Rapuwai Lagoon, Micks Lagoon and Lake
Tekapo, with specific trigger/response conditions;

d) modification of the minimum flow condition to reflect a 1:1 ratio above the
minimum flow plus existing abstraction;

e) conditions that require periodic monitoring of fish species and invertebrate
populations within Station Stream.

f) conditions derived from specific mitigation measures identified through the
FEMP and FERA process

136. The above conclusion is subject to resolution of the matter of discrepancy between
conditions agreed with MEL prior to obtaining derogation approval and those now
proposed by the applicant.

REVISED CONDITIONS

137. The following changes are recommended to be made to the suite of recommended
conditions contained in Report 24A.

138.  Condition 1 should specify an annual volume of 2,413,800 cubic metres.
139. Condition 5 should read as follows:

Whenever the combined flow (expressed in litres per second) of Mistake River, as
estimated by the Canterbury Regional Council from measurements at the Mistake
River recorder site at map reference NZMS 260 137:080-040, and the abstracted flow
in relation to this consent and consent CRC012408.1 (or any replacement of that
consent):

a) is equal or greater than 1,110 litres per second, the maximum rate at which water
is taken shall not exceed 261 litres per second;

b) is less than 1,110 litres per second, and greater than 980 litres per second, the
maximum rate at which water is taken shall not exceed 195 litres per second;

c) is equal to or less than 980 litres per second, and greater than 850 litres per
second, the maximum rate at which water is taken shall not exceed 130 litres per
second;
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140.

141.

142.

143.

d)

e)

f)

is equal to or less than 850 litres per second, and greater than 720 litres per
second, the maximum rate at which water is taken shall not exceed 65 litres per
second;

is equal to or less than 720 litres per second, and greater than 590 litres per
second, the maximum rate at which water is taken shall not exceed half of the
amount available above 590 litres per second;

is equal to or less than 590 litres per second, abstraction shall cease.

Specific additional conditions related to water quality monitoring have not been
drafted, but are required.

Specific additional conditions related to monitoring of fish and invertebrate species
have not been drafted, but are required.

Specific additional conditions derived from the FEMP, and expected to result from the
FERA process, have not been drafted, but are required.

The following conditions are recommended to be attached to the permit number
generated for temporary diversion of water during works, in association with consent
number CRC073236:

1.

Water shall only be temporarily diverted within the bed of Mistake River for the
purpose of installation and maintenance of an irrigation supply pipeline, installed
and maintained in accordance with consent CRC073236.

The diversion of water referred to in Condition 1 shall only occur over a maximum
reach of 50 metres between map references NZMS 260 137:070-038 and NZMS
260 137:071-039.

The diversion of water shall not impede fish passage or cause the stranding of
fish in pools or channels.

(a) For the period of diversion, all water diverted shall remain within the bed.

(b) When diversion ceases, water shall be returned to its original course.

The Canterbury Regional Council may, once per year, on any of the last five
working days of March or July serve notice of its intention to review the conditions
of this consent for the purposes of dealing with any adverse effect on the
environment which may arise from the exercise of the consent and which it is
appropriate to deal with at a later stage.

The lapsing date for the purposes of section 125 shall be 31 December 2014.
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SJ B MUNRO

144.  The applicant has the following applications before the Commissioners:

(@) CRC060938 — to take and use water at a maximum rate of 3 litres per second
(in combination with CRC084090), up to 100 cubic metres per day, and a
maximum of 24,000 cubic metres per year, from Lake Aviemore for irrigation
of 6 hectares of vineyard.

ORIGINAL SECTION 42A REPORT

145. The original section 42A report for this applicant was Report 28 dated 28 August
20009.

146. Matters that were identified as outstanding in my original section 42A report included
the following:

(a) Landscape — no assessment of effects on landscape and natural
character of the lake margin, buffer recommended (paras 44 & 70);

(b) Efficient and reasonable use — requested annual volume greater than
what may reasonably be required for irrigation (paras 48 & 70).

ADDITIONAL MATTERS OR AMENDMENTS

147.  The following additions and amendments to the applications have been presented by
the applicant throughout the hearing:

(a) The applicant has assessed effects of the proposed activity on the natural
character of the lake margin (paras 47 — 55, evidence of Mr Alexander
Smith), concluding that a buffer exists between the property boundary and
the lake margin, such that no further buffer is required, and that vineyards
can be an attraction or add to aesthetic values rather than detract from
them;

(b) The applicant has provided an assessment of water requirements for
irrigation and frost-fighting purposes (paras 11 — 22, Smith), and
concludes that on average around 18,500 cubic metres per year would be
required for viticulture on the site (including irrigation of vines and shelter
plantings, as well as frost-fighting), with irrigation and frost-fighting to be
separately metered (para 36);

(c) The applicant has identified alternative potential crops that would be suited
to the site, and for which the requested annual volume of 24,000 cubic
metres would be fully utilised, ie fruit crops (paras 23 — 27, Smith), and
requests that the consent be expressed for horticultural use rather than
specifically for viticulture;

(d) The applicant has requested that irrigation method not be prescribed in
condition of consent to allow for flexibility in operation (paras 41 — 46,
Smith), and has proposed a condition stating that the irrigation method
should ensure 80% application efficiency (para 45).
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(e) The applicant has also provided an assessment of potential nutrient output
from viticulture and other crop types at the site (paras 56 — 65),
considering effects on the water quality of Lake Aviemore to be
insignificant, but proposes a condition excluding fertigation at the site,
which Mr Smith assesses as contrary to good agricultural practice in this
location.

148. The following matters specific to these applications have been addressed by
submitters at the hearing (in addition to landscape and water quality matters raised by
submitters, which are discussed in addendums to S42a Report 4 and Report 5):

(&) Mr Richard Turner, presenting evidence on behalf of Meridian Energy
Limited, in his evidence on individual applications, has identified that there
is discrepancy between the applicant’'s proposed conditions and those
common consent conditions agreed with MEL prior to obtaining derogation
approval (paras 11 — 14, Turner), and that the minimum lake level for Lake
Aviemore should be 267.7 a.m.s.l., as specified in derogation approval,
rather than the WCWARP Rule 2 level (Table 4, para 25, Turner).

COMMENT ON OUTSTANDING MATTERS

149. | have reviewed the additional information identified above and provide comment, as
follows.

150. Effects on Landscape

In his original report, landscape expert for CRC, Mr Chris Glasson, recommended a
buffer distance of 50 metres from the lake margin (Report 5, para 199, bullet point 1,
fourth para), while my report proposed a condition specifying a buffer of 60 metres
from the maximum probable flood level (paras 41 - 44, recommended condition 3). Mr
Glasson has revised his position and agrees with the applicant that no additional
buffer is required between the property boundary and the lake. Consequently, | agree
with the applicant that condition 3 should be deleted from the suite of recommended
conditions.

151. Effects of inefficient use

The application was notified as irrigation of a 6 hectare vineyard, without reference to
frost-fighting. Notification wording was based on application material provided at the
time of notification. The applicant had requested to change the wording to include
other horticultural use, but without information supplied to support alternative uses for
the requested water | did not support the change in wording. The applicant has now
provided information about alternative uses and frost-fighting requirements.

152. | am satisfied that the applicant has identified requirements for irrigation and frost-
fighting in relation to proposed viticulture at the site (assuming that the per hectare
requirement for grapes in Table 1 of Mr Smith’s evidence accounts for vine spacing),
and that a volume greater than 18,500 cubic metres may be required every second
year (para 22, Smith), although | note that 24,000 cubic metres represents a 30%
increase in water requirement. Granting at a volume of 18,500 cubic metres may be
unduly restrictive. In the absence of an alternative figure that can be applied with any
certainty, 24,000 cubic metres is accepted as the upper range of what may be
required. | do not consider it necessary to impose a condition of consent that requires
separate metering of water used for frost-fighting purposes and water used for
irrigation.
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153.

154.

155.

I am not opposed to allowing the applicant flexibility in water use for horticultural
purposes with the information now provided, and do not consider that submitters will
have been disadvantaged in the notification process. In the event that the applicant
pursues fruit trees as the crop of choice, further consent will be required from the
district council (refer to Tab 3 of the ‘Bundle of Documents’ presented in relation to
the legal submission of Mr Page, which at Rule 19.4.10 refers to restrictions on
plantings in the Lake Aviemore Settlement Zone, and Appendix J at the back of Tab 2
which shows the zone area), therefore any related landscape effects will be
addressed through that process. As such, recommended Condition 2 requires
amendment.

| am satisfied that specifying the efficiency level expected of the irrigation system, as
proposed by the applicant, is sufficient, rather than prescribing a particular method in
consent conditions, and as such recommended Condition 2 requires amendment.

| accept the applicant’s proposal that fertigation be excluded at the site. As such,
recommended Condition 5 requires amendment.

SUMMARY

156.

157.

In summary, | consider that this consent application may be granted.

The above conclusion is subject to resolution of the matter of discrepancy between
conditions agreed with MEL prior to obtaining derogation approval and those now
proposed by the applicant.

REVISED CONDITIONS

158.

159.

160.

161.

162.

The following changes are recommended to be made to the suite of recommended
conditions contained in Report 28.

Condition 2 should read:
Water shall only be used for frost-fighting and irrigation, using an irrigation method with
an application efficiency of not less than 80 percent, to enable production of 6
hectares of horticultural crops, as described in the application, on the area of land
shown in attached plan CRC060938, which forms part of this consent.

Condition 3 is recommended to be deleted, such that the number of conditions of
consent will reduce from a total of eight to a total of seven conditions.

Condition 5 in the original suite, to become condition 4, should read:

The irrigation system used to distribute water taken in terms of this permit shall not be
used to distribute effluent, fertiliser or any other added contaminant.

Condition 6 in the original suite, to become condition 5, should read:

Whenever the level of Lake Aviemore is at or below 267.7 metres above mean sea
level, abstraction shall cease.
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PUKAKI IRRIGATION COMPANY LIMITED

163. The applicant has the following applications before the Commissioners

(a) CRC062866 — to construct, maintain and operate an irrigation intake
structure within the bed and banks of Lake Pukaki, immediately northeast
of the Pukaki Spillway (for use by Simons Hill Station, Simons Pass
Station and Glentanner Station)

(b) CRC062870 — to construct and maintain a pipeline under the bed of the
Pukaki River to convey water from Pukaki Canal (for use by Simons Hill
Station, Simons Pass Station and Glentanner Station)

(c) CRC062871 — to construct and maintain a pipeline under three unnamed
ephemeral streams on Glentanner Station and Simons Pass Station, or
install culverts in these streams to enable construction of a canal to supply
water from either Lake Pukaki or Pukaki Canal

(d) CRC062872 — to construct, maintain and operate two erosion control and
discharge structures in the bed and banks of the Pukaki River (for use by
Simons Hill Station and Simons Pass Station

(e) CRC082300 — construct and maintain an irrigation supply pipeline,
originating from Tekapo Stilling Basin, under four unnamed ephemeral
streams on Simons Pass Station and Glentanner Station (pipeline to be
used by Maryburn Station, Simons Hill Station, Simons Pass Station and
Glentanner Station)

ORIGINAL SECTION 42A REPORT

164. The original section 42A report for this applicant was Report 31 (A & B) dated 28
August 2009.

165. Matters that were identified as outstanding in my original section 42A report included
the following:

CRC062866, CRC062870, CRC062871 & CRC062872 - (see Report 31A)

(a) Water quality and ecosystem values - effects of sediment discharge at
Lake Pukaki intake site during 2 month period of works (paras 37 & 41);

(b) Erosion and flooding patterns — erosion protection design at Lake Pukaki
intake and Pukaki River discharge sites (paras 42, 45-46);

(c) Artificial structures — effects of intakes on Meridian infrastructure, effect of
Lake Pukaki intake pipeline on Transit NZ infrastructure (para 48), effect of
Pukaki River pipeline crossing on Transpower infrastructure (para 49), and
effect of proposed Option 1 canal route on archaeological site (para 50);

(d) Landscape & amenity values — effects at proposed Lake Pukaki intake of
sediment discharge and works material on-site over 2 month construction
period, as well as exposed intake pipeline between minimum lake level
and minimum seasonal lake level (para 52-53); visual effects at ephemeral
stream crossings and discharge sites resulting from proposed
infrastructure in areas with few manmade elements present (para 56).
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CRC082300 (see Report 31B)

(@)

There were not considered to be any outstanding matters in relation to this
application, subject to mitigation recommended, or allowing for suitable
alternative measures proposed by the applicant.

ADDITIONAL MATTERS OR AMENDMENTS

166. The following additions and amendments to the applications have been presented by
the applicant throughout the hearing:

(a)

(b)

(©)

(d)

(e)

(f)

()]

The applicant has consulted with properties in the path of the proposed
pipeline from Tekapo Stilling Basin (refer Mr Peter Glasson’s evidence,
para 58-59), and has lodged application with LINZ regarding easement for
the pipeline route (para 63), as well as consulted with LINZ regarding the
alternative conveyance routes (para 60);

The applicant has identified the pipeline from Tekapo Stilling Basin as the
preferred conveyance option (evidence of Mr Valentine, para 52, and legal
submission, para 56);

Mr John Kyle addressed effects on the archaeological sites present (refer
to Mr Kyle’s evidence, para 3.43), and states that the applicant will consult
with NZHPT prior to construction of infrastructure;

Mr lan McIindoe provided design details for proposed discharge structures
in the bed and banks of the Pukaki River (refer Mr Mclndoe’s evidence, pg
20, Figure 7)

Mr Titus Smith provided concept designs for each of the proposed intakes,
crossings of the State Highway and canal cross sections relevant to the
ephemeral stream crossings (attachments to Mr Smith’s evidence), and
proposed construction method, including sediment control measures (refer
paras 19-20, 34-37)

Dr Greg Ryder has assessed effects of the Lake Pukaki intake
construction on aquatic species (refer Dr Ryder’s evidence, paras 15.9-
15.12), as well the Pukaki River crossing (para 15.17) and conveyance
infrastructure (para 15.20), and concludes that effects will be minor with
sediment control measures employed.

Dr Michael Steven provided an assessment of effects on landscape
relevant to the proposed infrastructure applications (refer to Dr Steven’s
general evidence, paras 84-90) and concludes that effects are minor as a
result of screening from the state highway and dominance of mountain
backdrop (vertical elements).

167. The following matters specific to these applications have been addressed by
submitters at the hearing:

(@)

NZ Transport Agency (formerly Transit NZ) has withdrawn its submission
in opposition, based on consultation with the applicant and provision of
design details (letter received by CRC on 23 November 2009).
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(b) Meridian Energy Limited has advised that there are no longer outstanding
concerns with regards to effects on hydroelectricity infrastructure (e-mail to
CRC dated 21 September 2009, general evidence of Mr Richard Turner,
paras 85-88, and Mr Turner’s evidence on individual applications, paras
18-21).

(c) Ms Di Lucas has assessed landscape effects of proposed development on
the Pukaki Flats (refer general evidence, paras 118-122), as has Ms Ann
Steven (refer general evidence, paras 68-176), which encompasses
proposed infrastructure development, and both conclude that effects will
be significant on landscape values.

COMMENT ON OUTSTANDING MATTERS

168.

169.

170.

171.

172.

173.

174.

| have reviewed the additional information identified above and provide comment, as
follows.

CRC062866, CRC062870, CRC062871 & CRC062872

Water quality and ecosystem values

| am satisfied that the applicant has addressed measures required to reduce potential
adverse effects of sediment discharge in relation to the Lake Pukaki intake.

Erosion and flooding patterns

The applicant proposes that the Lake Pukaki intake structure will be exposed between
the minimum lake level of 518m a.m.s.l. and the location above mean lake level of
525 a.m.s.l., after which point the pipeline will be buried, and as such, erosion
protection will be required around the structure (full details not provided). The
applicant has also provided a concept design regarding erosion protection associated
with the Pukaki River discharge structures. This clarification of design is sufficient to
address the matter.

Effects on artificial structures

Meridian Energy Limited and NZ Transport Agency (formerly Transit NZ) are satisfied
that effects on infrastructure within their jurisdictions are acceptable. With the
inclusion of a condition relating to obtaining authority from NZHPT, consent for the
ephemeral stream crossing associated with the Pukaki Canal could be granted.

The applicant has not addressed effects on Transpower infrastructure in relation to
the Pukaki River crossing associated with the Pukaki Canal option.

Effects on landscape & amenity values

The applicant has confirmed that the Lake Pukaki intake structure will be exposed
between 518 and 525 a.m.s.l, so there will be a permanent effect on visual amenity in
this location.

CRC landscape expert Chris Glasson has assessed visual effects as acceptable in
relation to developments proposed for the Pukaki Flats and Pukaki River margins,
although infrastructure is not specifically addressed. | still consider that there are
potential adverse effects on natural character and landscape related to the
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infrastructure proposed, which can be avoided (relevant to section 5(2)(c) of the
RMA) through development of the alternative buried pipeline proposal.

SUMMARY

175. The principal outstanding concern with respect to application CRC062866 for the
Lake Pukaki intake option is affect on amenity at the site.

176. The principal outstanding concern with respect to application CRC062870 for the
Pukaki River crossing from the Pukaki Canal intake option is affect on Transpower
infrastructure, which has not been addressed.

177.  The principal outstanding concern with respect to applications CRC062871 for the
ephemeral stream crossings and CRC062872 for the Pukaki River discharge
structures is affect on natural character and landscape values.

178. The applicant has expressed a preference for the Tekapo Stilling Basin intake option,
which | support, as there are no outstanding matters in relation to that proposal
(CRC082300).

REVISED CONDITIONS

179. The following changes are recommended to be made to the suite of recommended
conditions contained in Report 31A if decision is made to grant the applications.

180. CRC062871 should have the advice note condition ANO1 listed in Report 1, Appendix
6 included in recommended conditions, as well as advice note condition ANO4, which
should be attached to all four consents.

181. The following changes are recommended to be made to the suite of recommended
conditions contained in Report 31B if decision is made to grant the application.

182. CRC082300 should have the advice note condition ANO4 listed in Report 1, Appendix
6 included in recommended conditions.
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SIMONS HILL STATION LIMITED

183. The applicant has the following applications before the Commissioners:

(a) CRCO062842 — to take and use water from either Pukaki Canal or Lake Pukaki
at a maximum rate of 1,531 litres per second, 14,400,000 cubic metres per
year, for spray irrigation of up to 2,400 hectares of crops and pasture, and for
stock water use, at Simons Hill Station;

(b) CRC062843 — discharge surplus irrigation water to Pukaki River at a
maximum rate not exceeding 1,531 litres per second, and to non-irrigated land
in unspecified locations, at a rate of between 25 litres per second and 250
litres per second,

(© CRC082304 - to take and use water from Tekapo Stilling Basin at a maximum
rate of 1,328 litres per second, and a volume not exceeding 14,581,330 cubic
metres per year, for spray irrigation of up to 2,400 hectares of crops and
pasture, and for stock water use, at Simons Hill Station.

ORIGINAL SECTION 42A REPORT

184. The original section 42A report for this applicant was Report 33 (A, B & C) dated 28
August 2009.

185.  Matters that were identified as outstanding in my original section 42A report included
the following:

CRC062842 & CRC082304 - (see Report 33 A & C)

(a) Ecosystems — adverse effects on threatened indigenous flora and fauna
within the proposed irrigation command area (Report 33A, paras 45-55 &
138; Report 33C, paras 40-49 & 123);

(b) People, communities and amenity values — adverse effects on
archaeological sites within the proposed irrigation command area (Report
33A, paras 58-60 & 138; Report 33C, paras 53-55 & 123);

(c) Natural character and landscape — a reduction in natural character and
adverse effects on landscape within the command area (Report 33A,
paras 61-69 & 138; Report 33C, paras 56-62 & 123);

(d) Efficient and reasonable use — no reasonable use assessment, losses as
a result of conveyance and discharge that can be avoided through
adoption of the piped scheme over the canal scheme (Report 33A, paras
70-81 & 138; Report 33C, paras 63-71 & 123);

(e) Water quality - cumulative and localised effects on water quality not fully
assessed(Report 33A, paras 82-96 & 138; Report 33C, paras 72-86 &
123).

CRC062843 - (see Report 33 B)

(a) Erosion effects — details of the design of the discharge weir and erosion
protection works at the discharge site not provided (paras 29-30 & 54);
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(b)

Water quality and Ecosystems —effects on threatened indigenous flora and
fauna adjacent to the proposed irrigation area, and water quality effects
arising from the proposed discharges (paras 31-40 & 54).

ADDITIONAL MATTERS OR AMENDMENTS

186. The following additions and amendments to the applications have been presented by
the applicant throughout the hearing:

(@)

(i)

(ii)

(iii)

(iv)

(b)

(©)

(d)

(€)

(f)

The applicant has provided additional comment on effects on ecosystems,
including:

formation of a draft agreement between Simons Hill Station and Fish
and Game NZ regarding control of Canada Geese (para 52, Glasson);

indication that fish screen design may incorporate a larger mesh size
than NIWA guidelines recommend (para 53, Glasson, para 16.18,
Ryder);

comment that didymo will not affect fish screen performance (para 319,
Mcindoe) and has been recorded in the Tekapo River and Mary Burn
(para 14.15, Ryder);

identification of indigenous and threatened species present on the
property and proposed exclusion of significant sites, while prevalent
species associations within the irrigation command area are considered
unremarkable or present outside the area of development so protection
is not considered to be warranted (para 6.4(e), Espie);

The applicant proposes to consult with NZHPT regarding archaeological
sites present and obtain authority as required (para 3.43, Kyle);

The applicant has assessed effects on natural character and landscape,
and concludes that there will be a reduction in naturalness on the Pukaki
flats, which may be perceived as beneficial due to the current degraded
state of the flats (Evidence for Simons Pass Station, paras 65 - 68,
Steven); and contends that a 100 metre buffer strip between the state
highway and areas of irrigation is unwarranted east of the Mary Range
where development is already evident (paras 49- 52, Steven), but
otherwise adopts mitigation measures suggested in S42a Report 5 (paras
53 — 59, Steven);

The applicant has provided a Policy 16(c)(i) assessment (para 36,
Mcindoe) and argues that the 10% losses predicted from the open canal
system represent a satisfactory level of efficiency for that delivery method
(paras 323-324, Mcindoe);

The applicant has provided two draft Farm Environmental Management
Plans (FEMPs) for Simons Hill Station, one for the eastern areas of the
property in proximity to the Mary Burn (the Simons Hill Station FEMP) and
one for the Pukaki flats area (the Pukaki Flats South FEMP), which have
been developed as a result of a FERA process;

The applicant has identified three potential farm systems for the Pukaki
flats area of the property, with the greatest potential nutrient load
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associated with the proposed dairy system (cows wintered off the property
— DOFF system described in paras 27 — 30, Ogle; nutrient losses
assessed in Table 3, para 23, Snow; and Table 6, para 72, Robson), and
the applicant has indicated that the dairy system is favoured from an
economic perspective (during questioning of Mr Ogle by the hearing panel
on 24 November 2009);

(g) The applicant has identified one sheep and beef farm system, an
integrated high country system (SBHC), for the eastern areas of the
property in proximity to the Mary Burn (described in paras 31 — 39, Ogle;
nutrient losses assessed in Table 3, para 23, Snow; and Table 3, para 40,
Robson);

(h) The applicant proposes to reallocate a portion of the NDA for the Pukaki
Flats area of the property (specified in the WQS) to Rosehip properties,
given that the nutrient losses for the Pukaki Flats area under the proposed
dairy system at Highly Developed setting have been assessed as only
62% for N and 28% for P of the original NDA, and 73% for N and 28% for
P of the amended NDA once reallocation has occurred (paras 69 - 70,
Robson), and Rosehip properties would otherwise exceed NDAS set;

(i) The applicant identifies no adverse effect of granting above the allocation
limit set for agricultural and horticultural activities upstream of Lake Pukaki
outlet in relation to application CRC062842 (paras 313 — 315, Mcindoe).

() The applicant has provided concept design for the discharge and erosion
control structures in the bed and banks of Pukaki River (Fig 7, pg 20,
Mcindoe);

(k) The applicant proposes to fence out stock from the open canal delivery
system and run the canals through areas of low stock density to protect
water quality in the canal (paras 85 — 88, McIndoe) and has described
emergency discharge to land of up to 250L/s, assessing effects as less
than minor on groundwater quality and quantity (paras 89 — 93, Mcindoe);

187. The following matters specific to these applications have been addressed by
submitters at the hearing (in addition to landscape and water quality matters raised by
submitters, which are discussed in addendums to S42a Report 4 and Report 5):

(@) Mr Mark Webb of Fish & Game NZ has presented evidence on the sports
fishery values of the Mary Burn and Tekapo River, expressing support for
surrender of existing consents from the Mary Burn and grant of consent to
use water from Tekapo Stilling Basin (paras 81 — 85, Webb);

(b) Ms Susan Walker, presenting evidence on behalf of the Mackenzie
Guardians, has assessed effects on threatened indigenous species,
suggests that further investigation is needed before granting applications
(paras 42 — 44, Walker), argues that existing protected land is insufficient
to ensure continued biodiversity values (paras 69 — 76, 88-92), and
classifies development on the Pukaki Flats as being of greatest threat to
terrestrial biodiversity in the Mackenzie Basin, in comparison to other
proposals in process at this hearing (Attachment 15);

(c) Ms Ann Steven, presenting evidence on behalf of the Mackenzie
Guardians, has assessed effects of proposed Pukaki Flats development
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on natural character and landscape as viewed from sites not considered
by the applicant, and concludes that effects will be significant, due to
ecological and geomorphic considerations (paras 85 — 88, para 176);

(d) Mr Richard Turner, presenting evidence on behalf of Meridian Energy
Limited, has identified that there is discrepancy between the applicant’s
proposed conditions and those common consent conditions agreed with
MEL prior to obtaining derogation approval (paras 11 — 14, Turner).

COMMENT ON OUTSTANDING MATTERS

188.

189.

190.

191.

192.

| have reviewed the additional information identified above and provide comment, as
follows.

CRC062842 & CRC082304

Effects on Ecosystems

The applicant has gone into detail regarding effects on terrestrial ecology within the
proposed irrigation command area on Pukaki Flats, through evidence presented by Dr
Espie, principally in relation to botanical values, with additional comment on
invertebrate and bird species. The arguments presented contrast with those found in
the evidence presented by Ms Walker, on behalf of the Mackenzie Guardians. These
two pieces of evidence outline prevalent opposing viewpoints regarding the future of
plains habitats and landscapes in the Mackenzie Basin. It is clear that there is likely to
be some loss of habitat of threatened indigenous species as a result of proposed
development, despite proposed preservation of particularly sensitive sites. Dr Espie
argues that such loss is imminent regardless of development, and this argument is
countered by Ms Walker, who asserts that certain values will be retained, despite
hieracium encroachment, and could be enhanced. While Dr Espie is satisfied that any
loss of species within the irrigation command area is countered by preservation of
species in areas not so degraded, Ms Walker suggests that cumulative effects of such
development on species will be significant.

It is difficult to conclude that species and habitat loss will be minor, given the
extensive nature of development proposed, encompassing the majority of the Pukaki
Flats, where no stock are present on Simons Hill Station at the moment and there is
little intervention in natural processes. | accept that tussocklands are degraded and
the flats on Simons Hill appear barren, but it is not clear to me, from the conflicting
evidence presented, that the flats are devoid of value for threatened, including
endemic, indigenous species. Further investigation, as suggested by Ms Walker,
would be useful. At present, | can only conclude that a decision to grant has the
potential to adversely affect threatened indigenous species, and the extent of adverse
effects is still uncertain.

Effects on People, communities & amenity values

The applicant has not assessed effects on archaeological sites within the proposed
irrigation command area, but acknowledges the need to consult with NZHPT and
obtain authority as necessary. A condition limiting exercise of the consent until
authority is obtained from NZHPT will be necessary.

Effects on natural character & landscape

Addendum section 42A report — Maria Bartlett
File No: CO6C/26005 Page 42



193.

194.

195.

196.

197.

198.

199.

CRC landscape expert Chris Glasson is satisfied that effects of the proposal on
natural character and landscape are acceptable, principally as a result of screening of
activity from the state highway and agreed mitigation measures. The one outstanding
matter of contention is the 100 metre buffer between the state highway and
development in the eastern areas of the property, which Mr Glasson maintains as a
recommendation.

Mr Glasson acknowledges that development on the Pukaki Flats will be fully visible
from the surrounding hills and from the air, in reference to the evidence of Ms Steven,
but concludes that effects can be absorbed in relation to principal views from the state
highway, and contests description of the Pukaki Flats as an outstanding natural
landscape. | accept Mr Glasson’s conclusions regarding setback from the state
highway, but can appreciate the counterpoint perspective outlined by Ms Steven. |
note also that there is little discussion of the visual effects of irrigation infrastructure,
specifically the proposed canals (embankment heights etc), in the evidence
presented, such that the effects of these structures on landscape are still uncertain.

Efficient and reasonable use

The Policy 16(c)(i) Irricalc assessment by the applicant and the Policy 16(c)(ii)
assessment provided in my original S42a report conclude that 600mm per hectare will
be required in this location. However, the SPRINK irrigation efficiency model shows
lower average gross irrigation rates to meet stated efficiencies. | am happy to stick
with the requested 600mm in this instance.

The applicant’s original assessment of stock drinking water requirements related to
heifers rather than milking dairy cows, although cows are now the favoured stock type
on the Pukaki Flats (approximately 2000 hectares), so a revised assessment of
stockwater is needed.

Given that the applicant now proposes milking dairy cows as an option, dairy shed
washdown water will be required. Assuming 6,000 cows, 50 litres per cow per day
and 300 days milking on-farm, the amount of water required for washdown is
estimated to be 90,000 cubic metres. | note that the applicant has not applied for
dairy washdown water, and neither washdown water nor milking dairy cows were
included in notification details, such that this may be considered outside the scope of
the application.

| acknowledge the applicant’s assessment that 10% losses from the proposed canal
system can be considered efficient for such a system, but maintain that losses can be
avoided altogether in relation to the alternative piped scheme favoured by the
applicant, which involves a more efficient proposed use of water.

Effects on water quality

The draft FEMPs and water quality assessment provided by the applicant, including
relevant MWRL analyses, has been audited by Environment Canterbury’s technical
experts (refer to Dr Mike Freeman’s s42A addendum report). CRC experts consider
that there are some uncertainties about potential adverse effects of the proposed
activity on water quality, such that either more information is needed or strict
monitoring and response conditions are needed to address cumulative water quality
effects, with a similar requirement for localised water quality effects.

At present, | cannot be certain that granting the application would ensure no more
than a minor adverse effect.
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200.

201.

202.

203.

204,

205.

Effects on other water users

The applicant has not identified any adverse effect of granting the application to take
from Lake Pukaki in excess of the 8 million cubic metre limit specified in Rule 6, Table
5 of the WCWARP. | see a potential effect on the use of water for other activities
upstream of Lake Pukaki outlet.

Policy 12 requires that an applicant must “demonstrate the effect of granting the
consent on the entitlements to other activities over the timeframe of the consent”.
Annex 1 to the WCWARP, paragraph 195, states that if any one activity was to use all
the water, it could prevent the community from providing for its reasonably
foreseeable needs. My interpretation of Table 5 is that allocations for various activities
upstream of Lake Pukaki total 10.9 million cubic metres, with the remainder available
for hydroelectricity generation, such that granting 14.4 million cubic metres for
agricultural and horticultural activities not only reduces the amount available for
hydroelectricity generation (which is not of concern due to derogation approval
provided by Meridian Energy Limited), but also consumes the total allocation
available to other activities. | appreciate that an alternative reading might be that
allocations to other activities are not affected as their total allocation will show
available capacity, due to the 14.4 million being counted in the ag/hort category, and
only availability for hydroelectricity generation is affected, but if that were the case |
would have expected the WAB to identify effects on hydroelectricity generation to be
the matter for consideration, rather than the broader comment made regarding
entitlements to other activities and the need for communities to provide for reasonably
foreseeable needs.

Regarding the origins of the 8 million cubic metres, the WAB acknowledged
submissions from a number of landowners when setting the allocation limits above
lake outlets, providing for limited expansion of ag/hort activities in those upstream
locations (Annex 1 to the WCWARP, paras 204 — 206). Future development argued
for by landowners upstream of Lake Pukaki outlet during the plan hearings would be
precluded for the term of consent, if the non-complying abstraction from Lake Pukaki
is granted.

CRC062843
Effects on Erosion

| am satisfied that the applicant has provided a concept design for the discharge
structure and erosion protection works.

Effects on water quality and ecosystems

The applicant has argued that there will be no change in water quality between the
point of abstraction and discharge because the open canal system will be fenced off
from stock access and will not pass through heavily stocked areas. On that basis, the
application can be considered discretionary rather than non-complying.

| accept the applicant’s assessment of effects on water quality. The applicant does
not discuss ecosystems. The applicant proposes areas to remain outside of the
irrigation command area due to ecological values present. A condition limiting
discharge to within the irrigation command area, and in locations that ensure the
dryland ecological areas outside the command area are unaffected would be needed
if this application is to be granted as requested. However, | expect that effects of
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discharges to land could be entirely avoided by introduction of appropriate storage
capacity at the end of each race node.

SUMMARY

206.

207.

208.

| do not believe that the Section 104D test is met in relation to application
CRC062842 and the proposed abstraction from Lake Pukaki because uncertainties
exist regarding the extent of effects on ecosystems, natural character and landscape,
and water quality, and the application may be contrary to Policies 12 and 13.

In relation to the discretionary activities, the proposed abstraction from Pukaki Canal
under CRC062842, and the proposed abstraction from Tekapo Stilling Basin under
CRCO082304, | am not able to conclude at this time that effects on ecosystems and
water quality will be minor. There is an additional outstanding concern regarding the
impact on landscape of canals and associated structures, proposed under
CRC062842.

In relation to application CRC082843, | do not support granting this proposal as it
stands because alternatives exist. My recommendation stands, including conditions,
which do not mention discharges to land or mitigation for such discharges.

REVISED CONDITIONS

209.

210.

211,

212.

The following changes are recommended to be made to the suite of recommended
conditions contained in Reports 33A and 33C if decision is made to grant the
applications.

CRC062842 and CRC082304 should have the advice notes ANO1 and ANO4, listed in
Report 1, Appendix 6, included in recommended conditions.

Specific additional conditions related to water quality monitoring have not been
drafted, but are required.

Specific additional conditions derived from the FEMP, and expected to result from the
FERA process, have not been drafted, but are required.
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SIMONS PASS STATION LIMITED

213. The applicant has the following applications before the Commissioners:

(a) CRCO062867 — to take and use water from either Pukaki Canal or Lake Pukaki
at a maximum rate of 1,531 litres per second, 14,400,000 cubic metres per
year, for spray irrigation of up to 2,400 hectares of crops and pasture, and for
stock water use, at Simons Pass Station;

(b) CRC062869 — discharge surplus irrigation water to Pukaki River at a
maximum rate not exceeding 1,531 litres per second, and to non-irrigated land
in unspecified locations, at a rate of between 25 litres per second and 250
litres per second,

(© CRC082311 - to take and use water from Tekapo Stilling Basin at a maximum
rate of 1,328 litres per second, and a volume not exceeding 14,581,330 cubic
metres per year, for spray irrigation of up to 2,400 hectares of crops and
pasture, and for stock water use, at Simons Pass Station.

ORIGINAL SECTION 42A REPORT

214. The original section 42A report for this applicant was Report 34 (A, B & C) dated 28
August 2009.

215. Matters that were identified as outstanding in my original section 42A report included
the following:

CRC062867 & CRC082311 - (see Report 34 A & C)

(a) Ecosystems — adverse effects on threatened indigenous flora and fauna
within the proposed irrigation command area (Report 34A, paras 44-56 &
136; Report 34C, paras 40-50 & 121);

(b) People, communities and amenity values — adverse effects on
archaeological sites within the proposed irrigation command area (Report
34A, paras 59-61 & 136; Report 34C, paras 54-56 & 121);

(c) Natural character and landscape — a reduction in natural character and
adverse effects on landscape within the command area (Report 34A,
paras 62-71 & 136; Report 34C, paras 57-64 & 121);

(d) Efficient and reasonable use — no reasonable use assessment, losses as
a result of conveyance and discharge that can be avoided through
adoption of the piped scheme over the canal scheme (Report 33A, paras
72-83 & 136; Report 33C, paras 65-73 & 121);

(e) Water quality - cumulative and localised effects on water quality not fully
assessed(Report 33A, paras 84-94 & 136; Report 33C, paras 74-84 &
121).

CRC062843 - (see Report 33 B)

(f) Erosion effects — details of the design of the discharge weir and erosion
protection works at the discharge site not provided (paras 29-30 & 54);
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(9)

ADDITIONAL

Water quality and Ecosystems —effects on threatened indigenous flora and
fauna adjacent to the proposed irrigation area, and water quality effects
arising from the proposed discharges (paras 31-40 & 54).

MATTERS OR AMENDMENTS

216. The following additions and amendments to the applications have been presented by
the applicant throughout the hearing:

(@)

The applicant has provided additional comment on effects on ecosystems,
including:

(i) formation of a draft agreement between Simons Pass Station and Fish
and Game NZ regarding control of Canada Geese (para 52, Glasson);

(i) indication that fish screen design may incorporate a larger mesh size

than NIWA guidelines recommend (para 53, Glasson, para 16.18,
Ryder);

(i)  comment that didymo will not affect fish screen performance (para

334, McIndoe) and has been recorded in the Tekapo River and Mary
Burn (para 14.15, Ryder);

(iv) exclusion of sites containing conservation values, and assessment

(b)

(€)

(d)

(e)

(f)

that presence of threatened indigenous species is limited within the
proposed irrigation area (para 6.5(e) & (), Espie);

The applicant proposes to consult with NZHPT regarding archaeological
sites present and obtain authority as required (para 3.43, Kyle);

The applicant has assessed effects on natural character and landscape,
and concludes that there will be a reduction in naturalness on the Pukaki
flats, which may be perceived as beneficial due to the current degraded
state of the flats (Evidence for Simons Pass Station, paras 65 - 68,
Steven); and contends that a 100 metre buffer strip between the state
highway and areas of irrigation is unwarranted east of the Mary Range
where development is already evident (paras 49- 52, Steven), but
otherwise adopts mitigation measures suggested in S42a Report 5 (paras
53 — 59, Steven);

The applicant has provided a Policy 16(c)(i) assessment (para 36,
Mcindoe) and argues that the 10% losses predicted from the open canal
system represent a satisfactory level of efficiency for that delivery method
(paras 323-324, Mcindoe);

The applicant has provided two draft Farm Environmental Management
Plans (FEMPs) for Simons Pass Station, one for the eastern areas of the
property in proximity to the Mary Burn (the Mary Range Farming FEMP)
and one for the Pukaki flats area (the Pukaki Flats North FEMP), which
have been developed as a result of a FERA process;

The applicant has identified three potential farm systems for the Pukaki
flats area of the property, with the greatest potential nutrient load
associated with the proposed dairy system (cows wintered off the property
— DOFF system described in paras 27 — 30, Ogle; nutrient losses
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assessed in Table 3, para 23, Snow; and Table 9, para 100, Robson), and
the applicant has indicated that the dairy system is favoured from an
economic perspective (during questioning of Mr Ogle by the hearing panel
on 24 November 2009);

(g) The applicant has identified two possible sheep and beef farm systems,
SBFIN or SBIFIN (land finishing, bull finishing and dairy grazing or a more
intensive option of the same), for the eastern areas of the property in
proximity to the Mary Burn (described in paras 40 — 47 and paras 48 - 50,
Ogle; nutrient losses assessed in Table 3, para 23, Snow; and Table 12,
para 132, Robson);

(h) The applicant proposes to reallocate a portion of the NDA for the Pukaki
Flats area of the property (specified in the WQS) to Rosehip properties,
given that the nutrient losses for the Pukaki Flats area under the proposed
dairy system at Highly Developed setting have been assessed as only
56% for N of the original NDA, and 60% for N of the amended NDA once
reallocation has occurred (para 98, Robson), and Rosehip properties
would otherwise exceed NDAs set;

(i) The applicant identifies no adverse effect of granting above the allocation
limit set for agricultural and horticultural activities upstream of Lake Pukaki
outlet in relation to application CRC062867 (paras 313 — 315, Mcindoe).

(i) The applicant has provided concept design for the discharge and erosion
control structures in the bed and banks of Pukaki River (Fig 7, pg 20,
Mclindoe);

(k) The applicant proposes to fence out stock from the open canal delivery
system and run the canals through areas of low stock density to protect
water quality in the canal (paras 85 — 88, MclIndoe) and has described
emergency discharge to land of up to 250L/s, assessing effects as less
than minor on groundwater quality and quantity (paras 89 — 93, Mclindoe);

217. The following matters specific to these applications have been addressed by
submitters at the hearing (in addition to landscape and water quality matters raised by
submitters, which are discussed in addendums to S42a Report 4 and Report 5):

(a) Mr Mark Webb of Fish & Game NZ has presented evidence on the sports
fishery values of the Mary Burn and Tekapo River, expressing support for
surrender of existing consents from the Mary Burn and grant of consent to
use water from Tekapo Stilling Basin (paras 81 — 85, Webb);

(b) Ms Susan Walker, presenting evidence on behalf of the Mackenzie
Guardians, has classified development on the Pukaki Flats as being of
greatest threat to terrestrial biodiversity in the Mackenzie Basin, in
comparison to other proposals in process at this hearing, on the basis of
tenure review survey information (Attachment 15);

(c) Ms Ann Steven, presenting evidence on behalf of the Mackenzie
Guardians, has assessed effects of proposed Pukaki Flats development
on natural character and landscape as viewed from sites not considered
by the applicant, and concludes that effects will be significant, due to
ecological and geomorphic considerations (paras 85 — 88, para 176);
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(d) Mr Richard Turner, presenting evidence on behalf of Meridian Energy
Limited, has identified that there is discrepancy between the applicant’s
proposed conditions and those common consent conditions agreed with
MEL prior to obtaining derogation approval (paras 11 — 14, Turner).

COMMENT ON OUTSTANDING MATTERS

218.

219.

220.

221.

222,

| have reviewed the additional information identified above and provide comment, as
follows.

CRC062842 & CRC082304

Effects on Ecosystems

The applicant has gone into detail regarding effects on terrestrial ecology within the
proposed irrigation command area on Pukaki Flats, through evidence presented by Dr
Espie, principally in relation to botanical values, with additional comment on
invertebrate and bird species. The arguments presented contrast with those found in
the evidence presented by Ms Walker, on behalf of the Mackenzie Guardians. These
two pieces of evidence outline prevalent opposing viewpoints regarding the future of
plains habitats and landscapes in the Mackenzie Basin. It is clear that there is likely to
be some loss of habitat of threatened indigenous species as a result of proposed
development, despite proposed preservation of particularly sensitive sites. Dr Espie
argues that such loss is imminent regardless of development, and this argument is
countered by Ms Walker, who asserts that certain values will be retained, despite
hieracium encroachment, and could be enhanced. While Dr Espie is satisfied that any
loss of species within the irrigation command area is countered by preservation of
species in areas not so degraded, Ms Walker suggests that cumulative effects of such
development on species will be significant.

It is difficult to conclude that species and habitat loss will be minor, given the
extensive nature of development proposed, encompassing the majority of the Pukaki
Flats. | accept that tussocklands are partially degraded on Simons Pass, but it is not
clear to me, from the conflicting evidence presented, that the flats are devoid of value
for threatened, including endemic, indigenous species. At present, | can only
conclude that a decision to grant has the potential to adversely affect threatened
indigenous species, and the extent of adverse effects is still uncertain.

Effects on People, communities & amenity values

The applicant has not assessed effects on archaeological sites within the proposed
irrigation command area, but acknowledges the need to consult with NZHPT and
obtain authority as necessary. A condition limiting exercise of the consent until
authority is obtained from NZHPT will be necessary.

Effects on natural character & landscape

CRC landscape expert Chris Glasson is satisfied that effects of the proposal on
natural character and landscape are acceptable, principally as a result of screening of
activity from the state highway and agreed mitigation measures. The one outstanding
matter of contention is the 100 metre buffer between the state highway and
development in the eastern areas of the property, which Mr Glasson maintains as a
recommendation.
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